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Executive Summary 

This Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.), the 
CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15000 et seq.), and the City 
of Pasadena CEQA Guidelines. The Final EIR includes comments and responses to comments 
received on the Draft EIR which was circulated for public review from October 5 to November 
19, 2001. Comments received during the public review period are found in Section 7 of this 
Final EIR. Revisions and clarifications to the EIR made in response to comments and 
information received on the Draft EIR are highlighted -· 

The Proiect 

The project examined in this EIR is a transit-oriented, mixed-use residential/commercial 
development that will surround the planned Del Mar Station Blue Line Light Rail station. (Blue 
Line Light Rail track and station installation by the Metro Blue Line Construction Authority are 
currently underway and are not part of this project) The project proposes the adaptive reuse of 
the historic Santa Fe Railroad Depot and the construction of four new buildings. The new 
buildings will contain up to 349 residential apartment units, with the Depot and ground floor of 
new buildings containing approximately 11,000 square feet of retail commercial and restaurant 
space. Approximately 1,200 parking spaces will be provided in an underground parking garage, 
of which 600 spaces will be for exclusive use by transit riders. 

Tl=te f3FOject also iAcl~ees a eeeicatiOA of In conjunction -with the -project, the Los -Angeles 
County Metropolital') Transportation Authority will dedicate 10 feet of property along the west 
side of Arroyo Parkway, extending from Del Mar Boulevard north approximately 200 feet. The 
dedication will allow construction of a dedicated southbound right-turn lane from Arroyo 
Parkway onto Del Mar Boulevard. 

Proiect Location 

The project site consists of 4.1 acres bounded by Raymond Avenue on the west, Del Mar 
Boulevard on the south, Arroyo Parkway on the east, and developed properties on the north. 
Right-of-way for the planned Blue Line light rail transit route bisects the property from north to 
south. 

Regional access is available from the Foothill Freeway (1-210) via the Fair Oaks exit, from the 
Ventura Freeway (State Route 134) at the Colorado/Orange Grove and Fair Oaks Avenue exits, 
and via the Pasadena Freeway/Arroyo Parkway. 

City of Pasadena Del Mar Station Mixed Use EIR 
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Project Objectives and Characteristics 

City objectives for the project include: 

• Achieve the General Plan goal for the Santa Fe Transportation Center focus area, which 
encourages transit-oriented, mixed-use development to attract and support light rail users. 

• Preserve the integrity of the historic Santa Fe Railroad Depot by relocating and pursuing 
adaptive reuse of the Depot consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for 
Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings. 

• Ensure that new development complements the existing historic train station. 

• Meet community-wide housing needs, including provision of affordable housing. 

• Provide for safe vehicle and pedestrian movement around, into and out of the site. 

• Ensure that parking demands from the project and the transit stop can be met. 

The applicant's project objectives are as follows: 

• Create a transit-oriented, mixed-use development that takes advantage of the site's location 
adjacent to a transit stop and on the edge of Old Pasadena, a compact, mixed-use urban 
district. 

• Establish on-site commercial uses that serve the everyday shopping needs of the local 
resident population and transit users. 

Required Actions 

The City will be required to take the following actions to approve the project: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Approval of a Variance to allow the new buildings to exceed the 4-story limit for mixed-use 
buildings on the western half of the site. 

Approval of a Variance to allow new buildings to exceed a 56-foot height limit on the 
western half of the site. 

Approval of a Variance to allow new buildings to exceed a 75-foot height limit on the 
eastern half of the site. 

Approval of a Variance from the zero setback requirement along the Raymond Avenue 
frontage in order to accommodate the placement of the historic depot. 

Approval of a Variance from on-site loading requirements for commercial uses to allow 2 
on-site loading spaces measuring 10 feet by 20 feet in size in lieu of one 12-foot by 30-foot 
space as required by Section 1 7.68. 

Del Mar Station Mixed Use EIR ii City of Pasadena 
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Executive Summary 

• Approval of twe three Variances related to parking: the first to allow a reduction in the 
required number of spaces for commercial uses from the 86 required to 46, aRe the second 
to allow for reduced stall sizes for approximately 47 percent of the spaces (measuring 8½ 
feet by 18 feet instead of the required 9 feet by 18 feet), and the third to allow obstructions 
over vehicle hoods w ithin the underground parking garage. 

-The gmAtiAg of a Certificate of AppFOpFiateAess to accommodate the placemeAt of the 
histOFic depot aAd allow for it5 adapti't'e Feuse. 

• Design review approval. 

• Other entitlements, such as conditional use permits for on-site consumption of alcoholic 
beverages in connection with future restaurants, required for future individual commercial 
uses. 

Significant, Unavoidable Environmental Impacts 
Associated with the Proiect 

Project construction and long-term use of the site will result in the following significant, 
unavoidable environmental effects: 

Transportation/Circulation - Vehicular Traffic 

The proposed project will create a significant impact at the intersection of Del Mar Boulevard 
and Marengo Avenue. The traffic study recommends installation of a new traffic signal control 
system at this intersection, to be coordinated with systemwide improvements. The study 
indicates that the new control at Del Mar/Marengo will mitigate the impact, presuming that the 
balance of the system is in place. However, the City has no program to collect mitigation funds 
to finance the overall system and no timeline for implementation. This solution cannot be 
realized within the project time frame and therefore cannot be considered a mitigation of 
impacts.1 

The Del Mar/Marengo intersection is fully constructed, with no additional right-of-way available 
to provide physical improvements. Also, all four intersection corners are fully developed, with 
little or no space available for additional right-of-way acquisition for improvements. Thus, no 
feasible mitigation is available to mitigate the significant impact at the Del Mar/Marengo 
intersection. 

The project will result in a significant segment impact on Raymond Avenue from Del Mar 
Boulevard to California Boulevard. Sufficient right-of-way is not available for physical roadway 

1 The Final EIR for redevelopment of the Ambassador College campus in Pasadena includes a mitigation measure 
requiring the project developer to fund improvements to all intersections planned to be integrated into the traffic 
control system. However, the City has not taken any action on the Ambassador College project, and there is no 
guarantee that the project and the associated mitigation measure will proceed. In the absence of the Ambassador 
project mitigation program, no other mechanism is in place to fund the systemwide improvements. 
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improvements. Restriping of Raymond Avenue to increase capacity would require removal of 
on-street parking, which would create secondary impacts on Raymond Avenue given the lack of 
available off-street parking. Therefore, no mitigation measure is available to reduce the impact 
to a less-than-significant level on Raymond Avenue from Del Mar Boulevard to California 
Boulevard. 

Air Quality- Short and Long Term 

· Air pollutant emissions associated with new vehicle trips and stationary sources will result in 
emissions levels that exceed the thresholds established by the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District for reactive organic compounds (ROC) and particulate matter (PM 1 O). 
(Stationary sources are defined by AQMD to be those sources that emit pollution from 
equipment, or industrial or commercial processes.) Despite the fact that the uses are oriented 
toward transit usage, impact relative to these pollutants will be significant and unavoidable. 

Potentially Significant Impacts That Can Be Mitigated 

This EIR identifies the following areas of potentially significant impact that can be mitigated to a 
less-than-significant level: 

• Air Quality - Carbon Monoxide Hot Spots 
• Utilities and Service Systems - Sewage 
• Construction - Traffic/ Circulation 

Impacts Considered in this EIR but Found to Be Less 
than Significant 

The analysis contained in this EIR indicates that the project will not have a significant impact 
with respect to the following: 

• Land Use and Planning 
• Transportation/ Circulation - Pedestrian Traffic, Parking and Loading, Access, and 

Hazards . 
• Noise 
• Population and Housing 

Impacts Considered in the Initial Study and Found Not 
to Be Potentially Significant 

The Initial Study (see Appendix A) prepared for the project found that the project poses a less­
than-significant impact or no potentially significant impact with regard to: 

Del Mar Station Mixed Use EIR iv City of Pasadena 
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• Aesthetics • Hydrology and Water Quality 
• Agricultural Resources • Mineral Resources 
• Biological Resources • Public Services 
• Geology/ Soils • Recreation 
• Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Alternatives to the Proiect 

Through comparison of potential project alternatives to the proposed project, the relative 
advantages of each can be weighed and analyzed. The CEQA Guidelines require that a range 
of alternatives addressed be "governed by 'a rule of reason' that requires the EIR to set forth 
only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice" [Section 15126.6(a)]. 

The following alternatives are examined in this EIR: 

No Project - The purpose of analyzing a No Project Alternative is to allow decision makers to 
compare the impacts of approving the proposed project to the impacts of not approving the 
proposed project. At the time of issuance of the Notice of Preparation, existing conditions at 
the project site were different than they are anticipated to be in the near future. Since issuance 
of the NOP, the City has approved the disassembly of the Santa Fe Railroad Depot and its 
temporary relocation to Central Park, across the street from the project site. Furthermore, 
construction has begun on the Del Mar Light Rail Station. If the proposed project is rejected by 
decision makers, the Del Mar Light Rail Station project and a 600-space subterranean parking 
garage would still be built on the project site. The subterranean garage would be located on 
the west side of Arroyo Parkway between Del Mar Boulevard and Green Street. The historic 
Santa Fe Railroad Depot would be relocated to the project site but the building would not be 
restored for adaptive reuse. 

This alternative would reduce traffic impacts and associated air quality effects. However, the 
alternative would not achieve City objectives for the site and would not result in restoration of 
the historic depot. 

Office Development with Residential - This alternative provides for office uses on the Arroyo 
Parkway half of the site, with apartments and retail on the Raymond Avenue side. Similar to the 
proposed project, this alternative would involve relocation of the Santa Fe Railroad Depot back 
to the site, together with its restoration for adaptive reuse. All new buildings would conform to 
zoning regulations regarding height and number of stories. Therefore, this alternative would not 
require height variances, as required by the proposed project. This alternative would produce 
up to 100,000 square feet of office space, 20,000 square feet of commercial space, and 190 
apartments. This alternative would generate fewer average daily trips than the project but 
would not avoid significant traffic nor associated air quality impacts. All other impacts would be 
comparable. 

Alternative Site - CEQA requires examination of an alternative location for the project if such 
location(s) would result in the avoidance or lessening of significant impacts [CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(f)(2)]. Some of the City's objectives for the project are very specific to the 
project site, for example, the City's desire to achieve consistency with the General Plan goal for 
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the Santa Fe Transportation Center focus area. Therefore, the project site is the only location at 
which this goal can be achieved. However, some of the City's other objectives for the project 
can be met at a site near another Blue Line Light Rail Station, the 1-210-Sierra Madre Villa Light 
Rail Station (3500 block of East Foothill Boulevard). 

Locating the project at this alternative site would avoid traffic impacts at the Del Mar/Marengo 
intersection and along Raymond Avenue. However, significant traffic impacts could result at six 
intersections near the Sierra Madre Villa Station which are projected to experience poor 
operating conditions. Air quality and construction impacts would be comparable to those 
associated with the project. 

Cumulative Impact 

The CEQA Guidelines define cumulative impacts as "two or more individual effects which, 
when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other 
environmental impact. The individual effects may be changes resulting from a single project or 
a number of separate projects. The cumulative impact from several projects ... results from the 
incremental impact of the (proposed) project when added to other closely related past, present, 
and reasonable foreseeable .. .future projects. Cumulative impact can result from individually 
minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time" (CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 15355). The project will result in cumulative impacts with respect to air quality, noise, 
and transportation/traffic. 

Areas of Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved 

Through the Notice of Preparation and public scoping process for the project, concerns were 
raised regarding the following: 

• Impact of project driveway locations on adjacent properties and contemplated future use of 
those properties. 

• The project potentially will absorb nearly all of the residential unit allocation for the Santa Fe 
Transportation subdistrict identified in the Pasadena General Plan. 

Summary of Impacts 

Table S-1 beginning on the following page summarizes the environmental effects associated 
with the project, the mitigation measures required to avoid or minimize impact, and the level of 
impact following mitigation. 
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Table S-1 
SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 
Category 

Potential 
Environmental 

Impact 

Unavoidable Significant Environmental Impacts 

Mitigation Measures 

level of 
Impact after 
Mitigation 

!Lead Agency must issue 'Statement of Overriding Considerations• under Section 15093 and 15126(b) of the State 
CEQA Guidelines if the agency determines these effects are significant and approves the project.I 

Transportation/ The proposed project will create a 
Circulation - significant impact at the intersection 
Vehicular of Del Mar Boulevard and Marengo 
Traffic 

City of Pasadena 

Avenue. 

The proposed project will create a 
significant impact on the segment of 
Raymond Avenue from Del Mar 
Boulevard to California Boulevard. 

vii 

The traffic study recommends installation 
of a new traffic signal control system at 
this intersection, to be coordinated with 
systemwide improvements. The study 
indicates that the new control al Del 
Mar/ Marengo will mitigate the impact, 
presuming that the balance of the system 
is in place. However, the City has no 
program to collect mitigation funds to 
finance the overall system and no 
timeline for implementation. Therefore, 
this mitigation solution cannot be 
realized within the project time frame 
and therefore cannot be considered to 
mitigate impact 

The Del Mar/Marengo intersection is 
fully constructed, with no additional right­
of-way available to provide physical 
improvements. Also, all four intersection 
corners are fully developed, with little or 
no space available for additional right-of• 
way acquisition for improvements. Thus, 
no feasible mitigation is available to 
mitigate the significant impact al the Del 
Mar/ Marengo intersection. 

With regard to the significant segment 
impact on Raymond Avenue from Del 
Mar Boulevard to California Boulevard, 
sufficient right-of-way is not available for 
physical roadway improvements. 
Restriping of Raymond Avenue to 
increase capacity would require removal 
of on-street parking, which would create 
secondary impacts on Raymond Avenue 
given the lack of available off-street 
parking. Therefore, no mitigation 
measure is available to reduce the impact 
to a less-than-significant level on 
Raymond Avenue from Del Mar 
Boulevard to California Boulevard. 

Significant 

Significant 
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Table S-1 
SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 
Category 

Air Quality -
Short and long 
Term 

Potential 
Environmental 

Impact 

Air pollutant emissions associated 
with new vehicle trips and stationary 
sources will result in emissions levels 
that exceed the thresholds established 
by the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District for reactive 
organic compounds (ROC) and 
particulate matter (PM 10). 

Del M ar Station Mixed Use EIR viii 

C-1. 

C-2. 

C-3. 

C-4. 

C-5. 

C-6. 

C-8. 

C-9. 

Level of 
Impact after 

Mitigation Measures Mitigation 

A solid fence no less than 8 feet Significant 
in height shall be provided 
around appropriate portions of 
the site perimeter. A covered 
pedestrian walkway adjacent to 
structures being worked on 
above grade shall also be 
provided along the site 
boundary. 

Prior to commencing 
construction, the developer 
shall provide a dust control and 
stormwater pollution 
prevention plans in compliance 
with NPDES requirements. The 
plans will be subject to review 
and approval by the City. The 
contractor shall fully comply 
with the approved plans during 
site preparation and 
construction. 

During high w ind episodes 
(wind speeds exceeding a 
sustained rate of 25 miles per 
hour), demolition or other high­
dust generating activities shall 
be suspended. 

Muffled construction 
equipment shall be used. All 
construction equipment shall be 
properly tuned. 

Gasoline or electric powered 
construction equipment shall be 
used if feasible. 

Low VOC-content paint, stucco, 
or other architectural coating 
materials shall be utilized to the 
extent possible. 

All haul trucks that carry 
contents subject to airborne 
dispersal shall be covered. 

All access points to the 
construction site used by haul 
trucks shall be kept free of 
excess dirt during the 
excavation period. 
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Executive Summary 

Table S-1 
SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 
Category 

City of Pasadena 

Potential 
Environmental 

Impact 

ix 

level of 
Impact after 

Mitigation Measures Mitigation 

C-10. 

C-11. 

C-12. 

C-13. 

A telephone number and a 
name of a contact person for 
registering comments or 
complaints shall be posted in a 
clearly visible manner along the 
perimeter of the site. 

A tlagperson shall be employed 
to direct traffic when 
construction vehicles access the 
project site and the staging 
area. 

If any sidewalk is blocked 
during construction, alternate 
routes for pedestrians and 
bicyclists shall be clearly 
marked with signs approved by 
the City. 

If any bus stop adjacent to the 
site or the construction staging 
area is obstructed by 
construction activities, the 
developer, in cooperation with 
the bus service providers, shall 
relocate such bus stops as 
appropriate 

long Term 

AQ-3. The project applicant will 
cooperate with the City of 
Pasadena to provide convenient 
electric vehicle recharging 
stations within the underground 
parking structure. 

AQ-4. The project applicant shall 
participate in the City's program 
to increase City-owned shuttle 
bus service. Participation shall 
include funds for capital 
expenditures. 
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Table S-1 
SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Level of 
Impact after Impact 

Category 

Potential 
Environmental 

Impact Mitigation Measures Mitigation 

AQ-5. Bicycle parking shall be 
provided at convenient 
locations to facilitate residents, 
patrons, and employees to bike 
to and from the project site 
beyond the minimal 
requirements set forth in the 
Pasadena Municipal Code. 

Significant Environmental Impacts That Can Be Avoided or Mitigated 
[Section 15126(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines) 

Cultural 
Resources 

The project involves relocating the H-1. 
historic Santa Fe Depot building from 

The applicant/developer shall 
comply with all mitigation 
measures contained in the 
Mitigated Negative Declaration 
dated March 19, 2001 
regarding documentation of all 
building and site features, 

a temporary off-site location back to 
the project site, at a spot south of its 
historic placement. The applicant 
intends to restore the Depot 
consistent with the Secretary o( the 
Interior's Standards and to use the 
building as a restaurant or 
restaurants. 

including landscaping, and 
retention of building 
components to the greatest 
extent possible. 

H-2. All restoration work on the 
Santa Fe Train Depot shall be 
performed in accordance with 
the Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for Rehabilitation. All 
such restoration work will be 
approved by the ~ 
l-leFilage Design Commission. 

H-3. The project applicant will 
prepare a landscape plan that 
includes elements that either 
replicate or approximate the 
original semi-tropical landscape 
palette surrounding the Depot. 
The landscape plan will be 
reviewed and approved by the 
Design Commission. 

Less than 
Significant 
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Executive Summary 

Table S-1 
SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact 
Category 

Potential 
Environmental 

Impact 

Air Quality 
Carbon 

- The proposed project includes AQ-1. 

Monoxide Hot 
Spots 

residential use, which is considered a 
sensitive receptor. Two intersections 
adjacent to the project site currently 
experience or will experience in the AQ-2. 
future a CO hot spot: 1) Del Mar 
Boulevard and Arroyo Parkway and 2) 
Del Mar and Raymond Avenue. The 
project's introduction of a sensitive 
receptor to these conditions is 
considered significant. 

Utilities 
Service 
Systems 
Sewage 

and According to Pasadena Public Works U-1. 
staff, a recent (July, 2001) sewer flow 

Construction -
Traffic/ 
Circulation 

study identified sewer line deficiencies 
at California Boulevard west of 
Raymond Avenue and in Arroyo U-2. 
Parkway south of the project site. 
Adequate capacity exists in the 
Raymond Avenue line to serve the 
subject project and anticipated future 
projects. 

In the vicinity of the site, construction C-7. 
trucks over 6,000 pounds will be 
required to use Del Mar Boulevard, 
Fair Oaks Avenue, Arroyo Parkway, 
and Walnut Street. These trucks and 
equipment may cause traffic 
congestion in the surrounding area, 
especially during peak hours, which is 
a potentially significant impact. 

Impacts Considered But Found To Be Less Than Significant 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Impact after 
Mitigation 

All project construction will Less than 
consist of air-tight construction Significant 
in the residential units. 

Air conditioning must be 
provided so that open windows 
will not be relied upon for 
cooling in the summer. 

All sewer lines from the project Less than 
shall be designed to outlet into Significant 
the Raymond Avenue trunk line. 

No occupancy permit for the 
project shall be issued until the 
City Engineer has reviewed 
project plans for sewer 
connection and verified that 
adequate trunk line capacity is 
available to safely 
accommodate sewage flows 
from the project. 

Construction vehicles and Less than 
trucks shall use locally Significant 
designated truck routes to 
arrive at and leave the site. 

Land Use and 
Planning 

Potential environmental impacts with 
regard to land use compatibility, 

No mitigation is required. Less than 

General Plan consistency, and 
conformance with development 
regulations and design guidelines will 
be less than significant. 

Transportation/ An evaluation of off-site pedestrian 
Circulation • facilities was conducted along Arroyo 
Pedestrian Parkway, Raymond Avenue, and Del 
Traffic Mar Boulevard. The proposed project 

will not impede pedestrian 

movement. 

City of Pasadena xi 

Significant 

No mitigation is required. Less than 
Significant 
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Executive Summary 

Table S-1 
SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Potential level of 
Impact Environmental Impact after 

Category Impact Mitigation Measures Mitigation 

Transportation/ Findings will be required relative both No mitigation is required. Less than 

Circulation - to stall size and total number. If Significant 

Parking and required findings cannot be made for 

Loading this project, the project must be 
revised to conform to zoning 
requirements and thus avoid impact. 
If findings are made, the responsible 
hearing body will have thereby 
deemed the project to comply, and 
impact is considered less than 
significant. 

Transportation/ Both the Arroyo Parkway and No mitigation is required. Less than 

Circulation - Raymond Avenue driveways will be Significant 

Access located and configured to allow 
uncongested ingress and egress. 

Transportation/ Although, detailed plans for the at• No mitigation is required. Less than 

Circulation - grade crossing have not been Significant 

Hazards prepared, the crossing w ill be required 
to comply with PUC standards. 
Compliance will avoid impact. 

Noise Impacts with regard to daily on-site No mitigation is required. Less than 
activity, amplified sound, traffic noise, Significant 
and anticipated future sound 
environment with train operations are 
evaluated and determined to be less 
than significant. 

Population and Existing land use regulations provide No mitigation is required. Less than 
Housing limits on growth.~ Impact is less than Significant 

significant. 

Utilities and Given that the City implements No mitigation is required. Less than 
Service aggressive waste diversion/ reduction Significant 
Systems - programs that apply to the Del Mar 
Solid Waste project, and since the Scholl Canyon 

Landfill has capacity for another 20 
years, the project will not have a 
significant impact upon landfill 
capacity 

2 Pasadena is in the process of amending the General Plan Land Use Element. Through the process, new limits may 
be established for the Central District and Santa Fe Transportation Corridor. The City anticipates that action w ill have 
been taken on the subject project prior to adoption of General Plan Land Use amendments. All future projects 
w ithin the area w ill be subject to any revised limits. 
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Executive Summary 

Table S-1 
SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Potential 

I 
Level of 

Impact Environmental Impact after 
Category Impact I Mitigation Measures Mitigation 

Impacts Considered in the Initial Study But Found Not To Be Potentially Significant 
(Section 15128 of the State CEQA Guidelines) 

• Aesthetics 

• Agricultural Resources 

• Biological Resources 

• Geology/ Soils 

• Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

• Hydrology and Water Quality 

• M ineral Resources 

• Public Services 

• Recreation 
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Introduction 

Del Mar Station LLC (the applicant) has submitted an application to the City of Pasadena to 
permit a transit-oriented, mixed-use residential/commercial development project surrounding 
the planned Blue Line Light Rail Del Mar Station, located on Del Mar Boulevard between 
Arroyo Parkway and Raymond Avenue. The project incorporates the historic Santa Fe Railroad 
Depot building and includes adaptive reuse of the station as a restaurant or related use. 
Applications required to permit the project include Variances to exceed the maximum 
permitted building story height limit and height limit in feet, a Variance from the requirement for 
a zero setback along the Raymond Avenue frontage, a Variance from on-site loading 
requirements, Variances from parking requirements for the number of spaces and stall size, and 
a Certificate of Appropriateness for adaptive reuse of the depot. Other discretionary approvals 
required include project design approval by the City's Design Commission. 

Purpose of the EIR 

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) will be used by the City of Pasadena to assess the 
potential environmental impacts associated with the construction and long-term operation of 
the project. During the development review process, the City of Pasadena may apply 
mitigation measures and/or alternatives identified in this EIR to the project to reduce or avoid 
identified impacts. 

This EIR is an information document to be used by decision makers, public agencies, and the 
general public. It is not a policy document of the City of Pasadena. The document provides 
information regarding the potential environmental impacts related to the construction and long­
term operation of the proposed project. 

This Final EIR includes comments and responses to comments received on the Draft EIR which 
was circulated for public review from October 5 to November 19, 2001. Comments received 
during the public review period are found in Section 7 of this Final EIR. Revisions and 
clarifications to the EIR made in response to comments and information received on the Draft 

EIR are highlighted -· 

Legal Requirements 

This EIR has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act of 
1970 (Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.) and the Guidelines for Implementation of 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA Guidelines) published by the Resources Agency 
of the State of California (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 3, Section 1 5000 et 
seq.), and the City of Pasadena's CEQA Guidelines. The City of Pasadena is the lead agency for 
this EIR, as defined by Section 21067 of CEQA. 
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Pursuant to CEQA and CEQA Guidelines, an Initial Study was prepared for this project. The 
Initial Study concluded that the project might have a significant effect on the environment. The 
Initial Study checklist is included in Appendix A of this EIR. A Notice of Preparation (NOP) for 
this EIR was issued by the City in March of 2001 in accordance with the requirements of the 
CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15082(a), 15103, and 15375. The NOP indicated that an EIR was 
being prepared and invited comments on the project from public agencies and the general 
public. 

This EIR was prepared by environmental planning consultants under contract to the City of 
Pasadena and under the direction of City staff. All information, analysis, and conclusions 
contained in this document reflect the independent review and judgement of the City. 

The Project 

The project analyzed in this EIR is the development and long-term use of a transit-oriented, 
mixed-use residential/commercial development project The development will incorporate the 
planned Del Mar Station platform of the Blue Line Light Rail. Completion of the project is 
planned for 2003 to coincide with initiation of Blue Line service from downtown Los Angeles. 

The project consists of: 

• The relocation and adaptive reuse of the historic Santa Fe Railroad Depot building; 

• Construction of new buildings containing up to 349 residential apartment units and within 
the Depot and ground floor of the new buildings, approximately 11,000 square feet of retail 
commercial and restaurant space; 

• Construction of a 1,200-space underground parking garage, with 600 spaces dedicated for 
use by transit riders.3 A limited number of additional parking spaces may be provided at 
grade; 

• Plaza improvements to integrate project components with the light rail station platform; and 

-The dedication of apprm(iRlately 10 feet of right of way along Arro','O ParlEwa•,c to allo,,,., for a 
dedicated so~thb01:md right t~rn lane onto Del Mar 8o~le't·ard. 

No off-site improvements are planned as part of this project, other than utility line upgrades in 
the immediate project vicinity. 

3 Construction and operation of a 600-space parking garage to serve the Del Mar Blue line Light Rail station has 
previously been considered and approved by the former Los Angeles County Transportation Commission and City of 
Pasadena. A Final EIR was certified in 1990 (Final EIR, Pasadena - Los Angeles Light Rail Project, February 1990). 
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Introduction 

Pursuant to CEQA and CEQA Guidelines, an Initial Study was prepared for this project. The 
Initial Study concluded that the project might have a significant effect on the environment. The 
Initial Study checklist is included in Appendix A of this EIR. A Notice of Preparation (NOP) for 
this EIR was issued by the City in March of 2001 in accordance with the requirements of the 
CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15082(a), 15103, and 15375. The NOP indicated that an EIR was 
being prepared and invited comments on the project from public agencies and the general 
public. 

This EIR was prepared by environmental planning consultants under contract to the City of 
Pasadena and under the direction of City staff. All information, analysis, and conclusions 
contained in this document reflect the independent review and judgement of the City. 

The Project 

The project analyzed in this EIR is the development and long-term use of a transit-oriented, 
mixed-use residential/commercial development project. The development will incorporate the 
planned Del Mar Station platform of the Blue Line Light Rail. Completion of the project is 
planned for 2003 to coincide with initiation of Blue Line service from downtown Los Angeles. 

The project consists of: 

• The relocation and adaptive reuse of the historic Santa Fe Railroad Depot building; 

• Construction of-new buildings containing up to 349 residential apartment units and within 
the Depot and ground floor of the new buildings, approximately 11,000 square feet of retail 
commercial and restaurant space; 

• Construction of a 1,200-space underground parking garage, with 600 spaces dedicated for 
use by transit riders.3 A limited number of additional parking spaces may be provided at 
grade; 

• Plaza improvements to integrate project components with the light rail station platform; and 

-Tt:ie eledication of apprm~imatel',' 10 feet of rigl:it of wa~• along Arroyo Parkwa~• to allow for a 
dedicated so1:1tl:ibound rigl:it tmn lane onto Del Mar 801:1iei.•ard. 

No off-site improvements are planned as part of this project, other than utility line upgrades in 
the immediate project vicinity. 

3 Construction and operation of a 600-space parking garage to serve the Del Mar Blue Line Light Rail station has 
previously been considered and approved by the former Los Angeles County Transportation Commission and City of 
Pasadena. A Final EIR was certified in 1990 (Final EIR, Pasadena - Los Angeles Light Rail Project, February 1990). 
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Scope of the Environmental Analysis 

Pursuant to CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, an Initial Study was prepared for this project. The 
Initial Study concluded that the project might have a significant effect on the environment with 
respect to the following: 

• Land Use/ Planning • Noise 
• Historic Resources • Population/ Housing 
• Transportation/Traffic • Utilities/ Service Systems 
• Air Quality • Construction Effects 
Appendix A contains the Initial Study and NOP for the project. Appendix B presents comment 
letters received in response to the NOP. 

Intended Uses of the EIR 

This EIR will be used by the City of Pasadena and other responsible agencies to provide 
information necessary for environmental review of discretionary actions related to project 
approval. The EIR may be used by the following agencies for the following discretionary 
actions: 

Agency 
City of Pasadena City Council 

City of Pasadena Board of Zoning Appeals 

City of Pasadena Zoning Hearing Officer 

City of Pasadena Design Commission 

City of Pasadena Cultural l-leritage 
Commission 

City of Pasadena xvii 

Action 
• Consider appeal of any action of the 

Design Commission 

• Consider call for review of any action of 
the Board of Zoning Appeals 

• Consider appeal of any action of the 
Zoning Hearing Officer 

• Review of proposed Variances from 
building story and height standards, 
setback requirements, on-site loading 
requirements, and parking requirements 

• Design review pursuant to the zoning 
ordinance 

• Review of proposed adaptive reuse of a 
historic building 

• Certificate of Appropriateness for 
relocation of Santa Fe Railroad Depot 
building 
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Introduction 

South Coast Air Quality Management 
District (SCAQMD) 

Metro Blue Line Construction Authority 

State of California Public Utilities 
Commission 

Others as necessary 

Public Review and Comment 

• Review and approval of permits for 
stationary pollutant sources such as 
restaurant 

• Approval of pedestrian crossing of rail 
and other improvements within 
Authority's jurisdiction 

• Approval of any planned at-grade 
pedestrian crossing of rail lines 

This Draft EIR will be circulated for a 45-day public review period. The public is invited to 
comment in writing on the information contained in this document. Persons and agencies 
commenting are encouraged to provide information that they believe is missing from the Draft 
EIR, or to identify where the information can be obtained. All comment letters received will be 
responded to in writing, and the comment letters, together with the responses to those 
comments, will be included in the Final EIR. The City Zoning Hearing Officer, Design 
Commission, and CultuFal ~eFitage ComFAission, and any City hearing body acting on an 
appeal, are required to review the Draft EIR, public comments received, and the responses to 
the comments prior to ruling on the adequacy of the Final EIR and prior to taking action on the 
proposed project. 

This Draft EIR and supporting documentation are available for public inspection at the offices of 
the City of Pasadena Planning and Permitting Department, Community Planning Section, 175 
North Garfield Avenue, City of Pasadena, California. Circulating and reference copies of the 
Draft El R are available at the following City of Pasadena libraries: 

Central Library 
285 E. Walnut Avenue 
Pasadena, CA 

Allendale Library 
1130 So. Marengo Avenue 
Pasadena, CA 

Technical references used in the EIR that are not available at the City of Pasadena are available 
for review at Cotton/Bridges/Associates, 747 East Green Street, Suite 300, Pasadena, CA, 
91101. Call (626) 304-0102 to make an appointment with laura Stetson to review these 
documents. 

EIR As An Informational Document 

This EIR is intended to provide information to public agencies and the general public regarding 
the environmental impacts associated with development of the site, as discussed in the EIR. 
Under the provisions of CEQA, "the purpose of an Environmental Impact Report is to identify 
the significant effects of a project on the environment, to identify alternatives to the project and 
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to indicate the manner in which such significant effects can be mitigated or avoided." Thus, the 
EIR is an informational document for use by decision makers, public agencies, and the general 
public. It is not a policy document that sets forth City policy about the desirability of the 
potential development discussed. 

Mitigation Monitoring Program 

In accordance with Section 21081.6 of CEQA, a mitigation monitoring program will be 
prepared for adoption by the Zoning Hearing Officer prior to certification of the Final EIR for 
the proposed project and action on the Variance requests. The mitigation monitoring program 
will be designed to ensure compliance with adopted mitigation measures contained in the Final 
EIR. 

Contents 

This EIR contains nine sections. The first two sections are the Executive Summary and this 
Introduction. The Executive Summary describes the project and the impacts associated with 
project implementation. 

Section 1.0 (Project Description) defines project characteristics. Section 2.0 (Environmental 
Impact Analysis) provides detailed descriptions of the environmental conditions for each impact 
area, analyzes potential impacts, and outlines the mitigation measures required to eliminate or 
reduce significant impacts. Issues examined in Section 2.0 with their respective section 
numbers are: 

2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2.4 

Land Use and Planning 
Historic Resources 
Transportation/Circulation 
Air Quality 

2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 

Noise 
Population/Housing 
Utilities and Service Systems 
Construction Effects 

Section 3.0 examines alternatives to the project. Section 4.0 identifies the cumulative effects of 
the project when combined with other development in the project vicinity, as well as growth­
inducing impacts. Section 5.0 identifies preparers of the EIR, and Section 6.0 lists documents 
and persons consulted in the course of the EIR preparation. Throughout this EIR, reference 
documents and persons contacted are cited as endnotes within each section. Appendices 
bound with this draft EIR include the Notice of Preparation and the Initial Study for the project, 
responses to the Notice of Preparation, and technical reports. 
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1.0 Project Description 

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) addresses the potential environmental effects associated 
with the development of a mixed-use, transit-oriented development project on the site of the 
historic Santa Fe Railroad Depot in the City of Pasadena. The project site is located at the 
northwest corner of Del Mar Boulevard and Arroyo Parkway (Figure 1 ). The project will be 
constructed around the new Del Mar Station for the planned Blue Line Light Rail commuter 
train. The project is anticipated to be completed by early 2004. Initiation of Blue Line service 
between downtown Los Angeles and Pasadena is anticipated for July, 2003. 

The Proiect 

The proposed project is the development of a mixed-use residential, retail commercial, and 
transit project on the site of the historic Santa Fe Railroad Depot in the City of Pasadena. The 
project is envisioned as a transit-oriented development that incorporates the planned Blue Line -
Del Mar Station transit stop improvements to be completed by the Los Angeles to Pasadena 
Metro Blue Line Construction Authority (Blue Line Authority). Development proposed in four 
new buildings surrounding the transit stop includes residential apartments, and local and transit­
serving retail, with subterranean and surface parking provided on site to serve the residential 
and commercial uses, as well as transit riders. As part of the project, the project applicant 
proposes to relocate th~ existing Santa Fe Railroad Depot building approximately 4-GG 8_6 feet 
south and 23 feet west of its historic location and to restore the building for use by retail 
businesses and restaurants. According to the applicant, Del Mar Station LLC, adaptive reuse of 
the depot will be pursued in conformance with the federal government publication Secretary of 
the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings 
(referred to in this EIR as the Secretary of the Interior's Standards). 

The proposed development project consists of five buildings: the existing historic depot building 
and four new multi-story buildings adjacent to the rail right-of-way. Together, these buildings 
will contain up to 349 residential apartment units and approximately 11,000 square feet of 
retail/restaurant space. Uses within the depot building will be limited to commercial businesses. 
Parking will be provided in a three and one-half level subterranean parking structure containing 
approximately 1,200 spaces, of which 600 will be dedicated to transit users. 

The Blue Line tracks (running north-south) divide the project site into two halves, with the Del 
Mar station platforms to be located at the north end of the site. The development plan calls for 
a large open plaza on the west side of the tracks, in front of the historic depot building, to unify 
the development and accommodate pedestrian movement between retail uses, the apartments, 
and train station entrances. Figure 2 shows the proposed site plan with building outlines, the 
location of the tracks and related features, the pedestrian plaza, and driveway locations. 
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Figure l 
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Project Description 

Discretionary actions required for the project to proceed include: 

• A Variance to allow the new buildings to exceed the 4-story height limit for mixed-use 
buildings on the western half of the site. 

• Approval of a Variance to allow new buildings to exceed a 56-foot height limit on the 
western half of the site. 

• Approval of a Variance to allow new buildings to exceed a 75-foot height limit on the 
eastern half of the site. 

• A Variance from the zero setback requirement along the Raymond Avenue frontage in 
order to accommodate the placement of the historic depot. 

• A Variance from on-site loading requirements for commercial uses to allow 2 on-site 10-foot 
by 20-foot loading spaces in lieu of a single 12-foot by 30-foot space required by Section 
17.68 of the zoning ordinance; 

• +we Three Variances related to parking: the first to reduce the number of parking spaces 
for commercial uses from the 86 required to 46; aRfl second, to allow approximately 47 
percent of all parking spaces to consist of reduced-size low turnover spaces (measuring 8-½ 
by 18 feet instead of the required 9 by 18 feet); and third, to allow obstructions over vehicle 
h_oods ~ithin the ur:idergrQund parking garage. 

-:rhe gFanting of a CeFtificate of AppFopFiateness to accofflfflOSate the placefflent of the 
histoFic sepot ans allow foF its asaptii.ce Feuse. 

• Design review approval. 

• Other entitlements, such as conditional use permits for on-site consumption of alcoholic 
beverages in connection with future restaurants, required for future individual commercial 
uses. 

,i\s paft of the pFojec~ the Qlue Line ConstFuction AuthOFi~ Los.Angeles. County. Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority will dedicate a 10-foot-wide strip of property along Arroyo Parkway 
from Del Mar Boulevard to a point approximately 200 feet north of the Arroyo Parkway/Del 
Mar Boulevard intersection. This dedication will allow for construction by the City of a 
dedicated southbound right-turn lane on Arroyo Parkway to Del Mar Boulevard. 

An action occurring precedent to and independent of the project is the widening of Del Mar 
Boulevard from Arroyo Parkway west to Raymond Avenue. This improvement, which will 
create a dedicated right-turn lane onto Raymond Avenue, is planned to improve traffic flow in 
light of periodic stopages caused by trains. The widening will occur whether or not the subject 
development project proceeds. 
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Project Description 

Project Objectives 

City objectives for the project include: 

• Achieve consistency with the General Plan goal for the Santa Fe Transportation Center 
focus area, which encourages transit-oriented, mixed-use development that attracts and 
supports light rail users. 

• Preserve the integrity of the historic Santa Fe Railroad Depot. 

• Ensure that new development complements the existing historic train station. 

• Meet community-wide housing needs, including affordable housing. 

• Ensure that parking demands from the project and the transit stop can be met. 

The applicant's project objectives are as follows: 

• Create a transit-oriented, mixed-use development that takes advantage of the site's location 
adjacent to a transit stop and on the edge of Old Pasadena, a compact, mixed-use urban 
district. 

• Establish on-site commercial uses that serve the everyday shopping needs of the local 
resident population and transit users. 

• Relocate and pursue adaptive reuse of the historic Santa Fe Railroad Depot consistent with 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating 
Historic Buildings. 

Project Location and Boundaries 

The project site consists of 4.1 acres bounded by Raymond Avenue on the west, Del Mar 
Boulevard on the south, Arroyo Parkway on the east, and developed properties on the north. 
Right-of-way for the planned Blue Line light rail transit route bisects the property from north to 
south (previous Figure 1 ). 

Regional access is available from the Foothill Freeway (1-210) via the Fair Oaks exit, from the 
Ventura Freeway (State Route 134) at the Colorado/Orange Grove and Fair Oaks Avenue exits, 
and via the Pasadena Freeway/Arroyo Parkway, as indicated in the inset in Figure 1. 

Existing Setting and Surrounding Land Uses 

Currently, the site is largely vacant, except for the 6, 126-square-foot Santa Fe Railroad Depot 
building (circa 1935) located toward the north end of the property (west side). The paved 
south end has been leased on a temporary basis for vehicle parking. Old railroad tracks lie 
within the rail right-of-way traversing the site, although these tracks are in the process of being 
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Proiecl Description 

removed to facilitate construction of the Blue Line light rail system through Pasadena. In 
anticipation of Blue Line construction, the Blue Line Authority has established temporary 
construction trailers on the site and has fenced a portion of the property to prevent trespass. 

Properties surrounding the project site support a diverse mix of uses. Immediately to the west, 
across Raymond Avenue, is Pasadena's Central Park. The park contains an extensive lawn area, 
a playground, a community center, and a lawn bowling facility. Properties immediately to the 
north support destination retail businesses, a large, historic residential hotel (the Castle Green 
Hotel), and a mini-warehouse/ public storage facility. Old Pasadena - a dense, mixed-use urban 
district with shops, businesses, restaurants, and residential uses - lies just beyond, north of 

Green Street. 

East of the project site, across Arroyo Parkway, development consists primarily of low-scale and 
mid-rise office buildings, multi-family residential uses, and limited commercial uses. To the 
south, across Del Mar Boulevard, uses include low-intensity retail, office, and industrial 
businesses. Del Mar Boulevard provides direct access to the 1-210 and SR-134 freeways. All 
streets serving the project and project area are fully improved public streets and integral parts of 
Pasadena's road network. 

Proiect Characteristics 

The mixed-use development project, referred to in this EIR as the Del Mar Station Joint 
Development project, includes the following components, described in detail in subsequent 
paragraphs: 

• Relocation of the historic Santa Fe Railroad Depot from a temporary off-site location to the 
central portion of the site (see Figure 2 - Site Plan), and rehabilitation of the structure 
consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards to allow for adaptive reuse as a 
commercial building. 

• Construction of four new multi-story mixed-use buildings (buildings 1, 2, 3, and 4 on Figure 
2), with retail and at-grade parking located on the ground level and residential units located 
at both ground level and on upper floors. The buildings on the eastern portion of the site, 
along Arroyo Parkway, will vary from 3 to 7 stories, with a maximum height of 84 feet on 
Del Mar Boulevard (see Figure 3 through 7). A tower element near the corner of Arroyo 
Parkway and Del Mar Boulevard will extend up to 99 feet. The buildings on the western 
half of the site (Raymond Avenue frontage) are designed with a stepback so the front 
portions of the buildings are 54 feet in height and step back to a maximum of 84 feet in 
height on Del Mar Boulevard, with a tower element at the north end extending up to 
approximately 93 feet 

• Up to 349 residential units will be provided, yielding an overall development density of 85 
units per acre. Ground-floor units will be raised approximately two feet above grade and 
accessed from the public sidewalk via a stoop. On-site private amenities include a health 
club for residents and a swimming pool on the fourth level between buildings 1 and 2. 
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Project Description 

• Retail, restaurant, and complementary commercial uses will be located on the ground floor 
of buildings 3 and 4. Total combined retail space within these buildings and the depot will 
be approximately 11,000 square feet. 

• Construction of a 3-1 / 2 level, 1,200-space ( approximately) underground parking garage to 
serve transit users and on-site development, with 600 spaces dedicated to transit users. The 
lowest level will be up to 40 feet below grade. Access to the garage will be from Raymond 
Avenue near the north end of the site and Arroyo Parkway, also at the north end (see Figure 
2, Site Plan). Approximately 8 at-grade parking spaces may be accommodated beneath 
building 4. 

• Pedestrian amenities consisting of a large plaza surrounding the depot building, a pedestrian 
crossing across the light rail tracks, and a pedestrian plaza (providing landscaping, artwork, 
and seating) between the two buildings on the east side of the property to provide direct 
pedestrian access from Arroyo Parkway to the light rail station entrance. Forty-inch-high 
walls adjacent to the rail tracks and buildings 2 and 3 (train deceleration zone) will guard 
against pedestrian access. 

• On Raymond Avenue, the developer proposes a mid-block pedestrian crossing at 
approximately the north end of the depot building to connect the project to Central Park 
and planned bus stops to be located on the west side of Raymond Avenue, north of Del 
Mar Boulevard. 

Adoptive Reuse of Railroad Depot 

The 6, 126-square-foot Santa Fe Railroad Depot building was constructed in 1935 as a passenger 
station for transcontinental rail service provided by the Santa Fe Railroad. Service to the station 
ceased in 1994, and since that time the building has remained vacant. The depot is listed in the 
National Register of Historic Places as contributing to the Old Pasadena Historic District. 

The Mission-style building includes an ornate indoor waiting room with doors that open onto a 
trellised patio. Notable features of this room include large chandeliers hanging from wood 
ceiling beams and decorative pre-Columbian motif tiles adorning the walls at chair rail height. A 
long wooden ticket counter divides the waiting room from the western half of the building, 
which contains a small office, railroad staff areas, and a freight/baggage room. The office is an 
addition constructed in 1951, and the baggage room dates to 1953. 

To integrate this historic building into the overall development and to accomplish the goal of 
making the Depot the visual focus for the transit station, the applicant proposes to move the 
building to a location central to the project, where it will create a visual axis from Arroyo 
Parkway on the east and Raymond Avenue on the west. To accomplish this objective and to 
allow for excavation for the underground parking garage, the applicant is in the process of 
partially disassembling the building and placing it at a temporary off-site location. (This action is 
being taken to protect the Depot during excavation of the site for the transit parking garage 
and has been the subject of prior environmental review. A Mitigated Negative Declaration 
dated May 7, 2001, assessed the impact of disassembling and temporarily relocating the depot 
to Central Park, across Raymond Avenue from the project site.) Once parking garage 
construction has been completed (approximately 16 months of construction time), the building 
will be returned to the site as shown on Figure 2 and rehabilitated for adaptive reuse. The 
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Project Description 

applicant proposes to adapt the building for use by retail tenants and restaurants. The Depot 
building will be moved approximately 86 feet south and 23 feet west of its historic location. 
The applicant intends to pursue rehabilitation in conformance with the Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards. 

New Construction 

Residential Component 

The four buildings that will house apartments cover the four corners of the site. Housing types 
include stacked flats in taller buildings, traditional courtyard housing, and walk-up lofts facing 
Arroyo Parkway. The building footprints outlined in Figure 2 and the elevation drawings (Figure · 
3 through Figure 7) show articulated facades and staggered building heights that create visual 
interest. The buildings have varied architectural treatments. The lofts facing Arroyo Parkway 
(Building 1) will have large windows and will be clad with horizontal cementitious siding. 
Building 3 will have a Spanish Revival quality to complement the historic depot. Building 2 
which faces the public plaza will have a slightly modern appearance. A tower extending up to 
approximately 89 feet is proposed for Building 2 facing Arroyo Parkway near the corner of Del 
Mar to symbolize the gateway to Old Pasadena. A similar tower element will adorn Building 4 
on Raymond Avenue. Building heights will be staggered at 4, 5, 6, and 7 stories. 

The site plan shows the buildings set back 5 to 20 feet from Raymond Avenue. Along Arroyo 
Parkway, the setbacks average 20 feet. Along Del Mar Boulevard, buildings setbacks vary from 
about 10 to 18 feet. 

The apartment buildings altogether will contain up to 349 units, yielding an overall density of 87 
units per acre. The unit mix includes studio, 1-bedroom, and 2-bedroom units with square 
footages ranging from 588 to 1,353 square feet. The apartments are proposed as rental, 
market-rate units except that four percent of all rental units will be reserved for low income 
tenants and two percent will be reserved for moderate income tenants. 

Because the residences will be adjacent to the light rail line, the developer will be required to 
provide insulation and other building features to ensure that interior noise levels meet State 
Health and Safety Code standards (Title 24). Also, a 40-inch-high pedestrian safety barrier will 
be provided on both sides of the track to protect pedestrians during deceleration of the train 
(Figure 2). 

Commercial Component 

Approximately 11,000 square feet of commercial building space will be provided within the 
refurbished depot building and on the portions of the ground floor of buildings 3 and 4. All 
retail space will be designed to accommodate commercial businesses intended to serve project 
residents and transit users. No large destination retail space is planned. Typical uses may 
include restaurants, cafes, small grocery stores, convenience stores, health clubs, and small 
boutiques, all of which are permitted by current zoning regulations. Any use involving the sale 
of alcoholic beverages will require a conditional use permit. 
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North Courtyard Elevation Building 3 
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Proiect Description 

Parking Facilities, Access, and Loading Areas 

Parking will be provided in an underground parking garage and at grade beneath Building 4. 
The subterranean garage will provide approximately 1,200 spaces on 3-1 / 2 levels, w ith elevator 
access directly serving each of the apartment buildings and the Blue Line Station platform. Six 
hundred (600) spaces will be dedicated for use by transit riders. Eight (8) at-grade spaces will 
be provided to allow easy-access parking for on-site loading and shorter duration stays. 

Two access driveways are proposed (see Figure 2): from Raymond Avenue near the north end 
of the site and via Arroyo Parkway, at the north end. Both driveways will lead directly into the 
underground parking garage. 

Chapter 1 7.68 of the Pasadena Municipal Code sets forth requirements for off-street loading for 
commercial uses. For the type of project proposed, one 12-foot by 30-foot space is required. 
The applicant has requested a Variance from this requirement to allow two (2) 10-foot by 20-
foot spaces. No off-street loading is required for the residential uses. 

As part of transit station improvements, there will be a designated a passenger drop-off/ pick-up 
zone along the Raymond Avenue frontage. A segment of the curb lane along Raymond 
Avenue will provide this function. These improvements, as well as all other improvements 
required to facilitate access to the Blue Line Del Mar Station, have been examined in prior 
environmental documentation prepared for this station. 4 

Pedestrian Amenities 

The site plan incorporates several features to accommodate pedestrian usage. A large plaza 
incorporating landscaping, public artwork, and seating is planned on the east side of the 
relocated depot building, between the depot and the Blue Line platforms. The space between 
the apartment buildings along Arroyo Parkway will consist of a 18- to 45-foot-wide paseo. A 
pedestrian crossing with swing gates will link these spaces across the tracks and allow walkers 
and cyclists to easily access the Blue Line station from either Raymond Avenue or Arroyo 
Parkway. The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority has determined that 
the crossing gate will be required. The proposed crossing will require review and approval by 
the State Public Utilities Commission. 

Integration with Light Rail Station Access 

As described above, pedestrian and vehicle access to the Blue Line Light Rail station will be fully 
integrated with the development project. The subterranean parking garage will provide parking 
for both transit users and apartment residents. Elevators from the transit parking portion of the 
garage will lead directly to the plaza, which in turn will provide access to the train platform. 

4 Interested readers may consult documents prepared by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority and its predecessor agencies, including the February 1990 FEIR, the 1993 and 1994 Supplemental EIRs, and 
the July 29, 1996 Addendum No. 2 for the Del Mar Transportation Center. 

City of Pasadena 15 Del Mar Station Mixed Use EIR 



Project Descript,on 

Road Dedication 

The Blue Line Construction Authority has committed to dedicating a portion of the property to 
the City of Pasadena for the widening of the west side of Arroyo Parkway. An approximate 10-
foot-wide strip beginning at Del Mar Boulevard and extending north a distance of 200 feet w ill 
be dedicated for construction of a right-turn lane, (Figure 2: Site Plan). This new lane will 
facilitate traffic movement on the streets abutting the development site. 

Construction 

Project construction will proceed in two stages. The first stage involves the excavation for and 
construction of the subterranean parking garage. Once the garage has been completed, all 
other construction will be undertaken, including moving the depot back to the site at a new 
location and completing adaptive reuse plans; constructing the four new apartment buildings; 
and integrating site improvements with the Blue Line Station. 

The applicant estimates that garage excavation/construction will take 1 2 months, with an 
anticipated start date in early 2002. Construction of the buildings and all other improvements 
will take approximately 16 months, for a total construction time estimated at 28 months. 

Related Proiects 

Table 1 and Figure 8 identify development projects in the project vicinity that will be considered 
in the assessment of cumulative project impacts. The list includes projects under construction, 
recently approved projects, and projects for which development applications have been 
received. 
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Project Description 

Public Actions and Approvals 

The following public actions and approvals are anticipated to be required for the proposed 
project: 

Agency 

City of Pasadena City Council 

City of Pasadena Board of Zoning Appeals 

City of Pasadena Zoning Hearing Officer 

City of Pasadena Design Commission 

City of Pasadena CultuFal l=leritage 
Commission 

South Coast Air Quality Management 
District (SCAQMD) 

Metro Blue Line Construction Authority 

State of California Public Utilities 
Commission 

Others as necessary 

City of Pasadena 17 

Action 

• Consider appeal of any action of the 
Design Commission 

• Consider call for review of any action of 
the Board of Zoning Appeals 

• Consider appeal of any action of the 
Zoning Hearing Officer 

• Review of proposed Variances from 
building story, height, setback and 
loading standards 

• Design review pursuant to Zoning 
Ordinance 

• Review of proposed adaptive reuse of a 
historic building 

--certificate of AppFOpriateness for 
relocation of Santa Fe Railroad Depot 
buileling 

• Review and approval of permits for 
stationary pollutant sources such as 
restaurant 

• Approval of pedestrian crossing of rail 
and other improvements within 
Authority's jurisdiction 

• Approval of any planned at-grade 
pedestrian crossing of rail lines 
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Project Description 

Table 1 
RELATED PROJECTS 

Project Location 
; 

Project Description 

145 Chestnut Street 143 apartment units 

I 35 S. Wilson Avenue 48 apartment units 

511 S. Fair Oaks Avenue 57,629 sf self-storage facility 

285, 324.42 7 Madeline Drive 49,900 sf school expansion (Westridge) 

20 W. Green Street 32 multi-family residential units 

23,000 sf commercial 

42 W. Dayton Street 18 multi-family residential units 

4,635 sf retail 

249 Ohio Street 11 condominium units 

280 S. Marengo Avenue 31 ,135 sf office 

457 S. Marengo Avenue 22 condominiums 

300 E. Colorado Boulevard Paseo Colorado 

• 590,000 sf retail 

• 120,000 sf office 

400 apartments 

210-218 S. Madison Avenue 19 condominium units 

581 Marengo Avenue 10 condominium units 

155 N. Raymond Avenue 32 apartment units 

3,684 sf retail 

721 E. Cordova Avenue 24,000 sf retail 

651 N. Orange Grove Blvd. 28,000 sf school (Horizon) 

35 N. Delacey Avenue 42,260 sf retail 

Corson Street/Marengo Avenue 48,500 sf office 

Madison Avenue/ Union Street 200-space parking structure 

951-957 S. Fair Oaks Avenue 117,000 sf convalescent facility 

656 S. Marengo Avenue 8 townhomes 

Walnut Street/El Molino Avenue 38 multi-family residential units 

1021 E. Colorado Blvd. 170,950 sf office 

171 S. Lake Avenue Champion Development 

• 19,210 sf retail 

• 1 7,696 sf restaurant 

205-room hotel 

Ambassador College Campus site Legacy Development 

West Campus • 979 residential units 

t ,262-seat theater (existing) 
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No. 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

Sources: 

Table 1 
RELATED PROJECTS 

(continued) 
Project Location Project Description 

East Campus • 150 residential units 

• 960,000 sf office 

• 40,000 sf retail 

401 South Lake Avenue Macy's Expansion . 123,216 sf retail 

• 27,000 sf restaurant 

Fillmore Street between Raymond 123-space parking structure 
Avenue and Arroyo Parkway 

California Avenue/ Pasadena Huntington Hospital Phase Ill -
Avenue 152,275 sf 

Fair Oaks Avenue/Orange Grove 14,490 sf pharmacy 
Boulevard 7,200 sf retail 

443 S. Raymond Avenue 47 condominium units 

8,953 sf light industrial 

492 E. Union Street 30,962 sf museum 

1 residential unit 

290 Hudson Avenue 140 apartment units 

Green Street between Marengo Convention Center expansion -
Avenue and Euclid Avenue 60,000 sf conference room space 

185 S. Euclid Street 135 multi-family residential units 

4,521 sf commercial 

790 N. Fair Oaks Avenue 140 senior housing units 

South of Dayton Street, east of 20 multi-family residential units 
Delacey Avenue 

West of Raymond Avenue at 89,000 sf biotech 
Fillmore Street 

120 S. Raymond Avenue Stats Property 

195,400 sf commercial 

101 residential units 

84,300 sf cinema 

11,100 sf restaurant 

408 N. Fair Oaks Avenue 40-room hotel 

199 N. Lake Avenue 226,000 sf office 

720 E. Colorado Boulevard 120 multi-family residential units 

8,000 sf retail 

Draft Supplemental EIR - Ambassador Campus Development Plan. December 2000 
City of Pasadena Planning and Permitting Division 
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References 
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2.0 Environmental Setting and 
Impacts 

This section of the EIR examines potentially significant effects associated with implementation of 
the proposed project, and identifies mitigation measures to reduce impacts found to be 
potentially significant in the EIR analysis. Each environmental issue for which the Initial Study 
(see Appendix A) identified a potentially significant impact is discussed in the following manner: 

Environmental Setting describes the existing environmental conditions in the project 
vicinity prior to commencement of the project, to provide a foundation for comparing 
"before the project" and "after the project" environmental conditions. 

Thresholds Used to Determine Level of Impact defines and lists specific criteria used to 
determine whether an impact is considered to be potentially significant. Appendix F of 
the CEQA Guidelines; local, State, federal or other standards applicable to that impact 
area; and officially established thresholds of significance are the major sources used in 
crafting criteria appropriate to the specifics of a project, since " ... an ironclad definition 
of significant effect is not always possible because the significance of an activity may 
vary with the setting" [CEQA Guidelines Section 15064 (b)). Principally, ". . . a 
substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions 
within an area affected by the project, including land, air, water, flora, fauna, ambient 
noise, and objects of historic and aesthetic significance" constitutes a significant impact 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15382). 

Environmental Impact presents evidence, based to the extent possible on scientific and 
factual data, about the cause and effect relationship between the project and the 
potential changes in the environment. The exact magnitude, duration, extent, 
frequency, range, or other parameters of a potential impact are ascertained to the extent 
possible to provide facts in support of finding the impact to be or not to be significant. 
In determining whether impacts may be significant, all the potential effects, including 
direct effects, reasonably foreseeable indirect effects, and considerable contributions to 
cumulative effects, are considered. 

Mitigation Measures identify mitigation measures that can reduce or avoid the 
potentially significant impact in cases where the EIR analysis determines impacts to be 
potentially significant. Standard existing regulations, requirements, and procedures that 
are applied to all similar projects are taken into account in identifying what additional 
project-specific mitigation may be needed to reduce significant impacts. Mitigation, in 
addition to measures that the lead agency will implement, can also include measures 
that are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency !CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15091 (a)(2)). 
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Project Description 

level of Impact After Mitigation indicates what effects will remain after application of 
mitigation measures, and whether the remaining effects are considered significant. 
When these impacts, even with the inclusion of mitigation measures, cannot be 
mitigated to a level considered less than significant, they are identified as "unavoidable 
significant impacts." In order to approve a project with significant unavoidable impacts, 
the lead agency must adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations. In adopting 
such a statement, the lead agency finds that it has reviewed the EIR, has balanced the 
benefits of the project against its significant effects, and has concluded that the benefits 
of the project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, and thus, the 
adverse environmental effects may be considered "acceptable" [CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15093 (a)]. 
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2. 1 Land Use and Planning 

Land use and planning considerations fall into two general categories: 

Direct: Environmental effects resulting directly from a change in land use on the site. Project 
compatibility with surrounding uses, General Plan consistency, and conformance with zoning 
requirements are considered land use and planning issues for which the direct effect can be 
examined. 

Indirect: Impact resulting from act(vity on the project site once the development has been 
completed and occupied. Indirect impacts include such concerns as increased traffic, changes 
in the ambient noise level, and increased pollutant emissions from mobile and stationary 
sources. 

This section of the EIR addresses direct land use and planning issues and impacts. Indirect 
traffic effects are examined in subsequent sections of this EIR. 

Environmental Setting 

The following paragraphs describe the physical characteristics of the site, as well as the 
applicable land use policies and zoning regulations governing site development and use. 

Existing Land Use 

The 4.1-acre project site is located on the edge of Old Pasadena, a mixed-use urban district 
encompassing the historic City center. The site is bounded by Raymond Avenue on the west, 
Del Mar Boulevard on the south, Arroyo Parkway on the east, and developed properties on the 
north. Right-of-way for the planned Blue Line light rail transit route bisects the property from 
north to south (see Figure 1 in Section 1.0, Project Description). 

Currently, the site is largely vacant, except for the 6, 126-square-foot Santa Fe Railroad Depot 
building (circa 1935) located toward the north end of the property. (While this EIR is in 
circulation, the applicant is in the process of dismantling the building and temporarily relocating 
the Depot to Central Park on Raymond Avenue to facilitate construction of the 600-space 
underground parking structure previously approved by the City.) The paved south end has 
been leased on a temporary basis for vehicle parking. Old railroad tracks lie within the rail right­
of-way traversing the site, although these tracks are in the process of being removed to facilitate 
construction of the Blue Line light rail system through Pasadena. In anticipation of Blue Line 
construction, the Blue Line Authority has established temporary construction trailers on the site 
and has fenced a portion of the property to prevent trespass. 
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Land Use and Planning 

Properties surrounding the project site have been developed with a diverse mix of uses (see 
Figure 9). Immediately to the west, across Raymond Avenue, is Pasadena's Central Park. 
Central Park has large lawn areas, a playground, a lawn bowling facility, and a small community 
building. Properties immediately to the north support destination retail businesses, a large, 
historic residential hotel (the Castle Green Hotel), and a mini-warehouse/ public storage facility. 
The heart of Old Pasadena - a dense, mixed-use urban district with shops, businesses, 
restaurants, and residential uses - lies just beyond, north of Green Street. 

East of the project site, across Arroyo Parkway, development consists primarily of low-scale and 
mid-rise office buildings, and limited commercial uses. To the south, across Del Mar Boulevard, 
uses include low-intensity retail, office, and industrial businesses. Del Mar Boulevard provides 
direct access to the 1-210 and SR-134 freeways. All streets serving the project and project area 
are fully improved public streets and integral parts of Pasadena's road network. 

Relevant Land Use Plans and Regulations 

Two principal documents govern land use on the project site: the City of Pasadena 
Comprehensive General Plan (primarily the Land Use Element) and the City of Pasadena Zoning 
Ordinance (Title 17 of the Municipal Code). The City is in the process of preparing the Central 
District Specific Plan, the boundaries of which encompass the project site, but this Plan is not 
expected to be effective until 2002. The site also lies within two redevelopment project areas. 

General Plan Land Use Element 
The Land Use Element contains citywide policies for growth and development, as well as 
specific policies relevant to target areas of the community. The entire project site lies within the 
Central District portion of Pasadena, which incorporates neighborhoods from 1-210 to California 
Boulevard, and 1-710 to Lake Avenue, as well as Arroyo Parkway to Glenarm Street. The 
Central District is divided into seven focus areas. The subject property lies within the Santa Fe 
Transportation Center focus area. 

General Plan policies for the Central District include providing a diverse mix of land uses to 
create support for the City center. As indicated above, the City currently is in the process of 
preparing a specific plan for the entire Central District. Absent such a plan, the more general 
land use objectives and policies contained in the Land Use Element apply to the Del Mar station 
site. General, citywide Land Use Element objectives and policies most relevant to the project as 
a whole are as follows: 

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

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

Objective 5 . Character and Scale of Pasadena: Preservation of Pasadena's character 
and scale, including its traditional urban design form and historic character, shall be 
given highest priority in the consideration of future development. 

Objective 6 • Historic Preservation: Promote preservation of historically and 
architecturally significant buildings and revitalization of traditional neighborhoods and 
commercial areas. 

Policy 6.3 • Adaptive Reuse: Encourage and promote the adaptive reuse of Pasadena's 
historic resources. 

Objective 19 - Land Use/Transportation Relationship: Promote the relationship of 
land use and transportation. 

Policy 20. 1 - Transit-Oriented and Pedestrian-Oriented Development: Within targeted 
development areas, cluster development near light rail stations and along major 
corridors served by transportation, thereby creating transit-oriented development 
"nodes" and encouraging pedestrian access. 

For the Santa Fe Transportation Center area, the General Plan calls for shops and housing to 
support the light rail, as well as pedestrian and transit links to other areas of Pasadena. Per Plan 
policy, "Mixed use development is strongly encouraged," and "All new development will be 
required to complement the existing historic train station" (Pasadena General Plan Land Use 
Element, p. 47). Within the Santa Fe Transportation Center area, the Plan sets a target of 350 
new housing units and 300,000 square feet of new commercial development (from a baseline 
date of 1994). 

Zoning Ordinance 
The property lies within the CD Central District Zone, subdistrict CD-9. This district permits 
multi-family residential, office, and retail uses. Mixed-use projects are permitted by right, 
although conditional use permit approval is required if the nonresidential component exceeds 
25,000 square feet of gross floor area. The project proposes less than 25,000 square feet of 
commercial use. Entertainment uses require the granting of an Expressive Use Permit. No 
entertainment use is proposed as part of the subject application. Restaurants are also allowed 
uses, although restaurants serving alcohol require conditional use permit approval. 

With regard to development standards, zoning regulations state that for mixed-use projects, the 
standards applicable to nonresidential development shall apply. In the CD-9 subdistrict, the 
following standards apply: 

• Maximum Density - At least 500 square feet of lot area per unit, with a 25% density bonus 
allowed. 

• Setbacks - Along Raymond Avenue, no setback is permitted. Along Arroyo Parkway and 
Del Mar Boulevard, no setback is required. 
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Land Use and Planning 

• Maximum Building Height - The rail right-of-way divides the property into two height 
districts. On the east half of the site, buildings up 75 feet high area permitted. On the west 
half, building height may not exceed 56 feet and 4 stories. 

• Building Intensity/Site Coverage - No maximum building intensity or site coverage 
standard applies. 

Pasadena Downtown Urban Design Guidelines 
The Pasadena Downtown Urban Design Guidelines apply to the entire project site. The intent of 
the Guidelines is "to insure that all development in the downtown contributes to its distinction 
as a business, residential, and cultural community." Goals and policies and design principles 
and standards contained in the Guidelines that apply to the project include these: 

• Existing historic structures are an extremely important visual, economic, and cultural · 
resource that should become references for new projects in establishing standards for form 
and quality (Pasadena Downtown Urban Design Guidelines, p. 1-6). 

• The Central Park area with the potentially strong focus of the Santa Fe Depot as a light rail 
station provides an important opportunity for development of an active neighborhood (ibid., 
p. 1-10). 

• Historic buildings should be rehabilitated so that they remain a reflection of the City's past 
as they become active participants in its present. When new development is adjacent to 
historic structures, it should respect the existing fabric and employ design devices that 
provide a transition between the old and the new• while still contributing its own distinctive 
qualities neighborhood (ibid., p. V-2). 

• Parking on the sites of multi-unit residential buildings is not to be visible at grade from 
surrounding properties or from public rights-of way neighborhood (ibid., p. Vl-1 ). 

Downtown Redevelopment Plan 
The Downtown Redevelopment Plan was adopted in 1970 to encompass an area bounded 
roughly by 1-210 on the north; Los Robles Avenue, Madison Avenue, and El Molino Avenue on 
the east; Del Mar Boulevard on the south to the rail right-of-way, then north along that line to 
Union Street; and west along Union Street to the western boundary formed by the 1-710 
freeway. The eastern half of the subject property, between Arroyo Parkway and the railroad 
tracks, falls within this project area. The Redevelopment Plan contains broadly drawn 
regulations for land use, including regulations permitting commercial and residential 
development "developed according to City standards." 

Old Pasadena Redevelopment Plan 
The western half of the property lies within the boundaries of the Old Pasadena Redevelopment 
Project Area. This Redevelopment Plan, adopted in 1983, focuses on reinvigorating Pasadena's 
historic commercial core. Old Pasadena, with its concentration of historic buildings adapted for 
commercial, residential, and complementary uses, has become a successful mixed-use district 
that attracts people from throughout Southern California. Integral to the Plan is the completion 
of transit service to serve a dense, mixed-use urban environment. 
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Thresholds Used to Determine Level of Impact 

According to the CEQA Guidelines, land use impacts may be considered significant if the 
project will: ( 1) disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established community; (2) 
create conflicts between proposed and existing uses; and/ or (3) conflict with land use policies, 
regulations, or guidelines adopted for the purpose of avoiding or minimizing adverse 
environmental effects. 

Environmental Impact 

The proposed land uses are consistent with General Plan policies that call for transit-oriented, 
mixed-use development around the Santa Fe Train Depot and that encourage adaptive reuse of 
historic buildings. All proposed uses are permitted uses in the CD-9 zone district. However, the 
project involves a request for variance from zoning regulations relative to maximum building 
stories, maximum building height, the zero setback requirement for the Raymond Avenue 
frontage, and parking and loading requirements. These land use issues require examination. 
Parking and loading issues are addressed in Section 2.3 (Transportation/Traffic). 

Land Use Compatibility 

The project is a transit-oriented, mixed-use residential/commercial development adjacent to the 
planned Blue Line Light Rail - Del Mar Station and within Pasadena's well-established urban 
core. The apartment, retail, and restaurant uses proposed mirror the current mix of 
development existing in Old Pasadena. The Castle Green Hotel located north of this site on 
Raymond Avenue represents a long-established residential use in the immediate neighborhood. 
Central Park across Raymond Avenue provides a gathering place for nearby residents and is the 
site for many City arts and music festivals. The retail and restaurant uses proposed are intended 
to serve the local neighborhood and transit users (so-called "in-town" uses referenced in the 
General Plan Land Use Element). These proposed uses will complement existing development 
and activities in the area, will further City goals relative to new transit-oriented and pedestrian­
friendly development projects, and create a vibrant center around the planned light rail station. 
No land use compatibility impact will result from project implementation. 

General Plan Consistency 

The residential and commercial uses proposed are consistent with land use policies for the 
Central District in general and the Santa Fe Transportation Center area specifically. The 
following paragraphs examine project consistency with policies and objectives cited above 
under Environmental Setting - General Plan Policies. 

Policy 1.3 - Transit-Oriented and Pedestrian-Oriented Development: The project will 
be built around a light rail station and plans uses that will serve transit users. 

Policy 1.4 - Mixed Use: The project includes apartments, retail, and restaurant uses 
intended to serve the local population and transit riders. 
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Land Use and Planning 

Objective 5 - Character and Scale of Pasadena: The project includes public plaza areas 
surrounded by buildings with well-articulated facades, staggered heights, and other 
design elements that add interest and character. 

Objective 6 - Historic Preservation and Policy 6.3 - Adaptive Reuse: The project 
involves rehabilitation and adaptive reuse of the historic Santa Fe Railroad Depot. The 
applicant intends to rehabilitate the building consistent w ith the Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards. 

Objective 19 - Land Use/Transportation and Relationship Policy 20.1 - Transit­
Oriented and Pedestrian-Oriented Development: The project is a transit-oriented, 
mixed-use development centered around a light rail station. Pedestrian access is 
encouraged by plaza connections to Arroyo Parkway and Raymond Avenue. 

Regarding General Plan land use policies specific to the Santa Fe Transportation Center area, 
this project will add up to 349 new residential units and approximately 11,000 square feet of 
new nonresidential development. These numbers represent, respectively, 99% of the new 
housing units (based on a cap of 350 units) and 3.7% of new nonresidential development (cap 
of 300,000 square feet) planned for the area. The project's contribution to planned 
nonresidential growth is not significant. The project will absorb all of the planned capacity for 
residential growth. However, given that no other residential project application is currently 
being processed by the City within the focused Santa Fe Transportation Center area, and further 
given that the City has established a housing "pool" for the Central District as a whole from 
which all subsequent developments may draw, the impact is not significant. 

Compliance with Zoning Ordinance Requirements 

Permitted Land Uses and Density 
As stated above, the uses proposed are permitted in the CD-9 zone. With regard to density, the 
349 residential units on the 4.1-acre site yield a density of 85 units per acre. This yield falls 
within the 357 unit maximum permitted by zoning regulations (500 square feet of lot area per 
unit on a 4.1-acre site). 

Building Height and Setbacks 
The applicant has requested several Variances: ( 1) from the building height limit of 4 stories on 
the western side, (2) from the building height limit of 56 feet on the western portion and 75 feet 
on the eastern side, (3) from the zero setback standard for buildings fronting Raymond Avenue, 
and (4) from on-site parking and loading requirements (see Section 2.3 for the parking and 
loading discussion). Building heights of up to 7 stories are proposed at some locations (see 
Figure 3 through Figure 6 in Section 1.0, Project Description). Buildings along Raymond 
Avenue have proposed setbacks of 5 to 20 feet to respect the historic character of the Depot. 

Chapter 17.82 of the Zoning Ordinance addresses Variances. In granting a Variance, the 
responsible hearing body is required to make specific findings, including the finding that there 
are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions applicable to the project site that 
do not apply generally to other sites in the same zone district (e.g. presence of a historic 
building). If required findings for a Variance cannot be made, the project will require revisions 
to conform to zoning ordinance standards and thereby avoid impact. If the findings are made, 
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the project will be deemed to comply with zoning ordinance requirements, and impact is 
considered less than significant. 

Compliance with Pasadena Downtown Urban Design Guidelines 

The Pasadena Downtown Urban Design Guidelines apply to new development and therefore are 
relevant only to the new buildings. The following paragraphs examine how the proposed new 
structures relate to the guidelines summarized in the Environmental Setting discussion. 

Existing historic structures are an extremely important visual, economic, and cultural 
resource that should become references for new projects in establishing standards for 
form and quality. 

Historic buildings should be rehabilitated so that they remain a reflection of the City's past 
as they become active participants in its present. When new development is adjacent to 
historic structures, it should respect the existing fabric and employ design devices that 
provide a transition between the old and the new- while still contributing its own 
distinctive qualities neighborhood. 

The Santa Fe Railroad Depot establishes a theme and inspiration for new adjacent development. 
New buildings adjacent to the Depot exhibit complementary Mediterranean and Spanish 
Revival design character, with tile roofs and compatible colors. On Arroyo Parkway, the 
buildings will have a more modern appearance to relate to architecture along Arroyo Parkway. 
Design review to be accomplished by the City's Design Commission will ensure that this 
guideline is reflected in final project design. 

The Central Park area with the potentially strong focus of the Santa Fe Depot as a light rail 
station provides an important opportunity for development of an active neighborhood. 

The project includes residential and retail/restaurant components to create an active 
neighborhood. 

Parking on the sites of multi-unit residential buildings is not to be visible at grade from 
surrounding properties or from public rights-of way neighborhood. 

Parking will be provided underground or within a fully enclosed building; this standard will be 
achieved. 

Downtown and Old Pasadena Redevelopment Plans 

The redevelopment plans for the Downtown and Old Pasadena Redevelopment Project Areas 
include general policies, regulations, and fiscal strategies to eliminate and prevent blight and 
blighting effects. Land use goals include accommodating residential, institutional, commercial, 
and public uses. The project is consistent with these general goals. 
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Land Use and Planning 

Summary of Land Use and Planning Impacts 

Land Use Compatibility 
No land use compatibility impact will result from project implementation. 

General Plan Consistency 
The project is consistent with land use policies for the Central District and the Santa Fe 
Transportation Center area. 

Conformance with Development Regulations and Design Guidelines 
The applicant has requested the granting of Variances with respect to maximum building stories 
and height and setback requirements, as well as parking and loading. Denial of the Variance 
requests or the making of findings for granting these Variances will achieve compliance with 
zoning regulations. 

In general, the proposed new buildings achieve design compatibility goals with respect to 
surrounding development. Required review by the Design Commission will ensure that design 
guidelines are applied per City standards. 

Mitigation Measures . 

No land use impact will result. Therefore, no mitigation is required. 

Level of Impact After Mitigation 

Impact will be less than significant. 

References 

City of Pasadena Municipal Code. Title 17 (Zoning). 

City of Pasadena General Plan. 1994. 

Pasadena Downtown Urban Design Guidelines. City of Pasadena. June 1992. 

City of Pasadena. Predevelopment Plan Review Comments. PPR2000-00010. November 15, 2000. 
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2.2 Historic Resources 

This section examines potential project impacts on the Santa Fe Railroad Depot, which is listed 
on the National Register of Historic Places as a contributing element of the Old Pasadena 
National Register Historic District. Potential effects associated with relocating the station within 
the site boundaries, its adaptive reuse, and how the project fits within the context of the Old 
Pasadena Historic District are analyzed. 

Environmental Setting 

Santa Fe Railroad Depot 

The historic Santa Fe Railroad Depot, constructed in 1935, with the office and baggage room 
added in 1951 and 1953, occupies the north end of the project site. The 6, 126-square foot 
building is a one-story wood-frame structure that served as a passenger station for 
transcontinental rail service provided by the Santa Fe Railroad. The building consists of a 
baggage/freight house on the north, an office/workroom, ticket counter area and interior 
waiting room, and trellis-covered outside waiting area at the south end of the building. The 
1951 office addition is located at the front of the building, facing Raymond Avenue. In 1953, 
the baggage room was added at the north end of the structure. The building is Mission style 
with a tile hip roof and stucco exterior finish. The windows are wood construction. The 
building fronts Raymond Avenue and is set back approximately 20 feet from the roadway. 

The Depot is listed in the National Register of Historic Places as a contributor to the Old 
Pasadena Historic District. The date of listing was September 15, 1983. 

Old Pasadena Historic District 

The project is located in downtown Pasadena. The historic character of the area is defined 
primarily by low- and medium-rise commercial buildings constructed between 1886 through 
1930. Approximately 175 buildings, including the subject property, are listed on the National 
Register of Historic Places as the Old Pasadena Historic District. The general boundaries of the 
District are 1-710 on the west, Walnut Street on the north, Arroyo Parkway on the east, and Del 
Mar Boulevard on the south. 

The historical locus of the Old Pasadena Historic District is the intersection of Colorado 
Boulevard and Fair Oaks Avenue, the approximate site of the first wood-frame commercial 
building constructed in this area, in 1876. With the advent of the railroad-inspired Southern 
California real estate, population, and building boom of 1886-1888, Colorado Boulevard was 
rapidly established as the east-west spine of the City's commercial district, with Fair Oaks 
Avenue becoming the principal north-south commercial arterial. During the following decade, 
the north-south axis shifted one block east to Raymond Avenue, reflecting the increasing 
importance of the Santa Fe Railroad. 
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In 1887, when the claims of rival lines were resolved, the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe 
located its station 700 feet north of the present structure, ensuring centrality of the area to the 
growing city. The Depot long had been known as "Hollywood's jumping off place" due to the 
fact that motion picture stars detrained there. In 1935, the Santa Fe Railroad Company sought 
to construct one of the finest and most modern railroad station buildings in California. The 
original station was demolished, and replaced with the current facility. The new station featured 
ample parking to accommodate the greeters and autograph collectors who flocked to the 
station whenever Hollywood notables or distinguished Eastern visitors arrived. With the decline 
in passenger rail ridership in subsequent years, the station experienced decreased usage, and 
service to the station ceased altogether in 1994. Since that time, the building has remained 
vacant. 

Depot Relocation 

An inventory of the character-defining spaces and features of the Depot has been prepared in 
anticipation of its rehabilitation and reuse (see Appendix E of this EIR). Photos 1 through 10 on 
the following pages illustrate some of these interior and exterior features. The most notable are 
contained within the large waiting room at the south end of the building. These features 
include a large chandelier on a pendant rod that hangs from the center of the ridge beam in the 
waiting room. The chandelier has a hexagonal metal lantern shape perforated with internal 
lighting. Four smaller chandeliers are in each corner of the waiting room (Photos 2 and 3). 
Decorative glazed ceramic tiles with a relief pattern in various pre-Columbian motifs adhere to 
the walls of the waiting room at chair rail height (Photos 5 and 6). 

The floor of the waiting room/ ticket area consists of smooth-troweled tinted concrete with a 
pressed grid pattern. The waiting room ceiling includes painted rough-hewn beams and trusses 
that span east-west across the room. The doors to the waiting room are stained wood double 
doors with sidelights and transoms. Each of the doors is wood paneled with a single small glass 
light. The two sidelights are fixed casements over a wood panel. A single-hopper sash transom 
is over the doors, and a fixed sash transom is over each sidelight. The main wall in the waiting 
room has four clerestory windows with three-sided wood cross shapes that appear as a grille or 
screen and divide the opening into ten glass panels. 

Other original ( 1935) interior building features include a contemporary telephone booth with 
original hardware, a stained wood ticket counter with decorative tiles attached to the base of . 
the cabinet (Photo 4), and what appears to be a "trainmen's room" noted in newspaper 
records. 

The 1951 office (Photo 7) is relatively unremarkable in character with the exception of ceiling­
mounted fluorescent lighting fixtures. The 1953 baggage room (Photos 8, 9, and 1 O) is an 
approximate 20- by 25-foot space of stucco and frame construction. Key features include: 
painted wood board sheathing; large painted wood panel doors suspended on rollers from 
overhead racks; divided light glass panels on the roller doors; a scale platform and instrument in 
the concrete floor near the north wall; and metal lighting fixtures with enamel finish (circa 
1951). 

The landscaping around the Depot dates largely to 1935. Newspaper reports and photos of the 
time show palms and olive trees as the thematic landscape elements. A tree inventory has been 
prepared {included in this EIR as Appendix F) to document current conditions. Also, a historical 
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Photo 2 

The waiting room looking toward the 
south side of the building, onto the 

patio. Restroom alcove on the right 
side of the photo. 
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Photo 1 

The track-side entrance of the Santa 
Fe Rail Depot, with the covered 
entrance leading directly to the 
waiting room. Trellised patio on left. 

Photo 3 

\ The waiting room, looking toward the 
l ticket counter, with door on right 
I leading to hall and baggage room. 

Door on left leads to office. 

Photographs 1 to 3 
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Photos 5 and 6 

Details of the pre-Columbian motif 
tiles throughout waiting room. 
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Photo 4 

Detail of the ticket counter. 

Photo 7 

Circa-195·1 office addition on 
northwest side of building. 

Photographs 4 to 7 
Del Mar Station Mixed Use EIR 
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Photo 9 

Exterior view of freight doors on track 
side (east side) of baggage room. 
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Photo 8 

Baggage room,with freight doors on 
north side of the building. 

Photo 10 

Exterior view of freight doors on north 
side of building; mature palm trees 
frame front (Raymond Avenue) 
entrance. 

Photographs 8 to 10 
Del Mar Station Mixed Use EIR 



Historic Resources 

review of the landscape development was conducted using USGS maps, historical photographs, 
and other maps. The inventory and review identified a total of 66 trees of 11 species located 
on the property and on adjacent public rights-of-way. The European olives and oldest palm 
trees at the main entrance to the building exceed 50 years in age. 

Depot Relocation 

The Blue Line Authority and City of Pasadena have previously authorized establishment of the 
Del Mar Blue Line Station and a 600-space underground parking garage to accommodate 
transit users. These actions have occurred prior to and separate from the current development 
proposal. To protect the Depot from the potential impacts of the construction of the station 
platforms, parking garage and associated improvements, the developer has proposed to 
temporarily relocate the Depot to Central Park, across the street from the project site. As 
discussed in Section 1.0 - Project Description of this EIR, the City, through approval of a 
Certificate of Appropriateness, has authorized the temporary relocation of the Depot. The 
potential impacts associated with these actions w_e~e asses~ed in a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration adopted May 7, 2001. The Depot 'Nill be J,as beer:, disassembled into as man·,' as 
seven separate pieces and moved to the park. The Depot will be stored for approximately 12 
to 18 months. Such relocation ffiaY occurred while m+s the Draft EIR is was in circulation. 

The conclusions in the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the temporary relocation state that if 
Depot relocation is performed in a manner consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings, then the 
relocation shall not have a significant impact on the structure. In addition, seven mitigation 
measures have been imposed to protect the building's integrity and ensure its continuing 
eligibility. These mitigation measures are: 

1. Preparation of photographic documentation for the entire building prior to relocation. 
Photographs should be of such detail as to facilitate reconstruction as well as 
functioning as recordation. 

2. Specify treatments for those spaces and features that will be impacted. 

3. The consulting architect and structural engineer shall prepare relocation plans and 
specifications which minimize the risk of loss and damage during the moving and 
storage of significant spaces and features. 

4. Evaluate existing landscape, including built features and plants for significance and 
viability. Provide a landscape treatment report and recommendations for these features. 

5. All construction work shall be performed by contractors who can demonstrate 
experience over a period of five years with the comple.tion of at least three projects that 
were found to conform to the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation by 
a public agency and which rehabilitated properties that are listed on the National 
Register of Historic Places. 

6. Work shall be monitored by a historic preservation professional who meets the 
Secretary's (Historic Preservation) Professional Qualifications Standards' for historic 
architects. 

Del Mar Station M ixed Use EIR 40 City o f Pasadena 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I-
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Historic Resources 

7. The developer will be required to guarantee by means of a performance bond or other 
appropriate measure that the Depot will be relocated from the park to its former 
location and reassembled to its previous condition. 

Threshold Used to Determine Level of Impact 

CEQA broadly defines the threshold for determining whether a project will result in a significant 
adverse impact on an historic property. By definition, a substantial adverse change means 
"demolition, destruction, relocation, or alterations" such that the significance of an historical 
resource would be impaired. f Public Resources Code Section 5020.1 (6)) For purposes of 
eligibility for listing on the National Register of Historic Places, a reduction in a resource's 
integrity (the ability of the property to convey its significance) should be regarded as a 
potentially adverse impact. 

Further, according to the CEQA Guidelines, a "historical resource is materially impaired when a 
project... demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of a 
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] 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" 

The lead agency is responsible for identification of "potentially feasible measures to mitigate 
significant adverse changes in the significance of a historical resource." The specific 
methodology for determining if impacts are mitigated to less-than-significant levels are the 
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for 
Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings and the Secretary of 
the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings 
(1995), both published by the National Park Service. 

Environmental Impact 

Depot Relocation 

The proposed project involves moving the Depot from its temporary storage location at Central 
Park back to the project site. The Depot will maintain its original front orientation to Raymond 
Avenue and rear orientation to the railroad tracks. The location of the Depot will be 
approximately W 86 feet south and 23 feet west of its former location, witl=I tl=lc saFAc scd:iadE 
distance fFoFA Ra•,•FAonel AYen1:1e FAaintained. As described in the project description, this 
location will allow the Depot to be a central feature on the project site, creating a visual axis 
from Arroyo Parkway on the east and Raymond Avenue on the west. 
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Historic Resources 

Those portions of proposed new buildings 3 and 4 closest to the Depot will be set back by 
approximately 5 to 20 feet to avoid an abrupt transition from the new buildings to the Depot 
(see Figure 2 in the Project Description). The proposed project includes a large plaza east of 
the Depot as a transition and public space to the train platforms. This space, together with the 
buffer between the Depot and new buildings, visually separates the Depot from the new higher 
structures. Therefore, although the Depot will be moved approximately -5G 86 feet south and 
23 __ feet west from its original location and will be surrounded by new, taller buildings, this 
change will not impair the significance of the Depot. Its original orientation will be maintained, 
and appropriate transition to new site elements will preserve views to the Depot. Impact is less 
than significant. 

Adaptive Reuse of Depot 

The Depot will be relocated from Central Park back to the project site and reassembled. The 
applicant proposes to adapt the building for use by retail tenants and restaurants. According to 
the applicant, both the Depot's exterior and interior will be rehabilitated consistent with the 
Secretary of the Interior's Standards. To ensure that this intent is implemented, the project 
conditions of approval and mitigation measures will require that this course be pursued. With 
imposition of the conditions and mitigation measures, impact to the character-defining features 
and spaces of the Depot will be less than significant. 

Regarding the landscaping, the largest palm and olive trees on the site are part of the original 
semi-tropical landscaping theme of the Depot. While no landscape plan has been prepared for 
the project, the tree inventory (see Appendix F) indicates that many of the palms and olives are 
not good candidates for transplanting and therefore are not recommended for such. The olive 
trees are poor candidates for preservation and relocation based on poor branching articulation, 
apparent lack of proper maintenance, and damage from improper trimming in the past. The 
oldest palms are of great height, posing serious challenges in replanting and securing them with 
tie-downs to prevent falls. Given that these trees are key elements of the original landscape 
plan, loss of these trees is considered a significant impact. 

Project Context within the Old Pasadena Historic District 

The site historically has functioned as a train station around which the City grew. The site will 
continue to serve this function by providing a focal point for the Del Mar Blue Line Station. In 
addition, the site will contain residences and local- and transit-serving retail uses. These uses 
represent uses integral to the historic urban fabric of the Old Pasadena Historic District. The 
proposed project is complementary to the Old Pasadena Historic District. No adverse impact 
will result. 

Mitigation Measures 

Depot Relocation 

Impact is less than significant; no mitigation is required. 
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Historic Resources 

Adaptive Reuse of Depot 

The Mitigated Negative Declaration adopted for temporary station relocation includes measures 
to protect the building's historic features during the relocation and temporary storage at Central 
Park. For those features that cannot be saved - the concrete floor in particular - the prior 
environmental documentation requires documentation and retention of samples to guide 
replication efforts. The project applicant intends to restore the building consistent with the 
Secretary of the Interior's Standards, and the following mitigation measures +s are required to 
ensure this outcome: 

H-1: The applicant/developer shall comply with all mitigation measures contained in the 
Mitigated Negative Declaration dated March 19, 2001 regarding documentation of all 
building and site features, including landscaping, and retention of building components 
to the greatest extent possible. 

H-2: All restoration work on the Santa Fe Train Depot shall be performed in accordance with 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. All such restoration work will 
be approved by the CultuFal HeFitage Design Commission. 

Loss of the European olives and oldest palm trees on the site at the main entrance of the Depot 
is considered a significant impact. The following measure will mitigate the loss of the historic 
trees: 

H-3. The project applicant will prepare a landscape plan that includes elements that either 
replicate or approximate the original semi-tropical landscape palette surrounding the 
Depot The landscape plan will be reviewed and approved by the Design Commission. 

Project Context within the Old Pasadena Historic District 

Impact is less than significant; no mitigation is required. 

Level of Impact with Mitigation 

With implementation of the mitigation measures, impact will be less than significant. 

References 

Certificate of Appropriateness, Case No. PLN 2001-00080 Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration. City of 
Pasadena Cuttural Heritage Commission. Adopted May 7, 2001. 

Del Mar Station Tree Inventory and Evaluation for the Central Park Market at Del Mar Station Project TeraCor 
Resource Management April 23, 2001. 

Revised Final Environmental Impact Report, Raymond Theater Reuse and Mixed Use Development. SCH No. 
1999091008. City of Pasadena November, 2000. 
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2.3 Transportation/Traffic 

This section examines the degree to which the project will impact 1) the local roadway network 
due to an associated increase in vehicle traffic, 2) pedestrian circulation at and around the 
project site, 3) Congestion Management Plan-designated intersections due to project-related 
traffic, 4) parking demand, 5) access, and 6) hazards to project-related pedestrians associated 
with the proposed at-grade Blue Line Station. The analysis and conclusions are summarized and 
based on a traffic study conducted by Crain & Associates for the proposed project. The traffic 
study is contained in Appendix C. This section does not address potential impacts to public 
transit because this issue was determined to be less than significant through the analysis 
conducted in the Initial Study {Appendix A). 

Environmental Setting 

The project site is located in central Pasadena. The site is bounded by Del Mar Boulevard on 
the south, Arroyo Parkway on the east, and Raymond Avenue on the west. An existing retail 
business, Fishbeck's Patio Furniture, and a mini-storage facility are located north of the project 
site. Primary regional access is available from Interstate 210 {1-210, the Foothill Freeway), State 
Route 134 {SR-134, the Ventura Freeway), and State Route 110 {SR-110, the Pasadena 
Freeway). A portion of State Route 710 {SR-710, the Long Beach Freeway) also serves the 
project vicinity at the interchange of the Foothill, Ventura, and Long Beach Freeways, located 
approximately one mile west of the project site. Section 1.0, Project Description and Section 
2.1, Land Use provide descriptions of the surrounding area and the local circulation network. 

Existing Vehicular Traffic 

The applicant's traffic engineer, in conjunction with the City of Pasadena traffic engineering 
staff, identified 22 intersections and 11 street segments in Pasadena to be analyzed with regard 
to potential traffic impacts {Figure 10 figs 2 and 3 of traffic study). Based on traffic count data 
collected in 1999, 2000, and 2001, a detailed analysis was conducted of current traffic 
conditions. The Intersection Capacity Utilization {ICU) values were derived, allowing the 
intersections to be graded in terms of the "Level of Service" for the AM and PM peak periods. 
Figures showing peak hour movements under the existing conditions are contained in Appendix 
C. Table 2 shows the Level of Service corresponding to a range of ICU values. 
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TransponationfTraffic 

Table 2 
LEVEL OF SERVICE AS A FUNCTION OF ICU VALUES 

' I Range of 

Level of I ICU 
Service Description of Ooeratini Characteristics Values 

A I Uncongested operations; all vehicles clear in a single cycle. <0.60 

B I Same as above. 0.60 to 

I 0.70 

C Light congestion; occasional backups on critical approaches. 0.71 to 

0.80 

D Congestion on critical approaches, but intersection functional. Vehicles 0.81 to 
required to wait through more than one cycle during short peaks. No long- 0.90 
standing Jines formed. 

E Severe congestion with some long-standing lines on critical 0.91 to 
approaches. Blockage of intersection may occur if traffic signal does 1.00 
not orovide for protected turnin2 movements. 

F Forced flow with stoppages of lone. duration. >1.00 
Source: Crain & Associates. Traffic Analysis For the Pasadena Del Mar Station Pro;ect in the City of Pasadena. 

July 2001. 

Based on this classification system, the study intersections were assigned an LOS which is 

summarized in Table 3. 

Table 3 
INTERSECTION CAPACITY ANALYSIS SUMMARY EXISTING CONDITIONS (2001) 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
No. Intersection ICU LOS ICU LOS 
1 Hollv Street and Raymond Avenue 0.123 A 0.166 A 

2 Hollv Street and Marengo Avenue 0.388 A 0.461 A 

3 Union Street and Ravmond Avenue 0.199 A 0.333 A 

4 Colorado Boulevard and Ravmond Avenue 0.275 A 0.403 A 

5 Colorado Boulevard and Arroyo Parkwav 0.328 A 0.588 A 

6 Green Street and Raymond Avenue 0.258 A 0.381 A 
7 Greet Street and Arroyo Parkway 0.392 A 0.455 A 

8 Cordova Street and Arroyo Parkway 0.481 A 0.705 C 
9 Del Mar Boulevard and Pasadena Avenue 0.833 D 1.151 F 
10 Del Mar Boulevard and Fair Oaks Avenue 0.755 C 0.892 D 
11 Del Mar Boulevard and Raymond Avenue 0.533 A 0.605 B 
12 Del Mar Boulevard and Arrovo Parkwav 0.823 D 1.004 F 
13 Del Mar Boulevard and Marernw Avenue 0.723 C 0.867 D 
14 Del Mar Boulevard and Euclid Avenue 0.467 A 0.549 A 

15 Del Mar Boulevard and Los Robles Avenue 0.830 D 0.751 C 
16 California Boulevard and Fair Oaks Avenue 0.848 D 0.921 E 
17 California Boulevard and Raymond Avenue 0.526 A 0.550 A 
18 California Boulevard and Arroyo Parkway 1.044 F 1.248 F 
19 California Boulevard and Marengo Avenue 0.879 D 0.841 D 
20 Glenarm Street and Ravmond Avenue 0.405 A 0.413 A 
21 Glenarm Street and Arroyo Parkwav 0.743 C 0.900 E 
22 Glenarm Street and MarenRO Avenue 0.570 A 0.441 A 

Source: Traffic Analysis for the Pasad ena Del Mar Station Proiect in the City of Pasadena. Crain & Associates. July 
2001 . 
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Transportation/Traffic 

As shown in Table 3, the majority of the study intersections currently operate at an acceptable 
LOS with an LOS between A and D for both AM and PM peak periods. However, S of the 22 
study intersections operate at LOS E or F during one or both of the peak hours. These 
intersections are along Del Mar Boulevard, Arroyo Parkway, and California Boulevard, which 
are major area commuter thoroughfares. 

Average daily traffic volumes for the 11 roadway segments were obtained from 24-hour 
automated counts. These volumes are detailed on Figure 12 (figure 6 of traffic study) and the 
AM and PM peak-hour traffic volumes are shown on Figure 13 and Figure 14 (figure Sa and Sb 
of traffic study). 

An examination was also made of freeway conditions on the four regional facilities within the 
project study area. Five freeway segments were selected for this analysis. These segments are: 

• Long Beach Freeway north of Colorado Boulevard 
• Ventura Freeway west of Orange Grove Boulevard 
• Foothill Freeway east of Los Robles Avenue 
• Foothill Freeway north of Orange Grove Boulevard 
• Pasadena Freeway south of Glenarm Street 

The sources for current traffic volumes on these freeway segments were obtained from several 
sources, which are fully described on page 24 of Appendix C. As shown in Table 4 , the 
Ventura Freeway west of Orange Grove Boulevard and the Foothill Freeway east of Los Robles 
Avenue currently operate at or above their design capacities during at least one of the peak 
hours, resulting in severe congestion and travel speeds of less than 25 miles per hour. The 
remaining freeway study segments operate at acceptable levels of service during both of the 
peak hours. 
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Table 4 
EXISTING FREEWAY VOLUMES (2001) 

Peak Direc- No. Freeway Daily Peak Hour D/C I LOS Location Hour tion Lanes Caoacitv Volume Volume Ratio 

AM N/ B 2 4.000 3,290 0.823 I D 
Long Beach Freeway north S/ B 3 6,000 

63,900 
2,300 0.383 B 

of Colorado Blvd. N/ B 2 4,000 2,500 0.625 C 
PM 

S/ B 3 6,000 3,580 0.597 C 

AM W/ B 5• 9,600 10,480 1.092 F(0) 

Ventura Freeway west of E/ B 5• 9,600 
205,000 

7,510 0.782 D 
Orange Grove Blvd. W/B 5• 9,600 7.320 0.763 C 

PM 
E/ B 5• 9,600 8,320 0.867 D 

AM W/B 5 10,000 13,310 1.331 F(l) 

Foothill Freeway north of E/B 5 10,000 205,000 
9,640 0.964 E 

Orange Grove Blvd. W/8 5 10,000 11.270 1.127 F(0) 
PM 

E/B 5 10,000 13.670 1.367 F(2) 

AM N/B 4 8,000 6,060 0.758 C 
Foothill Freeway north of S/ B 4 8,000 

124,600 · 
4,270 0.532 B 

Orange Grove Blvd. N/ B 4 8,000 4 640 0.580 C PM 
S/ B 4 8,000 6.600 0.825 D 

AM N/ B 3 6000 1,887 0.31 5 A 
Pasadena Freeway south of S/ B 2 4,000 

36,000 
1 855 0.471 B 

Glenarm Street N/B 3 6000 2 554 0.426 B 
PM 

S/ B 2 4,000 1,465 0.366 B 

Source: Traffic Analysis for the Pasadena Del Mar Station Project in the City of Pasadena. Crain & Associates. July 
2001 . 

• Includes HOV lane. 
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Existing Pedestrian Traffic 

The City's Mobility Element identifies Pasadena as a place where walking is encouraged; where 
all streets are pedestrian-friendly; and where safety, education, and facilities are provided as an 
ongoing part of transportation and recreation planning and programs. The current pedestrian 
environment around the project is conducive to walking. Street trees and pedestrian signals at 
intersections are provided. 

Similar to intersection level of service for vehicular traffic, LOS can be calculated for pedestrian 
traffic. Pedestrian LOS is measured by determining the fixed amount of space available to 
pedestrians, calculating how many pedestrians use that space, and measuring pedestrian flow 
rates. Pedestrian LOS definitions are displayed in Table 5. 

LOS 
A 

8 

C 

D 

E 

F 

Table 5 
PEDESTRIAN WALKWAY LOS 

Description of Operatini Characteristics Pedestrian Space and Flow Rate 
Movement in desired paths without alteration in response to Space>60 ff/ p 
others. Speeds freely selected and conflicts unlikely. Flow Rate~Sp/ min/ ft 
Same as above. At this level, pedestrian begin to be aware of to Space>40-60 ff/ p 
others and respond to their presence when selectinR a pace. Flow Rate>S-7 p/min/ft 
Enough space for normal walking speeds and by passing others. Space>24-40 ft2/ p 
Reverse direction or crossing movements can cause minor Flow Rate> 7-10 p/min/ft 
conflicts. 
Individual walking speed and ability to pass other restricted. High Space>l 5-24 ff/ p 
probability of conflict when crossing or traveling in reverse flow. Flow Rate> t 0- t 5 p/min/ ft 
Provides reasonably fluid flow but friction and interaction likely. 
Walking speed restricted. Space is not sufficient for passing slower Space>B-15 ff / p 
pedestrians. Cross or reverse flow movements difficult. Volumes Flow Rate> 15-23 p/min/ft 
approach the limit of the walkway capacity with stoppages and 
interruptions to flow. 
Walking speed severely restricted. Frequent unavoidable contact Space~8 ft2/ p 
with other pedestrians. Cross and reverse flow movements Flow Rate varies 
virtually impossible. Flow is sporadic and unstable. Space 
characteristic of queued pedestrians rather than movinR streams. 

Source: Traffic Analysis for the Pasadena Del Mar Station Project in the City of Pasadena. Crain & Associates. July 
2001. 

P = Person(s); Min = Minute; Ft= Feet 

No measure of pedestrian LOS has been made for the project vicinity, but visual observation 
indicates there is not a high volume of pedestrians around the site during peak hours. This is 
due largely to lack of businesses or residences on the site. 

Parking and Loading 

The Pasadena Zoning Ordinance (Title 17 of the Municipal Code) establishes parking and 
loading regulations for all uses. The following parking standards apply: 

• 1.5 parking spaces per residential unit 
• 4 spaces per 1,000 square feet of personal service retail space 
• 2.5 spaces per 1,000 square feet of general retail space 
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Transportation/Traffic 

• 20 spaces per 1,000 square feet of dining area at restaurants 

With regard to stall size, the standard stall size requirement is 9 feet by 18 feet. Compact 
spaces measuring 7-1 / 2 feet by 16 feet are permitted. Also, the ordinance provides for low 
turn-over (employee) spaces measuring 8-1 / 2 feet by 18 feet. 

Loading space requirement depend upon the use proposed. Loading is only required for the 
commercial uses. For the subject project, 1 loading space of minimum dimensions 12 by 30 
feet is required. 

Threshold Used to Determine Level of Impact 

Vehicular Traffic 

According to the CEQA Guidelines, project traffic impact can be considered significant if the 
project causes an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and 
capacity of the circulation system at project completion. 

City of Pasadena Standards 

The City of Pasadena has established threshold criteria which are used to determine whether a 
project will have a significant impact on level of service at intersections. Per the City's standards, 
traffic impact would be significant if the following conditions were met: 

Table 6 
THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE FOR INCREASES IN LOS - CITY OF PASADENA 

Existing LOS Increase in LOS Due to Project 

A 0.06 or greater 

B 0.05 or greater 

C 0.04 or greater 

D 0.03 or greater 

E 0.02 or greater 

F 0.01 or greater 

Source: City of Pasadena, 1999. 

The City has also established triggers for mitigation for project impact on street segments due to 
growth in average daily traffic (ADT), as presented in Table 7. 
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Table 7 
TRIGGERS FOR MITIGATION FOR ADT GROWTH 

ADTGrowth ' 

on Street Segment Reauired Traffic Miti,:tation 
0.0% · 2.4% Staff Review and Conditions 
2.5% · 4.9% Soft Mitigation Required (TOM, Rideshare, etc.) 
4.0% · 7.4% Soft Mitigation Required 

Physical Mitigation Required 
7.5%+ Soft Mitigation Required 

Extensive Physical Mitigation Required 
Source: City of Pasadena, 1999. 

Los Angeles County Congestion Management Plan (CMP) 

The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) utilizes a CMP to 
coordinate regional transportation needs. The CMP requires a traffic impact analysis (TIA) to 
include a regional analysis of the project's impact on CMP-designated intersections where the 
project will add 50 or more trips during the peak hour. For the purpose of a CMP TIA, impact 
due to the project would be significant if the project caused an increase in V /C of more than 
0.02 on facilities operating at LOS F or worse. For example, a project would not be considered 
to have a regionally significant impact if the analyzed facility operated at LOS E or better after 
the addition of project traffic. However, if the facility operated at an LOS F with project traffic, 
and the incremental change in the V/C ratio caused by the project were 0.02 pr greater, then 
the project would be considered to have a significant impact. 

In the project area, the intersections of Arroyo Parkway and California Boulevard, St. John 
Avenue and California Boulevard, and Pasadena Avenue and California Boulevard are 
designated as CMP intersections. 

The CMP requires a regional freeway mainline impact analysis if a proposed project adds 1 50 
or more trips, in each direction during the peak hour. 

Pedestrian Traffic 

The proposed project would significantly impact the pedestrian environment if the project 
impeded pedestrian movement. 

Parking 

The proposed project would create significant impact if the project would provide inadequate 
parking both in terms of spaces provided and parking facility design in such a manner to affect 
surrounding uses. 
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Hazards 

According to CEQA Guidelines, a significant impact will result if the project substantially 
increases traffic safety hazards due to incompatible uses. 

Environmental Impact 

Vehicular Traffic 

Cumulative Base Traffic Forecast 
To evaluate project traffic impacts, future traffic conditions have been estimated to forecast 
probable LOS for the 22 study intersections absent the project. This forecast - the cumulative 
base traffic scenario - represents future traffic conditions without development of the 
proposed project. The cumulative base traffic scenario was developed by adding traffic loads 
expected from other known projects within the study area to existing traffic volumes on streets 
within the study area. The methodology for this procedure is included in the traffic study in 
Appendix C beginning on page 45. 

Table 8 shows the cumulative base traffic forecast for the 22 study intersections. Figures 
showing peak hour movements under the cumulative base traffic scenario are contained in 
Appendix C. As shown, intersections anticipated to experience poor operating conditions (LOS 
E or worse) in the future, absent the proposed project traffic, include: 

• Cordova Street and Arroyo Parkway 
• Del Mar Boulevard and Pasadena Avenue 
• Del Mar Boulevard and Fair Oaks Avenue 
• Del Mar Boulevard and Raymond Avenue 
• Del Mar Boulevard and Marengo Avenue 
• Del Mar Boulevard and Los Robles Avenue 
• California Boulevard and Fair Oaks Avenue 
• California Boulevard and Arroyo Parkway 
• California Boulevard and Marengo Avenue 
• Glenarm Street and Arroyo Parkway 

Future Traffic Conditions with Proposed Project 

The proposed project consists largely of residential development, with up to 11,000 square feet 
of commercial use. Trip generation rates from the Institute of Transportation Engineers' Trip 
Generation, 6th Edition have been applied to the proposed uses to estimate the number of trips 
associated with the proposed project. Transit trips, walk trips, and internal capture reductions 
were applied to the different land uses, thereby reducing the trip generation number. For a 
complete explanation of the methodology, refer to Appendix C beginning on page 27. As 
shown on Table 7 in Appendix C, the proposed project is expected to result in 2,867 net daily 
trips, including 204 trips in the morning peak hour and 250 trips in the afternoon peak hour. 
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Table 8 
INTERSECTION CAPACITY ANALYSIS SUMMARY 

FUTURE (2003) TRAFFIC CONDITIONS - WITHOUT AND WITH PROJECT 

Future (2003) 
Peak Without Proiect With Proiect 

No. Intersection Hour ICU LOS ICU LOS lmoact 

1 
Holly Street and AM 0.156 A 0.156 A 0.000 
Ravmond Ave PM 0.228 A 0.232 A 0.004 

2 
Holly Street and AM 0.467 A 0.470 A 0.003 
Maren11.0 Ave PM 0.592 A 0.593 A 0.001 

3 
Union Street and AM 0.246 A 0.258 A 0.012 
Raymond Ave PM 0.420 A 0.429 A 0.009 

4 
Colorado Blvd and AM 0.396 A 0.401 A 0.008 
Ravmond Ave PM 0.624 B 0.634 B 0.013 

5 
Colorado Blvd and AM 0.467 A 0.471 A 0.004 
Arroyo Pkwy PM 0.868 D 0.877 D 0.009 

6 
Green St and AM 0.379 A 0.398 A 0.023 
Ravmond Ave PM 0.556 A 0.573 A 0.019 

7 Green Street and AM 0.465 A 0.466 A 0.001 
Arroyo Pkwy PM 0.549 A 0.551 A 0.002 

8 
Cordova St and AM 0.621 B 0.625 B 0.004 
Arroyo Pkwy PM 0.898 D 0.917 E 0.019 

9 
Del Mar Blvd and AM 1.268 F 1.276 F 0.008 
Pasadena Ave PM 1.743 F t.748 F 0.005 

10 
Del Mar Blvd and AM 0.996 E 0.998 E 0.002 
Fair Oaks Ave PM 1.186 F 1.194 F 0.008 

11 Del Mar Blvd and AM 0.704 C 0.700 C -0.046 
Raymond Ave PM 0.931 E 0.913 E -0.037 

12 
Del Mar Blvd and AM t.037 F 0.987 E -0.037 
Arroyo Pkwv PM 1.358 F 1.216 F -0.155 

13 
Del Mar Blvd and AM 0.917 E 0.931 E 0.014 
Marene.o Ave PM 1.126 F 1.140 F o.o14• 

14 
Del Mar Blvd and AM 0.643 B 0.647 B 0.004 
Euclid Ave PM 0.748 C 0.755 C 0.007 

15 Del Mar Blvd and AM 1.028 F 1.036 F 0.008 
Los Robles Ave PM 0.976 E 0.982 E 0.006 

16 California Blvd and AM 1.014 F 1.014 F 0.000 
Fair Oaks Ave PM 1.112 F 1.116 F 0.004 

17 California Blvd and AM 0.638 B 0.646 B 0.008 
Raymond Ave PM 0.682 B 0.691 B 0.009 

18 
California Blvd and AM 1.219 F 1.223 F 0.004 
Arrovo Pkwv PM t.508 F 1.512 F 0.004 

19 
California Blvd and AM 1.Q20 F 1.077 F 0.004 
Marengo Ave PM 1.008 F 1.013 F 0.005 
Glenarm St and AM 0.497 A 0.502 A 0.005 

20 Raymond Ave PM 0.509 A 0.513 A 0.004 

21 Glenarm St and AM 0.854 D 0.864 D 0.007 
Arroyo Pkwy PM 1.056 F 1.069 F 0.006 

22 Glenarm St and AM 0.665 B 0.667 B 0.002 
Marengo Ave PM 0.549 A 0.552 A 0.003 

• A significant impact prior to mitigation. 
Source: Traffic Analysis for the Pasadena Del Mar Station Project in the City of Pasadena. Crain & Associates. 

July 2001 . 
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Cumulative Base Year Plus Project Traffic Impact 

To determine how these new trips will impact the local road system, trips were distributed 
(assigned) to various roads and routes based on previous analyses of similar projects proposed 
at the site and the Mobility Element of the General Plan. Based on consultation with City of 
Pasadena staff, the project traffic engineer assigned the project trips to specific routes. The net 
new trips due to the proposed project were added to the cumulative base traffic projection, as 
shown in Figure 1 5 and Figure 16. 

The following roadway improvements will be constructed simultaneously with project 
construction and therefore were assumed complete for this portion of the analysis: 

• A southbound and eastbound right-turn lane at Arroyo Parkway and Del Mar Boulevard; 
• A westbound right-turn lane on Del Mar Boulevard at Raymond Avenue; and 
• A third westbound through lane on Del Mar Boulevard west of Arroyo Parkway to the 

rail tracks. 

Several off-site development projects also propose improvements. However, these 
improvements are not assumed to be completed in this analysis in order to evaluate the project 
under the "worst-case scenario" conditions. 

City of Pasadena LOS Threshold Criteria 

The trip distribution described above allows future LOS conditions for the 22 study intersections 
to be forecast Table 8 shows the cumulative base plus the proposed project AM and PM peak­
hour LOS forecast for the 22 intersections. Table 8 also shows how much of an LOS change is 
due to the proposed project, as well as for which intersections the change in LOS is considered 
significant. The proposed project will create a significant impact at the following intersection: 

• Del Mar Boulevard and Marengo Avenue 

City of Pasadena ADT Threshold Criteria 

Table 9 shows the impact of the proposed project due to an increase in ADT volumes. The 
project will result in one significant street segment impact: 

• Raymond Avenue between Del Mar Boulevard and California Boulevard. 

CMP Analysis 

According to the traffic analysis, the project will not contribute 50 or more trips to CMP 
intersections during the AM or PM peak hour in the vicinity of the project And, as shown in 
Table 18 in Appendix C, the project will not contribute 150 or more trips to freeway segments. 
Therefore, project traffic falls below the threshold for traffic impact analysis. Impact is therefore 
considered less than significant. 
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Table 9 
STREET SEGMENT ANALYSIS SUMMARY 

ADT 
Without With 

Existing Project Project Project Percent 

No. Segment From/To' (2001) (2003) Onlv (2003) Increase 

1 Green St Fair Oaks Ave to Raymond 13,787 15,933 215 16,148 1.35% 
Ave 

2 Cordova St Arroyo Pkwy to Marengo 9,239 11,419 244 11,663 2.14% 
Ave 

3 Del Mar Blvd Delacey Ave to Fair Oaks 20,069 27,865 315 28,180 1.13% 
Ave 

4 Del Mar Blvd Fair Oaks Ave to Raymond 22,257 29,817 315 30,132 1.06% 
Ave 

5 Del Mar Blvd Arroyo Pkwy to Marengo 23,755 29,310 501 29,811 1.71% 
Ave 

6 Del Mar Blvd Euclid Ave to Los Robles 20,688 25,387 358 25,745 1.41% 
Ave 

7 Fair Oaks Ave Green St to Del Mar Blvd 34,086 37,673 29 37,702 0.08% 
8 Raymond Ave Del Mar Blvd to California 7,343 9,075 488 9,563 5.38%* 

Blvd 
9 Raymond Ave California Blvd to Glenarm 9,91 7 11,565 258 11 ,823 2.23% 

St 
10 Arroyo Pkwy Del Mar Blvd to California 31,961 37,750 258 38,008 0.68% 

Blvd. 
11 Arroyo Pkwy California Blvd to Glenarm 49,104 54,856 286 55,142 0.52% 

St. 
• Significant impact. 
Source: Traffic Analysis for the Pasadena Del Mar Station Project in the City of Pasadena. Crain & Associates. July 

2001. 
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Pedestrian Traffic 

The project will provide for extensive site access by pedestrians and person using other modes 
of transportation. Users of the transit system with planned stops on Raymond Avenue will be 
able to access the site via a visually inviting open corridor linking the sidewalks and crosswalk to 
the bus systems. The pedestrian facilities will conform to the American with Disabilities Act and 
will be designed to provide connections between transit facilities and site uses. The City will 
require installation of a midblock signalized crosswalk on Raymond Avenue near the project 
driveway. Bicycle storage facilities will be provided for residents, transit riders, and project 
guests throughout the site. 

An evaluation of off-site pedestrian facilities was conducted along Arroyo Parkway, Raymond. 
Avenue, and Del Mar Boulevard. The analysis reflects ridership as anticipated by the Pasadena 
Blue Line EIR and West Gateway Specific Plan and the pedestrians associated with the 
proposed project. A complete description of the methodology starts on page 39 of Appendix 
C. Most pedestrians will access the site during the morning peak hour and exit during the 
evening peak-hour. The peak hour pedestrian volumes are estimated as appr0ximately 825 on 
Raymond Avenue, 296 on Arroyo Parkway, and 236 on Del Mar Boulevard, Appendix C details 
the anticipated future 2003 pedestrian environment in terms of free flow and characteristics. 

Table 10 
FUTURE 2003 PEDESTRIAN LOS 

Unit Flow Free Flow Platoon 
Street Se2ment Rate1 Volume LOS Volume LOS 
Arroyo Pkwy between 

1.6 A B 
Del Mar Blvd and Project Driveway 
Del Mar Blvd between 

1.3 A B 
Arroyo Pkwy and Raymond Ave 
Raymond Ave between 

4.4 A C 
Del Mar Blvd and Project Driveway 
1 • Volume of persons per minute per foot 
Source: Traffic Analysis for the Pasadena D el Mar Station Proiect in the City of Pasadena. Crain & Associates. 

July 2001. 

As shown in Table 10, the proposed project will not impede pedestrian movement. 
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Parking and Loading 

Based on the zoning ordinance parking standards presented earlier in this section, the project is 
required to provide 524 spaces for the residential component (1.5 spaces times 349 units) and 
86 commercial spaces. Thus, a total of 610 spaces is required for nontransit uses. 

The 600 spaces provided for the Blue Line Station will be reserved for transit users. A 1,200-
space garage is proposed to accommodate transit station and project parking needs. The 
parking proposed to be provided does not meet City ordinance requirements in terms of 
number of spaces. The applicant has requested a Variance from parking requirements and 
proposes 46 commercial spaces, with 570 residential spaces (more than the 524 minimum 
required) separated by a gate from the commercial uses. 

In addition to the Variance from number of required spaces, the applicant has also requested 
variance from the standard 9- by 18-foot stall size. Of the 600 nontransit spaces, approximately 
one-third (212 spaces) are proposed to measure 8-1 /2 by 18 feet, and 19% ( 113) are proposed 
to be compact stalls. For the transit-dedicated stalls, 58% (348) are proposed as 8-1 /2 by 18-
foot stalls, and c:'.>ne-third are compact. 

The zoning ordinance does not provide for non-employee low-turnover stalls, hence the 
Variance application. In granting a Variance, the responsible hearing body is required to make 
specific findings, including the finding that exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or 
conditions apply to the project (e.g. location at a transit station) that justify the granting of a 
Variance. In this instance, findings will be required relative both to stall size and total number. 
If required findings cannot be made for this project, the project must be revised to conform to 
zoning requirements and thus avoid impact. If findings are made, the responsible hearing body 
will have thereby deemed the project to comply, and impact is considered less than significant. 

With regard to loading, the applicant proposes two 10-foot by 20-foot loading areas in place of 
the one required 12- by 30-foot space. The discussion regarding Variances above applies to 
loading areas as well. 

Access 

Two driveways are proposed for access to the underground garage: on Arroyo Parkway at the 
north end of the site and on Raymond Avenue, near the north end. The City will require that a 
traffic signal be placed at or near the Raymond Avenue driveway, to be coordinated with a 
planned mid-block pedestrian crossing. 

The project traffic engineer has analyzed these driveway locations and anticipated traffic 
volumes to identify whether any driveway activity will conflict with through traffic movements 
along Arroyo Parkway and Raymond Avenue. The analysis contained in the traffic study 
(Appendix C) concludes that driveways will operate at acceptable levels. The Raymond Avenue 
driveway will be signalized and will be designed to work with pedestrians crossing Raymond 
Avenue mid-block from bus stops on the west side of Raymond Avenue to the light rail station. 
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Hazards 

The proposed project will introduce residential and commercial uses immediately adjacent to an 
at-grade Blue Line train stop. The intensity of uses in such close proximity to an at-grade train 
stop could create a hazard for pedestrians crossing from one side of the tracks to the other. 
The Public Utilities Commission has established standards for at-grade crossings to ensure that 
the highest level of pedestrian safety is achieved. Although detailed plans for the at-grade 
crossing have not been finalized, the crossing will be required to comply with PUC standards. 
Compliance will avoid impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

Vehicular Traffic 

The proposed project will create a significant impact at the intersection of Del Mar Boulevard 
and Marengo Avenue. The traffic study recommends installation of a new traffic signal control 
system at this intersection, to be coordinated with systemwide improvements. The study 
indicates that the new control at Del Mar/Marengo will mitigate the impact, presuming that the 
balance of the system is in place. However, the City has no program to collect mitigation funds 
to finance the overall system and no timeline for implementation. Therefore, this mitigation 
measure is unrealistic for the project time frame.5 

The Del Mar/Marengo intersection is fully constructed, with no additional right-of-way available 
to provide physical improvements. Also, all four intersection corners are fully developed, with 
little or no space available for additional right-of-way acquisition for improvements. Thus, no 
feasible mitigation is available to mitigate the significant impact at the Del Mar/Marengo 
intersection. 

With regard to the significant segment impact on Raymond Avenue from Del Mar Boulevard to 
California Boulevard, sufficient right-of-way is not available for physical roadway improvements. 
Restriping of Raymond Avenue to increase capacity would require removal of on-street parking, 
which would create secondary impacts on Raymond Avenue given the lack of available off­
street parking. Therefore, no mitigation measure is available to reduce the impact to a less-than• 
significant level on Raymond Avenue from Del Mar Boulevard to California Boulevard. 

Pedestrian Traffic 

No significant impact will result; no mitigation is required. 

5 The Final EIR for redevelopment of the Ambassador College campus in Pasadena includes a mitigation measure 
requiring the project developer to fund improvements to all intersections planned to be integrated into the traffic 
control system. However, the City has not taken any action on the Ambassador College project, and there is no 
guarantee that the project and the associated mitigation measure will proceed. In the absence of the Ambassador 
project mitigation program, no other mechanism is in place to fund the systemwide improvements. 
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Parking and Loading 

The Variance determinations will result in either compliance with existing zoning ordinance 
requirements or a finding that the Variances are acceptable under existing conditions and no 
mitigation is required. 

Access 

No significant impact will result, no mitigation is required. 

Hazards 

No significant impact will result; no mitigation is required. 

Level of Impact with Mitigation 

Vehicular Traffic 

No mitigation is feasible within the project time frame to mitigate the impact on the Del Mar 
Boulevard/Marengo Avenue intersection. Impact is significant and unavoidable. 

No mitigation measure is available to reduce the impact on Raymond Avenue from Del Mar 
Boulevard to California Boulevard. Impact is significant and unmitigable. 

Pedestrian Traffic 

Impact is less than significant. 

Parking and Loading 

Impact is less than significant. 

Access 

Impact is less than significant. 

Hazards 

Compliance with Public Utilities Commission standards regarding at-grade crossings will ensure 
potential impact will be avoided. 
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2.4 Air Quality 

This section examines long-term air quality impacts that might result from the proposed project. 
Long-term effects primarily will result from intensified use of the property, which leads to higher 
energy use, and thus pollution generation; from heating, lighting, and cooking; and travel to and 
from the site. Short-term air quality impact during construction is examined in Section 2.8, 
Construction Effects. 

Environmental Setting 

Pasadena is located within the South Coast Air Basin (Basin). The Basin is a 6,600-square-mile 
area bounded by the Pacific Ocean on the west and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San 
Jacinto mountains on the north and east. The Basin includes all of Orange County and non­
desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties. 

The topography and climate of Southern California combine to make the Basin an area of high 
air pollution potential. During the summer months, a warm air mass frequently descends over 
the cool, moist marine layer produced by the interaction between the ocean's surface and the 
lowest layer of the atmosphere. The warm upper layer forms a cup over the cool marine layer, 
which prevents pollution from dispersing upward. This inversion allows pollutants to 
accumulate within the lower layer. Light winds during the summer further limit ventilation. 

Because of the low average wind speeds in the summer and a persistent daytime temperature 
inversion, emissions of hydrocarbons and oxides of nitrogen have an opportunity to combine 
with sunlight in a complex series of reactions. These reactions produce a photochemical 
oxidant, more commonly known as smog. Because the Los Angeles region experiences more 
days of sunlight than any other major urban area in the United States except Phoenix, the smog 
potential in the region is higher than in most other major metropolitan areas in the country. 

Climate and Meteorology 

The climate in and around Pasadena, as well as most of Southern California, is controlled largely 
by the strength and position of the subtropical high-pressure cell over the Pacific Ocean. This 
high- pressure cell produces a typical Mediterranean climate with warm summers, mild winters, 
and moderate rainfall. Cyclic land and sea breezes are the primary factors affecting the region's 
mild climate. The daytime winds are normally sea breezes, predominantly from the west, that 
flow at relatively low velocities. Temperatures are normally mild with rare exceptions. This 
pattern is infrequently interrupted by periods of extremely hot weather brought in by Santa Ana 
winds. 

The average annual daytime temperature in Pasadena is 76 degrees Fahrenheit. The average 
nighttime temperature is 54 degrees. The overall average temperature is 66 degrees, and the 
highest recorded temperature was 113 degrees, while the lowest was 21 degrees. The average 
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yearly rainfall is 20 inches. Almost all precipitation occurs between November and March, 
although during these months, it is sunny or partly sunny 75% of the time. 

Air Pollution Control Efforts 

Both the federal and state governments have set health-based ambient air quality standards for 
the following six pollutants: 

• Sulfur dioxide (S02) • Fine particulate matter (PM 10) 
• Lead (Pb) • Nitrogen dioxide (N02) 

• Carbon monoxide (CO) • Ozone (03) 

The standards have been designed to protect the most sensitive persons from illness or 
discomfort with a margin of safety. The California standards are more stringent than federal 
standards, and in the case of PM 10 and sulfur dioxide, far more stringent. Table X outlines 
current federal and state ambient air quality standards. 

Despite the existence of many strict controls, the South Coast Air Basin still fails to meet federal 
air quality standards for 4 of the 6 criteria pollutants including ozone, nitrogen dioxide, carbon 
monoxide, and PM 10. Because lead-based gasolines have been phased out in California, 
airborne lead pollution is no longer a problem in the Basin, nor is sulfur dioxide pollution. 

Nearly all pollution control programs developed to date have relied on development and 
application of cleaner technology and add-on emission control devices to vehicular and 
industrial sources, such as catalytic converters for automobiles. Only recently have efforts been 
directed at how emission sources are used je.g. the Inspection and Maintenance Program, High 
Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes, and mandatory maintenance procedures on industrial 
sources]. 

Past air quality programs have been effective in improving the Basin's air quality. Although the 
magnitude of the problem depends heavily on the weather conditions in a given year, and 
improvements can only be compared for the same air monitoring station, ozone levels have 
declined by almost half over the past 30 years. However, they remain at or near the top of all 
pollution concentrations in the United States. 

Monitored Air Quality 

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) monitors air quality throughout 
the South Coast Air Basin at various monitoring stations. The West San Gabriel Valley station in 
Pasadena reports data most descriptive of conditions at the project site. Table X shows 
monitored air quality for carbon monoxide (CO), ozone (03), and nitrogen dioxide (N02 ) at this 
location. The data indicate that state standards are rarely exceeded for CO or N02• However, 
state standards for 0 3 are exceeded often. 

The West San Gabriel Valley station does not provide consistent data records for particulate 
matter, or PM 10. Table 11 shows the emissions monitoring of PM 10 at another nearby air 
quality monitoring station in the East San Gabriel Valley (in Azusa). As shown, the state 
standard for PM 10 is exceeded often at this station. 
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Air Quahty 

Air Quality Management Plan 

Both California and the federal government require non-attainment areas, such as the South 
Coast Air Basin, to prepare an Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) to reduce air pollution to 
healthful levels. The California Clean Air Act of 1988 and amendments to the federal Clean Air 
Act in 1990 required stricter air pollution control efforts than ever before. For example, the 
state of California must submit plans to the federal government showing how non-attainment 
areas in California will meet federal air quality standards by specific deadlines. 

Table 11 
AIR POLLUTION SOURCES, EFFECTS, AND STANDARDS 

Air Federal Primary 
Pollutant State Standard Standard Sources Primary Effects 

Ozone 0.009 ppm, 1-hour 0.12 ppm, 1-hour Atmospheric reaction of Aggravation of respiratory and 

(03) average average organic gases with cardiovascular diseases, irritation of 
nitrogen oxides in sunlight eyes, impairment of cardiopulmonary 

function, plant leaf injury 

Carbon 9.0 ppm, 8-hour 9.0 ppm, 8-hour Incomplete combustion Reduced tolerance for exercise, 

Monoxide average average of fuels and other carbon- impairment of mental function, 

(CO) 35 ppm, 1-hour 35 ppm, 1-hour containing substances impairment of fetal development, death 

average average such as motor vehicle at high levels of exposure, aggravation 
exhaust, natural events, of some heart diseases (angina) 
such as decomposition of 
organic matter 

Nitrogen 0.25 ppm, 1-hour 0.053 ppm, annual Motor vehicle exhaust, Aggravation of respiratory illness, 

Dioxide average avg. high-temperature reduced visibility, reduced plant growth, 

(NO2) stationary combustion, formation of acid rain 
atmospheric reactions 

Sulfur 0.25 ppm, 1-hr. avg. 0.14 ppm, 24-hour Combustion of sulfur- Aggravation of respiratory diseases 

Dioxide 0.05 ppm, 24-hr. avg. average containing fossil fuels, (asthma, emphysema), reduced lung 

(SO2) smelting of sulfur-bearing function, irritation of eyes, reduced 
metal ores, industrial visibility, plant injury, deterioration of 

processes metals, textiles, leather finishes, 
coatings, etc. 

Fine 50 µg/m3 (24 hr.) 150 µg/ml, 24-hr. Stationary combustion of Reduced lung function, aggravation of 

Particulate avg. solid fuels, construction the effects of gaseous pollutants, 

Matter activities, industrial aggravation of respiratory and cardio-
(PM10) processes, industrial respiratory diseases, increased coughing 

chemical reactions and chest discomfort, soiling, reduced 
visibility 

Lead 1.5 µg/ml, 30-day 1.5 µg/m3, calendar Contaminated soil Increased body burden, impairment of 

average quarter blood formation and nerve conduction 

Visibility Reduces visual range none Visibility impairment on days when 

Reducing to less than 10 miles relative humidity is less than 70 percent 

Particles at relative humidity 
less than 70%, 8-hour 
avg (9am - 5pm). 10 
miles (8-hour) 
w/humitity <70%). 

µg/m3=micrograms per cubic meter of air 
ppm•parts per million parts of air, by volume 
Source: South Coast Air Quality M anagement District, CEQA Air Q uality Handbook, 1993, Chapter 3 tables 3-1 and 

3-2, November 2001 (Version 3) update. 
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Table 12 
NUMBER OF DAYS STATE AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS EXCEEDED 

WEST SAN GABRIEL VALLEY STATION 

Carbon Monoxide 1 Ozone2 Nitrogen Dioxide3 

*Days 
Maximum 1· Maximum standard Maximum 

hour 8-hour exceeded 1-hour 
concentration concentration 8-hr concentratio 

Year loom) loom) standard n loom) 

1990 16 10.0 1 0.26 

1992 11 7.3 0 0.27 

1994 12 8.5 0 0.26 

1996 11 7.1 0 0.17 

1998 8 6.3 0 0.17 

1999 9 6.6 0 0.12 

• Number of days state standard was exceeded in calendar year. 
ppm•parts per million parts of air, by volume 

*Days 
standard 
exceeded 

118 

128 

106 

54 

31 

15 

1 State standard for carbon monoxide: 20 ppm 1-Hour; 9.0 ppm 8-Hour 
2 State standard for ozone: 0.09 ppm 1-Hour 
3 State standard for nitrogen dioxide: 0.25 ppm 1-Hour 

Maximum 
1-hour 

concentration 
!Dom) 

0.23 

0.19 

0.18 

0.19 

0.16 

0.16 

Source: South Coast Air Quality Management District. Air Quality Data 1990-1999. 

Table 13 
PM10 MEASUREMENTS 

EAST SAN GABRIEL VALLEY STATION 

Fine Particulate Matter (PM10) 

Maximum Concentration Days (% of) Samples Exceeding 
Year (µg/ml) California standard* 

1990 127 30 (50) 

1992 107 24 (39) 

1994 127 25 (40) 

1996 100 24 (41 ) 

1998 87 16 (28) 

1999 103 35 (58) 

µg/m3 s micrograms per cubic meter of air 
*State standard for PM 10 >50 µg/ m3

, 24-hour. Collected every 6 days. 

*Days 
standard 
exceeded 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Source: South Coast Air Quality Management District. Air Quality Data 1990-1 999. 

The 1997 and 1994 South Coast Air Basin AQMPs incorporates a number of measures to 
reduce air pollution in the Basin and meet federal and state requirements. These measures 
include strategies to meet federal and state standards for CO, PM10, N02, and ozone; control 
of toxic air contaminants and acutely hazardous emissions; and control of global warming and 
ozone-depleting gases. These measures are updated periodically. 
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Air Quality 

Carbon Monoxide Hot Spot 

The young, old, and infirm are especially susceptible to the adverse effects of air pollution. 
Sensitive receptors to air pollution are facilities or places where concentrations of people 
gather, especially the young, old, and infirm. Residences, schools, child care facilities, hospitals, 
convalescent homes, and parks are examples of such receptors. The potential for carbon 
monoxide hot spots to impact sensitive receptors is a primary concern. A variety of sensitive 
receptors, including a school, residences, and a park, are located adjacent to intersections 
within the project study area. In addition, the proposed project will contain residences that are 
considered sensitive receptors. 

To identify potential CO hot spots, SCAQMD recommends analyzing intersections where an 
existing level of service (LOS) C will deteriorate one full LOS level or more, or where an existing 
LOS D will deteriorate to any degree. As shown on Table 8 in Section 2.3 -
Transportation/fraffic, 12 of the 22 intersections evaluated in the Traffic Study meet this criteria: 

• Colorado Boulevard and Arroyo Parkway 
• Cordova Street and Arroyo Parkway 
• Del Mar Boulevard and Pasadena Avenue 
• Del Mar Boulevard and Fair Oaks Avenue 
• Del Mar Boulevard and Raymond Avenue 
• Del Mar Boulevard and Arroyo Parkway 
• Del Mar Boulevard and Marengo Avenue 
• Del Mar Boulevard and Los Robles Avenue 
• California Boulevard and Fair Oaks Avenue 
• California Boulevard and Arroyo Parkway 
• California Boulevard and Marengo Avenue 
• Glenarm Street and Arroyo Parkway 

No sensitive receptors are located at 3 of the intersections: Arroyo Parkway/ Colorado 
Boulevard, California Boulevard/Fair Oaks Avenue, and Del Mar/ Pasadena Avenue. A CALINE-
4 analysis was conducted to identify existing CO concentrations at the 9 intersections where 
sensitive receptors are located in close proximity. The downwind concentrations of CO were 
estimated using a gaussian plume model. Dispersion was estimated for typical worst-case 
atmospheric conditions, which would result in the least dispersion of pollutants. These 
atmospheric conditions typically occur during the morning hours from 7 AM to 10 AM or 11 
AM, when low wind speeds (less than 1 yard, or 1 meter per second), stable air, and constant 
wind direction combine to minimize dispersal of pollutants. These conditions are expected to 
occur in combination for 2 hours or more only on a few mornings per year. In more typical 
conditions, less stable air and substantially more variation in wind direction disperse pollutants 
over a much wider area, minimizing the area exposed to the highest pollutant levels. During 
other times of the day, much lower stability and higher wind speeds are typical. Table 14 
summarizes the CALINE-4 worksheets included in Appendix D. 
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Table 14 
EXISTING CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATION AT SENSITIVE RECEPTORS 

Existing 1-hr CO I Exceed State 
Concentration (ppm) at Standard (20 

Intersection Sensitive Receptor Sensitive Receotor nnml? 

Cordova St. and Arroyo Pkwy MFR 11.8 No 
MFR 11.8 No 

Del Mar Blvd and Fair Oaks Ave Park 18.8 No 
Del Mar Blvd and Raymond Ave Proposed Project 18.0 No 

Park 18.0 No 
Del Mar Blvd and Arroyo Pkwy Proposed Project 37.6 Yes 

Del Mar Blvd and Marengo Ave MFR 16.8 No 
MFR 28.0 Yes 
MFR 31.9 Yes 

Del Mar Blvd and Los Robles Ave SFR 17.0 No 
SFR 29.4 Yes 

California Blvd and Arrovo Pkwv SFR 32.1 Yes 
California Blvd and Marengo Ave MFR 17.0 No 

MFR 32.9 Yes 
MFR 32.9 Yes 

Glenarm St and Arrovo Pkwv School 41.5 Yes 

As shown in Table 14, 6 intersections currently experience CO hot spots, exceeding the 1-hour 
CO standard of 20 ppm. 

Threshold Used to Determine Level of Impact 

The state of California and the federal government have established air quality standards and 
emergency episode criteria for various pollutants. These standards are used to determine 
attainment of state and federal air quality goals and plans. Generally, state regulations have 
stricter standards than those at the federal level. 

Air quality standards are set at concentrations that provide a sufficient margin of safety to 
protect the public health and welfare. Episode criteria define air pollution concentrations at the 
level where short-term exposures may begin to affect the health of a portion of the population 
especially susceptible to air pollutants. The health effects are progressively more severe and 
widespread as pollutant concentrations increase. The current State and federal standards for 
the most important pollutants are presented in previous Table 11. 

Long-Term Operational Threshold 

The SCAQMD has prepared significance thresholds for specific projects. These thresholds are 
shown in Table 15. A project's effects would be considered significant if the long-term 
operational emissions due to combined stationary and vehicular emissions exceed these 
thresholds. A project's air quality effects would also be considered significant if the emissions 
affect sensitive receptors such as schools or nursing homes, or if the project will conflict with 
the regional AQMP and/ or local air quality plans. 
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Atr Quality 

Table 15 
SCAQMD LONG-TERM OPERATIONAL THRESHOLD FOR SIGNIFICANT 

CONTRIBUTION TO REGIONAL AIR POLLUTION 

Pollutant 

Source: South Coast Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, May 1993 with 
November 1993 update. 

Carbon Monoxide Hot Spot Threshold 

The project would result in a significant impact related to CO hot spots if: 

1 ) The proposed project includes sensitive receptors that will be exposed to CO hot spots, 
and/or 

2) The proposed project results in localized carbon monoxide concentrations at sensitive 
receptors. 

The State of California CO concentration standards, shown in Table 14, are 9 parts per million 
(ppm) during an 8-hour period and 20 ppm during a 1-hour period. If CO hot spots currently 
exist, then a 1 ppm increase attributable to the project over "no project" conditions for the one­
hour period is considered a significant impact 

Environmental Impact 

Consistency with Regional Plans 

The proposed project can be considered noncompliant with the AQMP if it runs counter to the 
assumptions of the AQMP. The AQMP assumes that development throughout the region will 
occur as outlined in SCAG's Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide. As discussed in Section 
2.6 (Population and Housing), changes in employment, population, and housing due to the 
project will not conflict with SCAG's Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide and by 
association, the AQMP, which is based on SCAG's projections. 

Consistency with Local Plans 

According to the Pasadena General Plan, the City will promote programs to improve air quality 
to enhance the environment and protect the health and welfare of City residents. A variety of 
programs currently are part the City's development process, including requiring Title 24 
compliance to ensure that energy-efficient building design is followed. The project will be 
required to comply with existing regulations and will thereby achieve consistency with local 
programs aimed toward reducing pollutant emissions. Furthermore, the project involves 
development of a transit-oriented mixed-use project whereby residents of the project may make 
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fewer vehicle trips because shopping and entertainment opportunities are within walking 
distance (in Old Pasadena), local- and transit- serving retail are proposed on the project site, and 
the Blue Line station is on the project site, providing high transit accessibility. Bus stops will be 
located across Raymond Avenue. In this manner, the project promotes local programs and 
efforts to improve air quality. 

Carbon Monoxide Hot Spot 

A CALINE-4 analysis was conducted to identify potential CO concentrations at the 9 
intersections discussed in this chapter's environmental setting section. Appendix D includes 
worksheets documenting the methods used to estimate air pollutant emissions and 
atmospheric dispersion of pollutants from traffic generated with and without the proposed 
project. Table 16 summarizes the results from the CALINE-4 analysis. 

Table 16 
EXISTING AND FUTURE CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATION AT SENSITIVE 

RECEPTORS 

1-hr CO Concentration (ppm) at 
Sensitive Receptor 

Future Future Exceed 
Sensitive Without With Project Threshold 

Intersection Receptor Existin2 Proiect Proiect Contribution lppm? 

Cordova St. and Arroyo MFR 11.8 11.8 11 .8 0.0 No 
Pkwy MFR 11 .8 11.8 11.8 0.0 No 
Del Mar Blvd and Fair Park 18.8 21.6 21.7 0.1 No 
Oaks Ave 
Del Mar Blvd and Proposed 18.0 20.9 20.9 0.0 No 
Raymond Ave Proiect 

Park 18.0 20.9 20.9 0.0 No 
Del Mar Blvd and Arroyo Proposed 37.6 44.4 44.8 0.4 No 
Pkwy Project 

Del Mar Blvd and MFR 16.8 18.9 19.0 0.1 No 
Marengo Ave MFR 28.0 33.0 33.3 0.3 No 

MFR 31.9 37.6 37.8 0.2 No 
Del Mar Blvd and Los SFR 17.0 18.7 18.8 0.1 No 
Robles Ave SFR 29.4 33.7 33.8 0.1 No 
California Blvd and Arroyo SFR 32.1 34.7 34.7 0.0 No 
Pkwv 
California Blvd and MFR 17.0 17.5 17.5 0.0 No 
Marengo Ave MFR 32.9 34.6 34.7 0.1 No 

MFR 32.9 34.5 34.6 0.1 No 
Glenarm St and Arroyo School 41.5 45.7 45.9 0.2 No 
Pkwy 

As shown in Table 16, 8 of the 9 intersections will experience CO concentrations in excess of 
the State 1-hour standard (20 ppm) a few mornings per year when low wind speeds, stable air, 
and constant wind direction combine to minimize the dispersal of pollutants. The project's 
contribution to these conditions is less than 1 ppm at each of the 8 intersections in excess of 
the State 1-hour standard. Therefore, the project impact on creating these conditions is 
considered less than significant. 
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The proposed project includes residential use, which is considered a sensitive receptor. Two 
intersections adjacent to the project site currently experience or will experience in the future a 
CO hot spot: 1) Del Mar Boulevard and Arroyo Parkway and 2) Del Mar Boulevard and 
Raymond Avenue. The project's introduction of a sensitive receptor to these conditions is 
considered significant. 

Project Specific Impact 

Long-term air pollution emissions associated with the project have been estimated using the 
emissions model URBEMIS7G. This analysis considers a "worst-case" scenario in estimating the 
project's air quality impact. Emissions are calculated for both winter and summer, and the 
higher emission rate is used. Table 17 reports the estimated future new stationary and mobile 
source emissions associated with the project. The supporting worksheets and calculations are 
contained in Appendix D. 

Table 17 
ESTIMATED PEAK NET NEW DAILY LONG-TERM EMISSIONS 

FOR PROPOSED PROJECT (POUNDS PER DAY) 

Reactive Organic Oxides of Nitrogen Carbon Monoxide Fine Particulate 
Source Compounds (ROC) (NOx) (CO) Matter (PM10) 

Stationary Emission 18 3 3 0 

Mobile Emissions 43 58 330 22 

Total Emissions 61 61 333 22 

SCAQMD 55 55 550 150 
Threshold 

Exceeds Threshold? Yes Yes No No 

As shown in Table 17, the proposed project will generate significant pollutant emissions, with 
reactive organic compounds and oxides of nitrogen exceeding SCAQMD thresholds. 
Thresholds for carbon monoxide and fine particulate matter will not be exceeded. 

Mitigation Measures 

Carbon Monoxide Hot Spot 

Two intersections adjacent to the project site will experience CO hot spots a few morning a 
year: 1) Del Mar Boulevard and Arroyo Parkway and 2) Del Mar and Raymond Avenue. To 
avoid exposing residents of the proposed project to these conditions, the following mitigation 
measures will be implemented: 

AQ-1 . All project construction will consist of air-tight construction in the residential units. 

AQ-2. Air conditioning must be provided so that open windows will not be relied upon for 
cooling in the summer. 
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Project-Specific Impact 

Emissions due to the project will largely result from additional vehicular travel by project 
residents and retail patrons. The following mitigation measures will work to reduce vehicle trips 
and consequently reduce emissions to a degree. 

AQ-3. The project applicant will cooperate with the City of Pasadena to provide convenient 
electric vehicle recharging stations within the underground parking structure. 

AQ-4. The project applicant shall participate on a fair-share basis in the City's program to 
increase City-owned shuttle bus service. 

AQ-5. Bicycle parking shall be provided at convenient locations to facilitate residents, patrons, 
and employees to bike to and from the project site beyond the minimal requirements 
set forth in the Pasadena Municipal Code. 

Level of Impact with Mitigation 

Carbon Monoxide Hot Spots 

Incorporation of the mitigation measures will reduce impact on sensitive receptors at the 
project site to a less-than-significant level. 

Project-Specific Impact 

Implementation of the identified mitigation measures will reduce air pollutant em1ss1ons. 
Nonetheless, within the context of the South Coast Air Basin, any project of considerable size 
will result in significant long-term air quality impact. The proposed project is no exception 
despite the fact that it will have many pedestrian- and transit-oriented characteristics; long-term 
air quality impact will be significant, even after mitigation. 

References 

CEQA Air Q uality Handbook South Coast Air Quality Management District. May 1993, with November 1993 
update. 
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2.5 Noise 

This section examines potential noise impacts on the existing environment that may result from 
the project. Project components that may raise noise concerns include, increased intensity of 
use, noise from mechanical equipment, and increased traffic noise associated with project­
related trips. Short-term noise impact from construction activity is discussed in Section 2.8, 
Construction Impacts. 

The analysis does not address noise associated with Blue Line light rail operations. Construction 
and operation of the Blue Line are not part of this project. Noise impacts associated with the 
Blue Line have been examined in several prior CEQA documents.& Operation of the Blue Line 
will contribute to future ambient noise conditions at the project site, and these conditions are 
taken into account in the following analysis. 

Environmental Setting 

Noise Measurements and Noise Standards 

Noise is often defined as "unwanted sound." Sound is measured by measuring the energy in 
pressure waves in the air. The measured sound energy is compared to the amount of energy 
produced by a reference pressure near the threshold of audibility, and the resulting ratio 
expressed as a sound level. Because of the wide range of sound energy that is audible to 
humans, sound levels are expressed on a logarithmic scale of "decibels" (abbreviated as dB), in 
which a change of 10 units on the decibel scale reflects a tenfold increase in sound energy. A 
tenfold increase in sound energy roughly translates to a doubling of perceived loudness to 
humans. 

In evaluating human response to noise, acoustIcIans also compensate · for the response of 
people to varying frequency or pitch components of sound. The human ear is most sensitive to 
sounds in the middle frequency range used for human speech, and is less sensitive to low and 
high-pitched sounds. The "A" weighting scale is used to account for this sensitivity. Thus most 
community noise standards are expressed in decibels on the "A''-weighted scale. Zero on the 
decibel scale is set roughly at the threshold of human hearing. Noise levels of common sounds 
in the environment include office background noise at about 50 dB(A), human speech at 10 
feet at about 60 to 70 dB(A), cars driving by at 50 feet at 65 to 70 dB(A), trucks at SO feet at 75 
to 80 dB(A), and aircraft overflights a mile from the approach at about 95 to 100 dB(A). Table 
18 shows typical sound levels according to the A-weighted decibel scale. 

6 Interested readers may consult documents prepared by the Los Angeles County MT A and its predecessor agencies, 
including the February 1990 FEIR, the 1993 and 1994 Supplemental EIRs, and the July 29, 1996 Addendum No. 2 for 
the Del Mar Transportation Center. 
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Overall Level 
(Noise level dB(A)) 

120- Uncomfort-
130 ably Loud 

110-
11 9 

100-
109 

Very Loud 

90-99 

80-89 

Moderately 
Loud 

70-79 

60-69 

Quiet 
50-59 

40-49 

Just Audible 

Threshold of 

0-10 Hearing 

Table 18 
TYPICAL NOISE LEVELS 

Community Home or Industry 
(Outdoor) (Indoor) 

Military Jet Aircraft Take-Off With After-Burner Oxygen Torch (121 ) 
From Aircraft Carrier@ 50 ft. (130) 

Turbo Fan Aircraft @ Take-Off Power@ 200 ft Riveting Machine 
(118) (110) 

Rock and Roll Band 
(108-114) 

Boeing 707, DC-8 @ 6080 ft. Before Landing 
(106), Jet Flyover @ 1000 ft. (103), Bell J-2A 
Helicopter@ 100 ft. (100) 

Power Mower (96) Newspaper Press (97) 

Boeing 707, CD-8 @ 6080 ft. Before Landing 
(97) 

Motorcycle@ 25 ft. (90) 

Car Wash @ 20 ft. (89) Food Blender (88) 

Propellor Plane Flyover@ 1000 ft. (88) Milling Machine (85) 

Diesel Truck, 40 mph@ 50 ft. (84) Garbage Disposal (80) 

Diesel Train, 45 mph@ 100 ft. (83) 

High Urban Ambient Sound (80) Living Room Music 

Passenger Car, 65 mph@ 25 ft. (77) (76) 

Freeway @ 50 ft. From Pavement Edge @ 10 A.M. 
1V-Audio, Vacuum 

(76 +/- 6) Cleaner (70) 

Air Conditioning Unit@ 100 ft. (60) Cash Register @ 10 ft. 
(65-70) 

Large Transformers @ 100 ft. ( 50) 

Bird Calls (44) 

Lower Limit of Urban Ambient Sound in daytime 
(40) 

dB(A) Scale Interrupted 

i Loudness 
(Human Judgement 
of Different Sound 

Levels) 

32 Times As Loud As 
70 dB(A) 

16 Times As Loud As 
70 dB(A) 

8 Times As Loud As 
70 dB(A) 

4 Times As Loud As 
70 dB(A) 

2 Times As Loud As 
70 dB(A) 

½ As Loud As 70 
dB(A) 

1/ 4 As Loud As 70 
dB(A) 

1/ 8 As Loud As 70 
dB(A) 

Source: Adapted by CBA from Melville C. Branch and R. Dale Beland. O utdoor Noise in the Metropolitan 
Environment. City of Los Angeles. 1970. 
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Noise 

Community noise consists of a wide variety of sounds, some near and some far away, some of 
which are short and some of long duration, some constant and some infrequent, which vary 
over the 24-hour day. Scientists and planners have found that humans respond generally to the 
24-hour variation in noise based on the total energy content of the sound over the day, with a 
greater sensitivity to noise at night. California standards for community noise use the 
Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL), in which the energy is averaged over a 24-hour day 
with a 5-decibel penalty from 7:00 P.M. to 10:00 P.M. and a 10-decibel penalty from 10:00 P.M. 

to 7:00 A.M. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency uses the Day-Night Noise Level (Ldnl 
measure, which is identical to the CNEL but without the evening noise weighting, in comparing 
noise environments. 

Quantitative standards limiting the amount of noise that one is permitted to produce on a 
property are established in the City's noise ordinance. The City has not adopted standards for 
suitability of various land uses in urban noise environments from transportation noise and other 
general urban background noise. The City's Noise Element of the General Plan states that an 
Ldn noise level of 65 to 85 dB at residential locations "compromises the welfare of citizens in 
these areas (Pasadena General Plan Noise Element, p-lV-1 5)." 

Figure 1 7 shows commonly accepted guidelines for suitability of various land uses and activities 
in various noise environments, and is consistent with the general statement regarding noise 
levels in the City's Noise Element. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has found that 
the point where noise becomes a significant contributor to what most people perceive as the 
environmental quality of their residential area is 55 decibels Ldn• At 65 decibels CNEL or Ldn, 
noise clearly has a significant adverse effect on environmental quality in residential areas. 

The State of California uses a similar standard to set requirements for sound insulation in newly 
constructed multi-family dwellings. All such residences are required to provide a noise level of 
no greater than 45 dB CNEL in habitable rooms from exterior noise sources. For areas with 
exterior noise levels above 60 dB CNEL, a noise evaluation is required to determine if additional 
sound insulation is required to meet this standard. 

The City of Pasadena Noise Ordinance (Chapter 9.36 of the Municipal Code), adopted in 1973, 
establishes three noise districts and sets forth maximum daytime and nighttime ambient noise 
levels permitted at the property lines within each noise district. The project area is located 
within Noise District 3, in which the assumed ambient noise level is 60 dB(A) during the 
daytime and SO dB(A) at night. The noise ordinance places limits on noise levels. Noise levels, 
measured at the property line, are restricted to the ambient noise level, which is defined to be 
the assumed ambient or the actual measured ambient noise level, whichever is louder. During 
the day, noise intrusions are permitted to be 5 decibels greater than the ambient for any period 
less than 15 minutes per hour, 10 decibels greater than the ambient for any period less than 5 
minutes per hour, or 20 decibels greater than the ambient for any period less than 1 minute per 
hour. Continuous tone noise must be 5 decibels below the ambient. At night, no such 
allowances are made for intruding noise. 

The City is currently in the process of undertaking a comprehensive update of its General Plan 
Noise Element and the noise ordinance to better reflect conditions citywide and to address a 
more diverse range of sound environments. 
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Community Noise 
Equivalent Level (CNEL) 

or Day-Night Level (Ldn), dB 

Land Use Category 55 60 65 70 75 80 85 

Residential- Low-Density Single- V/ .. . . ,. 
Family, Duplex, Mobile Homes 

I I I I I 
Residential- Multiple Family V/ . . · • . , 

i I I 

Transient Lodging - Motels, Hotels V/// 
., 

i I I 
Schools, Libraries, Churches, 1//// Hospitals, Nursing Homes 

I I 
Auditoriums, Concert Halls, 
Amphitheaters 7///// 

I I 
Sports Arenas, Outdoor Spectator ///////// . 
Sports 

.. . . 
l 

Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, 
l 

Water Recreation, Cemeteries 
I I 

Office Buildings, Business, 
Commercial and Professional 

I 
Industrial, Manufacturing, 
Utilities, Agriculture 

11 Normally 
1..--,J Acceptable 
Specified land use is 
satisfactory, based on 
the assumption that any 
buildings are of normal 
conventional construc­
tion, without any special 
noise insulation require­
ments 

-

v'77) Conditionally 
~ Acceptable 
New construction or 
development should be 
undertaken only after a 
detailed analysis of 
noise reduction require­
ments is made and 
needed noise insulation 
features included in 
design. Conventional 
construction, but with 
closed windows and 
fresh air supply sys­
tems or air condition­
ing, will normally suffice. 

I 
11-;.; .. ,:-. 

I 
t,,·;r;/~-:, 
I I 

1//// ·.~<._;! /JJ .: - , 
I 

V////1 . ·.£/', 
.. . . 

~ Normally 
L;;.,..;,.:.J Unacceptable 

New construction or 
development should 
generally be discour­
aged. If new construc­
tion or development 
does proceed, a de­
tailed analysis of noise 
reduction requirements 
must be made and 
needed noise insulation 
features included in 
design. 

Nature of the noise 
environment where the 
CNEL or Ldn level Is: 

Below55 dB 
Relatively quiet suburban or 
urban areas, no arterial 
streets within 1 block, no 
freeways within 1/4 mile. 

55-65 dB 
Most somewhat noisy 
urban areas, near but not 
directly adjacent to high 
volumes of traffic. 

65-75 dB 
Very noisy urban areas near 
arterials, freeways or 
airports. 

75+dB 
Extremely noisy urban 
areas adjacent to freeways 
or under airport traffic 
patterns. Hearing damage 
with constant exposure 
outdoors. 

r--, Clearly 
~ Unacceptable 
New construction or 
development should 
generally not be 
undertaken. 

The Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) and Day-Night Noise Level (Ldn) are measures of the 24-hour 
noise environment. They represent the constant A-weighted noise level that would be measured if all the sound 
energy received over the day were averaged. In order to account for the greater sensitivity of people to noise at 
night, the CNEL weighting includes a 5-decibel penalty on noise between 7:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m. and a 
10-decibel penalty on noise between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. of the next day. The Ldn includes only the 
10-decibel weighting for late-night noise events. For practical purposes, the two measures are equivalent for 
typical urban noise environments. 

Source Cotton/Beland/Associates, adapted from U.S Department of Housing and Urban Devetcpment and 

State of Calitorn,a Guidelines and U.S EPA, Report on Levels of Environmental No,se Requisite to Protect the 

Pubhc Health and Wettare 1Mth an Adequate Margin of Salety, 1974 

Figure 17 
Land Use Compatibility Guidelines 

for Urban Noise Environements 
City of Pasadena 82 D el Mar Station Mixed Use EIR 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Noise 

Conditions in Project Area 

The project site is located within an intensely developed urban district in Old Pasadena. The 
major sources of noise are traffic from local freeways and streets, and commercial and industrial 
activities. Within the area adjacent to the project site, higher sound levels result primarily from 
traffic on the most heavily used arterial streets, including Arroyo Parkway and Del Mar 
Boulevard. Traffic noise modeling based on existing traffic levels indicates that noise levels at 
the project site from Arroyo Parkway and Del Mar Boulevard currently exceed levels considered 
acceptable for residential uses. Noise generated on Raymond Avenue is currently within the 
acceptable range (Table 19). 

Noise is particularly problematic when noise-sensitive land uses are affected. Noise-sensitive 
land uses are defined as activities that are interrupted by noise, such as residences, schools, 
churches, and parks. Residences, a school, a park, a hotel, and day care center are located in 
the vicinity of the proposed project. Using existing traffic volume data, existing CNEL was 
determined on roadway segments adjacent to sensitive receptors. The following segments 
exceed conditionally acceptable noise levels as shown in Table 19: 

• Arroyo Parkway: a) south of Glenarm Street, b) between California Boulevard and 
Del Mar Boulevard, and c) between Del Mar Boulevard and Green Street. 

• Marengo Avenue: a) between Glenarm Street and California Boulevard, b) between 
California Boulevard and Del Mar Boulevard, and c) north of Del Mar Boulevard 

• Glenarm Street east of Marengo 
• Del Mar Boulevard: a) between Raymond Avenue and Arroyo Parkway, b) between 

Arroyo Parkway and Marengo Avenue, c) between Marengo Avenue and Euclid 
Avenue, d) between Euclid Avenue and Los Robles Avenue, and e) east of Los 
Robles 

• California Boulevard: a) between Arroyo Parkway and Marengo Avenue, and b) east 
of Marengo Avenue. 

Threshold Used to Determine Level of Impact 

Noise impacts are considered significant if the project will increase sound levels to a level 
considered "normally unacceptable" for residences, schools, and other noise-sensitive uses in 
the vicinity of the site, using the criteria set forth in Figure 10, which is consistent with the City's 
Noise Element guidelines. If ambient noise levels already exceed the "normally unacceptable" 
levels for these uses and the proposed project will contribute three (3.0) decibels or more to a 
cumulative increase in noise from all sources, including the project, the project's noise impact is 
also considered significant. The three-decibel threshold has been chosen because a three­
decibel increase in the sound level generally is accepted as the level at which a person 
perceives a change. 

Noise impact is also considered significant if the proposed project would result in a substantial 
violation of a noise ordinance or standard, or would result in a noise exposure injurious to 
health. 
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Table 19 

Noise Impact from Project and Cumulative Traffic on Area Roadways 

u 24-hour Traffic Volume Noise Level (CN EL o r Ldn) at Distance from Roadway 

Q) 

I Future 

Future without Future with 

Q) Future Existing Project Project Change 

a. !Without With 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 From 

Roadway Segment S.R. (/) Existing , Pro ject Project feet feet feet feet feet feet feet feet feet Existing 

Fair Oaks !bit Green and Del Mar Park 35 19,700 23,300 23,300 68.7 61.1 55 0 69.5 61.9 55.7 69.5 61.9 55.7 +0.7 

Raymond Ave b/t Calilornia and Del Mar Daycare 35 7,350 11,360 11,810 64.5 56.9 50.7 66.3 58.7 52.6 66.5 58.9 52.8 +2.1 
-- - - - - - - - - --

b/t Del Mar and Green Project 35 6.690 11 ,680 12.740 64.0 56.4 503 66.5 589 52.7 66.8 59.2 53.1 +2.8 - ------
b/t Union and Holly MFR 3( 5,120 7,250 7,390 62.2 54.6 48.5 63.7 56.1 50.0 63.8 56.2 50.1 + 1.6 

. - - - . - - -

n/o Holly Sr. Ctr. 30 5,470 7,660 7,800 62.5 54.9 48.8 64.0 56.4 50.2 64.0 56.4 50.3 + 1.5 

Auoyo Parkway s/o Glenarm School 35 40,980 47,630 48,010 73.2 64.5 58.2 73.8 65.1 58.8 73.8 65.2 58.9 +0.6 
··--. . - .... ·- -

b/t California and Del Mar Hotel 35 31 ,975 34,250 34.450 72.1 63.4 57.1 72.4 63 7 57.4 72.4 63.7 57.4 +0.3 
- ·----- - . 

b/t Del Mar and Green Project 35 28,980 34,620 34,940 71 .6 630 56.7 72.4 63.7 57.5 72.5 63.8 57.5 +0.9 

Marengo Ave b/t Glenarm and California SFA,MFA 30 14,200 16,770 16,900 66.6 59.0 52.9 67.4 59.8 53.6 67.4 59.8 53.7 +0.8 
.. -

b/t California and Del Mar MFR 35 13.430 15.720 15,900 67.1 59.5 533 67.8 60.2 540 67.8 60.2 54.1 +0.7 - - ----·-· - . 
n/o Del Mar MFR 35 11.400 13,660 13,660 66.4 58.8 52.6 67.1 59.5 53.4 67.1 59.5 53.4 +0.8 

GlenarmAve b/t Anoyo Pkwy and Marengo Ave School 35 16,520 17,290 17,340 68.0 60.4 54.2 68.2 60.6 54.4 68.2 60.6 54.5 +0.2 - -- .. ·- -
e/o Marengo Ave SFA. MFR 35 8,550 9,160 9,210 65.1 57.5 51.4 65.4 57.8 51.7 65.4 57.8 51.7 +0.3 

California Blvd b/ t Arroyo Pkwy and Marengo MFR 35 22,220 25,070 25,150 69.3 61 .7 55.5 69.8 62.2 56.1 69.8 62.2 56.1 +0.5 
.. ··- - .. - - -

e/o Marengo Ave MFR 35 21,510 22.750 22,900 69.1 61.5 55.4 69.4 61 .8 55.6 69.4 61 .8 55.7 +0.3 

Del Mar Ave b/t Fair Oaks and Raymond Park 35 22,250 30,060 30,380 69.3 61 .7 55.5 70.6 63.0 56.8 70.6 63.0 56.9 +1 .4 
. . . -- . - - -•- - -- .. 

b/t Raymond and Arroyo Pkway Project 30 22,510 30,440 30,830 68.6 61.0 54.9 69.9 62.4 562 70.0 62.4 56.3 + 1.4 
- . - . .. . 

b/t Arroyo Parkway and Marengo MFA 30 23,750 28,290 28,700 68.9 61 .3 55.2 69.6 62.0 55.9 69.7 62.1 56.0 +0.8 . .. - . - --

b/t Marengo and Euclid MFR 35 22,130 28,240 28,560 

b/t Euclid and Los Robles MFR 35 20.700 23,200 23,500 

e/o Los Robles MFR 35 18,600 23,730 23,930 

Abbreviations: b/t = between, e/o = east of, n/o = north of, s/o = south of, s.r. = sensitive receptor 

Assumptions: 

69.2 61.6 55.5 70.3 - -
68.9 61 .4 55.2 69.4 - -
68.5 60.9 54.8 69.5 

9.1 meters= 30.0 feet from centerline• 

62.7 56.6 

61 .8 55.7 - -
61.9 55.8 

Fleet Mix 

Simplilied to 4 lanes 

future 

Noise path decay parameter lor soft site 

9.1 meters= 30.0 feet from centerline• Time of Day: 

• Arroyo Parkway was simplified to 4 lanes. 12.2 meters= 40.0 feet from centerline 
Calculalions using methods ol Federal Highway Administration Higt,way Traffic Noise Prediction Model, 

70.3 62.8 56.6 + 1.1 

69.5 61 .9 55.8 +0.6 
. - -
69.6 62.0 55.9 + 1.1 

94% Autos 

4% Med,urn Trucks 

2% Heavy Trucks 

70% Day 

15% Evening 

15% Night 

Change 

due to 

Project 

... 

+0.2 
- --· 

+ 0.4 - -- -• 

+0.1 
-

+ 0.1 

... 
- -

--· 

+0.1 

+0.0 

+0.0 

... 

+0.0 
-· 

+O.0 

+0.0 -
+0.0 

+o.o 

+0.1 - - -
+0.1 .. 

+0.0 -
+0.1 .. -
+0.0 

- - -
Cond. 

Accept. 

CNEL 

<70 

<70 

<65 

<65 

<70 

<70 

<70 

<65 

<65 

<65 

<65 

<70 

<65 

<65 

<65 

<70 

<65 

<65 

<65 

<65 

<65 
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Noise 

A noise impact which would otherwise be significant by these numerical criteria may be found 
less than significant if only a very small number of noise-sensitive properties are affected, or if 
noise-sensitive properties are satisfactorily protected from noise impacts by sound insulation or 
barriers, or have low occupancy, or if noise impacts occur only temporarily for a short period, 
or on a limited number of days per year. 

Environmental Impact 

Project noise impact will result from an increase of activity on the site and from increased traffic 
associated with the project. The project will generate noise from parking lot operations, loading 
areas, building equipment such as compressors and fans, and potentially from use of outdoor 
sound systems for events in public plaza areas. 

Also, the project involves establishing new residential uses in an area that will be affected by 
light rail train noise. 

Noise from Daily On-Site Activity 

Noise from on-site equipment is regulated by Section 9.36.100 of the noise ordinance, which 
establishes a limit for such equipment to the ambient sound level plus 5 decibels. Compliance 
with existing standards will avoid impact. 

Some day-to-day activities on the project site could produce "nuisance" noise, such as noise 
from vehicle engines, horns, alarms, loud radios and stereos, and disposal and delivery trucks. 
Nuisance noise is subject to City noise regulations. Enforcement of existing regulations will 
avoid impact. 

Amplified Sound, Live Performance 

The open plaza and other outdoor spaces could be locations for events with live music 
performance or use of amplified sound outdoors, such as for background music in outdoor 
dining areas. Any such activity has the potential to result in an increase in the ambient noise 
environment and could impact on-site residences, as well as the Green Hotel. If such noise is 
unusually loud or occurs late at night, noise could be audible and disturbing at residences within 
the one- or two-block area around the site. 

Use of amplified sound outdoors within Old Pasadena is regulated by Section 9.36.163 of the 
noise ordinance. Compliance with existing regulations will avoid impact. 

Traffic Noise 

The 24-hour existing traffic counts and future traffic volume projections presented in Section 
2.3, Transportation/ Circulation have been used to identify increases in traffic noise directly 
attributable to the project. This assumes that traffic will routed as described in Section 2.3. 
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Noise 

Previous Table 19 shows the estimated increase in cumulative and project-related traffic noise 
along streets serving the project site. 

As discussed in the Environmental Setting section of this chapter, 14 segments with sensitive 
receptors currently exceed conditionally acceptable noise levels. As shown in Table 19, the 
project's contribution to the future condition is less than 3.0 decibels. Therefore, the project­
level impact will be less than significant. 

On two segments, (Raymond between Del Mar Boulevard and Green Street, and Del Mar 
Boulevard between Fair Oaks Avenue and Raymond Avenue) the existing noise level is 
currently conditionally acceptable for the noise-sensitive uses present. With the project and 
ambient growth traffic, the noise level will exceed the conditionally acceptable noise level. 
However, the conditionally acceptable noise level will be exceeded without the project, as well. 
Given that the project's contribution to noise levels on these segments is less than 3.0 decibels 
and the segments will experience a significant increase in noise levels without the project, the 
project-level impact will be less than significant. 

The proposed project will be introducing residents to a noise environment that currently 
exceeds conditionally acceptable levels-along Arroyo Parkway between Del Mar Boulevard and 
Green Street, and along Del Mar Boulevard between Raymond Avenue and Arroyo Parkway. 
In addition, the proposed residences will be exposed to a noise environment, along Raymond 
Avenue between Del Mar Boulevard and Green Street, that will exceed conditionally 
acceptable levels in the future. Compliance with City Building Code regulations and Title 24 of 
the State Health and Safety Code will ensure that insulation, appropriate windows, and other 
features are incorporated into construction to achieve interior maximum sound levels at 45 
dB(A). Therefore, impact is less than significant. 

Anticipated Future Sound Environment with Train Operations 

In July of 2003, the Blue Line Authority plans to initiate commuter rail service along the Blue 
Line route from downtown Los Angeles to Pasadena. At this time, the Los Angeles County 
MT A, which will operate the line, estimates that during rush hour trains will run every 8 to 10 
minutes. During off-peak hours, trains will run every 15 to 20 minutes. 

According to the Final EIR prepared for the Los Angeles to Pasadena Rail project, future noise 
levels in the immediate project vicinity, with the addition of Blue Line operations, are projected 
to be 72.8 CNEL south of Del Mar Boulevard and at the project site, and 71.7 CNEL 
immediately north of the train platform. The Final EIR states that "Because the noise of light rail 
vehicles emanates primarily from the interaction of the wheel on the rail, noise levels increase 
with operating speeds. For this reason, in the immediate vicinity of passenger stations, noise 
levels would be considerably less than expected if the rail vehicles were to pass through the 
station without stopping" (Final EIR, Pasadena-Los Angeles Light Rail Transit Project, p. 4-101 ). 
Thus, noise levels on the site can be expected to be lower than the projected 72.8 CNEL cited 
above. 

As noted above in the Existing Conditions discussion, the City's Noise Element indicates that an 
Ldn (CNEL) noise level of 65 to 85 dB at residential locations "compromises the welfare of 
citizens in these areas." Thus, allowing up to 349 residential units to be constructed within a 
noise environment where projected future noise levels will exceed 65 CNEL could result in a 
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Noise 

significant impact on future residents. Compliance with City Building Code regulations and Title 
24 of the State Health and Safety Code will ensure that insulation, appropriate windows, and 
other features are incorporated into construction to achieve interior maximum sound levels of 
45 dB(A). Therefore, impact is less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

Noise from Daily On-Site Activity 

Impact is less than significant; no mitigation is required. 

Amplified Sound, Live Performance 

Impact is less than significant; no mitigation is required. 

Traffic Noise 

Impact is less than significant; no mitigation is required. 

Anticipated Future Sound Environment with Train Operations 

Impact is less than significant; no mitigation is required. 

Level of Impact with Mitigation 

No mitigation is required. 

References 

Noise Element, Pasadena General Plan, page IV-15 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Report on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect the Public 
H ealth and Welfare with an Adequate Margin of Safety, 197 4. 

Final Environmental Impact Report Pasadena-Los Angeles Light Rail Project. Los Angeles County Transportation 
Commission. February 1990. 
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2.6 Population and Housing 

This section examines potential for the proposed project to induce substantial population and 
employment growth within the immediate surrounding area, as well as project consistency with 
local and regional growth plans. 

Environmental Setting 

The following describes the socioeconomic setting and the applicable land use and housing 
policies governing project development and use. 

Existing and Projected Population 

Pasadena's population as of January, 2001 is 134,000 residents. Since 1990, the City has 
experienced modest population growth, increasing by only 2,345 residents, or less than 2.0% 
over the decade. Given that the City's housing stock has increased by 1,220 housing units 
during the same period, the slight increase in population is due to a declining household size. 
SCAG projects that the City's population will increase by 11 .5% over the next 10 years. 

The increase in population over time will result from natural population increase, as well as new 
residents migrating to Pasadena. Due to the limited amount of vacant land remaining in 
Pasadena, housing to accommodate new residents will result from the recycling of underutilized 
land, particularly in the commercial districts where mixed-use land use policies encourage new 
housing. In the Central Business District alone, the City projects a total capacity of 10,000 new 
multi-family residential units. 

Table 20 
POPULATION, HOUSEHOLD, AND EMPLOYMENT FORECASTS 

City of Pasadena 1990 (1) 2000 (l) 2010131 

Population 131,591 133,936 149,500 

Housing Units 53,032 54,132 

Households 50,199 51,844 54,100 

Persons Per Household 2.5 2.5 2.8 

Employment (#Jobs) 93,600 100,600 11 2,800 

Sources: 

1. U.S. Census, 1990. Employment Development Department 1991. 

2. U.S. Census, 2000. Employment Development Department 1998. 

3. Southern California Association of Governments. Regional Transportation Plan. 1998. 
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Population and Housing 

Relevant Land Use and Housing Plans 

Several planning documents govern the use and intensity of development permitted on the 
project site. The General Plan sets forth the location, type, and intensity of future residential 
development and establishes growth limits within the Santa Fe Transportation Corridor 
subdistrict. The Housing Element provides further direction regarding the type and location of 
residential development. 

• General Plan. The General Plan sets forth overall objectives and specific planning policies 
for development. The Land Use Element proposes that new higher density residential 
development be directed into targeted areas, particularly the Central District. Within these 
targeted areas, the Land Use Element encourages cluster development near light rail stations 
and along major transportation corridors, creating transit-oriented development "nodes." 

• land Use Element. The Land Use Element provides further guidance on the types of 
residential development. As described in Section 2.1 - Land Use and Planning, the Central 
District is comprised of seven subdistricts, one of which is the Santa Fe Transportation 
Corridor. In this transit-oriented development area, mixed-use development, is strongly 
encouraged as a means to support light rail use. Mixed-use development is also strongly 
encouraged. Plan policy calls for a maximum of 350 new residential units within the Santa 
Fe Transportation Corridor. 

• Housing Element. The Housing Element provides guidance on housing development. The 
1989 Housing Element has the goal of providing for an adequate supply and range of 
housing types that meet the emerging needs of residents. Moreover, the provision and 
retention of affordable housing for low and moderate-income residents is encouraged. The 
2000 Housing Element supports and reinforces the same housing goals and principles with 
respect to location, type and affordability of new housing. 

• Regional Comprehensive Plan. SCAG's Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG) 
examines the future of the Southern California region through the year 2015. The RCPG 
contains chapters on numerous planning topics. Of particular interest for this project is the 
chapters on Housing, Growth Management, the Economy, Growth Management, and 
Mobility. The RCPG contains policies designed to further a job-housing balance in order to 
achieve overall quality of life objectives. 

Thresholds Used to Determine Level of Impact 

According to the State CEQA guidelines, population and housing impacts may be considered 
significant if the project induces substantial population growth in an area, either directly or 
indirectly. Through the Initial Study process, the City has already determined that the project 
will not displace existing housing nor people. Therefore, analysis is restricted to the direct and 
indirect impacts of the project. 
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Environmental Impact 

This section considers the ways that implementation of the proposed project could directly or 
indirectly encourage economic or population growth within Pasadena. The CEQA Guidelines 
refer to growth inducement as ways in which the proposed project would foster economic or 
population growth, or construction of housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding 
environment [CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126(g)]. Induced growth is any growth which 
exceeds planned growth and results from new development (e.g., such as the extension of 
infrastructure) which would not have taken place in the absence of the proposed project. 

The project is located in Pasadena's Central Business District (CBD), and in particular the Santa 
Fe Transportation Corridor subdistrict. According to the General Plan, the Santa Fe 
Transportation Corridor subdistrict is allocated a portion of the City's capacity for housing and 
commercial development. Specifically, the General Plan permits the subdistrict to 
accommodate 350 new housing units and 325,000 square feet of nonresidential space (from a 
1994 baseline). The subdistrict allocation represents 7% of the total housing and 5% of the 
total non-residential growth allocated for the CBD. 

Specifically, the proposed project impacts with respect to housing, employment, and population 
is summarized as follows: 

• Up to 349 new housing units 
• 11,000 square feet of commercial space and 33 employees (assuming 3 employees per 

1,000 square feet) 
• 857 residents, assuming an average household of 2.45 persons7 

The above projections are consistent with Pasadena General Plan projections and thus have 
been incorporated ·into SCAG growth projections established within the 1998 Regional 
Transportation Plan. 

Although the population, employment, and housing growth associated with the project is 
consistent with the General Plan, the growth may have an indirect impact upon surrounding 
areas. Surrounding property owners have expressed interest in redeveloping commercial 
properties along the Corridor route. Induced development cannot exceed the housing and 
commercial caps already established for the Santa Fe Transportation Corridor. Any growth 
induced within the Central District at large is subject to the caps within the District at large. 
Thus, existing land use regulations provide limits on growth.8 Impact is less than significant. 

7 California Department of Finance, 2001. 
6 Pasadena is in the process of amending the General Plan Land Use Element. Through the process, new limits may 
be established for the Central District and Santa Fe Transportation Corridor. The City anticipates that action will have 
been taken on the subject project prior to adoption of General Plan Land Use amendments. All future projects 
within the area will be subject to any revised limits. 
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Population and Housing 

Mitigation Measures 

The project w ill not result in any direct or induced population, housing, and employment. 
Therefore, no mitigation is required. 

Level of Impact After Mitigation 

Impact is less than significant. 

References 

City of Pasadena General Plan. 1994. 

City of Pasadena Housing Element. 1989. 

California Department of Finance, 2001. 
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2. 7 Utilities and Service Systems 

This section addresses the capacity of local and regional utility infrastructure and the ability of 
these systems accommodate sewer, water, storm drain runoff, and solid waste generated by the 
proposed Del Mar Station project. The Initial Study determined that the project could present a 
significant impact to the wastewater treatment provider and/ or landfill operator. Because 
numerous development projects are proposed in the project vicinity and will use the same 
sewer lines as the proposed project, this section also assesses the cumulative impact of these 
projects. 

Environmental Setting-Sewage 

The following overview of sewage treatment facilities for Pasadena is drawn largely from the 
Pasadena General Plan EIR - Land Use and Mobility Elements, dated April 1994. Also 
consulted was the City's Sewer System Master Plan, a recent (July, 2001) sewer flow study, and 
the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County. 

Regional System 

Pasadena is part of District #16 of the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County. District #16 
includes South Pasadena, San Marino, and Alhambra as well. District #16 is 1 of 1 7 districts 
that are parties to a Joint Outfall Agreement, which provides for a system of regional 
interconnected facilities known as the Joint Outfall System. Under this agreement, sewage from 
Pasadena is routed to 1 of 4 facilities operated by the Sanitation Districts: the Joint Water 
Pollution Control Plant, the Los Coyotes Water Reclamation Plant, the Whittier Narrows Water 
Reclamation Plan, or the San Jose Creek Water Reclamation Plant. Sewage from the Del Mar 
Station project would likely be treated at the Los Coyotes Plant or Whittier Narrows Plant, 
which currently operate at 96 and 67 percent of total capacity, respectively. Sewage flow is 
metered such that should the total flow into either plant approach or exceed that facility's 
capacity, flow is redirected into other facilities. 

Local System 

The local sewer system is City-owned and operated and consists of 2 pumping stations and 300 
miles of pipe. Because of its location at the base of the San Gabriel Mountains, the system 
relies mostly on gravity flow. Local sewers are generally 8 inches in diameter, while trunk lines 
range from 12 to 30 inches in diameter. The City's sewer system is over 100 years old, and 
many trunk lines were built between 1886 and 1925. The majority of trunks are vitrified clay 
pipe, with some portion of the older lines made from reinforced concrete pipe. Despite its age, 
the system has remained in relatively good condition due to regular maintenance and system­
wide corrective repairs. 

City of Pasadena 93 Del Mar Station Mixed Use EIR 



Utilities and Service Systems 

Figure 18 illustrates the location of the project and the sewer trunks that would serve the 
project. The City's Sewer System Master Plan ( 1977) identifies that portions· of the Raymond 
Avenue and Arroyo Parkway sewer lines may have the following potential deficiencies: 

• South of the project site, the Raymond Avenue sewer trunk extends southward to 
Glenarm Street. The Raymond trunk begins as a 14-inch diameter pipe to California 
Boulevard, where it expands to a 16- and 24-inch line after California Boulevard. The 
14-inch line from Bellevue to California is identified as having a potential short-range 
deficiency. Tributaries along Fair Oaks Avenue (e.g., California and Glenarm) that flow 
into the Raymond Avenue trunk also may have a potential minor short-range deficiency. 

• South of the project site, the Arroyo Parkway sewer trunk extends southward to 
Glenarm Street. The Arroyo Parkway trunk begins as an 8-inch line yet, unlike the 
Raymond line, does not increase in diameter until it intersects Glenarm. From California 
Boulevard south to Glenarm, the Arroyo Parkway line has been identified as having a 
short-range deficiency. A tributary flowing into the Arroyo Parkway line at Glenarm also 
has a short-range deficiency. 

In July of 2001, a sewer flow study of portions of Old Pasadena was conducted to determine 
whether the conditions reported in the 1977 Sewer System Master Plan still existed. The study 
prepared by ADS Environmental Services indicated that the Raymond Avenue line does not 
have a deficiency and in fact has capacity to support substantial additional flows. The Arroyo 
Parkway line, however, has no remaining capacity and in fact experiences periodic flows at 
capacity. In addition, the substantial deficiency has been confirmed for the California Boulevard 
line west of Raymond Avenue. 

Pasadena's General Plan contains the following goals and policies to ensure that adequate 
sewer infrastructure is available to accommodate new development. 

Policy 1.10: Approve new capital improvements consistent with concentrated 
development under Specific Plans for targeted development, while 
emphasizing maintenance and upgrades in areas outside targeted areas. 

Policy 7.4: Continue to implement capital improvements that will maintain or rehabilitate 
infrastructure, including improvements related to upgrading the water supply 
and sewer system. 
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Thresholds Used to Determine Level of Impacts 

The project will result in a significant impact if the project will result in the following regional 
and local-specific impacts: 

• Result in the determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may 
serve the project that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project's forecasted 
demand; or 

• Require the construction of major new water infrastructure, sewer facilities, storm water 
drainage facilities to accommodate increased demand for services. 

Environmental Impact 

The Initial Study analysis indicated that the project would not require or result in the 
construction or expansion of new water, wastewater, or storm water drainage facilities. 
However, because several projects are proposed in the immediate vicinity and these projects 
are anticipated to increase sewage flows such that cumulative increases could require 
improvements to sewer lines serving the project, this section addresses the capacity of sewer 
lines serving the project. 

Projected Sewage Generation 

Projected sewage generation for the proposed project can be determined by comparing the 
size and mix of uses proposed with sewage generation rates associated with each use. Sewage 
generation rates are estimated at 200 gallons per multi-family residential unit and 100 gallons 
per 1,000 square feet of retail use. The total average daily flow is projected to be 70,900 
gallons (Table 21). 

Table 21 
Projected Average Daily Sewage Generation 

Sewage Factor Average Daily 
Prooosed Use Units/Area l eallons/unit) 1 Flow (in GPD) 

Multi-family Up to 349 
200/ du 69,800 

Residential Uses units 

Commercial Use 11,000 sq. 1 00/ 1,000 sq. 
(includes restaurant) ft. ft. 

1,100 

Total Average Daily Generation 70,900 

Source: Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, Sewerage Facilities Charge 

Abbreviations: du • dwelling units; sq. ft. = square feet; GPD • gallons per day 
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U tilities and Service Systems 

Regional Infrastructure Capacity 

The Sanitation District has policies to ensure that adequate capacity is available to 
accommodate sewage flows. With respect to treatment facility capacity, the District originally 
received funding from the Clean Water Act (which later evolved into the State Revolving Loan 
Program) to construct facilities. Both programs require the District to size facilities in 
accordance with regional growth. The Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County use population 
and employment projections produced by the Southern California Association of Governments, 
as cited in the Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG), as the basis for sizing 
wastewater treatment facilities. 

In 1995, the Sanitation Districts completed a Joint Outfall System 2010 Master Facilities Plan. 
The Plan defines a series of improvements required to increase sewage treatment capacity from 
470 mgd to 640 mgd by the year 2010. Three plants - the Los Coyotes facility, the San Jose 
Creek facility, and the Joint Water Pollution Control Plant - will be upgraded and/ or expanded. 
The level of improvements and increase in capacity are based upon population projections in 
SCAG's RCPG. The RCPG incorporates population growth projections from localities, including 
Pasadena. As described in Section 2.1 - Land Use and Planning, the proposed project is 
consistent with the Pasadena General Plan. Thus, the project is adequately accounted for in the 
District Master Plan. 

With respect to transmission lines, the Sanitation Districts periodically test regional sewer lines 
that serve foothill communities, including Pasadena, to ensure that sufficient capacity is 
available. Several regional sewer lines serve these communities. One line runs in an easterly­
westerly direction along 1-210 and extends into Altadena. The regional sewer line serving the 
Central District area of Pasadena and the proposed project is the Arroyo Seco Trunk line, 
located under Garfield Avenue north of Foothill Street. This 16-inch trunk sewer has a design 
capacity of 12.8 mgd and conveyed a peak flow of 4.4 mgd when last tested in 1997. If a 
deficiency is discovered, the District schedules the necessary upgrades and improvements to 
the line. 

The project will not significantly impact the ability of the County Sanitation Districts to treat 
project sewage. Upgrades to regional systems are currently planned. Second, no shortfall in 
capacity for the Arroyo Seco Trunk exists. The project will be charged a sanitation connection 
fee to connect to the regional sewer system. The connection fee is based upon the cost of 
incremental expansion of the regional sewer system to accommodate growth. Given the 
District financing policies and periodic maintenance plan, the project will not require any 
improvements to the regional sewer infrastructure system. No impact will result. 

Local Infrastructure Capacity 

Although regional wastewater treatment facilities can accommodate increased sewage flows 
from the project, the local collection system may be strained, given existing short-range 
deficiencies. According to the City's 1977 Sewer System Master Plan, this project can be 
served by either of two sewer trunk lines: the Raymond Avenue or Arroyo Parkway line. 

As described above in Environmental Setting, the trunk line in Arroyo Parkway currently has a 
substantial deficiency. Numerous development projects are proposed within the Central 
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District, and these projects will create increased sewage flows throughout the localized system. 
Of particular note is the proposal to redevelop the Ambassador College site. The 50-acre site 
would accommodate up to 1,900 new housing units and approximately 40,000 square feet of 
commercial development. Wastewater flows from all new development will feed into the 
Raymond Avenue trunk via two 8-inch sewer lines under Del Mar and California Boulevards. 
Both lines are significantly undersized. To accommodate flows from the many projects under 
consideration, both lines must be replaced with 10-inch lines, or an appropriate parallel system 
must be constructed. These improvements are identified as necessary to accommodate 
redevelopment of the Ambassador College site. (Ambassador Campus Master Plan Draft 
Supplemental EIR SCH# 2000041069, Dec. 2000} 

Increased sewer flows from the subject project could impact either the Raymond Avenue or 
Arroyo Parkway trunk, depending upon how flows are routed. The Ambassador College EIR 
proposes improvements to connector sewer lines to the Raymond Avenue line only. Pasadena 
Public Works staff indicates that the existing Raymond Avenue trunk line has substantial 
available capacity to serve the Ambassador project as well as the subject project. Thus, 
requiring that all sewage from the project be directed into the Raymond Avenue trunk will avoid 
impact. 

Mitigation 

U-1. All sewer lines from the project shall be designed to outlet into the Raymond Avenue 
trunk line. 

U-2. No occupancy permit for the project shall be issued until the City Engineer has 
reviewed project plans for sewer connection and verified that adequate trunk line 
capacity is available to safely accommodate sewage flows from the project. 

Level of Impact with Mitigation 

Impact can be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 
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Utilities and Service Systems 

Environmental Setting - Solid Waste 

This section describes the City's Integrated Waste Management Program availability of landfill 
disposal facilities, and projected generation rates for the proposed project. Information has 
been drawn from the Pasadena General Plan EIR - Land Use and M obility Elements, dated April 
1994, data provided by City staff who oversee the City's solid waste management program, and 
discussions with Los Angeles County Public Works staff. 

Regional/State Context 

Pasadena and other local haulers use the Scholl Canyon Landfill, located in the city of Glendale, 
for disposal of household waste. Scholl Canyon is classified as a major landfill because it 
receives more than 50,000 tons of solid waste annually. Scholl Canyon opened in 1961 and 
accepts only non-hazardous solid waste, making it a Class Ill Landfill. Scholl Canyon is owned 
by Glendale and Los Angeles County. Glendale restricts disposal at the landfill to waste 
generated within the cities of Glendale, La Canada Flintridge, Pasadena, South Pasadena, San 
Marino, and Sierra Madre; unincorporated areas of Altadena, La Crescenta, and Montrose; and 
other unincorporated areas. 

In response to a shortfall in landfill capacity in California, the State Legislature passed the 
Integrated Waste Management Act of 1988. This Act was designed to encourage jurisdictions 
to reduce, recycle, and reuse solid waste generated to the maximum amount feasible. 
Specifically, the Act requires each city and county to develop and implement programs 
necessary to divert 25% of their total solid waste stream from landfill disposal by 199 5 and to 
divert 50% of their solid waste stream from landfill disposal by 2000. The Act also requires 
cities to promote source reduction, recycling, safe disposal, or transformation of solid waste. In 
an effort to further these goals, jurisdictions are also required to prepare a Source 
Reduction/ Recycling Element 

To meet these goals, the City adopted a Source Reduction and Recycling Element in 1992. 
Currently, Pasadena has curbside recycling and source reduction programs for residential 
properties, similar programs for commercial uses, a green waste program, and a program for 
hazardous wastes. As certified by the State Integrated Waste Management Board, Pasadena has 
been successful in diverting 46% of its solid waste stream from landfill disposal during the year 
1999. The California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) is responsible for 
monitoring the progress of each jurisdiction in meeting their waste diversion goals. Results from 
year 2000 will be certified by CIWMB in 2001. 

Local Context 

Pasadena's Street Maintenance and Integrated Waste Management Department is responsible 
for trash collection for all residential properties of four or fewer units. The City contracts with a 
private company, Waste Management, to provide recycling services for residential accounts. 
For commercial accounts (e.g., multi-family complexes with five or more units, commercial and 
industrial accounts), the City allows for non-exclusive franchise agreements. Property owners 
have the option of choosing City-provided service or over 40 licensed private haulers. To 
operate in the City, private haulers must provide recycling services, receive a franchise, and pay 
a franchise fee. 
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Thresholds Used to Determine Level of Impact 

Per the CEQA Guidelines, a project would have a significant impact on utilities if it would result 
in a significant increase in the production of solid waste or the need for a new landfill or a 
substantial expansion of existing facilities. 

Environmental Impact-Solid Waste 

The Initial Study analysis indicated that the proposed project complies with federal, state, and 
local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. However, since the project will generate 
additional solid waste, and given that landfill capacity throughout Los Angeles County is 
diminishing, the project could have a potentially significant impact. 

Projected Waste Generation 

In 1999, the CIWMB estimated that each Pasadena residents generates 6.1 pounds of waste per 
day. The Del Mar project's annual waste generation can be estimated by multiplying the 
average waste generation estimates by the total number of residents. To estimate residential 
waste generation, the 2000 Census estimates that Pasadena has an average household size of 
2.5 persons. Based on the project's 349 residential units, average household size, and CIWMB 
waste generation estimates, the project will house 872 persons and produce approximately 971 
tons of waste per year. 

In 1999, CIWMB estimated that each Pasadena employee generates 7.0 pounds of waste per 
day. The Del Mar project's annual waste generation can be estimated by multiplying the 
average waste generation rates by the total number of employees (see discussion in Section 2.6, 
Population and Housing). Based on these estimates, the project will generate 33 new jobs. 
Employees will generate 42 tons of waste annually. 

Table 22 indicates that the project will generate, on average, 1,013 tons of waste annually. 
However, the likely amount of waste disposed at landfills is significantly less. The CIWMB 
estimates that Pasadena has been successful in diverting 46% of its total waste stream from 
landfill disposal. Based on these estimates, the project will result in the additional disposal of 
547 tons of waste annually. 
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Table 22 
PROJECTED SOLID WASTE GENERATION 

POUNDS PER DAY 

Project Specifics/ Waste Multi-Family Commercial 
Generation Residential Uses 

Project Specifics Up to 349 units 11 ,000 sq. ft. 

Projected Number of 2.5 persons per 3 jobs per 1,000 
Residents or Employees 111 household square feet 

Total Persons or 872 residents 33 employees 
Employees 

Waste Generation Rate 121 6.1 lbs/pers/ day 
7.0 

lbs/emp./day 

Annual Tons of Waste 
971 tons 42 tons 

Generated from Project 

Total Annual Generation from Project 

Estimated Waste Diversion Rate (1999) 121 

Waste Disposed Annually 

Utilities and Service Systems 

Annual Waste 
Generation 

1,013 tons 

46% 

547 tons 

1. West Gateway Specific Plan EIR, SCH No. 97061095; Ambassador Campus EIR, 
SCH No. 2000041069); 2000 Census 

2. California Integrated Waste Management Board ( 1999) 

As noted above, the City implements a broad range of recycling and source reduction programs 
that have allowed the City to divert 46% of its waste stream from landfill disposal. Additional 
programs are being implemented to achieve the 50% waste diversion goal mandated by the 
State Legislature. Given that the City implements aggressive waste diversion/reduction 
programs that apply to the Del Mar project, and since the Scholl Canyon Landfill has capacity 
for another 20 years, the project will not have a significant impact upon landfill capacity. 

Mitigation Measures 

The project will not have a significant impact on landfill capacity. No mitigation is required. 

Level of Impact After Mitigation 

Impact is less than significant. 
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2.8 Construction Effects 

This section examines the short-term construction effects associated with the project. 
Information regarding construction time frame and construction equipment usage has been 
provided by the project applicant. Potential impact is considered short-term and will cease 
upon completion of construction activities. 

Environmental Setting 

Project construction will generate short-term noise, dust, air pollution, and traffic from 
construction activities. The general disturbance and annoyance associated with construction 
will affect uses in close proximity to the site. 

Sensitive Uses in the Site Vicinity 

The project site is located in a busy area on the edge of Old Pasadena. Immediately north of 
the site are a mini-warehouse storage facility, a patio furniture store, and a decorative arts retail 
store. Central Park lies across Raymond Avenue from the site, with the Castle Green Hotel, (a 
residential apartment building), located north of the park. Both the park and the Castle Green 
Hotel are considered noise-sensitive land uses. 

Uses fronting Arroyo Parkway and Del Mar Boulevard across from the site support 
nonresidential uses, including office buildings, a service station, restaurants, and small-scale 
commercial enterprises. Farther south along Arroyo Parkway and west along Del Mar 
Boulevard, similar uses exist. None of these uses are particularly sensitive to construction 
activities. 

Threshold Used to Determine Level of Impact 

Construction impact is considered significant if the project will result in a substantial disruption 
of or interference with day-to-day operations of surrounding land uses, substantially affect 
sensitive uses, or create hazards to public health and safety. 

Environmental Impact 

Construction activities will generate noise, dust and other air pollutant emissions, traffic 
disturbance, and similar impacts affecting surrounding uses. 

The project applicant estimates that the total time to complete the project is 28 months. 
Construction will occur in two phases: (1) excavation for and construction of the subterranean 
parking garage, and (2) construction of the new buildings and site improvements, as well as 
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relocating the train depot to the site and restoring it for adaptive reuse. A staging area for 
construction equipment and construction worker vehicles will be established Within one-quarter 
mile of the site. 

The proposed 1,200-space underground parking garage will underlie the entire site. The 
applicant is in the process of moving the historic depot building from the site to a temporary 
location at Central Park to facilitate garage construction (and protect the building from any 
associated adverse effects). Excavation is planned to a depth of approximately 35 to 40 feet 
below existing grade, with an estimated 225,000 cubic yards of earth to be removed. 

Excavation and garage construction is anticipated to take about 12 months, beginning in early 
2002. Between 45 and 75 workers could be on the site on any one day during this first phase. 
Table 23 identifies the types of construction equipment expected to be used for this phase and 
the following phase. 

Once garage construction has been completed, the developer will initiate construction of the 
new buildings, relocation of the depot to its planned new placement central to the site, and 
installation of any required utility upgrades. The public plazas and landscaping will be 
completed last. This phase is anticipated to take about 16 months, beginning in late 2002. 
Construction equipment to be used during this phase is summarized in Table 23. Up to 75 
construction workers will be at the site each day. 

Phase 

Table 23 
CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 

Equipment 

I: Excavation and Garage Construction 3 Fork Lifts, 3 Compressors, 3 Generators, 
Power Tools, 3 Backhoes, 3 Welders, 2 Man 
lifts, 12 18-wheel trucks, 2 Heavy earth loaders, 
1 concrete pump, 1 Pile drilling rig, 2 Cranes 

II: Apartment Construction 3 Fork Lifts, 3 Compressors, Power Tools, 1 
Backhoe, 2 Man lifts, 1 Crane 

Noise 

A description of noise and noise scales is provided in Section 2.5, Noise. Construction activities 
will result in a temporary increase in ambient noise levels in the site vicinity. 

During construction, heavy equipment, construction vehicles, and power and air tools used in 
site excavation and building construction have the potential to result in continuous high noise 
levels - and intermittent very high noise levels - which may affect noise-sensitive uses in the 
project vicinity. Uses potentially impacted are the Castle Green Hotel and Central Park. 
Central Park facilities include a lawn bowling green often used by senior residents and 
playground equipment used by children. 
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Construction Effects 

Garage Excavation and Construction 
Garage excavation and construction are expected to take approximately 12 months. The 
principal noise sources during this period will be from heavy earth-moving equipment and 
trucks hauling dirt from the site. Up to approximately 225,000 cubic yards (unconsolidated) of 
earth materials are expected to be removed during this period. Equipment to be used is 
summarized in Table 23. During the peak of excavation activity, up to 5 pieces of heavy 
equipment can be expected to operate simultaneously for excavation and loading, and up to 12 
haul trucks could be loading or waiting for loading at any time within the site. Garage 
construction will involve use of fork lifts, compressors, generators, power tools, a backhoe, 
welding, man lifts and a concrete pump. Because of high traffic activity on Arroyo Parkway, 
most construction access, loading, and related activities are expected to occur along Raymond 
Avenue. 

Construction equipment could result in intermittent peak noise levels of 80 to 85 dB(A) 
opposite the site at Central Park. Most of the time, construction noise levels can be expected 
to peak below 75 dB(A) at more distant noise-sensitive uses, such as the Green Hotel. Some 
short-term interference with noise-sensitive uses may be expected as a result of this noise. 
Compliance with City construction noise regulation will be required, including Section 9.36.120, 
which prohibits noise levels in excess of 85 dB(A) any time, and Section 9.36.110, which 
prohibits construction activity before 7:00 AM and after 9:00 PM on weekdays and Saturdays. 
Construction activity is not permitted on Sundays. Such compliance will avoid significant noise 
impact on nearby sensitive uses. 

Short-term Construction Truck and Construction Worker Travel Noise 
Heavy trucks traveling to and from the site to remove excavated earth and to deliver 
construction materials have the potential to result in high noise levels affecting noise-sensitive 
land uses adjacent to roadways near the site. Haul trucks are a significant potential noise 
source along truck routes. Removal of approximately 225,000 cubic yards of material would 
require approximately 15,000 truck loads of 15 cubic yards each. Assuming that excavation will 
require 151 work days, removal of 225,000 cubic yards yields a maximum of approximately 100 
full and 100 empty truck trips per day past a given location on the haul route, or about 11 
trucks per hour. If haul trucks use residential streets with low volumes of traffic to reach the 
freeway system, substantial noise increases could result on those streets during the haul period. 
In addition, truck staging and loading operations will be a significant noise source if located near 
any residential area or other noise-sensitive use. 

The noise from trucks traveling to the site is not anticipated to result in a significant impact since 
the trucks will follow the City's designated truck routes. Routes are available which can avoid 
most, but not all, noise-sensitive uses along the available paths to the freeway system. For 
example, Del Mar Avenue westbound leads directly to the 1-210 and SR-134 freeways through 
commercial areas. Construction trucks over 6,000 pounds will be required to use Del Mar 
Boulevard, Fair Oaks Avenue, Arroyo Parkway, and Walnut Street. Compliance with this 
existing requirement will reduce noise impact due to construction vehicles to a less-than­
significant level. 

Other construction traffic, such as construction worker travel, would be limited to early morning 
and early afternoon hours. Generally, a doubling of traffic volumes results in a noticeable 
increase in the traffic noise level. Thus, the estimated 150 trips (given that up to 75 workers will 
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be at the site on any given day) added to the roadway would not be of sufficient volume to 
result in a substantial change in roadway noise levels. 

Building Construction 
While buildings are under construction, noise from heavy equipment, power and air tools, 
compressors, trucks, backing bells or buzzers, public address systems, and the banging and 
other noises from loading and unloading will occur on the site with varying frequency and 
intensity for a period of approximately 16 months. 

At a distance of 50 feet from the noise source, construction equipment noise levels (principally 
from engine exhaust and engine noise) range from 75 to 95 dB(A) for tractors, up to 95 dB(A) 
for construction trucks, up to 88 dB(A) for concrete mixers, up to 87 dB(A) for compressors, 
and up to 98 dB(A) for jackhammers. These temporary noise levels will not be continuous but 
will vary as equipment is used for varying lengths of time throughout the construction period. 
Peak noise levels of 90 to 95 dB(A) at 50 feet would be common during initial demolition work. 
During other construction, peak noise levels at 50 feet would range from 75 to 90 dB(A), with 
occasional higher peaks. 

Noise levels fall substantially with increasing distance from the noise source, both as a result of 
spherical spreading of sound energy and absorption of sound energy by the air. Spherical 
spreading of sound waves reduces the noise of a point source by six decibels for each doubling 
of distance from the noise source. Absorption by the atmosphere typically accounts for a loss 
of one decibel every 1,000 feet. The presence of a high density of urban uses around the site 
will result in reduction of noise levels behind the first row of urban development around the site 
by 10 to 20 decibels compared to the level at an unprotected site with line-of-sight noise 
exposure to construction activity. Thus, at distances of more than one block from the site, 
construction noise will nearly fade into the background of traffic and other community noise, 
and will no longer have a potentially significant noise impact on noise-sensitive uses. 

Although construction activity will generate high intermittent noise, it will cease upon 
completion of construction. Construction requires use of high-noise equipment, and it is 
generally not feasible to construct buildings and utility improvements without such equipment. 
The principal feasible mitigation measures for construction noise impacts is to limit high-noise 
construction to daytime hours, a measure which is included in the City's current regulations. As 
indicated above, the City of Pasadena's noise ordinance restricts high-noise construction activity 
within 500 feet of a residential zone to between the hours of 7:00 AM. and 9:00 PM Monday 
through Saturday. 

To ensure that construction activity does not substantially affect adjacent uses, the locations of 
any offsite storage and staging areas should be carefully selected to prevent impacts on 
residential areas or other noise-sensitive uses. 

Traffic/Circulation 

Construction activity will add truck and construction equipment traffic to streets in the area. 
Trucks hauling debris from the site during excavation may track dust onto adjacent streets. 
Haul trucks and heavy equipment usually travel more slowly than regular traffic and require 
more time to enter and exit the flow of traffic. The City of Pasadena requires all trucks to use 
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Construction Effects 

designated truck routes within the City (see Figure 19). In the vicinity of the site, construction 
trucks over 6,000 pounds will be required to use Del Mar Boulevard, Fair Oaks Avenue, Arroyo 
Parkway, and Walnut Street. These trucks and equipment may cause traffic congestion in the 
surrounding area, especially during peak hours, which is a potentially significant impact. 

No bus routes currently are designated along Raymond Avenue. The Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority operates buses daily, providing service to/ from Los 
Angeles, Pasadena, and Altadena. Southbound and northbound buses, which pass in front of 
the project site, operate from 5:20 AM through 11 :16 PM and 6:05 AM through 11 :17 PM, 
respectively. However, no bus stop is located immediately adjacent to the project site. The 
closest bus stops are located on the southwest and northeast corners of Del Mar and Arroyo 
Parkway. Therefore construction activities are not expected to result in temporary obstruction 
and/or require relocation of bus stops. 

Air Quality 

Section 2.4, Air Quality discusses the environmental setting of the project and examines the 
project's long-term air quality impact. During project construction, additional short-term air 
quality impact may result from worker travel, construction equipment emissions, and dust from 
excavation activities. 

Construction activities typically have the potential to result in generation of substantial PMlO 
(fine particulate matter) emissions from dust and NOx (oxides of nitrogen) from diesel-powered, 
heavy construction equipment emissions. The South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD) has established daily thresholds for emissions from construction. These thresholds 
are shown in Figure 19. 

Table 24 
SCAQMD THRESHOLDS FOR SIGNIFICANT CONSTRUCTION PHASE 

CONTRIBUTION TO REGIONAL AIR POLLUTION 

Pollutant Threshold of Significant Effect 

Reactive Organic Gases (ROG) 75 lbs/day 

Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) 100 lbs/ day 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 550 lbs/ day 

Fine Particulate Matter (PM 10) 150 lbs/day 
Source: CEQA Air Quality Handbook. South Coast Air Quality Management District. May, 1993 with 

November 1993 update. 
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Source: City of Pasadena, August 2001 
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Construction Effec!5 

The level of construction emissions generally is proportional to the size of the project being 
built. In this case, extensive excavation work will need to be performed, which will result in 
emissions of dust, including PM 10. In addition to this dust, exhaust emissions from construction 
equipment and workers' travel to and from the site will be added to the region's air. 

The estimated worst-case daily peak construction emissions are summarized in Table 25 for 
each phase of construction. These estimates were derived using the computer model 
URBEMIS7G (see Section 3.4 for a discussion of this computer model) and Table A9-9 from the 
SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook. As shown in Table 25, construction emissions are 
expected to exceed the SCAQMD's thresholds of significance for NO, and PM 10 during Phase 
I and ROG for Phase II. Therefore, this impact is considered significant under SCAQMD 
criteria. 

Table 25 
ESTIMATED AIR POLLUTANT EMISSIONS FOR CONSTRUCTION (POUNDS PE~ DAY) 

Phase I Phase II 

Pollutant Emissions Significant? Emissions Significant? 

Reactive Organic Gases (ROG) 65 No 684 Yes 

Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) 1,068 Yes 53 No 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 3 No 3 No 

Fine Particulate Matter (PM 10) 418* Yes 4 No 

• Note: Based on result from URBEMIS7G estimation of construction equipment PM10 emissions and Table A9-
9 Estimating PM10 Emissions from Fugitive Dust in SCAQMD's CEQA Air Quality Handbook due to 
URBEMIS7G's underestimation of excavation impacts. 
Source: URBEMIS7G, San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District and Jones & Stokes Associates, 
1998 

Stormwater Runoff 

During construction, the site will be watered to control dust, resulting in "dirty runoff." To 
prevent dust and other pollutants from entering runoff that enters into storm drains, the 
developer will implement a runoff control program in compliance with existing requirements of 
the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination Systems (NPDES) permit No. CAS6 l 4001 issued 
by the Regional Water Quality Control Board to Los Angeles County and co-permitees, 
including the City of Pasadena. The permit requires the use of "best management practices" 
(BMPs) to prevent or reduce pollutants in stormwater runoff. (Major stormwater pollutants are 
dust from earth- moving activities, sediment from wind and water erosion of exposed soils, and 
chemical and other pollutants from construction materials and construction equipment). 

In compliance with NPDES requirements, the developer will prepare a stormwater pollution 
prevention plan (SWPPP), subject to review and approval by the City. The plan could include 
the provision of temporary drainage facilities for stormwater runoff at the site; provision of ways 
to efficiently remove debris; installation of simple sediment filters at or near entrances to the 
storm drain system; and covering materials and dirt piles on the site. 

Since implementation of this required plan will adequately reduce the potential for 
contaminating runoff with urban pollutants, impact will be less than significant. 
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Parking 

During construction, 15 existing on-street metered parking spaces on the east side of Raymond 
Avenue will be eliminated. {As noted in prior environmental documentation for MTA's Blue 
Line Del Mar Station, these spaces will be permanently lost due to establishment of a passenger 
drop-off zone.) Additionally, 25 metered parking spaces on the west side of Raymond Avenue 
may be obstructed by construction vehicles. Currently, these spaces are little used during the 
day. On weekend nights, persons visiting Old Pasadena use the spaces. Loss of approximately 
40 spaces during construction is not significant given that the spaces currently are infrequently 
used. 

Overall Impact 

Construction of the proposed project will be completed within approximately 28 months. For 
this duration, the project will result in annoyance and nuisance to the surrounding uses and 
people who work and do business in the area. Noise and general nuisance impacts will be less 
than significant. Short-term traffic/circulation and air quality impacts are significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

The following measures are required to minimize impacts on local traffic and air quality. 

C-1. A solid fence no less than 8 feet in height shall be provided around appropriate portions 
of the site perimeter. A covered pedestrian walkway adjacent to structures being 
worked on above grade shall also be provided along the site boundary. 

C-2. Prior to commencing construction, the developer shall provide a dust control and 
stormwater pollution prevention plans in compliance with NPDES requirements. The 
plans will be subject to review and approval by the City. The contractor shall fully 
comply with the approved plans during site preparation and construction. 

C-3. During high wind episodes (wind speeds exceeding a sustained rate of 25 miles per 
hour), demolition or other high-dust generating activities shall be suspended. 

C-4. Muffled construction equipment shall be used. All construction equipment shall be 
properly tuned. 

C-5. Gasoline or electric powered construction equipment shall be used if feasible. 

C-6. Low VOC-content paint, stucco, or other architectural coating materials shall be utilized 
to the extent possible. 

C-7. Construction vehicles and trucks shall use locally designated truck routes to arrive at 
and leave the site. 

C-8. All haul trucks that carry contents subject to airborne dispersal shall be covered. 
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Construction Effects 

C-9. All access points to the construction site used by haul trucks shall be kept free of excess 
dirt during the excavation period. 

C-10. A telephone number and a name of a contact person for registering comments or 
complaints shall be posted in a clearly visible manner along the perimeter of the site. 

C-11. A flagperson shall be employed to direct traffic when construction vehicles access the 
project site and the staging area. 

C-12. If any sidewalk is blocked during construction, alternate routes for pedestrians and 
bicyclists shall be clearly marked with signs approved by the City. 

C-13. If any bus stop adjacent to the site or the construction staging area is obstructed by 
construction activities, the developer, in cooperation with the bus service providers, 
shall relocate such bus stops as appropriate. 

Level of Impact After Mitigation 

Construction-related impact for traffic/circulation will be less than significant after mitigation. 

Air quality impact will be significant, even with mitigation. The only mitigation measure that 
could potentially reduce air quality impact to a less-than-significant level would be to extend the 
construction period and limit the number of construction equipment in operation at any one 
time. However, this mitigation measure would extend the length of construction annoyance 
considerably and increase construction costs. Also, total emissions during the construction 
period would not be reduced, but would only be spread out over a longer period of time. 
Therefore, short-term air quality impact from construction would be significant and unavoidable. 
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Alternatives 

3.0 Alternatives 

The following discussion considers alternative scenarios for development of the project site and 
location of the proposed development. Through comparison of these alternatives to the 
project, the relative advantages of each can be weighed and analyzed. The CEQA Guidelines 
require that a range of alternatives addressed be "governed by 'a rule of reason' that requires 
the EIR to set forth only potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making 
and public participation" (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6). 

The Guidelines state that the discussion of alternatives must focus on alternatives which "would 
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen 
any of the significant effects of the project" (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6). According to 
the analysis in Section 2.0 of this EIR, the proposed project will result in significant and 
unavoidable short-term and long-term air quality impacts due to construction activity and 
increased exhaust emissions associated with motor vehicles traveling to and from the project. 
Per City of Pasadena traffic impact criteria for intersections, the proposed project also will result 
in a significant impact on the segment of Raymond Avenue from Del Mar Boulevard to 
California Boulevard, in addition to a significant impact at the intersection of Del Mar Boulevard 
and Marengo Avenue. Both of these impacts are significant and cannot be mitigated. All other 
significant impacts of the project identified in this EIR can be mitigated to less-than-significant 
levels. 

The City's principal objectives include, among others: 

• Achieve consistency with the General Plan goal for the Santa Fe Transportation Center 
focus area, which encourages transit-oriented, mixed-use development that attracts and 
supports light rail users. 

• Preserve the integrity of the historic Santa Fe Railroad Depot. 

• Ensure that new development complements the existing historic train station. 

• Meet community-wide housing needs, including affordable housing. 

• Ensure that parking demands from the project and the transit stop can be met. 

The applicant's primary project objective is to create a transit-oriented, mixed-use development 
that incorporates adaptive reuse of the historic Santa Fe Railroad Depot consistent with the 
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic 
Buildings. 

An alternative considered but rejected is the reduction in project size to eliminate the 
significant, unavoidable air quality impacts. Because air quality is tied so closely to traffic, 
presumably a reduction in project size to the extent that long-term air quality impacts could be 
avoided would also reduce traffic impacts to a less-than-significant level. However, to reduce air 
pollutant emissions below SCAQMD threshold levels, the project scope would have to be 
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reduced substantially. The screening thresholds established in the SCAQMD's CEQA Air Quality 
Handbook suggest that the project, to avoid significant air quality effects, would have to 
contain, in aggregate, fewer than 166 units, 9,000 square feet of restaurant space, and 22,000 
square feet of retail space. Furthermore, excavation for the parking garage would have to be 
severely limited to reduce the levels of PM,0 generated. Reducing the project to this extent 
would not achieve the City's General Plan goal for the Santa Fe Transportation Center focus 
area to create a transit-oriented urban-scale development. Therefore, this alternative was 
rejected. 

Alternatives to the proposed project have been selected to take into account this primary 
objective. The alternatives represent a range of reasonable development scenarios, considering 
the site's unique function as a transit stop. Alternatives were also selected based on their 
potential to reduce the significant air quality and transportation/circulation effects associated 
with the proposed project. 

One alternative required by the CEQA Guidelines is the No Project Alternative. Per Section 
15126.6(e)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines, the No Project Alternative is defined as retention of the 
existing conditions at the time of issuance of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and the 
consideration of any physical changes that would be anticipated to occur at the site should the 
project not be approved. At the time of issuance of the NOP, the historic Santa Fe Rail Depot 
was located on the site. However, since issuance of the NOP, the process of disassembling and 
moving the Depot temporarily to Central Park has started. The No Project Alternative defines 
the existing conditions as the Depot being relocated back to the site but not restored. This 
aspect of the No Project Alternative is defined in greater detail below. With regard to 
anticipated development should the project not be approved, Alternative 2 considers a project 
that does not involve the granting of building height or parking Variances. The alternatives 
include the following: 

Alternative 1: No Project (no new development) 
Alternative 2: Office/Residential Development 
Alternative 3: Alternative Site 

Alternative · 1 : No Project (No New Development) 

The purpose of analyzing a No Project Alternative is to allow decision makers to compare the 
impacts of approving the proposed project to the impacts of not approving the proposed 
project. As indicated above, since issuance of the NOP, the applicant has initiated the process 
of temporarily relocating the Depot to facilitate construction of the Blue Line Station and 
associated parking garage. If the proposed project is rejected by decision makers, the Del Mar 
Light Rail Station project and 600-space subterranean parking garage would still be built on the 
project site. These projects have been approved previously by the City. Access to the garage 
will be located on Arroyo Parkway. The historic Santa Fe Railroad Depot would be relocated to 
the project site but not restored. 

Impacts associated with Alternative 1 are as follows: 
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Land Use 

The No Project Alternative would not meet the General Plan goal for the Santa Fe 
Transportation Center to encourage transit-oriented, mixed-use development that attracts and 
supports light rail users. 

Cultural Resources 

The No Project Alternative includes relocation and reassembly of the Santa Fe Railroad Depot 
back to the project site. However, there would be no rehabilitation of the Depot or reuse. 
Leaving the Depot unrestored at the project site would significantly impact this historic 
structure. This impact would be greater than that of the proposed project. 

Transportation/Traffic 

Under this alternative, traffic associated with the residential and retail components of the project 
would not be generated. Significant traffic impacts on Raymond Avenue and at the Del 
Mar/Marengo intersection would be avoided. 

Air Quality 

As noted under Transportation/f raffic, no new trips would be associated with the No Project 
Alternative. Therefore, long-term air quality impacts would be avoided. 

Noise 

The No Project Alternative would not introduce sensitive noise receptors to the site nor 
generate vehicle trips which create traffic noise. No impact would result. 

Utilities/Service Systems 

This alternative would not generate sewage nor solid waste. No impact would result. 

Construction 

Since no development is associated with the No Project Alternative; no construction impacts 
would result. 
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Alternative 2: Office Development with Residential 

This alternative provides for office uses on the Arroyo Parkway half of the site, with apartments 
and retail on the Raymond Avenue side. Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would 
involve relocation of the Santa Fe Railroad Depot back to the site, together with its restoration 
for adaptive reuse. Alternative 2 assumes that no Variances would be required from building 
height, building stories, or parking and loading requirements. The office buildings would not 
exceed 75 feet, and the apartment/ retail buildings would be restricted to 4 stories and a 56-foot 
height, per Zoning Ordinance requirements. This alternative would, however, involve a setback 
Variance along Raymond Avenue for the Depot and new buildings. The Zoning Ordinance 
requires zero setback along Raymond Avenue. The Variance would allow the new buildings to 
respect the historic setback of the Depot. 

Alternative 2 is a project designed to fit within the height/story standards established in the 
Zoning Ordinance. Alternative 2 consists of the following components: 100,000 square feet of 
office space, 20,000 square feet of retail space (inclusive of the Depot), and 190 apartment 
units.9 

The impacts associated with Alternative 2 are as follows: 

Land Use 

This alternative, like the proposed project, would be consistent with the General Plan goal for 
the Santa Fe Transportation Center: Encouraging transit-oriented, mixed-use development that 
attracts and supports light rail users. The office component could attract transit riders. Similar 
to the proposed project, Alternative 2 would require a setback variance. However, this 
alternative would not require Variances for height, parking, or loading. Impacts are considered 
comparable to those of the proposed project. 

Cultural Resources 

Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would allow for restoration and adaptive reuse 
of the Santa Fe Railroad Depot. Restoration would occur consistent with the Secretary of the 
Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings. Impact 
would be avoided. 

Transportation/Traffic 

Trip estimates for Alternative 2 can be made using the Institute of Traffic Engineer's Trip 
Generation Manual, 6th Edition. 

9 O ther development scenarios could result. Alternative 2 represents a scenario that could potentially reduce air 
quality and traffic impacts associated with the project. 
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Alternatives 

Also, assumptions can be made that the presence of the light rail station would reduce vehicle 
trips, particularly for the office uses. Trip generation for Alternative 2 is estimated as follows: 

Use Trip Rate Dailv Trios Discount Total Trips 

Office - 100,000 sf 11 .01 trios/1,000 sf 1,101 20% 881 

Retail Commercial - 20,000 sf 46.67 trios/1,000 sf 813 10% 732 
190 Aoartments 6.63 trips/unit 1,260 10% 1,134 

Total Trips 2,747 

Alternative 2 would generate approximately 2,747 average daily trips, compared to 2,867 trips 
associated with the project. The reduction by 120 trips (4% reduction) does not represent a 
substantial reduction. Impact would be comparable to the proposed project. 

Air Quality 

As discussed above under Transportation/Traffic, the number of trips generated by Alternative 2 
would be only 4% fewer than those associated with the proposed project. Therefore, air 
pollutant emissions for Alternative 2 also would be only slightly less (compared to the project). 
Emissions of ROC and NO, would still be significant because the scale of the project would not 
be reduced to a degree which would decrease emissions below SCAQMD thresholds. 

Noise 

Alternative 2 includes sensItIve receptors (residences) that would be impacted by noise 
generated along roadways. Impact is comparable to that of the proposed project (mitigated to 
less-than-significant level). 

Utilities/Service Systems 

Alternative 2, like the proposed project, would increase wastewater flow. Using generation 
factors provided by the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County, flows can be estimated as 
follows: 

• Apartment @ 200 gal/unit= 38,000 gpd 
• Retail @ 100 gal/1,000 sf= 2,000 gpd 
• Office @ 200 gal/1,000 sf= 20,000 

The 60,000 gallons per day associated with Alternative 2 is less than the 70,900 gallons per day 
associated with the project. Given that the Raymond Avenue line has capacity to serve the 
proposed project, impact from Alternative 2 would be comparable to project impact. 

Using the generation factors presented in Section 2.7 (Utilities/ Service Systems), waste 
generation for Alternative 2 can be estimated at 989 tons: 529 tons associated with the 
apartments and 460 tons with the commercial/office uses. This is slightly lower than the 
proposed project (1 ,013 tons). Given that the City implements a broad range of recycling and 
source reduction programs, and Scholl Canyon has capacity for another 20 years, impact would 
be comparable to the proposed project. 
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Construction 

Although the mix of uses would be different than the proposed project, the scale and duration 
of construction would be similar. Therefore, construction-related impacts would be comparable 
to those associated with the proposed project. 

Alternative 3: Alternative Site 

CEQA requires examination of an alternative location for the project if such location(s) would 
result in the avoidance or lessening of significant impacts [CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(f)(2)]. Some of the City's objectives for the project are very specific to the project site, 
specifically, the City's desire to achieve consistency with the General Plan goal for the Santa Fe 
Transportation Center focus area. Therefore, the project site is the only location at which this 
goal can be achieved. However, some of the City's other objectives for the project can be met 
with a site near another Blue Line Light Rail Station. After examination of the areas around the 
future Blue Line stations, a site near the 1-210-Sierra Madre Villa Light Rail Station was located. 

The site encompasses approximately 8.5 acres, located on the 3500 block of East Foothill 
Boulevard, between Halstead and Rosemead Avenues in the City of Pasadena. The site is within 
the boundaries of the East Pasadena Specific Plan. The site was formerly used as a lumber yard, 
which has since vacated the property, and the property has become available for new 
development. 

The impacts associated with this Alternative are as follows: 

Land Use 

The East Pasadena Specific Plan encourages mixed-use development to complement and 
enhance the Sierra Madre Villa Light Rail Station. A maximum floor-area ratio of 2.0 is 
permitted, which can be met by the project. The 349 units proposed by the project are within 
the allocation for the Subarea in which the East Foothill Boulevard parcel is located within the 
Specific Plan area. However, the density of the housing units (approximately 85 units per acre), 
exceeds the intensity recommended for the suburban nature of the East Pasadena community. 

The East Pasadena Specific Plan permits a maximum height of 60 feet. The project has elements 
ranging in height from 56 to 84 feet, with towers extending to 93 and 99 feet. The project 
would require a Variance for those portions of building extending beyond 60 feet in height. 
Since the East Foothill site is larger, the project layout could be redesigned to accommodate the 
same amount of floor area over a larger area, yielding maximum building heights within 60 feet. 
This could also decrease the density of the development. Overall, the project is less compatible 
with the East Pasadena Specific Plan than the General Plan's vision for the Santa Fe 
Transportation Center focus area. Therefore, impacts are considered greater than the those of 
the proposed project. 
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Cultural Resources 

Relocating the Santa Fe Railroad Depot to the East Foothill Boulevard site would permanently 
remove the historic structure from its original context. Since the East Foothill Boulevard site is 
not immediately adjacent to the Sierra Madre Villa Light Rail Station, the Santa Fe Railroad 
Depot would no longer have a relationship to the rail line. Removing the structure from its 
original context would represent a significant impact. 

T ra nsportation/T raffle 

The project would generate the same number of trips at the East Foothill Boulevard site, as this 
site will contain the same amount of floor area and uses. Traffic impacts would be expected to 
be comparable. Currently, two intersections in the vicinity of the site are operating at an LOS · 
below the acceptable City threshold, with six more expected to operate at unacceptable levels 
with ambient growth. Impact would be comparable to the proposed project. 

Air Quality 

As discussed under Transportation/Traffic, the project would generate the same number of trips 
at the East Foothill Boulevard site. Air quality impacts would be comparable. 

Noise 

The East Foothill Boulevard site is located immediately adjacent to the Foothill Freeway (1-21 O). 
The residences developed as part of the project are considered sensitive noise receptors. Noise 
generated by traffic on the Foothill Freeway could potentially exceed maximum noise levels 
permitted for residential uses. Impact would be comparable to that of the proposed project. 

Utilities/Service Systems 

The East Foothill Boulevard site would be served by the Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts 
trunk sewer line. According to the City of Pasadena Public Works Department, the trunk sewer 
line has been identified as potentially deficient. The Pasadena Sewer Master Plan identifies a 
number of options to remedy the deficiency. Improvements would need to be made before the 
site could be served. Regarding solid waste generation, the project would consist of the same 
uses generating approximately 1,013 tons of solid waste per year (547 tons with 46% diversion 
per recycling programs). Impacts are comparable to those of the proposed project. 

Construction 

Building the project at the East Foothill Boulevard location would not change the scale or 
duration of construction. Therefore, construction-related impacts would be comparable to those 
of the proposed project. 
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Alternatives 

Table 26 
COMPARISON AMONG ALTERNATIVES 

Proiect Alternatives 
Impact Category 1 2 

Land Use Does not achieve Impact comparable to 
General Plan objectives project 

Cultural Resources Does not provide for Impact comparable to 
Depot restoration oroiect 

Transportation/Traffic No impact Impact comparable to 
oroiect 

Air Quality No impact Impact comparable to 
oroiect 

Noise No impact Impact comparable to 
oroiect 

Utilities/Service Systems No impact Impact comparable to 
proiect 

Construction No impact Impact comparable to 
project 
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Cumulative Effects 

4.0 Cumulative and 
Long-Term Effects 

The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15355, define a cumulative impact as "an impact which is 
created as a result of the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other 
projects causing related impacts." The Guidelines further state that "an EIR should not discuss 
impacts which do not result in part from the evaluated project." 

Section 15130(a) of the CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of cumulative impacts of a 
project "when the project's incremental effect is cumulatively considerable." Cumulatively 
considerable, as defined in Section 15065(c), "means that the incremental effects of an 
individual project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, 
the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects." 

An adequate discussion of significant cumulative impacts requires either: ( 1) "a list of past, 
present, and probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts, including, if 
necessary, those projects outside the control of the agency" or (2) "a summary of projections 
contained in an adopted general plan or related planning document, or in a prior environmental 
document which has been adopted or certified, which described or evaluated regional or area 
wide conditions contributing to the cumulative impact.• The CEQA Guidelines recognize that 
cumulative impacts may require mitigation, such as new citywide ordinances, that go beyond 
project-by-project measures. 

For purposes of this discussion, past, present and probable future projects producing related or 
cumulative impacts include those projects identified in Table 1 and Figure 8 in Section 1.0, 
Project Description of this EIR. The list includes recently approved projects and projects for 
which development applications have been received. The scope of projects considered is 
limited to those projects expected to generate travel patterns similar to the subject project, as 
well as those projects in surrounding neighborhoods. Related projects are within an 
approximate two-mile radius. 

This cumulative impact analysis is not limited to significant cumulative impacts, as suggested by 
the CEQA Guidelines. To ensure that a potential cumulative impact will not go unnoticed, all 
environmental impact areas are discussed here as follows: 
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Cumulative and Long-Term Effects 

• Aesthetics • Land Use and Planning 
• Agricultural Resources • Mineral Resources 
• Air Quality • Noise 
• Biological Resources • Population and Housing 
• Cultural Resources • Public Services 
• Geology/ Soils • Recreation 
• Hazards and Hazardous Materials • Transportation/ Circulation 
• Hydrology/Water Quality • Utilities and Service Systems 

Aesthetics 

The City of Pasadena uses a design review process for all substantial development projects. The 
process ensures that projects will not have a negative aesthetic effect. The proposed project 
and related projects are subject to the design review process. Through continued application of 
this process, impact can be avoided. 

Agricultural Resources 

The proposed project and related projects are located in a dense urban environment that does 
not include agricultural uses. No cumulative impact will result. 

Air Quality 

Regarding long-term operation of the proposed project and related projects, State and federal 
air quality standards are regularly exceeded within the South Coast Air Basin. The development 
of the proposed project and related projects will increase emission of air pollutants from 
transportation and stationary sources. Although the proposed project and related projects are 
infill projects that will intensify uses in the urban core, thereby reducing reliance on 
automobiles, the combined emissions will continue to exceed standards. Cumulative impact 
will be significant and unavoidable. 

Regarding, CO hot spots, as discussed in Section 2.4 - Air Quality, several sensitive receptors 
are located adjacent to 9 study area intersections determined to warrant additional analysis 
regarding CO hot spots per SCAQMD guidelines. Those 9 intersection include the following: 

• Cordova Street and Arroyo Parkway 
• Del Mar Boulevard and Fair Oaks Avenue 
• Del Mar Boulevard and Raymond Avenue 
• Del Mar Boulevard and Arroyo Parkway 
• Del Mar Boulevard and Marengo Avenue 
• Del Mar Boulevard and Los Robles Avenue 
• California Boulevard and Arroyo Parkway 
• California Boulevard and Marengo Avenue 
• Glenarm Street and Arroyo Parkway 
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Cumulative and Long-Term Effects 

As shown in Table 27 of Section 2.3, 6 of the 9 intersection currently experience CO hot spots 
a few mornings of the year. A CALINE-4 analysis was conducted to identify potential CO 
concentrations at the 9 intersections with project buildout and ambient growth; the results are 
summarized in Table 27. 

Table 27 
EXISTING AND FUTURE CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATION AT SENSITIVE 

RECEPTORS 

1-hr CO Concentration (ppm) at 
Sensitive Receotor 

Future Future Exceed 
Sensitive Without With Project Threshold 

Intersection Receptor Existing Proiect Proiect Contribution 20ppm? 

Cordova St. and Arroyo MFR 11.8 11.8 11.8 0.0 No 
Pkwy MFR 11.8 11.8 11 .8 0.0 No 

Del Mar Blvd and Fair Park 18.5 21.6 21.7 0.1 Yes 

Oaks Ave 
Del Mar Blvd and Proposed 18.0 20.9 20.9 0.0 Yes 

Raymond Ave Proiect 
Park 18.0 20.9 20.9 0.0 Yes 

Del Mar Blvd and Arroyo Proposed 37.6 44.4 44.8 0.4 Yes 

Pkwy Project 

Del Mar Blvd and MFR 16.8 18.9 19.0 0.1 No 

Marengo Ave MFR 28.0 33.0 33.3 0.3 Yes 

MFR 31.9 37.6 37.8 0.2 Yes 

Del Mar Blvd and Los SFR 17.0 18.7 18.8 0.1 No 

Robles Ave SFR 29.4 33.7 33.8 0.1 Yes 

California Blvd and Arroyo SFR 32.1 34.7 34.7 0.0 Yes 
Pkwv 
California Blvd and MFR 17.0 17.5 17.5 0.0 No 
Marengo Ave MFR 32.9 34.6 34.7 0.1 Yes 

MFR 32.9 34.5 34.6 0.1 Yes 

Glenarm St and Arroyo School 41 .5 45.7 45.9 0.2 Yes 

Pkwv 

As shown in Table 27, 8 of the 9 intersections will exceed the State standard of 20 ppm for 
carbon monoxide due to the proposed project in conjunction with ambient growth. This 
impact is considered cumulatively significant. 

The best way to eliminate a CO hot spot is to eliminate the conditions which cause it -
specifically, improve circulation on impact segments. Given right-of-way constraints, the City's 
ability to improve flow and increase capacity is limited. An alternate way to mitigate a CO hot 
spot is to retrofit existing structures which house sensitive receptors to be air tight and include 
air conditioning so that windows are not relied upon for cooling in the summer. The City of 
Pasadena currently does not have a program to retrofit existing sensitive receptors. If such a 
program was established, developers of the proposed project and other contributing projects 
could contribute to the retrofitting. In absence of such a program, impact is considered 
cumulatively significant and unavoidable. 
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Cumulative and Long-Term Effects 

Biological Resources 

The proposed project and related projects are located within a fully urbanized area and will not 
impact any endangered, threatened, or rare species, nor will they impact any habitat, locally 
designated species or natural community, wildlife dispersal or migration corridor, or wetland 
habitat. Therefore, no cumulative impact will result. 

Cultural Resources 

Existing City regulations and review practices provide for a high level of review of all proposals 
affecting historic resources and districts. Through continued applications of design 
regulations/ review and City ordinances, impact on cultural resources can be avoided or 
minimized. 

Geology/Soils 

The proposed project and related projects lie a few miles from the Sierra Madre fault to the 
north and Raymond Hill fault to the south, the only fault considered active within the City of 
Pasadena. No known faults traverse the proposed project site or the sites of the related 
projects. Site improvements and construction for all projects must be performed in accordance 
with current seismic engineering standards of the California Uniform Building Code Seismic 
Zone 4 requirements. Compliance with existing building regulations reduces potential impact 
to a less-than-significant level on a project-level and cumulative basis. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

The proposed project and related projects involve the construction of uses that do not involve 
the use or storage of hazardous substances, except those used in day-to-day activities, such as 
cleaning supplies. Thus, no threat of hazardous materials release or explosion exists 
cumulatively. 

The proposed project and related projects will be subject to existing rules and regulations 
governing health hazards. Compliance with existing regulations will allow for avoidance of 
potential human health impacts. 

Hydrology/Water Quality 

The proposed project and related projects are required to comply with National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System Permit CAS 614001 issued by the Water Quality Control Board. 
Compliance with the NPDES Permit in conjunction with required review of drainage plans by 
the Public Works and Transportation Department of the City will ensure that cumulative 
impacts on water quality are less than significant. 

The proposed project and related project will most likely result in an increase in water 
consumption given that most projects involve the intensification of land use. Sources of City 
water include groundwater and imported water from the Metropolitan Water District (MWD). 
The City does not plan to increase groundwater pumping to accommodate increased demand 
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Cumulative and Long-Term Effects 

for water City-wide. Instead the City will purchase more imported water from MWD. The 
majority of the project sites are already largely paved, so there will be no cumulatively 
significant reduction in groundwater recharge. 

The proposed project and related projects are largely developed and will not result in a 
cumulatively substantial increase in runoff from the sites. No rivers or streams are located 
adjacent to the project sites. Standard City requirements to submit a site drainage plan prior to 
issuance of building permits will ensure that impacts are minimized. 

The proposed project and related projects are not located in a 100-year flood zone and no 
levees or dams are located uphill from the project sites. Pasadena is not subject to tsunami 
hazards. No hills or unstable lands are located in the vicinity. No cumulatively significant 
impact will result. 

Land Use and Planning 

The proposed project and related projects are generally consistent with Pasadena General Plan 
land use designations. Cumulatively, the projects will work to implement General Plan policy 
by concentrating new, complementary development within an urban core, and by linking 
centers through the central area of Pasadena. 

Mineral Resources 

The proposed project site and the sites of the related projects are not known to contain mineral 
resources of value to the region and/or State residents. The City's General Plan does not 
delineate the sites as a locally important mineral resource recovery sites. No cumulatively 
significant impact will result. 

Noise 

Ambient noise levels will increase areawide as new development results in increased land use 
intensity and additional traffic. The introduction of new noise-sensitive receptors by the 
proposed project and related projects in areas that exceed conditionally acceptable noise levels 
can be avoided on a project-by-project basis through compliance with existing regulations (Title 
24 of the Health and Safety Code and City Building Code regulations). However, as discussed 
in Section 2.5, Noise, some existing sensitive receptors currently experience unacceptable noise 
levels; the proposed project and related project's contribution to exacerbating this condition is 
cumulatively significant. Other sensitive receptors will experience unacceptable noise levels in 
the future due to traffic generated by the proposed project and related projects. This impact is 
cumulatively significant. 

To mitigate unacceptable ambient noise levels, existing structures which house sensItIve 
receptors must be retrofitted to minimize exterior sound intrusion. The City of Pasadena 
currently does not have a program to retrofit existing noise-sensitive receptors. If such a 
program was established, the proposed project and related projects could contribute to the 
retrofitting. In absence of such a program, impact is considered cumulatively significant and 
unmitigable. 
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Cumulative and Long-Term Effects 

Population and Housing 

The proposed project and related projects are largely consistent with the Pasadena General 
Plan and therefore consistent with the Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide, which utilizes 
each jurisdictions' general plan to forecast employment, population change, and household 
change. Regarding the combined jobs and housing growth, the proposed project and related 
projects will create approximately 9,244 new jobs (assuming on average 3 employees per 1,000 
square feet of non-residential use) and 2,819 dwelling units, and add 7,103 people to 
Pasadena's population. Assuming that 30% of the new employees move to Pasadena, a 
hypothetical demand for 1,100 new housing units will be created. This is less than the number 
of new units provided by the proposed and related projects. Together, the proposed project 
and related projects work toward achieving balanced employment and household growth. 

Public Services 

The proposed project and related projects will increase demand for fire protection, police 
protection, education services, and other governmental services. Since the projects fit within 
the City growth parameters established in the General Plan, the increased demand for services 
associated with new development projects is anticipated. The City of Pasadena General Plan 
EIR identifies mitigation to address increased demand resulting from new growth. Ongoing 
implementation of mitigation reduce the cumulative impact to acceptable levels. 

Recreation 

The proposed project and related projects with residential components will increase demand 
for recreational facilities. Assuming 2.5 persons per household, the 2,819 units associated with 
these projects will produce a population increase of 7,048 people. Based on the General Plan's 
targeted ratio of 3 acres of parks per 1,000 population, and increased demand for 21 acres of 
recreational facilities will result. All residential projects in Pasadena have an associated impact 
fee of $756 per unit to fund parkland acquisition and improvement. Payment of fees offsets the 
cumulative impact on park resources. 

Transportation/Traffic 

The proposed project and related projects will cumulatively increase traffic congestion. As 
discussed in Section 2.3, Transportation/Traffic, 5 of the 22 study intersections currently operate 
at LOS E or F during one or both of the peak hours, and two freeway segments currently 
operate at or above their designed capacities. With construction of the proposed project and 
related projects, 11 intersections will operate at unacceptable levels (LOS E or worse) without 
mitigation. The proposed project was below the threshold for conducting the CMP analysis for 
freeway impacts. Given the scope of development involved with the related projects list, 
cumulatively significant impacts would be expected to occur on area freeways. These impacts 
are considered cumulatively significant. 

Like the proposed project, related projects will be responsible for mitigating their fair-share of 
traffic impacts at area intersections. Therefore, the cumulatively significant impact is mitigable. 
Regarding freeway impacts, the City annually reviews its CMP program which works to reduce 
freeway impact. This will reduce cumulative freeway impacts to a less-than-significant level. 
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Cumulative and long-Term Effec/5 

Utilities and Service Systems 

The proposed project and related projects will increase demand for power, natural gas, water 
treatment and distribution facilities, sewer, solid w aste disposal, and water supplies. Systems to 
provide these utilities and services are already in place to serve the projects. Since a project 
cannot be built if the required infrastructure's capacity cannot serve the project, cumulative 
impact on the systems will be avoided. 

Long-Term Effects 

Development of the proposed project will commit nonrenewable resources during construction 
and operation. During construction, the use of building materials (e.g. aggregate, sand, cement, 
steel, and glass) and energy resources (gasoline, diesel fuel, electricity) largely will be irreversible 
and irretrievable. Energy will be consumed in processing building materials and for transporting 
these materials and construction workers to the site. 

Commercial buildings can be expected to have a life span of approximately 50 years and 
residential housing, approximately 70 years. The resources consumed during project operation 
will be in quantities proportional to similar commercial and residential projects in Southern 
California. Title 24 (Part 6 of the California Building Standards Code) energy conservation 
standards are mandatory and will be applied to the project. Vehicles used by workers and 
residents will consume motor fuel; however these activities are part of normal operations and 
are not considered significant or a wasteful use of resources. Considering the long-range life 
span of the project, the nonrenewable resources consumed for this project are insignificant 
compared to the annual use of resources regionally. 

Neither short-term nor long-term significant impacts on nonrenewable resources are expected 
to result from the proposed project. 

Growth-Inducing Effects 

The project does not involve any proposal to extend infrastructure nor increase the capacity of 
existing infrastructure in any manner. The proposed dedication of additional right-of-way along 
Arroyo Parkway would proceed absent the project to address cumulative traffic needs 
previously identified by the City. 
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5.0 Preparers of the EIR 

City of Pasadena 

Planning and Permitting Division 
175 N. Garfield Avenue 
Pasadena, CA 91109 

Project Manager: 
Staff: 

Brian League, Senior Planner 
Anne Hill, Planner 
Vincent C. Gonzalez, Senior Planner 
Jeff Cronin, Design Commission staff 

Housing and Development Division 
100 N. Garfield Avenue 
Pasadena, CA 91101 

Project Manager: Donald Cosgrove 

Public Works and Transportation Department 
100 N. Garfield Avenue 
Pasadena, CA 91109 

Staff: Eric Shen, Transportation Planning and Development Manager 
Christine Hernandez, Engineer 

Consultants to the City 

Cotton/Bridges/Associates (CBA, Inc.) 
Urban Planning and Environmental Consulting 
747 E. Green Street, Suite 300 
Pasadena, CA 91101-2119 

Principal-in-charge: 
Project Manager: 
Environmental 
Planners: 

Donald Cotton, AICP 
Laura Stetson, AICP 

Jenni Suvari, AICP 
Mark Hoffman 

Graphics Technicians: Jose Rodriguez 
Enabell Diaz 
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Melvyn Green & Associates 
Architectural Preservation/Structural Engineering 

I 21307 Hawthorne Boulevard, Suite 250 
Torrance, CA 90503 

Analysts: Melvyn Green I Ann Gordon 

Kaku Associates, Inc. I Traffic Engineers 
1453 Third Street, Suite 400 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 I 

Richard Kaku Principal-in-charge: 
Project Manager: Ron Hirsch 
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6.0 Persons and Documents 
Consulted 

Persons 

Dr. Charles Blankson 
Transportation Specialist 
CEQA Section 
South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(909) 396-3304 

Liz Culhane 
Senior Traffic Engineer 
Crain & Associates 
(31 0) 473-6508 

Bill Marsh - Engineer for Project Applicant 
Keller-CMS, Inc. 
(213) 346-9040 

Dave Mitchell 
San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District 
(559) 230-5807 

Patrick Perry, Attorney 
Allen Matkins Leck Gamble & Mallory LLP 
(213) 955-5504 

Dan Rix 
Jim Lloyd 
Public Works Department 
City of Pasadena 
(626) 744-4287 

Ira Yellin - Project Applicant 
Urban Partners LLC 
(213) 437-0470 
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Persons and Documents Consulted 

Documents 

City of Pasadena General Plan. 1994. 

City of Pasadena Municipal Code. Title 1 7 (Zoning). 

City of Pasadena Downtown Urban Design Guidelines. City of Pasadena. June 1992. 

City of Pasadena. Predevelopment Plan Review Comments. PPR2000-00010. November 15, 
2000. 

East Pasadena Specific Plan Guidelines. City of Pasadena web site: www.ci.pasadena.ca.us 

Housing Element. City of Pasadena. 1989. 

Ambassador Campus Master Plan Draft Supplemental EIR, SCH#200041069. City of Pasadena. 
December 2000. 

California Integrated Waste Management Board website http://www.ciwms.ca.gov/profiles. 

CEQA Air Quality Handbook. South Coast Air Quality Management District. May 1993 with 
November 1993 update. 

Certificate of Appropriateness, Case No. PLN 2001-00080 Initial Study and Mitigate Negative 
Declaration. City of Pasadena Cultural Heritage Commission. Adopted May 7, 2001. 

Del Mar Station Tree Inventory and Evaluation for the Central Park Market at Del Mar Station 
Project. TeraCor Resource Management. April 23, 2001. 

Employment Redevelopment Department Report ES202. 1991 and 1998. 

Final Environmental Impact Report, Pasadena-Los Angeles Light Rail Project. Los Angeles County 
Transportation Commission. February 1990. 

Final Environmental Impact Report, Pasadena-Los Angeles Light Rail Project - Addendum No. 2: 
Proposed Changes to the Del Mar Station Transportation Center. Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority. July 29, 1996. 

Looking Toward the future: A Summary of the Joint Outfall System 2010 Master Facilities Plan and 
Program EIR. Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County. 

Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide. Southern California Association of Governments. 
1994. 

Sewer System Master Plan. City of Pasadena. 1977. 
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Persons and Documents Consulted 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Report on Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to 
Protect the Public Health and Welfare with an Adequate Margin of Safety. 1974. 

West Gateway Specific Plan EIR, SCH #97061095. City of Pasadena. 

1989 California Integrated Waste Management Act. 

1998 Regional Transportation Plan. Southern California Association of Governments. 

2000 U.S. Census. 
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7.0 Responses to Comments 
on Draft EIR 

This section of the Final EIR contains comments and responses to written and oral comments 
received during the 45-day public review period for the Draft EIR, which ended November 19, 
2001. A list of persons and agencies that received either the Draft EIR or the Notice of 
Availability is included on the following pages. Oral comments were received at two public 
hearings: 1) a Zoning Hearing Office hearing held on Wednesday, November 7, 2001 and 2) a 
Design Review Commission hearing conducted on Tuesday, November 13, 2001. 

The comments received are presented in chronological order by date of receipt of the 
correspondence. (The acknowledgement of receipt of the Draft EIR by the State Clearinghouse 
is included as the last comment letter.) Each comment letter or oral comment is designated a 
number, and topic-specific comments within each comment are coded. For example, the first 
comment in Letter #1 is 1-1, the second 1-2, etc. Revisions made to the EIR in response to 
comments are identified by shading the revised text (like this). 

The following persons and/or agencies submitted written comments on the Draft EIR: 

1. Elizabeth Erickson. California Regional Water Quality Control Board. October 15, 2001. 
2. Stephen J. Buswell, IGR/CEQA Branch Chief. State of California · Business and 

Transportation Agency, Department of Transportation. November 7, 2001. 
3. James F. Stahl, County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County. November 7, 2001 
4. James A. Noyes, Director of Public Works. County of Los Angeles Department of Public 

Works. November 7, 2001. 
5. Vince Farhat, President. West Pasadena Residents' Association. November 19, 2001. 
6. Joan Hearst, Board Member. West Pasadena Residents' Association. November 19, 

2001. 
7. Jeffrey Smith. Southern California Association of Governments. November 15, 2001. 
8. Governor's Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse. October 15, 2001. 

Oral comments received at the Zoning Hearing Officer hearing on Wednesday, November 7, 
2001 and the Design Review Commission hearing on Tuesday, November 13, 2001 are 
summarized following responses to Comment Letter #8. 
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Draft EIR Mailing List 

Los Angles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority 
CMP/Environmental Review Section 
I Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Caltrans District #7 
Stephen J. Buswell 
Trans. Plan. Office, 1-l0C 
120 S. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

SCAQMD 
21865 E. Copley Drive 
Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182 

State Clearinghouse 
Office of Planning and Research 
1400 Tenth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Los Angeles County Dpt of Public Works 
900 S. Freemon! 
Alhambra, CA 91802 

Southern California Edison Co 
Planning Department 
1440 S. California Ave 
Monrovia, CA 91016 

Superintendent 
Pasadena Unified School District 
351 S. Hudson Ave 
Pasadena, CA 91109 

SCAG 
818 W. 7th Street, 12th Floor, Suite H 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Los Angeles County Department of 
Regional Planning, Environmental Director 
320 W. Temple, 13th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts 
1955 Workman Mill Road 
Whinier, Ca 90607 

Southern California Gas Company 
Bill Hulies 
PO Box 2300 
Chatsworth, CA 91313 

Rick Thorpe, CEO 
Blue Line Authority 
625 Fair Oaks Avenue, S-200 
South Pasadena, CA 91030 

Los Angeles Conservancy 
Roosevelt Building 
727 W. 7th Street, Suite 955 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Pasadena Chamber of Commerce and Civic 
Association 
865 E. Del Mar Blvd. 
Pasadena, CA 91101 

Pasadena Beautiful Foundation 
140 S. Lake Avenue, Suite 268 
Pasadena, CA 91101 

Neighborhood Connections 
City of Pasadena 
2061 N. Los Robles Ave, #103 
Pasadena, CA 91104 

Pasadena Heritage 
651 S. St. John A venue 
Pasadena, CA 91105 

Castle Green Association 
C/O Joy Noble 
99 S. Raymond Ave #202 
Pasadena, CA 91105 

Linda Vista/Annandale Assoc. 
C/O Norman Parker 
1065 Paso Alto Road 
Pasadena, CA 91105 

Putney Road l'\eighbors Group 
C/O Sharon Scull 
1722 Putney Road 
Pasadena, CA 9 I 103 

Singer Park Neighborhood Assoc 
C/O Andrew "Pete" Ewing 
PO Box 50245 
Pasadena, CA 91115 

West Pasadena Residents' Association 
C/O Carolyn Naber 
PO Box 50252 
Pasadena, CA 91 115 

Los Robles Caucus 
C/O Mark A. Graf 
718 S. Los Robles 
Pasadena, CA 91106 

Russ Thyret 
Madison Heights Neighborhood Assoc. 
390 E. Glenarm Street 
Pasadena, CA 91106 

Brookmere Association 
c/o Jack Heydorff 
1325 Club House Drive 
Pasadena, CA 91105 

Municipal Information Services 
Pasadena Public Library 
285 E. Walnut 
Pasadena, CA 91109 

City of South Pasadena 
Community Development Dpt 
1414 Mission Street 
South Pasadena, CA 91030 

City of San Marino 
David Saldana, Director of Community 
Development 
2200 Huntington Drive 
San Marino, CA 91108 

City of La Canada Flintridge 
Robert Stanley, Community Development 
Director 
1327 Foothill Boulevard 
La Canada, CA 91011 
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Urban Partners, LLC 
Attn: Ira Yellin 
304 S. Broadway #400 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 

Los Angeles County Registrar-Recorder! 
County Clerk 
Environmental Filings 
12400 E. Imperial Highway 
Norwalk. CA 90650 

~o BLAG 
C/O Gigi Scully 
300 ConS?ress Place 
Pasaden;, CA 91109 



1-6 
LA-PASADENA METRO BLU 
601 W 5TH ST STE 1112 
LOS ANGELES CA 90071-2024 

9-11 
5722--009--016 
CHINA FACTORY 
3 WHITE WATER DR 
CORONA DEL MAR CA 92625 

14,29 
L.A. COUNTY M T A 
P.O.BOX 194 
LOS ANGELES CA 90053 

17 
MARILYN BURTON 
FAMILY LTD PTNS 
21 BORDEAUX 
NEWPORT BEACH CA 92660-6806 

24 
MORADI ISAAC & ESTER K 
9301 WILSHIRE BLVD STE 315 
BEVERLY HILLS CA 90210~132 

28 
PUBLIC STORAGE 
PROPERTIES XI INC 
PO BOX25025 
GLENDALE CA 91221-5025 

32 
IUFF CAROLE S 
1248 WINSTON AVE 
SAN MARINO CA 91108-2134 

36 
WONG PHIWPJ 
297 S MARENGO AVE APT 108 
PASADENA CA 91101-2705 

39 
: & C MANAGEMENT L P 
275 S MARENGO AVE APT 9 
=>ASADENA CA 91101-2724 

7 

OWNERSHIP LABELS 3-1--01 
CITY OF PASADENA 

ART CNTR COLLEGE OF DESIGN 
1700 LIDA ST 
PASADENA CA 91103-1924 

12 
HOGAN LESLIE A & TRUST 
26909 OAKMONT DR 
SUN CITY CA 92586-2917 

15 
FISHBECK AWNING CO LTD 
120 S RAYMOND AVE 
PASADENA CA 91105-2013 

19-22 
PASADENA CITY 
100 N. GARFIELD 
PASADENA CA 91109 

25 
ASHBECK AWNING CO LTD 
120 S RAYMOND AVE 
PASADENA CA 91105-2013 

30 
FARO ALI A 
PO BOX 1441 
LOS ANGELES CA 90041 

33,34 
LIPSCOMB RODERICK C 
767 N HILL ST STE 402 
LOS ANGELES CA 90012-2381 

37 
WONG PHILLIP J & CAREY 
815 S CENTRAL AVE STE 29 
GLENDALE CA 91204-4304 

.... -. 
40 
CATELLUS FINANCE 1 LLC 
201 MISSION ST STE 340 
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105-1832 

:,, ' I .._,, - , ._. 

8 
PASADENA HUMANE SOCIETY 
361 S RAYMOND AVE 
PASADENA CA 91105-2607 

13 
ARROYO PAR'r<NvAY 
SHOPPING CENTER LTD 
112 W 9TH ST STE 1200 
LOS ANGELES CA 90015-1536 

16, 18,26 
STATHATOS DAN & BEATRICE 
120 S RAYMOND AVE 
PASADENA CA 91105-2013 

23 
NAKADA TAKASHI & SACHI 
& FAMILY TRUST 
1275 CHA TEAU RD 
PASADENA CA 91105-1207 

27 
PUBLIC STORAGE INC 
601 S FIGUEROA ST 
LOS ANGELES CA 90017-5704 

31 
KAHN MELVIN & BARBARA & TR 
PO BOX 8045 
WALNUT CREEK CA 94596-1220 

35 
MOSS RICHARD A & TONI A 
255 S MARENGO AVE 
PASADENA CA 91101-2719 

38 
YOUNG JOSEPH E 
165 EDEL MAR BLVD 
PASADENA CA 91105-2532 

41 
HARDIMAN VERTUS W 
840 E MENDOCINO ST APT 84 
ALTADENA CA 91001-2479 
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I OWNERSHIP LABELS 3-1-01 
CITY OF PASADENA 

I 42 43 44 
HARDIMAN VERTUS W HURST CAROLE CNSRV MCNAMARA PATRICIA & P A & E J 

I 840 E MENDOCINO ST # 84 MILDRED M SPRINKLE CNSEE 221 S MARENGO AVE APT 4 
ALT ADENA CA 91001-2459 411 N CENTRAL AVE PASADENA CA 91101-2731 

GLENDALE CA 91203-2081 

I 45 46 47 
MONK SHIRLEY J TROUTNER TODD N STEWART JEANNE L 
221 S MARENGO AVE APT 5 8800 GREENWOOD AVE 2190 PALOMA ST 

I 
PASADENA CA 91101 -2730 SAN GABRIEL CA 91775-1245 PASADENA CA 91104-4921 

48 49 50 

I GREEN PATRICIA HARDIMAN VERTUS W HARDIMAN VERTUS W 
221 S MARENGO AVE APT 8 840 E MENDOCINO ST# B 840 E MENDOCINO ST APT 84 
PASADENA CA 91101-2730 ALTADENA CA 91001-2459 ALTADENA CA 91001-2479 

I 51 52 53,55 
HERRERA MARGARITA JOY BETTY H PILLER HOWARD & MIGNONNE 

I 221 S MARENGO AVE APT 11 2819 VIA PAJARO 1260 N HUDSON AVE 
PASADENA CA 91101-2729 CARLSBAD CA 92008-1348 PASADENA CA 91104-2843 

I 54 56 57 
GRIEGER MARY M LIEVSAY CHARLES A HADDAD SUZAN & FAMILY TRUST 
221 S MARENGO AVE APT 14 221 S MARENGO AVE APT 16 444 PIEDMONT AVE UNIT 234 

I PASADENA CA 91101-2728 PASADENA CA 91101-2728 GLENDALE CA 91206-3458 

I 
58 59 60 
270 S ARROYO PAR'r<Y/AY LLC CATELLUS DEVELOPMENT CORP EVERGREEN OFFICE.PARTNERS 
441 N BEYERL Y OR STE 207 201 MISSION ST 567 SAN NICOLAS DR STE 309 
BEVERLY HILLS CA 90210-4633 SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105-1831 NEWPORT BEACH CA 92660-6511 

I 
61 62 63 

I 
SHAIKH IOBAL A & SHAZI K PEREZ RAUL M & JAE E LACOUR CLAUDETTE T 
353 S MARENGO AVE APT 1 353 S MARENGO AVE APT 2 353 S MARENGO AVE APT 3 
PASADENA CA 91101-3194 PASADENA CA 91101-3194 PASADENA CA 91101-3194 

I 64 65 66 
SANDERS DEIDRE L CUOCO LEONARD A URSO FRANK & MARY 

I 
353 S MARENGO AVE APT 4 353 S MARENGO AVE APT 5 353 S MARENGO AVE APT 6 
PASADENA CA 91101-3194 PASADENA CA 91101-3194 PASADENA CA 91101-3194 

I 67 68 69 
QUAN LORRAINE M & JEANNE OLSON CLARK F & REBECCA NEITHART 
353 S MARENGO AVE APT 7 353 S MARENGO AVE APT 8 ROBERT /TR & CHAAMEAN 

I PASADENA CA 91101-3194 PASADENA CA 91101 -3195 564 LA LOMA RO 
PASADENA CA 91105-2443 

I 
I 
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I OWNERSHIP LABELS 3-1-01 
CITY OF PASADENA 

70 71 72 I 
WICHNER GAZELLE R SPRING ALLAN W LI HUA YU 
572 E GREEN ST STE 303 353 S MARENGO AVE APT 11 353 S MARENGO AVE APT 12 I PASADENA CA 91101-2089 PASADENA CA 91101-3195 PASADENA CA 91101 -3195 

73 74 75 I KAST ANA$ ILIA$ MCQUIGG TERRENCE & LEE /TR NAFOOSI SAMI A 
355 S MARENGO AVE APT 101 330 CORDOVA ST UNIT 323 2609 PERKINS CIR 
PASADENA CA 91101-3915 PASADENA CA 91101-4658 GLENDALE CA 91206-3125 I 
76 n 78 

I PAN DENNIS D SCHAFZAHL HUBERT ABRERA 
11711 CLARK ST STE 101 355 S MARENGO AVE APT 105 SOFRONIO JR & MERCADO 
ARCADIA CA 91006-5874 PASADENA CA 91101-3182 1458 OAKCREST AVE 

SO PASADENA CA 91030-4102 I 
79 80 81 
JARRETT SHARON R WALTON RICHARD L & DEANNA COCCHIARO LAURINDA J 

I 355 S MARENGO AVE APT 107 4720 DALERIDGE RD 355 S MARENGO AVE APT 109 
PASADENA CA 9·1101-3182 LA CANADA FLINTRIDGE CA 91011 PASADENA CA 91101-3182 

82 83 84 I 
SMITH ANNETTE J CATES HORACE B JR OELUCIE LINDA 
355 S MARENGO AVE APT 110 355 S MARENGO AVE APT 201 355 S MARENGO AVE APT 202 

I PASADENA CA 91101-3196 PASADENA CA 91101-3196 PASADENA CA 91101 -3196 

85 86 87 I · MARSH MIGNON NABIPOUR REZA TANAKA DUANE 
355 S MARENGO AVE APT 203 355 S MARENGO AVE APT 204 355 S MARENGO AVE APT 205 
PASADENA CA 91101-3196 PASADENA CA 91101-3196 PASADENA CA 91101-3183 

I 
88,101,102 89 90 
GREENAWALT DAVID F Ill DUNN LAURAL CHEANG MONICA I 1346 LIDA LN 355 S MARENGO AVE APT 207 355 S MARENGO AVE APT 208 
PASADENA CA 91103-1914 PASADENA CA 91101-3183 PASADENA CA 91101-3183 

91,92 93 94 I 
GREENAWALT DORIS & TRUST LIVERSIDGE DIANNE GREENAWALT DENISE A 
1346 LIDA LN 355 S MARENGO AVE APT 301 3100 W RIVERSIDE DR UNIT 104 I I PASADENA CA 91103-1914 PASADENA CA 91101-3183 BURBANK CA 91505-4732 

95 96 97 I CHU GENEVIEVE D NATHAN ESTHER HSI UNG ·AILI 
355 S MARENGO AVE APT 303 355 S MARENGO AVE APT 304 100 S MICHILLINDA AVE 
PASADENA CA 91101-3197 PASADENA CA 91101-3197 SIERRA MADRE CA 9102.i.2226 I 

I 
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98 
RICE EARL W 
355 S MARENGO AVE APT 306 
PASADENA CA 91101 -3197 

103 
SOLIE KENNETH L 

· 355 S MARENGO AVE APT 401 
PASADENA CA 91101-3184 

106 
CURTIS CAMILLE 
355 S MARENGO AVE APT 404 
PASADENA CA 91101-3184 

109 
BRINEGAR RICHARD S 
355 S MARENGO AVE APT 407 
PASADENA CA 91101-3185 

112 
WASSERMAN SUSAN R 
1062 PRINCETON ST 
SANTA MONICA CA 90403-4702 

Joan Hurst 
570 South Arroyo Boulevard 
Pasaden~, CA 91105-2403 

Vince Farhat 
West Pasadena Resdients Assoc. 
P.O. Box 50252 
Pasadena, CA 91115 

99 

OWNERSHIP LABELS 3-1-01 
CITY OF PASADENA 

AVELAR JAMES J 
355 S MARENGO AVE APT 307 
PASADENA CA 91101-3197 

104 
PANDOLFI PATRICK & GABRIELA 
355 S MARENGO AVE APT 402 
PASADENA CA 91101-3184 

107 
RUBIN NANCY R 
355 S MARENGO AVE APT 405 
PASADENA CA 91101-3184 

110 
PANDOLFI PATRICK & GABRIELA 
355 S MARENGO AVE APT 408 

- PASADENA CA 91101-3185 

ALLEN,MATKINS,LECK 
GAMBLE & MAULORY LLP 
515 S. FIGUEROA ST., 1TH FL 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90071-3398 
ATTN: GERALD WEULS 

100 
MATSUMOTO DAVID /TR & LIWAN 
8347 ELSMORE DA 
ROSEMEAD CA 91770-4021 

105 
SMITH THOMAS C 
355 S MARENGO AVE APT 403 
PASADENA CA 91101-3184 

108 
HALL BRUCE 
355 S MARENGO AVE APT 406 
PASADENA CA 91101-3185 

111 
LAN FONG ZEE 
2528 HONOLULU AVE 
MONTROSE CA 91020-1806 • 

01-066 
QUALITY MAPPING SERVICE 
14549 ARCHWOOO ST., #301 
VAN NUYS, CA 91405 



Responses to Comments on Draft EIR 

Comment Letter No. 1 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board 

-~ California Reg.1al Water Quality Co.+rol Board 
~ Los Angeles Region 

WIAstoo Ii. Hickox 320 W. 41h $1r'CC<, SuilC 200, Los Alls<les. Califcmia 90013 CMly D:avis 
s«rctar,,/or Phonc(21J) S76-6600 FA.X (213)576-66-IO Go_, 
£,i..,.,,._J lnl<fflel Address: h11p:/iwww ....... b.ca.10vl~cl,,4 

/>rot«JJIJII 

October 15, 2001 

City of Pasadena 
175 N. Garfield Ave 
Pasadena, CA 9110 I 

Dear Sir or Madam, 

Re: CEOA Documentation for Project in the Santa Clara Watershed 

Subject: Del Mar Station Mixed Use Development Project EIR 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the CEQA documentation for the abQ_ve: 
mentioned project. For your information a list of permitting requirements and Regional Board 
Contacts is provided in Attachment A hereto. · 

The project site lies in the Santa Clara watershed that was listed as being impaired pursuant to 
Section 303 (d) of the Clean Water Act Impainnents listed in reaches downstream from the 
proposed project include nutrients and their effects, salts, coliform bacteria, and historic 
pesticides. The Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board will be developing Total 
Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for the watershed, but the proposed project is expected to 
proceed before applicable TMDLs are adopted. In the interim, the Regional Board must carefully 
evaluate the potential impacts of new projects that may discharge to impaired waterbodies. 

Our review of your documentation shows that it does not include information on how this project 
will change the loading of these pollutants into the watershed. Please provide the following 
additional information for both the construction and operational phases of the project. 

• For each constituent listed above, please provide an estimate of the concentration (ppb) 
and load (lbs/day) from non-point and point source discharges. 

• Estimates of the amount of additional runoff generated by the project during wet and dry 
seasons. 

• Estimate of the amount of increased or decreased percolation due to the project. 

Californill. Environmental Protection Agency 

Ull«ydalPqa-
Ow- II ,.,,,_Giid ,.....llwfwllryo/c..l/fontitl'l--for"'-""1wfllo/,_..,_t-,.,-,,zu,,u. 
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Responses to Comments on Draft EIR 

···-
... ' . : ' • 

Page 2 of2 - 2 - October 15, 2001 

• Estimates of the net change in cubic feet per second of groundwater and surface water 
conaibutions under historic drought conditions (as compiled by local water pwveyors, 
the Department of Water Resources, and others), and 10-year 50-year, and 100-year 
flood conditions. 

If you have any questions please call me at (213) 516-6683. 

Sincerely, 

~ Elizabeth Erickson 
1)- Associate Geologist, TMDL Unit 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 

EE 
Attachments (1) 
cc: File 
State Clearinghouse (2001041041) 

Califomu, Environmmllll Protection Agarq -·~-

\ 
\ 
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Responses to Comments on Draft EIR 

• • 
ATTACHMENT A 

✓ If the proposed project will result in a discharge of drwdge or flll into a surfac:e water (including a dry s1reambed). 
and is subject to a t.deraJ Uc:enH or pennlt. the project may require a S«tion 401 Water Quality Certification, or 
waiver of Waste Discharge Requirertlent.s. For fur1her information, please contact 

Anthony Klecha, Nonpoint Source Unit at (213) 576-6785. 

✓ If the project inYOIYes inland disposal of nonhazardous contaminated soils and materials, the proposed project 
may be subject 10 Waste Oi$Charge Requireme~. For fur1her infDrmation, please contact 

Rodney Nelson, Landtills Unit, at (213) 236-2469. 

✓ If the overaa project area is larger tMn ttve acres. the proposed project may be subject ID the State Boalffs General 
Constndon AdMty Stonn Water Pennit. For further infonnalion, please contact 

Tracy Woods, Statawide General Conslruclion Adlvtty Storm Water Permits at (213) 576-6664. 

✓ If the project inY0MIS a fadfity that is proposing lo disc:harge 1101m water asaoc:iatlld with Industrial activity (e.g., 
manufac:tunng, racyding and lranSponation faciities, ICC.), the facility may be subjed lo the Stai. Board's General 
lndu$ITia/ AclMlies Stonn Water Permit. For further information, please contact 

Kristle Chung, Statewide General lndus1rial S10rm Water Permits at (213) 576-6807. 

✓ If the proposed project in-.olves requirements for MW development -,cl construc:tion pertaining lo municipal storm 
water programs, please contact: 

Dan Radules<:u, Municipal Storm Water Permits, Los Angeles County at (213) 576-6668; 
Matt Yeager, Municipal Storm Wat« Permits, Ventura County at (213) 576-6749. 

✓ The proposed project also shall comply with the local regulations associated with the applicable Regional Board 
stonnwater permit 

Los Anoefu County ang Co-pem,ittees· 
NPOES No. CAS614001 
WasleJlischarge Requirements Order No. 96-054. 

Long Beach County and Co-pennltt,e-s: 
NPOES CAS004003 
Waste Discharge ReQuinlments Orcler No. 99-060. 

Ventura County and Co-pem,lttees: 
NPOES No. CAS004002 
Waste Oiscllarge R~ts Order No. 00-108. 

✓ If the proposed project involves any constnJdion and/or g~er dewaterlng to be discharged to surface 
waters, the project may be subjed ID NPDES/Naste Disctlarpe Requirements. For fur1her Information, please contact 

Augustine Ani'Jielo, General Permitting and Special Projects Unit at (213) 576-6657 (All Region 4 Watersheds). 

✓ If the proposed project involves any construc:lion lltd/or groundwater dewatering to be discharged to land or 
groundwater, the projec:t may be subject 10 Waste Disdlarpe Requirements. For fur1tler information, please contact 

Kww,g-1 LN, Non-Olapter 15 Unit, at (213) 236-2458 (All Region 4 Watersheds). 

ReYised : Odcber 12, 2001 
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Response to Comment Letter No. 1 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Responses to Comments on Draft EIR 

1-1 The proposed project is an infill development project in a highly urbanized area. The 
proposed uses - residential units and small-scale commercial businesses - represent 
typical uses in an urban environment. The project does not include any industrial 
activity. The proposed project does not involve discharge of dredge or fill into any 
surface water body nor inland disposal of nonhazardous contaminated soils and 
materials. The project does not involve construction and/ or groundwater dewatering to 
be discharged to surface waters, land, or groundwater. The project area encompasses 
less than five acres and therefore is not subject to the State Board's General 
Construction Activity Storm Water Permit. As stated in the Initial Study, at the time of 
obtaining permits, the project applicant will be required to comply with requirements 
pertaining to Pasadena's storm water programs and Pasadena's regulations associated 
with Regional Board stormwater permit NPDES No. CAS614001 . 

City of Pasadena Del Mar Station EIR 
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Responses to Comments on Draft EIR 

Comment Letter No. 2 
State of California - Business and Transportation Agency, Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) 

ST A TE OF CAUFORNIA-IIUSINESS AND TRANSPORTATION AGENCY Gray 0.YU, ao-, 

DEPARTMENT Of TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRJCT 7, ADVANCE PLANNING 
IGR OFFICE 1-IOC 
120 SO. SPRING ST. 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 
TEL: (213) 897~S36 ATSS: 8- 647~536 
FAX: (213) 897-8906 
E-mail: NY crjanian/007/Caltrans/Cagov@DOT 

Mr. Vincent Gonzalez, Senior Planner 
Planning & Permitting Division 
175 N. Garfield Ave. 
Pasadena, CA. 91101 

November 7, 2001 

Dear Mr. Gonzalez: 

b : IGRJCEQA # 011007NY & 0t 11128NY 
Pasadena Delmar Station 
LA/210/24.96 
SCH# 2001041041 

Thank you for including the California Department ofTransportation (Caltrans) in the 
environmental review process for the Pasadena Delmar Station Project. 

Please provide the traffic volumes at Del Mar Blvd. on & off ramps, see page 52 & 53, 
Figure 13 & 14 freeway ramps. 
The traffic analysis does not address the impact to the affected freeway on & off ramps 
and the mitigation measures needed to offset the impact. 

If you have any questions, please call Mr. Yerjanian at (213)897-6536 and refer to 
IGR/CEQA # 0l 1007NY & 0l 1028NY. 

Sincerely, 

STEPHEN J. BUSWELL 
IGR/CEQA Branch Chief 
Transportation Planning Office 
District 7 
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Responses to Comments on Draft EIR 

Response to Comment Letter No. 2 
State of California - Business and Transportation Agency, Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) 

2-1 According to the traffic analysis contained in the project traffic study dated July, 2001 
(Final EIR, Appendix C), the project will not contribute 50 or more trips to Congestion 
Management Program (CMP) intersections in the project vicinity during either the AM 
or PM peak hours. Also, as shown in Table 18 in Appendix C, the project will not 
contribute 150 or more trips to freeway segments. Thus, traffic anticipated to be 
generated by the project does not exceed the threshold level triggering CMP impact 
analysis. Therefore, the City has determined that analysis of the ramps at Del Mar 
Boulevard/Pasadena Avenue and Del Mar Boulevard/St. John Avenue is not warranted, 
as no impact is anticipated, based on Caltrans threshold criteria. 
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Responses to Comments on Draft EIR 

Comment Letter No. 3 
County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County 

COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS 
OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY 

1955 Won:rnon Mill Rood, Whittier, CA 90601-1.400 
Mailing Addreu: P.O. 8o,c .4998, Whittier, CA 90607-.4998 
Telephone: (5621 699-7 A 11, FAX: (5621 699..S.422 
www.laad.org 

JAMES F. STAHL 
Cl,~f Engineer and Genera/ Manager 

Mr. Vincent Gonzalez 
Senior Plan.'ler 
City of Pasadena 
Planning and Permitting Division 
175 N. Garfield Avenue 
Pasadena, CA 91 101 

Dear Mr. Go=lez: 

November 7, 2001 

File No: 16-00.04-00 

Del Mar Statton MLud Use Developmept Project 

The Cow,ty Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Districts) received a Draft Environmental 
Impact Report for the subject project on October 4, 2001. The proposed development is located within the 
jurisdictional boundaries of District No. 16. We offer the following comment regarding sewerage service: 

RIF:eg 

All information concerning Districts' facilities and sewerage service contained in the document is 
currently complete and accurate. 

If you have any questions, please contact the undersigned at (562) 699-7411, extension 2717. 

V cry truly yours, 

James F. Stahl 

~J.~ 
Ruth I. Frazen 
Engineering Technician 
Planning & Property Management Section 

ol'lacycleCI-

~-\ 
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Responses to Comments on Draft EIR 

Response to Comment Letter No. 3 
County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County 

3-1 The comment states that the information contained in the Draft EIR concerning the 
Districts' facilities is complete and accurate. The City acknowledges the comment. No 
further response is required. 
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Responses to Comments on Draft EIR 

Comment Letter No. 4 
County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 

JAM ts A. NOYES. Dincter 

November 7, 2001 

Mr. Vincent Gonzales 
City of Pasadena 
175 North Garfield Avenue 
Pasadena, CA 91101 

Dear Mr. Gonzales: 

900 SOlmi F'llEMONT /\ VENUE 
AUIAMBRA C>JJl'ORNIA 91 SOJ-ll ) I 

T.,._., 16261 •ll-! 100 

RESPONSE TO A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
DEL MAR STATION MIXED USE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 
CITY OF PASADENA 

/\0011.ESS /\1.l. CORRESPONDENCE TO 
P.O. BOX 1•60 

1\1..HAMBRA. CAI.JFORNIA 9110l -1<60 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report for the proposed Del Mar Station Mixed Use Development project. We have 
reviewed the submittal and offer the following comments: 

Land Development <Grading and Drainaoerrransportation Planning} 

We have reviewed the subject document and have no comments. 

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Perfecto Tobias at (626) 458-4921 or 
Mr. Hubert Seto at (626) 458-4349, respectively. 

Materials Engineering 

The proposed project will not have significant environmental effects from a geology and 
soils standpoint, provided the appropriate ordinances and codes are followed. 

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Amir Alam at (626) 458-4925. 
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Responses to Comments on Draft EIR 

Mr. Vincent Gonzalez 
November 7, 2001 
Page 2 

Traffic and Lighting 

We do not expect the proposed project will have any permanent significant impacts on 
County roads in the area. No further information is required. 

We recommend the State of California Department of Transportation review this document 
for significant impacts/mitigations within its jurisdiction. 

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Frank Benavidez at (626) 458-4748. 

Watershed Management 

The proposed project should include investigation of watershed management opportunities 
to maximize capture of local rainfall on the project site, minimize or eliminate incremental 
flows to the storm drain system, and provide filtering of flows to capture contaminants 
originating from the project site. 

If you have any questions regarding the above comments or the environmental review 
process of Public Works, please contact Mr. Craig David at the address on the first page 
or at (626) 458-6311. 

Very truly yours, 

OMOTO 
Assista Deputy Director 
Watershed Management Division 
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Responses to Comments on Draft EIR 

Response to Comment Letter No. 4 
Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 

4-1 The comment regarding land development is acknowledged. No further response is 
required. 

4-2 The comment regarding the project not having significant environmental effects from a 
geology and soils standpoint is acknowledged. No further response is required. 

4-3 The comment regarding the project not having significant impacts on County roads is 
acknowledged. The State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has 
reviewed this document. Caltrans' comments are included in this document as 
Comment Letter No. 2. 

4-4 As stated in the Initial Study and Response 1-1, at the time of obtaining permits, the 
project applicant will be required to comply with requirements pertaining to Pasadena's 
storm water programs and Pasadena's regulations associated with Regional Board 
stormwater permit NPDES No. CAS614001. 
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Responses to Comments on Draft EIR 

Comment Letter No. 5 
West Pasadena Residents' Association President 

-----Original Message-----
From: Vince Farhat [mailto:vfarhat@JonesDay.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 19, 2001 2:36 PM 
To: vgonzalez@ci . pasadena.ca.us 
Cc: hearst@usc.edu; bleague@ci.pasadena.ca.us; tsuzuki@ci.pasadena.ca.us 
Subject: Re: Comments on Draft £IR for Blue Line Station at Del Mar 

Dear Mr. Gonzalez: 

The west Pasadena Residents' Association is a nonprofit organization dedicated to I ,· 
informing residents about issues affecting the quality of l ife in Pasadena . The WPRA has !:>­
over 600 paid members and publishes a free quarterly newsletter to over 4,400 households 
in West Pasadena. 
I have reviewed the attached comments regarding the Blue Line Station Pro ject prepared by I 
WPRA board member Joan Hearst. Please be advised that the WPRA Board of Directors hereby 
adopts and incorporates by reference Ms. Hearst's comments. The WPRA also requests that ~-i 
the City of Pasadena prepare written responses to each of her comments and questions · 
during the £IR review process for the Blue Line Station Project. 
Joan Hearst is the WPRA's •point person• on the Blue Line Station Project. The WPRA will 
send a weekly e-mail •neighborhood update• to West Pasadena res i dents on Saturday, 
November 24. Accordingly, pl ease inform Ms. Hearst as soon as possible of the details of 
all upcoming meetings regarding the Blue Line Station Project so that we can notify c __ ").__ 
residents in .our weekly neighborhood update. ':) ~J 
Please feel free to contact me at (213) 243-2454 if you have any questions. 
Thank you in advance for your courtesy and cooperation in this matter. 
Sincerely, Vince Farhat 
WPRA President 
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Responses to Comments on Draft EfR 

Response fo Commenf Letfer No. 5 
West Pasadena Residents' Association President 

5-1 This comment is introductory in nature. No specific environmental issue is raised. No 
further response is required. 

5-2 For responses to comments from Joan Hearst, please refer to Response to Comment 
Letter No. 6 in this Final EIR. 

5-3 The request has been forwarded to Vincent Gonzalez, Senior Planner with the City of 
Pasadena. 
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Responses to Comments on Draft EIR 

Comment Letter No. 6 
West Pasadena Residents' Association Board Member 

Gonzalez, Vincent 

From: Joan Hearst [hearst@usc.edu] 

Sent Monday, November 19, 2001 2:07 PM 

To: vgonzalez@ci.pasadena.ca.us 

Cc: vfamat@earthlink.net; vfamat@JonesOay.com; bleague@ci.pasadena.ca.us 

Subject Comments on Draft EIR for Blue Line Station at Del Mar 

Dear Vincent. 

Thank you for returning my call this morning. 

As a Board member of the West Pasadena Residents' Association (WPRA) and long time resident of 
West Pasadena. I have serious concerns (which are shared by other Board members) regarding sever:il 
items in the draft EIR for the proposed dcl Mar Blue Line station: 

• Requested variance for increased beigbt limits - as a matter of public policy, developers 
should plan projects that meet the height limit criteria as designed by the community and stated 
in the General Plan and Specific Plans. Please explain why increased heights for this 
development are appropriate and should be granted without widespread community support'? 

• Ua-mitigatable traffic impacts - this project is one more example of a large housing project 
which will bring iDcreased traffic to an already highly impacted area. Residents on both sides of 
the Blue Line will meet with increased traffic congestion which cannot be mitigated. The city 
should consider reducing the dcmity of this project to a level which docs not significantly 
impact traffic congestion. 

• Traffic mitigation tie-ia witb Legacy Project - traffic: mitigation required for any project 
being proposed in the western portion of Pasadena hinges on the Legacy Project. What is the 
City prepared to spend for traffic mitigation in the event that sufficient money is not received 
from the sale of the World-Wide Church of God property for mitigating traffic? What is the 
City's "fall-back• position for the Blue Line Station project? 

• Pedestrian crossing over light rail tracks - in the event that the CPUC grants the 
Comtruction Authority's request to allow at-grade crossings for the Blue Line, the developer's 
request to add still another at-grade crossing, i.e. a pedestrian crossing for this developmem. 
causes grave concern. This will inberently slow the trains down even more, and shall have a 
potentially devastating impact on pedestrian safety. Allowing gates which will only warn. but 
not impede. both adults and children is much too risky. Please explain in detail bow this crossing 
and the accompanying fi:ncing along the tracks will be constructed to protect the public 
( especially children) from being struck by a train? 

• Noise element from laorm - Pasadena residents BR not accustomed to living in a noisy 
environmcm., and given the current uncertain economic environment, this development must 
guarantee excellent noise abatement elements in order to succeed. 

You have informed me that there will be an opportunity for the public: to comment before a zoning 
bearing officer on December 19tla and at the design bearing on December 20th. It is very unfortuna1e 
that these meetings are scheduled so close to the holidays, and seems unmir to citizens who may not 
have an opportunity to comment. Please comider moving these meetings ahead to January. Since the 
Blue Line bearing is still going on relative to at-grade is.,ues, this project is in jeopardy until the CPCC 
makes its fiDal ruling. For this reason alone, there seems no reason to rush it through the City's 

11/19/2001 

Go-I 
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Responses to Comments on Droft EIR 

Thank you for the opportunity 10 comment on the Blue Line station EIR, and please add me to your list of 
those people to inform about future City hearings and meetings relative to the project. 

Sincerely 

Joan Hearst 
570 South Arroyo Boulevard 
Pasadena. CA 91105-2403 
(626) 796-4057 

I 
I ~ 
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Responses to Comments on Droft EIR 

Response to Comment Letter No. 6 
West Pasadena Residents' Association Board Member 

6-1 As described on page 31 of the Final EIR, in granting a Variance, the responsible hearing 
body is required to make specific findings, including the finding that there are 
exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions applicable to the project site 
that do not apply generally to other sites in the same zone district (e.g. presence of a 
historic building). If required findings for a Variance cannot be made, the project will 
require revisions to conform to zoning ordinance standards and thereby avoid impact. 
If the findings are made, the project will be deemed to comply with zoning ordinance 
requirements, and impact is considered less than significant. As part of the public 
hearing process, the responsible hearing bodies will consider all comments made by 
City staff and the public, and will consider these comments in the determining whether 
to grant the requested Variances. 

6-2 

6-3 

The traffic study prepared for the project concludes that the project will result in 
significant, unavoidable traffic impacts at the Del Mar/Marengo intersection and along 
Raymond Avenue. The City currently has no comprehensive program in place to collect 
fees specifically for improving traffic conditions throughout southwest Pasadena. 

As described on page 65 of this Final EIR, the project traffic study identified a mitigation 
measure for the Del Mar/Marengo intersection: installation of a new traffic signal 
control system at this intersection. However, in order to be effective, this improvement 
must be coordinated with systemwide improvements at numerous intersections. As 
stated on page 65 of the Final EIR, if the Legacy project is approved and moves forward, 
that developer will be required to make the systemwide improvements. At the time of 
preparation of this EIR, the City Council had not take action on the Legacy project, and 
there is no guarantee that the project and associated mitigation measure will proceed. 

The Legacy project provides for substantial intensification of use on the former 
Ambassador College campus. The traffic analysis contained in this EIR assumes that the 
Legacy project will move forward. If the Legacy project does not proceed, future traffic 
conditions would be substantially different than those assumed in the traffic study for 
the subject project. Elimination of trips associated with the Legacy project would 
reduce background traffic by over 9,000 daily trips. This magnitude of reduction may 
alleviate traffic impacts at the Del Mar/Marengo intersection, thereby potentially 
eliminating the proposed project's significant impact. See also Response 6-3 below. 

In the event the Legacy project does not move forward and associated traffic mitigation 
is not provided, the City has committed to providing extensive system improvements in 
southwest Pasadena. While the committed improvements largely are tied to ensuring 
the smooth operation of intersections where Blue Line trains will cross City streets, the 
following improvements will also work to enhance traffic flow between Marengo 
Avenue and Fair Oaks Avenue: 

• Install a new traffic signal at Raymond Avenue and Glenarm Street, interconnected 
with adjacent signals. 

City of Pasadena Del Mar Station EIR 
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Responses to Comments on Draft EIR 

6-4 

• Upgrade traffic signals at Del Mar/ Raymond, Del Mar/ Arroyo Parkway, 
California/ Raymond, California/ Arroyo Parkway, and Glenarm/ Arroyo Parkway. 

• Expand the interconnected operating system for east/west progression to include 
signalized intersections from Fair Oaks Avenue to Marengo Avenue (benveen 
Glenarm Street and Del Mar Boulevard). 

• Add westbound right-turn lane on Del Mar Boulevard onto Raymond Avenue. 
• Add westbound right-turn lane on Arroyo Parkway to Del Mar Boulevard (described 

in this EIR). 
• Convert existing eastbound exclusive right-turn lane on California Boulevard to 

Arroyo Parkway to a shared through and right-turn lane. 
• Add a westbound right-turn lane on California Boulevard to Raymond Avenue. 
• Add separate eastbound right-turn lane on Glenarm Street to Arroyo Parkway. 
• Undertake comprehensive changes to traffic monitoring and control systems to have 

system react based on traffic demand, particularly in the east/ west direction. 10 

All of these improvements have been funded, and the City is pursuing their 
implementation. The project traffic study accounted for these improvements. 

In addition to these improvements, the City has identified other street system 
modifications to be pursued, under the assumption that the Interstate 710 extension will 
not be completed. The City has received $40 million in federal funds (so-called Rogan 
funds) to pay for these modifications. Projects include installing an intelligent 
transportation system (ITS) along the Fair Oaks Avenue, California Boulevard, and Del 
Mar Boulevard corridors. The City also has earmarked Proposition A reserve funds for 
traffic improvements. City staff is developing a plan for expenditure of these funds and 
plans to take the recommendation forward to the City Council in January of 2002. 

To provide additional funds for areawide traffic improvements, the City may consider 
establishing traffic impact fees for new development that are tied to vehicle trips 
generated. The current fee program is based on square feet of new development. The 
revised assessment could more effectively generate needed funds. 

Lastly, Pasadena is committed to enhancing traffic flow throughout the community and 
particularly where land use intensification is permitted under General Plan policy. The 
City is currently updating the General Plan Mobility Element to address traffic flow and 
needed long-term improvements to achieve level of service goals. 

The comment that the pedestrian crossing would slow down trains is incorrect. The 
proposed project is located at the Del Mar Blue Line Station. The trains will slow down 
as they approach the station because they will be stopping. As described on page 65 of 
this Final EIR, the Public Utilities Commission (PUC) has established standards for at­
grade crossings to ensure that the highest level of pedestrian safety is achieved. The 
crossing associated with the proposed project will be required to comply with PUC 
standards. Compliance will avoid impact 

10 These improvements are described in detail in a report titled Grade Crossing Operation Evaluation - Pasadena Blue 
Line for the City of Pasadena, Korve Engineering, June 2000. 
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Responses to Comments on Draft EIR 

The horns that the commenter refers to are assumed to be those of Blue Line trains. As 
discussed on pages 86 and 87 in this Final EIR, compliance with City Building Code 
regulations and Title 24 of the State Health and Safety Code will ensure that insulation, 
appropriate windows, and other features are incorporated into construction to achieve 
interior maximum sound levels of 45 dB(A). Impact will be less than significant. 

The comment regarding the project hearing schedule has been forwarded to the 
decision-making body. No further response is required. 
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Comment Letter No. 7 
Southern California Association of Governments 
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November15,2001 

Mr. Vincent Gonzalez 
Senior Planner 
Planning and Permitting Division 
City of Pasadena 
175 North Garfield Avenue 
Pasadena, CA 91109 

RE: SCAG Clearinghouse 120010618 Oel Mar Station Mixed-Use 
Development Project 

Dear Mr. Gonzalez: 

We have reviewed the above referenced document and determined that it is 
not regionally significant per Areawide Clearinghouse criteria. Therefore, the 
prt>jec:t does not warrant clearinghouse comments at this time. Should there 
be a change in the scope of the project, we would appreciate the opportunity to 
review and comment at that time . 

A description of the project wiU be published in the November 15, 2001 
Intergovernmental Review Report for public review and comment 

The project title and SCAG Clearinghouse number should be used in all 
correspondence with SCAG conceming this project Correspondence should 
be sent to the attention of the Clearinghouse Coordinator. If you have any 
questions, please contact me at (213) ~1867. 

t?J Jl1, <c!it~ 
GI~ ~MITH, AICP 

Senior Planner 
lntergovemmental Review 

7-1 
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Response to Comment Letter No. 7 
Southern California Association of Governments 

Responses to Comments on Draft EIR 

7-1 The comment acknowledges receipt of the Draft EIR and states that the project does not 
meet SCAG's criteria for a project of regional significance. No specific environmental · 
issue is raised. No further response is required. 
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Responses to Comments on Draft EIR 

Comment Letter No. 8 
Governor's Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse 

CrJ,· DJns 
l,O\ER,nR 

DATE: 

TO: 

RE: 

., T .\ T E () F C .\ L I F O R :"- I \ 

Governor's Office of Pb.nning and Research 
L 

State Clearinghouse .. 

ACKi~OWLEDGEMENT OF RECEIPT 

October 15, 2001 

Vincent Gonzalez 
City of Pasadena 
175 N. Garfield Avenue 
Pasadena. CA 91101 

Del Mar Station Joint Development EIR 
SCH#: 2001041041 

..... ~ 
~~ i... ·,,_ 

i ~} 
-~ ... · ...... 

l!lk l I IIIIC, 

This is to acknowledge that the State Clearinghouse has received your environmental document 
for state review. The review period assigned by the State Clearinghouse is: 

Review Start Date: 
Review End Date: 

October 5, 2001 
November 19, 2001 

We have distributed your document to the following agencies and departments: 

California Coastal Commission 
California Highway Patrol 
Caltrans, Disnict 7 
Caltrans, Division of Transportation Planning 
Department of Conservation 
Department of Fish and Game, Region 5 
Department of Housing and Community Development 
Department of Parks and Recreation 
Native American Heritage Commission 
Office ofHi~toric Preservation 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 4 
Resources Agency 
State Lands Commission 

The State Clearinghouse will provide a closing letter with any state agency comments to your 
attention on the date following the close of the review period. 

Thank you for your participation in the State Clearinghouse review process. 

Del Mor Station EIR 
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Responses to Comments on Draft EIR 

Response to Comment Letter No. 8 
Governor's Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse 

8-1 The letter acknowledges receipt by the State Clearinghouse of the Draft EIR and states 
that the public review period extends from October 5, 2001 through November 19, 
200 1. No response is required. 
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Responses to Comments on Draft EIR 

Oral Comments and Responses 
Zoning Hearing Officer Hearing November 7, 2001 

No environmental comments were made by the Zoning Hearing Officer. Environmental 
comments made by the public were as follows: 

Ruth Christiansen 

Comment 9-1 

I am very concerned about traffic. 

Response 9-1 

The proposed project will generate an estimated 2,867 new vehicle trips, including 204 trips in 
the morning peak hours and 250 during the afternoon peak period. These trips will be 
distributed onto the local street network. Based on City level of service (LOS) threshold 
standards, project trips will create a significant impact at the intersection of Del Mar Boulevard 
and Marengo Avenue during the afternoon peak period (a decline in the LOS F from a volume­
to-capacity ratio of 1.126 to 1.140), and on the segment of Raymond Avenue from Del Mar 
Boulevard to California Boulevard (Final EIR, p. 59). 

To mitigate impacts at the intersection of Del Mar Boulevard and Marengo Avenue, the traffic 
study recommends installation of a new traffic signal control system at this intersection, to be 
coordinated with· systemwide improvements. The study indicates that the new control at Del 
Mar/Marengo will mitigate the impact, presuming that the balance of the system is in place. 
However, the City has no program to collect mitigation funds to finance the overall system and 
no timeline for implementation. This solution cannot be realized within the project time frame 
and therefore cannot be considered a mitigation of impact. 

Furthermore, the Del Mar/Marengo intersection is fully constructed, with no additional right-of• 
way available to provide physical improvements. Also, all four intersection corners are fully 
developed, with little or no space available for additional right-of-way acquisition for 
improvements. Thus, no feasible mitigation is available to mitigate the significant impact at the 
Del Mar/Marengo intersection. Please refer to Response to Comment 6-3 and 6-4 regarding 
the City's plans to address traffic issues throughout southwest Pasadena. 

Regarding the significant segment impact on Raymond Avenue from Del Mar Boulevard to 
California Boulevard, sufficient right-of-way is not available for physical roadway improvements. 
Re-striping of Raymond Avenue to increase capacity would require removal of on-street parking, 
which would create secondary impacts on Raymond Avenue given the lack of available off­
street parking. Therefore, no mitigation measure is available to reduce the impact to a less-than­
significant level on Raymond Avenue from Del Mar Boulevard to California Boulevard (Final EIR, 
p. 65). If the project is approved, City decision-makers will be required to adopt a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations with regard to traffic impacts. 
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Responses to Comments on Droft EIR 

Oral Comments and Responses 
Design Commission Hearing November 13, 2001 

Comments made by Design Commission members relative to the Draft EIR were as follows: 

Comment 10-1 

The EIR is inconsistent with the plans in that the Depot appears as though it will be closer to 
Raymond than described in the EIR. 

Response 10-1 

As the project design plans have been refined and finalized, minor modifications to the project 
have occurred. This includes shifting the Depot 23 feet closer to Raymond Avenue (compared 
to its original siting). The new setback for the Depot will be 18 feet. As a minor modification, 
the conclusions in the EIR remain the same for the following reasons. First, the location of the 
Depot will still allow it to be a central feature on the project site, creating a visual axis from 
Arroyo Parkway on the east and Raymond Avenue on the west. Second, new buildings 3 and 
4, which are closest to the Depot, will still be set back 5 to 20 feet from the Depot, avoiding an 
abrupt transition from the new buildings to the Depot. Finally, shifting the Depot 23 feet closer 
to Raymond will further enlarge the large plaza east of the Depot and will thereby visually 
separate the Depot from the new, higher structures. Impact will remain less than significant. 

Comment 10-2 

Building #3 appears to crowd the Depot. 

Response 10-2 

The plan view of the project site shown in Figure 2 includes a breezeway at the southwest 
corner of the Depot. The breezeway is an outdoor area with a roof and no walls. The nearest 
support post will be 15 feet from building #3. The Depot itself will be 25 feet from building #3. 
Therefore, when on the ground, the space between building #3 and the Depot will appear 
much greater because of the breezeway. 

Comment 10-3 

The Variances required for project implementation will result in higher buildings than permitted 
by the Pasadena Downtown Urban Design Guidelines. Building heights in excess of existing 
regulations are a significant impact. 

Response 10-3 

Design elements with regard to height are not an environmental issue. However, the blocking 
of a viewshed is an environmental issue that could result from excessive building height 
Currently, no residential use or other important urban feature exists immediately south of Del 
Mar Boulevard that is afforded mountain views. Therefore, impact on viewsheds is less than 
significant. 
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Responses to Comments on Draft EIR 

Comment 1 D-4 

Views, view sheds, and the project's relationship to the historic Fishbeck's building need to be 
addressed. 

Response 10-4 

As indicated in Response 10-3, no residential use or other important urban element exists 
immediately south of Del Mar Boulevard that is afforded mountain views. Therefore, impact on 
viewsheds is less than significant. 

The proposed project is adjacent to a small wood-frame building referred to as the Casablanca 
Fan Company building. The Fishbeck's building is located on a lot farther north. With regard to 
the relationship of the proposed project to the Fan Company building, building materials and 
massing are important issues. Building materials used in the proposed project should be 
complimentary to the neighboring historic building. This is a design issue that will be addressed 
by the Design Commission. The Commission may impose requirements regarding the building 
materials to their satisfaction so that compatibility is achieved. 

Building massing adjacent to the Fan Company building is varied. The Fan Company building is 
set back substantially from Raymond Avenue and is approximately 55 feet north of its south lot 
line. The adjacent project buildings will be set back 15 to 20 feet from this property line. Also, 
the new buildings will feature horizontal and vertical articulation and ample windows and 
ornamentation, thereby avoiding a solid wall mass facing the Fan Company building. 
Furthermore, Building #4 will be set back 5 feet from Raymond Avenue providing a gradual 
transition from the new building to the historic building, which is set back approximately 20 feet 
from Raymond Avenue. The new buildings will not overwhelm the adjacent historic structure. 

Members of the public attending the Design Commission meeting made the following 
comments: 

Comment 10-5 

Views of the mountains will be blocked by the project. 

Response 10-5 

As stated in Response 10-3, no residential use or other significant urban feature exists 
immediately south of Del Mar Boulevard that is afforded mountain views. Therefore, impact on 
viewshed is less than significant. 
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Responses to Comments on Draft EIR 

I Comment 10-6 

I There are serious traffic concerns. 

Response 10-6 

I Please refer to Responses 6-3, 6-4, and 7-1. 
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Lead Agency: 

NOTICE OF PREPARATION 
AND PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING 

Environmental Consultant: 
City of Pasadena, Planning and Permitting 
1 75 N. Garfield Avenue 

Cotton/ Bridges/ Associates 
7 47 East Green Street, Suite 300 
Pasadena, CA 91101-2119 Pasadena, CA 91101 

Anne Hill, Planner 
(626) 744-6708 

Laura Stetson, Project Manager 
(626) 304-0102 

The City of Pasadena w ill be the Lead Agency and will prepare an environmental impact report (EIR) for the 
project identified below. The City is interested in hearing your views regarding the scope and content of the 
EIR. 

The project description, location, and the potential environmental effects are contained in an Initial Study 
document on file at the City Planning and Permitting Department at the address shown above. If you are 
interested in reviewing the document, please contact Anne Hill. Due to the time limits mandated by State law, 
y~ur response must be sent at the earliest possible date but not later than 30 days after receipt of this notice. 

A public meeting to ·discuss the scope of the EIR will be conducted on Tuesday, April 24 at 6:30 p.m. The 
meeting will be held at 175 N. Garfield Avenue, Pasadena, in the first floor conference room. 

Project Title: Del Mar Station Mixed-Use Development 

Project Location: North of Del Mar Boulevard, between Arroyo Parkway and Raymond Avenue in the 
City of Pasadena 

Project Description: Development of a transit-oriented, mixed-use development consisting of up to 349 
residential units, 20,000 square feet of commercial space, and a 1,500-space subterranean parking garage, with 
600 parking spaces dedicated for use by transit riders. The project will be built around the planned Blue Line 
Light Rail Del Mar Station. The project includes the adaptive reuse of the historic Santa Fe Railroad Depot 
building location on the site. 

(Date) 



See .\OT£ below 

Notice of Completion SCH# _______ _ 

Mail to: State Clearinghouse. 1400 Tenth Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 916/445-0613 

Project Title: Del Mar Station Joint Development EIR 
Lead Agency: Citv of Pasadena Contact Person: Anne Hill. Planner 
Street Address: 175 N. Garfield Avenue Phone: 626.7~~.6708 
City: Pasadena Zip: ___.:9;.:.1..:.1~0:..1 _______ County: Los An2eles 

---------------------------------------
Project Location 
County: Los Anl!eles City/Nearest Community: _,_Pa,,,s:,,a,,_de::.:n~a:.._ _____________ _ 

Cross Streets: Del Mar Blvd. and Arrovo Parkwav Zip Code: _9.a..,,..11'-'0"'5'------- Total Acn:s: -'-'~·c.:.I ___ _ 
Assessor's Parcel No.5722-10-900.90I. 902. 903. 904. 905 Section: _____ Twp. IN Range: 12W Base: Pasadena 
Within 2 Miles: State Hwy#: 110 Waterways: -'-N.,_,oe.:,n,..,.e ___________________ _ 

Airpons: None Railways: Blue Line Li2ht Rail ( LACMT A) Schools: Waver!\ ( privmd 

---------------------------------------
Document Type 

CEQA: l!!I NOP O Supph:mental/Subsequent NEPA: D NOi Other: D Joint Document 
0 Early Cons O EIR (Prior SCH No.)______ 0 EA O Final Document 
0 Neg Dec O Other___________ 0 Draft EIS O Other ___ _ 

----9-DNM't~~------------------DR»+S~----------
Local Action Type 

0 General Plan Update O Specific Plan D Rezone D Annexation 
D General Plan Amendment D Master Plan D Prezone D Redevelopment 
D General Plan Element D Planned Unit Development D Use Permit D Coastal Permit 
D Community Plan l!!I Site Plan D Land Division (Subdivision. D Other ________ _ 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ..farul.Map..T.w:LMap.ClC..)- _ - - - - - - - - - -

Development Type 

l!!I Residential: Units 349 Acres ____ □ Water Facilities: Type ____ MCD ___ _ 
D Office: Sqfi. ___ Acres ____ Employees____ □ Transponation: Type _________ _ 
l!!I Commercial: Sq.ft. 20,000 Acres ____ Employees____ D Mining: Mineral ________ _ 
D Industrial: Sq.ft. ___ Acres ____ Employees____ □ Power: Type ____ Watts ___ _ 
0 Educational ___________________ D Waste Treatment: Type _________ _ 
D Recreational ___________________ D Hazardous Waste: Type _________ _ 

---- . -----------------e~~--------------
Project Issues Discussed in Document 

D AestheticNisual D Flood Plain/Flooding D Schools/Universities D Water Quality 
D Agricultural Land D Forest Land/Fire Hazard D Septic Systems D Water Supply/Groundwater 
l!!I Air Quality D Geologic/Seismic l!!I Sewer Capacity D Wetland/Riparian 
l!!I Arctieological/Historical D Minerals D Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading D Wildlife 
D Coastal Zone l!!I Noise D Solid Waste D Growth Inducing 
D Drainage/Absorption l!!I Population/Housing Balance D Toxic/Hazardous l!!I Land Use 
D Economic/Jobs D Public Services/Facilities l!!I Traffic/Circulation D Cumulative Effects 
QHS~ - - - - - - ..Q~OHEl~-1.5 - - - ..Qlkgeialten- - - - - - - .Q~- - - - - - - -

Present Land Use/Zoning/General Plan Use: Property is currently vacant. Site is zone CD-9 (Central District. Area 9) and 
has a general plan designation of Central District Specific Plan, Santa Fe Transportation Center Subarea. 

Project Description: Development of a transit-oriented, mixed-use development consisting of up to 349 residential units. 20,000 
square feet of commercial space, and a 1,500-space subterranean parking garage, with 600 parking spaces dedicated for use by transit riders. 
The project will be built around the planned Blue Line Light Rail Del Mar Station. The project includes the adaptive reuse of the historic 
Santa Fe Railroad Depot building location on the site. 

NOTE: Clearinghouse will assign identification numbers for all new projects. If a SCH number already exists for a project (e.g. from a 
Notice of Preparation or previous draft document), please fill it in. 
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Reviewing Agencies Checklist 

__ Resources Agency 
__ Boating & Waterways 

Coastal Commission 
__ Coastal Conservancy 

Colorado River Board 
__ Conservancy 

Fish & Game 
__ Forestry 
_S_ Office of Historic Preservation 

Parks & Recreation 
Reclamation 

__ S.F. Bay Conservation & Development Commission 
__ Water Resources (DWR) 

Business, Transportation & Housing 
Aeronautics 

__ California Highway Patrol 
X CAL TRANS District #--'-7 __ 

__ Department ofTransportation Planning (headquarters) 
__ Housing & Community Development 
__ Food & Agriculture 

Health & Welfare 
Health Services ____________ _ 
State & Consumer Services 
General Services 

__ OLA (Schools) 

Public Review Period ( to be filled in by lead agency) 

Cal-EPA 

KEY 
s 
.\ 

✓ 

Air Resources Board 
__ APCD/AQMD 

Document sent by !.:ad agency 
Document sent by SCH 
Suggested distribution 

__ California Waste Management Board 
SWRCB: Clean Water Grants 
SWRCB: Delta Unit 

__ SWRCB: Water Quality 
__ SWRCB: Water Rights 
__ Regional WQCB # __ ~-------­

Youth & Adult Corrections 
Corrections 
Independent Commissions & Offices 

__ Energy Commission 
__ Native American Heritage Commission 

Public Utilities Commission 
__ Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy 

State Lands Commission 
__ Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 

Other ______________ _ 

Starting Date: April 9, 2001 Ending Date: .... M_a_y_2""5_.,_2_0_0_1 ___________ _ 

Sigo,w,e ~ti.-<,,.- D ~ o,1e __ ~ .... /_, .... /_0_l _________ _ ________ £ _____________________________ _ 

Lead Agency (Complete if applicable): 

Consulting Firm: Cotton/Bridges/Associates 

Address: 747 E. Green St. #300 

City/State/Zip: Pasadena, CA 91 IO I 

Contact: Laura Stetson AICP 

Phone:~ 304-0102 

Applicant: Del Mar Station, LLP 

Address: 304 S. Broadway, Suite 400 

City/State/Zip: Los Angeles, CA 90013 

For SCH Use Only: 

Date Received at SCH __________ _ 

Date Review Starts ___________ _ 

Date to Agencies ____________ _ 

Date to SCH _____________ _ 

Clearance Date _____________ _ 

Notes: 



To: 

NOTICE OF PREPARATION 
AND PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING 

Subject: Notice of Preparation of Environmental Impact Report 

lead Agency: 
City of Pasadena, Planning and Permitting 
175 N. Garfield Avenue 
Pasadena, CA 91101 

Anne Hill, Planner 
(626) 744-6708 

Environmental Consultant: 
Cotton/ Bridges/ Associates 
747 East Green Street, Suite 300 
Pasadena, CA 91101-2119 

Laura Stetson, Project Manager 
(626) 304-0102 

The City of Pasadena will be the Lead Agency and will prepare an environmental impact report for the project 
identified below. The City needs to know the views of your agency regarding the scope and content of the 
environmental information relevant to your agency's statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed 
project. Your agency may need to use the EIR prepared by the City when considering your permit or other 
approval for the project. 

The project description, location, and the potential environmental effects are contained in the attached Initial 
Study. Due to the time limits mandated by State law, your response must be sent at the earliest possible date 
but not later than 30 days after receipt of this notice. 

Please send your response to Anne Hill at the address shown above. With any correspondence, please provide 
the name for a contact person in your agency. 

A public meeting to discuss the scope of the EIR will be conducted on Tuesday, April 24 at 6:30 p.m. The 
meeting will be held at 175 N. Garfield Avenue, Pasadena, in the first floor conference room. 

Project Title: Del Mar Station Mixed-Use Development 

Project location: North of Del Mar Boulevard, between Arroyo Parkway and Raymond Avenue in the 
City of Pasadena 

Project Description: Development of a transit-oriented, mixed-use development consisting of up to 349 
residential units, 20,000 square feet of commercial space, and a 1,500-space subterranean parking garage, with 
600 parking spaces dedicated for use by transit riders. The project will be built around the planned Blue Line 
Light Rail Del Mar Station. The project includes the adaptive reuse of the historic Santa Fe Railroad Depot 
building location on the site. 

(Signature) 
'4/5/01 

(Date) 
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Initial Study 

Del Mar Station 
Joint Development Project 

City of Pasadena 
Planning and Permitting Department 

175 North Garfield Avenue 
Pasadena! CA 91101 

Contact Person: 
Anne Hill, Planner 

(626) 7 44-6708 
ahill@ci.pasadena.ca. us 

Consultant to the Lead Agency: 
CSA, Inc. 

Urban Planning and Environmental Consulting 
747 East Green, Suite 300 

Pasadena, CA 91 101 

1258.00 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Project title: 

Lead agency name and address 

Contact person and phone number: 

Project location: 

Project sponsor's name and address: 

General Plan designation: 

Zoning: 

Description of project: 

Surrounding land uses and setting: 

Environmental Checklist Form 

Del Mar Station Joint Development Project 

City of Pasadena 
Planning and Permitting Department 
175 North Garfield Avenue 
Pasadena, CA 91 101 

Anne Hill, Planner 
(626) 7 44-6708 

240 South Raymond Avenue (Northwest corner of 
Del Mar Boulevard and Arroyo Parkway) 

Del Mar Station LLC 
304 S. Broadway, Suite 400 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 

Central District Specific Plan 
Santa Fe Transportation Center Subarea 

CD Central District Zone 
Subdistrict CD-9 

See page3 

See page 3 

1 o. Other public agencies whose approval is required: Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority 

Initial Study Checklist 
City of Pasadena 

State Office of Historic Preservation 

Los Angeles to Pasadena Metro Blue Line 
Construction Authority 

Del Mar Station Pro;ect 
April 5, 2001 



Environmental Factors Potentially Affected: 

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

D Aesthetics 

D Biological Resources 

D Hazards & Hazardous Materials 

D Mineral Resources 

D Public Services 

181 Utilities/Service Systems 

Determination: 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

□Agriculture Resources 181Air Quality 

181cultural Resources □Geology/Soils 

D Hydrology/Water Quality 181 Land Use/Planning 

181 Noise 181 Population/Housing 

D Recreation 181 Transportation/Traffic 

181 Mandatory Findings of Significance 

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

D I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will 
not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed 
to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

181 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

D I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially significant 
unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed 
in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by 
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be 
addressed. 

D I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because 
all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards. and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to 
that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are 
imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

Signature 

A \l\ne lli \\ 
Printed Name 

Initial Study Checklist 

City of Pasadena 

4/5/01 
Date 

2 Def Mar Station Project 
April 5, 2001 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Project Description: 
The proposed project is the development of a mixed-use residential . retail commercial, and transit project on 
the site of the historic Santa Fe Railroad Depot in the City of Pasadena. The project is envisioned as a 
transit-oriented development that incorporates the planned Blue Line Del Mar Station light rail stop 
improvements to be completed by the Los Angeles to· Pasadena Metro Blue Line Construction Authority 
Development proposed in five new buildings surrounding the transit stop includes residential apartments. 
local and transit-serving retail. and restaurant uses, with subterranean and surface parking provided on site 
to serve the residential and commercial uses, as well as transit riders. As part of the project. the project 
applicant proposes to relocate the existing Santa Fe Railroad Depot building to the center of the site and 
restore the building for use by retail businesses and restaurants. (The applicant currently is in the process of 
gaining the City permits required to allow the depot to be moved to Central Park, across the street from the 
project site. for temporary storage.) The depot will be restored in conformance the Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings. 

The proposed development project consists of up to six buildings: five new multi-story buildings adjacent to 
the planned rail right-of-way and the relocated historic depot building. Together. these buildings will contain 
up to 349 residential apartment units and up to 20,000 square feet of retail/restaurant space. Uses within the 
depot building will be limited to commercial businesses. Parking will be provided primarily in a three-level 
subterranean parking structure containing a maximum of 1,500 spaces. 600 of which will be dedicated to 
transit users. 

The Blue Line tracks (running north-south) divide the project site into two halves, with the Del Mar Station 
platforms to be located at the north end of the site. The development plan calls for a large open plaza on 
the west side of the tracks, in front of the historic depot building, to unify the development and 
accommodate pedestrian movement between retail uses, the apartments. and train station entrances. 

Discretionary actions required for the project to proceed include: 

• Variances to allow the new buildings to exceed the building height limit, building story limit, and 
minimum setback requirements along the Raymond Avenue frontage; 

• Certificate of Appropriateness for adaptive reuse of the historic depot; 

• Design review approval; 

• Approval of a Development Agreement; and 

• Other entitlements required for future individual commercial uses. 

As part of the project, the applicant will be remediating the site to ensure removal of hazardous materials. 
Asbestos and other hazardous materials in the depot building are in the process of being removed. 

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: 
Currently. the site is largely vacant, except for the 6,200-square-foot Santa Fe Railroad Depot building (circa 
1935) located toward the north end of the property. The paved south end has been leased on a temporary 
basis for vehicle parking. Old railroad tracks lie within the rail right-of-way traversing the site, although these 
tracks are in the process of being removed to facilitate construction of the Blue Line light rail system through 
Pasadena In anticipation of Blue Line construction, the Los Angeles to Pasadena Metro Blue Line 
Construction Authority has established temporary construction trailers on the site and has fenced a portion 
of the property to prevent trespass. 

Properties surrounding the project site support a diverse mix of uses. Immediately to the west. across 
Raymond Avenue, is Pasadena's Central Park, which contains a playground, a lawn bowling facility, and 
extensive grass area. Properties immediately to the north support destination-retail businesses, a large, 
historic residential hotel (the Green Hotel), and a mini-warehouse/public storage facility. Old Pasadena - a 

Initial Study Checklist 3 Del Mar Station Project 
City of Pasadena April 5, 2001 



dense, mixed-use urban district with shops, businesses, restaurants, and residential uses - lies just beyond, 

north of Green Street. 

East of the project site, across Arroyo Parkway, development consists primarily of low-scale and mid-rise 
ottice buildings and buildings housing service commercial uses. To the south, across Del Mar Boulevard, 
uses include low-intensity retail, office, and industrial businesses. Del Mar Boulevard provides direct access 
to the 1-21 O and SR-134 freeways. All streets serving the project and project area are fully improved public 
streets and integral parts of Pasadena's road network. 
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Environmental Issue: 

1. Land Use And Planning. Would the project: 

(a) Physically divide an established community? 

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

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

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

□ 

□ 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

□ 

□ 

□ 

Less Than 
Significant No 

Impact Impact 

□ 

□ □ 

□ 

a. Existing uses on the project site include the Santa Fe Railroad Depot building, a temporary parking lot, 
and railroad right-of-way for the future Blue Line light Rail tracks and Del Mar Station. The site lies on 
the edge of Pasadena' s Old Pasadena Historic District and is considered part of that neighborhood. 
Construction of the project will unify the neighborhood and create a defined edge where a vacant lot 
currently exists. The project will accommodate pedestrian linkages between Arroyo Parkway and 
Raymond Avenue, and will work to incorporate the site into the existing urban fabric. Therefore, the 
project will not divide any established community and is expected to be beneficial by integrating the 
site with surrounding development. No impact will result (or impact will be beneficial). This issue will 
not be discussed in the EIR. 

b. The project is consistent with adopted General Plan and zoning land use designations but requires 
several variances from Zoning Ordinance requirements. Although impacts are expected to be less than 
significant or beneficial, issues of consistency with adopted plans and policies and land use 
compatibility will be analyzed in the EIR. 

c. No habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan applies to the site. No impact will 
result, and this issue will not be discussed in the EIR. 

2. Population And Housing. Would the project: 

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

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

(c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating 
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
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Impact Impact 

a. The project will result in increased residential population and economic activity on the site. Since this 
increase is considered consistent with existing City and regional policies regarding population and 
businesses, this effect will not be examined in the EIR. Although the project is located in a dense 
urban environment served by existing infrastructure, the potential exists for the project to induce some 
growth through redevelopment of nearby areas at higher densities consistent existing zoning. This 

issues will be examined in the EIR. 

band c. No housing is located on the project site, nor does the site accommodate people. Therefore, the 
project will not result in construction of replacement housing elsewhere. No impact will result, and this 
issue will not be discussed in the EIR. 

3. Geology And Soils. Would the project: 

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

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

(ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 

(iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

(iv) Landslides? 

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

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

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

(e)Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use 
of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal 
systems where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of waste water? 
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Environmental Issue: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant No 

Impact Impact 

a. The site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone and no known faults cross the site (Converse 
Consultants, December 2000). The nearest known fault is the Raymond Fault Special Study Zone, 
located approximately 1.5 miles north of the site. The Raymond Fault is considered to be active, and 
the site would be subject to strong ground shaking in the event of an earthquake. Compliance with 
Uniform Building Code Seismic Zone 4 requirements will ensure that proposed structures can 
withstand the expected worst-case seismic ground shaking. The City's plan check and inspection 
procedures will ensure that the project is constructed according to these standards. 

The soils on the site are generally dense and not susceptible to liquefaction during ground shaking. 
The State of California Seismic Hazards Map for Pasadena (California Division of Mines and Geology, 
Pasadena Quadrangle, 1999) indicates that the site is not subject to seismically induced liquefaction or 
landslides. This is verified in the Geotechnical lmestigation Update Report prepared for the project by 
Converse Consultants (December 20, 2000). Groundwater levels in the project vicinity historically have 
been around 100 feet below the ground surface, minimizing potential for liquefaction. The footings for 
the lowest level of the parking structure will not extend more than 75 feet below grade. Potential 
impacts for seismic hazards and landslides will be less than significant. and these issues will not be 
discussed in the EIR. 

b. Most of the project site currently is covered by structures and/or pavement. The project will replace 
this development with new structures and/or pavement, such that the project will not result in a 
substantial change in the site's impermeable surface area. Thus, no substantial change in runott from 
the site is expected. On-site stormwater runoff controls will be modified to accommodate the new 
development to direct stormwater to local and regional stormwater facilities. Also, per Order WQ 2000-
11 of the State Water Resources Control Board, the developer will be required to incorporate into the 
project Best Management Practices (BMPs) to control storm water runoff. Therefore, over the long-run. 
the project will not result in substantial erosion or loss of topsoil. 

During construction. the site will be graded extensively to construct the subterranean parking garage. 
Exposed soils may be carried by stormwater into local and regional waterways. To control dust per 
South Coast Air Quality Management District requirements, the site will be watered regularly. This 
watering likewise may carry exposed soils away from the site. However. the applicant will be required 
to comply with standard City and Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board requirements to 
limit erosion during construction (refer to item 4.a). Compliance with these existing standard 
regulations will ensure a less-than-significant impact, and this issue will not be discussed in the EIR. 

c. According to the geotechnical investigation (Converse Consultants, December 2000) prepared for the 
applicant. on-site soils are not considered unstable and/or subject to landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. If unsuitable fills are discovered during excavation, the geologist 
recommends that these fills be removed and replaced and/or compacted appropriately. During 
excavation of the subterranean parking, shoring is recommended to provide support for exposed soils. 
The applicant has agreed to implement all of the measures recommended in the Converse report. The 
standard plan check and inspection procedures will ensure that the project is constructed according to 
these requirements. The impact will be less than significant, and no discussion in the EIR will be 
provided. 
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d. According to the geotechnical investigation (Converse Consultants, December 2000) prepared for the 
applicant, the predominantly sand, silty sand and sandy silt native soils are generally dense and stiff. 
These soils have a very low expansion potential according to the UBC. Therefore, no special design or 
construction will be necessary. Impact will be less than significant, and the EIR will not analyze this 
issue. 

e. The project site is served by sewers, and no septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems 
will be required. No impact will result, and no discussion in the EIR is necessary. 

4. Hydrology And Water Quality. Would the project: 

(a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements? 

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

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

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

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

(f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 

(g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation 
map? 

(h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures 
which would impede or redirect flood flows? 
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Environmental Issue: 

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

U) Inundation of seiche. tsunami. or mudflow? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

□ 

□ 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

□ 

□ 

Less Than 
Significant No 

Impact Impact 

□ 181 

□ 181 

a. The project will replace structures and pavement with new structures and pavement. Thus, the project 
is not anticipated to substantially increase runoff from the site. City Public Works staff indicates that 
existing stormwater facilities are considered adequate to convey site runoff to local and regional 
stormwater facilities. 

The project does not include any unusual uses that might discharge unusual pollutants. such as 
industrial or manufacturing uses. However, in the long term, leaking automobile and truck fluids, trash, 
disturbed soils, and other contaminants could be carried away from parking lots and other hard 
surfaces by stormwater into local and regional waterways. In the short-term, water used to control dust 
during grading and construction. as well as stormwater, could carry construction debris, spilled fluids 
(including petroleum products from construction vehicles), and disturbed soils into local and regional 
waterways. 

Water quality in Pasadena is regulated by the State of California Water Quality Control Board (WQCB), 
Los Angeles Region (Region 4). The County of Los Angeles issues permits to cities to discharge 
stormwater runoff under National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit CAS614001, 
issued by the woes. The woes requires all discretionary projects, such as this project. to 
incorporate features to filter or retain the first ¾-inch of stormwater on-site. Since most pollutants are 
carried away by the first¾ inch of rainfall, this requirement will ensure that long-term impact is less 
than significant. Furthermore, the City requires that all projects submit a site drainage plan for review 
and approval by the Public Works and Transportation Department (Building Division) prior to issuance 
of building permits. This submittal must include use of Best Management Practices (BMPs) during 
construction to limit discharge of sediment and pollutants during construction and operation. Thus, 
existing standard requirements will ensure that impacts on water quality, both during construction and 
operation, are less than significant. Furthermore, incorporation of modern water quality control 
measures are expected to result in a beneficial effect. This issue will not be analyzed in the EIR. 

b. The project will result in an in increase water consumption because existing uses on the site use very 
little water (for landscape irrigation) . Sources of City water include groundwater and imported water 
from the Metropolitan Water District (MWD). The project is not anticipated to result in the need for 
additional groundwater pumping since the City purchases water supplies from MWD and does not 
plan to increase groundwater pumping to accommodate increases in City-wide demand for water (City 
of Pasadena, December 2000). The site is already largely paved, so there will be no significant 
reduction in groundwater recharge. Excavation of the parking garage is not expected to affect 
groundwater (Converse Consultants, December 2000). Impact will be less than significant, and no 
discussion of project effects on groundwater will be provided in the EIR. 

c. As discussed under item a above, the project will not result in a substantial increase in runoff from the 
site. No rivers or streams are located in the vicinity. Incorporation of modern water quality control 
measures are expected to result in a beneficial effect over the long term by reducing sediments flowing 
from the site by stormwater runoff (refer to item a). Standard City requirements to submit a site 
drainage plan prior to issuance of building permits will ensure that construction impacts are minimized. 
Impact will be less than significant or beneficial, and this issue will not be discussed in the EIR. 
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d. As discussed under item a above , the project is not expected to substantially change stormwater flows 
from the site. No rivers or streams are located in the vicinity. Thus, the project is not anticipated to 
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on­
or off-site. Impact will be less than significant, and no analysis of this issue will be provided in the EIR 

e and f. As discussed under items a through d above, the project is expected to result in less-than­
significant and/or beneficial effects in regards to stormwater flows and water quality. Therefore, these 
issues will not be analyzed in the EIR. 

g through j. The project site is not located within a 100-year flood zone or any other flood zone (City of 
Pasadena General Plan) . Thus, the project will not place housing or structures within any 100-year 
flood zone. No levees or dams are located uphill from the project site: therefore, the project site will 
not be exposed to seiche and/or flooding due to a failure of a dam or levee. Pasadena is not subject 
to tsunami hazards. No hills or unstable lands are located in the vicinity, and no mudflows affecting 
the site are expected. No potential impacts in regards to these issues are anticipated, and no 
discussion in the EIR is necessary. 

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

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

(b)Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

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

(d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

(e)Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people? 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ □ 

□ □ 

□ □ 

□ □ 

□ □ 

□ 

a through d. The site is located within the South Coast Air Basin, which continues to exceed federal and 
State ambient air quality standards for ozone and particulate matter (PM10). The project will result in 
increased vehicle trips and construction activities that may contribute to these violations. Potentially, 
congestion due in part to project traffic could contribute to carbon monoxide (CO) hotspots at 
intersections adjacent to sensitive receptors. Project construction is expected to occur simultaneously 
with construction of the Blue Line light rail. Thus, cumulative impacts are of concern. The project will 
include residences, which are sensitive to CO hotspots. These issues, as well as project consistency 
with the Air Quality Management Plan, will be analyzed in the EIR. 
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e. The project is not anticipated to include any uses associated with odor complaints (South Coast Air 
Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Handbook and Update, Figure 5-5). All trash 
receptacles will be properly enclosed and maintained according to City and District policies. 
Emissions of odorous gasses (such as from HVAC equipment) must be in compliance with SCAOMD 
and City standards. Impact will be less than significant, and this issue will not be discussed in the EIR. 

6. Transportation/traffic. Would the project: 

(a)Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in 
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the 
street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in 
either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to 
capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at 
intersections)? 

(b)Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of 
service standard established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or 
highways? 

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

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

(e)Result in inadequate emergency access? 

(f) Result in inadequate parking capacity? 

(g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or program 
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus 
turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

□ 

□ 

□ 
□ 

□ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ 

□ □ 

□ □ 
□ □ 

□ □ 

a and b. The project will generate new vehicle trips that may impact intersections and/or street segments in 
the project vicinity, including possibly roadways included in the Los Angeles County Congestion 
Management Plan. Given that project construction may coincide with Blue Line light rail construction 
and given that substantial new development could occur on the nearby Ambassador College site and 
throughout Old Pasadena, cumulative impacts are potentially significant. This issue will be analyzed 

in the EIR. 

c. The project site is not located in the vicinity of any airport. Due to the relatively low height of buildings 
proposed (i.e., up to six stories), the project is not expected to affect air traffic passing over the site. 
The project will result in new residences and businesses in Pasadena; however, this increase will be 
relatively small on a regional scale and will not result in substantial increases in air traffic to the region. 
Impact will be less than significant, and no d iscussion of this issue will be included in the EIR. 
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d. The project site is located in a dense urban environment with a well-established street system. The 
project will not introduce any uses not found elsewhere in the vicinity or unusual within urban areas. 
The presence of the Blue Line light rail through the project site represents a public safety issue 
However, all vehicle and pedestrian crossings will be required to comply with design and operational 
requirements of the State Public Utilities Commission. Such compliance and review by responsible 
agencies will minimize risk related to the light rail operations. Impact will be less than significant. 
These issues will not be discussed in the EIR. 

e. The project site is served by existing streets, and the project will not block access to any of these 
streets. The project will comply with all Building, Fire, and Safety Codes, and plans will be reviewed by 
the City's Public Works and Transportation Department (Building Division), as well as the Fire 
Department Compliance with these standard existing requirements will ensure a less-than-significant 
impact, and no discussion in the EIR will be provided. 

f. The project will provide up to 1,500 spaces in the subterranean parking structure, 600 of which will be 
dedicated for use by transit riders. This number exceeds the parking requirements of the City's 
Zoning Ordinance. The applicant will submit a detailed parking plan, which will be reviewed by the 
Public Works and Transportation Department (Transportation Division) for approval prior to issuance of 
building permits. Compliance with these standard existing requirements will ensure a less-than­
significant impact, and no discussion in the EIR is necessary. 

g. The project implements adopted policies, plans, and programs that support alternative transportation 
by integrating the uses with the Blue Line light rail station, and by providing 600 spaces for transit 
riders. 

7. Biological Resources. Would the project: 

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

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

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

(d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors. or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites? 

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

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

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

□ 

□ 

□ 

Less Than 
Significant 

With Less Than 
Mitigation Significant No 

Incorporated Impact Impact 

□ □ 

□ □ 

□ □ 

a through f. The project site is located in a densely urbanized environment and currently is developed with 
structures and pavement. No native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or native wildlife nursery sites are known to be located within or adjacent to 
the site. No known species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game (COFG) or 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) live, forage, or visit the site. No riparian habitat or other 
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by CDFG or 
USFWS exist on the site. No federally protected wetlands (as defined by Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act), wildlife nurseries, wildlife corridors, natural communities, or habitats exist on the site. The 
site is not included in any habitat conservation plan, and no local policies regarding biological 
resources are applicable to the site. No impact on biological resources is expected; thus, this issue 
will not be discussed in the EIR. 

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

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

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

c) Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland, to a non-agricultural use? 

Initial Study Checklist 
City of Pasadena 

15 

□ □ 

□ □ 

□ □ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

Def Mar Station Project 
April 5. 2001 



Environmental Issue: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Them 
Significant 

Wrth 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant No 

Impact Impact 

a through c. The project site is localed in a heavily urbanized area of the City of Pasadena The site has no 
special status as farmland. No Williamson Act contract applies to the site. No agricultural operations 
are located on the site nor in the vicinity of the project. Thus, the project will not result in conversion of 
farmland to nonagricultural use, either directly or indirectly. No impact will result, and this issue will not 
be discussed in the EIR. 

9. Mineral Resources. Would the project: 

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

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

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

The project site is not known to contain mineral resources of value to the region and/or State residents 
(State Division of Mines and Geology mineral resource maps, Pasadena Quadrangle). No land use plan, 
including the City's General Plan and/or the Central District Specific Plan, delineates the site as a locally 
important mineral resource recovery site. No impact will result, and this issue will not be addressed in the 
EIR. 

10. Hazards And Hazardous Materials. Would the project: 

(a)Create a significant hazard to the public or the 

□ □ □ environment through the routine transport, use, or 
d isposal of hazardous materials? 

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

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

(d) Be located on a sile which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 

□ □ □ Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

(e) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 

□ □ □ would the project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area? 
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Environmental Issue: 

(f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

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

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

□ 

□ 

Less Than 
Significant 

Wrth 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

□ 

□ 

Less Than 
Significant No 

Impact Impact 

181 □ 

□ 

a. The project will include residential and commercial uses typical to urban settings. No unusual uses 
that might involve the handling of unusual hazardous materials are proposed. Use of hazardous 
materials will be limited to common commercial cleansers, fertilizers, pesticides. and herbicides. City, 
State, and federal agencies regulate the use, transport, and disposal of such materials. These rules 
and regulations are considered adequate to ensure a less-than-significant impact, and this issue will 
not be addressed in the EIR. 

band d. The project site is contaminated by past uses on the site (Converse Consultants, September 
2000). Asbestos, lead-based paint, and polychlorinated byphenyls (PCB) light ballast (in the train 
depot building) removal will be undertaken prior to the temporary removal of the depot building. 
Previously unidentified pockets of contamination and railroad ties may be discovered during 
construction. Such contamination will be remediated according to standard City, State, and federal 
regulations. For example, asbestos removal is regulated by the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District (SCAQMD) under Rule 1403 (Asbestos Emissions from Demolition/Renovation Activities) . These 
standard regulations are considered adequate to control the release of hazardous materials into the 
environment, and the impact is anticipated to be less than significant. Therefore, these issues will not 
be discussed in the EIR. 

c. No public schools are located within ¼-mile of the site. The project will include residential and 
commercial uses typical to urban settings. No unusual uses that might handle unusual hazardous 
materials are proposed. No impact will result, and no discussion in the EIR will be provided. 

e and f. No public or private airport is located within two miles of the project site. No airport land use plan 
applies to the site. No impact in regards to aircraft hazards will result, and no discussion of this issue in the 
EIR is necessary. 

g. The project site is served by existing streets, and the project will not block access to any of those 
streets. No effect on emergency evacuation or emergency evacuation plans is anticipated. The 
project will comply with all Building, Fire, and Safety Codes, and plans will be reviewed by the City's 
Public Works and Transportation Department (Building Division) , as well as the Fire Department. 
Compliance with existing requirements will ensure a less-than-significant impact, and no discussion in 
the EIR will be provided. 

h. The project site is located in a dense urban setting. No wildlands are located within the vicinity of the 
site. No impact will result, and no analysis in the EIR is necessary. 
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Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially With Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No 

Environmental Issue: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact 

11 . Noise. Would the project result in: 

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

(b)Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive D □ □ 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

(c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
D □ □ levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 

without the project? 

(d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
~ D □ □ ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 

existing without the project? 

(e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 

□ D □ miles of a public airport or public use airport, would 
the project expose people residing or working in the 
project area to excessive noise levels? 

(0 For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
□ D □ would the project expose people residing or working in 

the project area to excessive noise levels? 

a through d. The project will result in increased noise from on-site activities, project traffic, and 
construction, and will contribute to cumulative impacts. These issues will be analyzed in the EIR. 

e and f. The project site is not located within an airport land use plan, within two miles of a public airport or 
public use airport, or within the vicinity of a private airstrip. No impact will result, and the EIR will not 
discuss issues related to airport noise. 

12. Public Services 

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

Fire protection? 

Police protection? 

Schools? 
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Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially With Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No 

Environmental Issue: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact 

Parks? □ □ 181 □ 
Other public facilities? □ □ 181 □ 

The project includes residences and commercial uses that will result in increased demand for fire and 
police protection, schools, and parks. With regard to fire protection, a City fire station is located within one­
quarter mile of the project, on Fair Oaks Avenue. Both fire and police services are reviewed by the City 
annually to ensure that services meet demand. This project will not require the construction of a new fire 
station or police substation to serve anticipated needs. 

With regard to schools, the 349 residential units could generate up to 140 school children, based on a 
generation factor of 0.4 students per unit (Pasadena Unified School District). Per PUSD requirements, the 
applicant will pay school impact fees of $1 .93 per square foot for each residential unit and $0.31 per square 
foot for commercial uses. Per SB 50 (and Proposition 1A), payment of school fees mitigates project 
impact. 

Central Park lies across Raymond Avenue from the project site. New residents from the project and 
potentially transit users can be expected to utilize park facilities. Given that Central Park currently 
experiences a low level of average daily use, increased use resulting from the project is not expected to 
impact this resource. 

The project will result in incremental increases in demand for other public facilities, such as libraries. The 
increased need for road maintenance will result not only from project traffic, but also from traffic to and from 
the transit station. However, the projected revenue to the City derived from impact fees, increased property 
taxes, sales taxes, and development fees will allow maintenance to be continued. Impact will be less than 
significant. 

13. Utilities and service systems. Would the project: 

(a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the □ applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? □ □ 

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

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

(d)Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 

□ □ □ project from existing entitlements and resources, or 
are new or expanded entitlements needed? 

(e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider which serves or may serve the project that it 

181 □ □ □ has adequate capacity to serve the project's projected 
demand in addition to the provider's existing 
commitments? 
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Environmental Issue: 

(n Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity 
to accommodate the project's solid waste disposal 
needs? 

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

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

181 

□ 

Less Than 
Significant 

Wrth 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

□ 

□ 

Less Than 
Significant No 

Impact Impact 

□ □ 

□ 181 

a. The project will include residential and commercial development typical of urban settings. The project 
does not include any unusual uses that might generate wastes requiring alternative treatment 
approaches. Impact will be less than significant, and no discussion in the EIR will be provided. 

b. Sewage generated in Pasadena is treated at regional facilities operated by the Sanitation Districts of 
Los Angeles County (Districts). Pasadena is part of County Sanitation District No. 16. Waste 
generated within District No. 16 is transported via regional sewer lines to large treatment plants 
located in Carson. Industry, Cerritos, and South El Monte. The design capacities of these and other 
facilities operated by the Districts is based upon regional growth forecasts provided by the Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG). SCAG's projections, in turn. are based on the general 
plans of all cities and counties within the six-County SCAG region. This project is consistent with the 
Pasadena General Plan. Thus, future sewage generation associated with the project has been 
factored into regional plans and long-range sewage treatment demand projections. The developer 
will be required to pay sewer system connection fees that help finance regional facilities Impact will 
be less than significant. 

c. The project will replace existing structures and pavement with new structures and pavement. 
Because the project will not create a substantial amount of new impervious surfaces, the project is not 
anticipated to substantially increase runoff from the site. The site is an urban area with a fully 
developed stormwater control system. Existing stormwater facilities are adequate to convey site runoff 
to local and regional stormwater facilities. Impact will be less than significant, and no discussion in 
the EIR is necessary. 

d. The project will result in an incremental increase in water demand within Pasadena. The Pasadena 
Power and Water Department (PWD) obtains water from local groundwater sources in the Raymond 
Basin, as well as basin replenishment supplies from the Metropolitan Water District. The PWD 
continually maintains basin levels via spreading ponds, with current efforts underway to increase 
recharge capabilities within the Hahamongna area. The City's long-range projections for water 
demand and long-term recharge strategies are based upon General Plan land use policy. This project 
is consistent with the Pasadena General Plan. Thus, future water consumption associated with the 
project has been factored into the City's long-range projections. Impact will be less than significant, 
and no discussion in the EIR is necessary. 

e. The project will result in increased wastewater flows. City Public Works staff indicates that the project 
is in a sewer service area with potential capacity deficiencies, namely at kroyo Parkway/California 
Boulevard and Raymond Avenue/California Boulevard. This issue will be addressed in the EIR. 

f. The project will result in increased solid waste and hazardous waste generation. Landfill space for 
these types of waste is constrained in Los Angeles County. This issue will be discussed in the EIR. 

g. The City has adopted a Solid Source Reduction Recycling Plan and operates an active solid waste 
recycling program The project will also comply with all federal, State, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste. Impact will be less than significant. 
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Environmental Issue: 

14. Aesthetics. Would the project: 

{a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

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

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

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

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

Less Than 
Significant 

With Less Than 
Mitigation Significant No 

Incorporated Impact Impact 

□ □ 181 

□ □ 181 

□ □ 

□ □ 

a and c. The project site does not afford scenic vistas. Views of the mountains to the north generally are 
obscured by development north of the site. Currently the site is largely vacant, with large expanses of 
paved parking areas and landscaped areas that are minimally maintained. The historic depot is visible 
from Raymond Avenue, Del Mar Boulevard, and Arroyo Parkway. View of the depot from Raymond 
Avenue will be retained, and overall site aesthetics will be enhanced by the development project. 
Impact will be less than significant, and no discussion in the EIR is necessary. 

b. The project site is not located along or within the viewshed of a State scenic highway. No impact will 
result, and no discussion in the EIR will be provided. 

d. The project will create new sources of nighttime light associated with security lighting and interior 
illumination within buildings. Building surfaces will consist largely of stucco, concrete, and similar non­
reflective surfaces. As part of the design review process, the City's Design Commission will review 
lighting plans and impose conditions or design changes to minimize the degree to which lights impact 
adjacent properties. No land uses sensitive to light surround the site. Thus, impact will be less than 
significant. 

15. Cultural Resources. Would the project: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of a historical resource as defined in § 15064.5? 

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

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

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries? 
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Environmental Issue: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant No 

Impact Impact 

a. The Santa Fe Railroad Depot is listed on the National Register of Historic Places as a contributing 
element of the Old Pasadena National Register Historic District. Potential project effects associated 
with relocating the station and adaptive reuse, as well as how the project fits within the context of the 
Old Pasadena Historic District, will be examined in the EIR. 

b through d. Project plans include grading to excavate the subterranean parking structure. On-site soils 
have been extensively disturbed by past human activities on the site. No known archaeological or 
paleontological resources exist on the site. No human remains are known to exist on the site. In the 
extremely unlikely event that such resources are uncovered, compliance with the CEQA Guidelines 
(Section 15064.5) will ensure a less-than-significant impact. These issues will not be discussed in the 
EIR 

Underlying soils consist largely of alluvium. Excavations associated with prior projects in the area have 
not resulted in encounters with fossil-bearing formations. Thus, the likelihood of paleontological 
resources existing at the site is considered low. Impact will be less than significant. 

16. Recreation 

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

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

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

a and b. Only private recreation facilities for apartment residents are included in the project. As discussed 
in item 12 (Public Services) above, new residents from the project and potentially transit users can be 
expected to utilize park facilities. Given that Central Park currently experiences a low level of average daily 
use, increased use resulting from the project is not expected to impact this resource. 

17. Mandatory Findings of Significance 

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

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

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

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

□ 

□ 

Less Than 
Significant No 

Impact Impact 

□ □ 

□ □ 

a. As discussed in this Checklist, the project does not contain any unique biological resources or habitat 
given its location within a densely populated urban area. Thus, the project does not have the potential 
to substantially reduce the habitat of any fish or wildlife species, cause any fish or wildlife population to 
drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate any plant or animal community, reduce the 
number or restrict the range of any rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important examples 
of major periods of California prehistory. These issues will not be discussed in the EIR. 

With regard to historic resources, the project has the potential to affect a historic building and a historic 
district, although the building will not be eliminated. The depot will be restored consistent with the 
Secretary of the Interior's Standards. 

b. The project's contribution to potential cumulative impacts will be discussed in the EIR. 

c. The EIR will analyze the project's potential to cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly, for those issue areas identified in this Checklist as potentially significant. 
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Notes and References 

Ambassador Campus Development Plan, Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report. City of 
Pasadena. State Clearinghouse No. 2000041069. December 2000. 

City of Pasadena Comprehensive General Plan, as amended. City of Pasadena. 1994. 

City of Pasadena Zoning Ordinance. 

Pasadena, City of. 2000 Urban Water Management Plan. December 2000 

South Coast Air Quality Management District. CEQA Air Quality Handbook and Update. 1993. 

South Coast Air Quality Management District. Rule 1403 -Asbestos Emissions from Demolition/Renovation 
Activities. 

Urban Partners. Geotechnical Investigation Update Report for Proposed Pasadena Del Mar Station 
Development North Side of Del Mar Boulevard between Raymond and Arroyo Parkway Pasadena. California. 
Prepared by Converse Consultants (Project No. 00-31-235-01). December 20, 2000. 

Urban Partners. Report Review Del Mar Station Pasadena California. Prepared by Converse Consultants 
(Project No. 00-41-275-01 ). September 2000. 
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Lead Agency 

City of Pasadena 
Planning and Permitting Division 
175 North Garfield Avenue 
Pasadena, CA 91101 

Contact: 
Voice: 
Email: 

Anne Hill, Planner 
(626) 7 44-6708 
ahill@ci.pasadena.ca. us 

Consultant to the Lead Agency 

CSA. Inc. 
Urban Planning and Environmental Consulting 
747 East Green Street. Suite 300 
Pasadena, CA 91101 

Principal-in-Charge: 
Project Manager: 
Environmental Planner: 
Graphics Technician: 

Voice: 
Fax: 
Email: 
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Donald A. Cotton, AICP 
Laura Stetson, AICP 
Jennifer Suvari, AICP 
Brian Boecking 

(626) 304-0102 
(626) 304-0402 
cba@pacbell.net 
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APPENDIX B: 
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ST A TE OF C ALIFOR."1A-BUSfNESS TRANS PORT A TION AND HOUSING AGENCY GREY DA VlS, Govemor 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT 7. ADVANCE PLANNING 
!GR OFFICE 1-I 0C 
120 SO. SPRING ST. 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 
TEL: (2 13) 897-6536 ATSS: 8- 647-6536 
FAX: (2 13)897-8906 
E-mail: : Ncrses Yerjanian1Mot. ca.go\' 

Ms. Ann Hill 
Planning Department 
City of Pasadena 
175 N. Garfield Ave. 
Pasadena, CA. 9110 l 

April 27, 2001 

Dear Ms. Hill: 

RE: IGR/CEQA 010455NY 
Notice of Preparation 
Del Mar Station Joint Development 
SCH# 2001041041 
LA/210/24.96 

Thank you for including the California Department ofTransponation (Caltrans) in the 
environmental review process for Del Mar Station Joint Development. 

Based on the information received, and to assist us in our effons to completely evaluate 
and assess the impacts of this project on the State T~nation System, a traffic study 
in advance of the DEIR should be prepared to analyze the following infonnation: 

1. Assumptions and methods used to develop trip generation/distribution, 
percentages and assignments. 

2. An analysis of ADT, AM, and PM peak-hour volumes for both the 
existing and future conditions. This should include Route 210 
crossroads, and controlling intersections. 

3. This analysis should include project traffic, cumulative traffic generated 
for all approved developments in the area, Interchange Utilization (I.C.U.) 
and Level of Service (LOS) of affected freeway ramp intersections on 
the State Highway indicating existing+ project(s) + other projects 
LOS (existing and future). 



Ms. Hill April 27, 2001 

4. Discussion of mitigation measures appropriate to alleviate anticipated 
traffic impacts. These mitigation discussions should include, but not be 
limited to, the following: 

o financing 
o scheduling considerations 
o implementation responsibilities 
o monitoring plan 

5. Developer' s percent share of the cost, as well as a plan ofrealistic 
mitigation measures under the control of the developer should be 
addressed. Any assessment fees for mitigation should be of such 
proportion as to rover mainline highway deficiencies that occur 
as a result of the additional traffic generated by the project. 

We look forward to reviewing the DEIR. We expect to receive a copy from the 
State Clearinghouse. However, to expedite the review process, you may send two 
copies in advance to the undersigned at the following address: 

Stephen Buswell 
IGR/CEQA Program Manager 
Caltrans District 07 
Transportation Planning Office, 1-11 B 
120 S. Spring St., Los Angeles, CA 90012 

If you have any questions, please call Mr. Yerjanian at (213) 897-6536 and refer to 
IGR/CEQA010455NY. 

Sincerely, 

STEPHEN J. BUSWELL 
IGR/CEQA Program Manager 
Transportation Planning Office 
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~ T '· T E ,) r c \ L ! :: , ) ~ , ! \ 

Go\-e!"nor·s Office of Pl:innin~ and Rese:1.rch ,.__ 

St:1te Clearinghouse 
L, 

\ ,J'..i\ L 1J \l~ 

'.\"ocice of Preparation 

. .\.pnl I 0. 200 I 

To: Renewing Agencies 

Re: Del \far Scacion Jome Development ElR 
SCH# 20010➔ 1041 

Arcached for your review and comment is the :--iotice of Preparation (~OP) for the Del :\far Station Joint 
Development EIR draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 

)re,<:: :\1,,t:n 

DIR~CTOR 

Responsible agencies muse transmit their comments on the scope and content of the NOP. focusing on specific 
information related to their own starutory responsibility, within 30 davs of receipt of the '.'/OP from rhe Lead _.\.gencv. 
This is a courtesy notice provided by the State Clearinghouse with a reminder for you to comment in a timely 
manner. We encourage other agencies to also respond 10 this notice and express their concerns early in me 
environmental review process. 

Please direct your comments to: 

Anne Hill 
City of Pasadena 
175 N. Garfield Avenue 
Pasadena, CA 91101 

with a copy to the State Clearinghouse in the Office of Planning and Research. Please refer to the SCH number 
noted above in all correspondence concerning this project. 

If you have any questions about the environmental document review process, please call the State Clearinghouse at 
(916) 445-0613 . 

Sincerely, 

,,G~ 7~ 
Project Analyst, State Clearinghouse 

Attachments 
cc: Lead Agency 
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SCH# 2001041041 

Document Details Report 
State Clearinghouse Data Base 

Project Title Del Mar Station Joint Development EiR 
Lead Agency Pasadena, '::ty of 

Type NOP Notice of Preparation 

Description Development of a transit-oriented, mixed-use development consisting of up to 349 residential units, 

20,000 square feet of commercial space, and a 1,500-space subterranean parking garage, with 600 

parking spaces dedicated for use by transit riders. The project will be built around the planned Blue 

Line Light Rail Del.Mar Station. The project includes the adaptive reuse of the historic Santa Fe 

Railroad Depot building location on the site. 

Lead Agency Contact 
Name 

Agency 
Phone 
email 

Address 
City 

Anne Hill 
City of Pasadena 
626-744-6708 

175 N. Garfield Avenue 
Pasadena 

Project Location 
County Los Angeles 

City Pasadena 
Region 

Cross Streets 
Parcel No. 
Township 

Del Mar Boulevard and Arroyo Parkway 
5722-10-900,901 ,902,903,904,905 
1N Range 12w 

Proximity to: 
Highways 110 

Airports 
Railways Blue Line Light Rail (LACMTA) 

Waverly (private) 

Fax 

State CA Zip 91101 

Section Base Pasadena 

Waterways 
Schools 

Land Use Property is currently vacant. Site is zone CD-9 (Central Distict, Area 9) and has a general plan 

designation of Central District Specific Plan, Santa Fe Transportation Center Subarea. 

Project Issues Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Noise; Population/Housing Balance; Sewer Capacity; 

Traffic/Circulation; Landuse 

Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Conservation; Office of Historic Preservation; Department of Parks 

Agencies and Recreation; Department of Fish and Game, Region 5; Native American Heritage Commission; 
Public Utilities Commission; State Lands Commission; State Clearinghouse; Caltrans, District 7; 

Department of Housing and Community Development; California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, Division of 

Transportation Planning; Department of Toxic Substances Control; Regional Water Quality Control 

Board, Region 4 

Date Received 04/10/2001 Start of Review 04/10/2001 End of Review 05/09/2001 

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency. 
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Notice of Compietion 
SCH# 2 0 Q 1 Q 41 0 41 

•\tfai l ro· ,r:iie C!earin~house. 1400 Tenth Street. Sacramento. CA 9581-l 9 I 6i445-0613 

Project Title: Del Mar Station Joint Development EIR 
Lead Agency: Ci~· of Pasadena Contact Person: Anne Hill. Planner 
Street Address: 175 N. Garfield Avenue- Phone: 626.7.W.6i08 
City: Pasadena Zip: __ 9_,_I.._I 0"-1'--------- County: Los An2elc:s 

Project Location 
County: Los An2eles Ci1y/Nearest Community: -'-Pa""s"'a""deaan.;..;:a'-----------------
Cross StreetS: Del Mar Blvd. and Arrovo Parkwav Zip Code: _9_1_1_0_,_5 _____ Total Acres: -~"" .... I ___ _ 
Assessor's P;u-cel No.5722-10-900.901. 902- 903. 904_ 905 Section: _____ Twp. IN Range: .:.:12~W"-- Base: Pasadena 
Wi1hin 2 Miles: State Hwy#: 1 10 Walerways: ___ N ___ o""n""e ___________________ _ 

Airports: None Railways: Blue Line Li2ht Rail (LACMTA) Schools: Waverlv (private) 

Document Type 

CEQA: 181 NOP O Supplemental/Subsc:quent NEPA: 0 NOi Othtr: 0 Joint Document 
0 Early Cons O EIR (Prior SCH No.)______ 0 EA O Final Document 
0 Neg Dec O Other___________ 0 Draft EIS O O1hc:r ___ _ 

----Gorefi~~-----------------~s~----------
Local Action Type 

0 General Plan Update D Specific Plan O Rezone D Anne:-.ation 
D General Plan Amendment D Master Plan D Prezone D Redevelopment 
0 General Plan Element D Planned Unit Development O Use Permit D Coastal Permit 
D Community Plan 181 Site Plan D Land Division (Subdivision. D Other ________ _ 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _:_ ______ ba:cl.M.IJ1-T.i:ac~ap.cu:,) ___________ _ 

Development Type 

1111 Residential: Uniu 349 Aerts___ 0 Water Facilities: Type ____ ,\/GD ___ _ 
0 Office: Sq.ft-___ Aerts ___ Employees____ 0 Transportation: Type _________ _ 
181 Commercial: Sq.ft. 20.000 Aens ____ Employeu____ D Mining: Mineral ________ _ 
D Industrial: Sq.ft. ___ Acres ____ Employees____ □ Power. Type ____ Watts ___ _ 
D Educational ___________________ D Waste Treatment: r_~pe _________ _ 
0 Recreational ___________________ D Hazardous Waste: Type _________ _ 

----------------------e~~--------------
Proiect Issues Discussed in Document 

D Aesthetic/Visual D Flood Plain/Flooding D Schools/Universilies D Water Quality 
0 Agricultural Land D Forest Land/Fire Hazard D Septic Systems D Water Supply/Groundwater 
181 Air Quality D Geologic/Seismic IHI Sewer Capacity D Wetland/Riparian 
181 Archeological/Historical D Minerals D Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading D Wildlife 
0 Coastal Zone 181 Noise D Solid Waste D Growth Inducing 
0 Drainage/Absorption IHI Population/Housing Balance D Toxic/Hazardous IHI Land Use 
D Economic/Jobs D Public Services/Facililies IHI Traffic/Circulation O Cumulative Effects 
Q ~~ - - - - - - ..Q JwONtl~-1.s - - - -Q lkg@fa1ten- - - - - - - .Q Gw-1- - - - - - - -

Present Land Use/Zoning/General Plan Use: Property is currently vacant. Site is zone CD-9 (Central District. Area 9) and 
has a general plan designation of Central District Specific Plan. Santa Fe Transportation Cc:nter Subarea. 

Project Description: Development ofa transit-oriented. mixed-use development consisting ofup to 349 residential units. 20.000 
square feet of commen:ial space. and a 1.500-space sublerranean parking garage_ with 600 parking spaces dedicated for use by transit riders_ 
The project will be bu ill around the planned Blue Linc Light Rail Del Mar Station. The project includc:s the adaptive reuse of the historic 
Santa Fe Railroad Depot building location on the site. 

NOTE: Clc:aringhouse will assign identification numbc:rs for all new projc:cts. lfa SCH number already exists for a proj c:ct (c:.g. from a 
Notice: of Prepara1ion or prc:vious draft document). please fill it in. 
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Resources Agency 

■ Resource-. Agency 
Nadell Gavou 

0 Dept. of eoatlng & Waterways 
BIii Curry 

0 Callfornla Coastal 
Commission 
Elizabeth /\. Fuchs 

Im Dept. of Conservation 
Ken Trott 

0 Dept. of Forestry & Fire 
Protection 
Allen Robnrtson 

m Orllce of I llstorlc 
Preservation 
Hans Kreulzberg 

■ Dept of Parks & Recreation 
Resource Mgmt. Division 

0 Reclamation Board 
Pam Bruner 

0 S.F. Bay Conservation & 
Dev't. Comm. 
Sieve McAdam 

0 Resources Agency 
Nadell Gayou 
Dept. of Waler Resources 

Health & We_lrare 

0 Health & Welfare 
Wayne Hubbard 
Dept. of Health/Drinking Water 

Food & Agriculture 

D Food & Agriculture 
Tad Bell 
Dept. of Food and Agriculture 

Fish and Game 

0 Dept. of Fish & Game 
Scoll Flint 
Environmental Services Division 

0 Dept. of Fish & Game 
Donald Koch 
Region 1 

D Dept. of Fish & Gama 
Banky Curtis 
Region 2 

D Dept. of Fish & Game 
Robert Floerke 
Region 3 

D Dept. of Fish & Gama 
WIiiiam Laudermilk 
Reglon4 

)JI) Dept. of Fish & Game 1" Sandy Peterson 
Region 5, Habitat Conservation 
Program 

D Dept. of Fish & Game 
Gabrlna Gatchel 
Region 6, Habitat Conservation 
Program 

0 Dept. of Fish & Game 
Tammy Allen 
Region 6, Inyo/Mono, Habitat 
Conservation Program 

D Dept. of Fish & Game 
Tom Napoli 
Marine Region 

Independent Commissions 

0 California Energy Commission 
Environmental Office 

■ Native American Heritage 
Comm. 
Debbie Treadway 

II Public Utilities Commission 
Andrew Barnsdale 

■ Slate Landa Commission 
Betty Sliva 

■ Governo(s Office of Planning 
& Research 
Slate Clearinghouse Planner 

------l ') - '·) •1 _...,un., . .:--{ ~J , Y\y--.JC ~Cl~ 2 .. 1 °•1 /\...,_ -
0 Colorado River Board D Dept. of Transportation 

Gerald R. Zimmerman Chris Sayre 
District 10 

D Tahoe Regional Planning 
Agency (TRPA) 
Lyn Barnett 

0 Office of Emergency Services 
John Rowden, Manager 

0 Delta Protection Commission 
Debby Eddy 

0 Santa Monica Mountains 
Conservancy 
Paul Edelman 

Dept. of Transportation 

□ Dept. of Transportation 
IGR/Plannlng 
District 1 

D Dept. of Transportation 
Vicki Roe 
Local, Development Review, 
District 2 

0 Dept. of Transportation 
Jeff Pulverman 
District 3 

□ Dept. of Transportation 
Jean Finney 
Dlstrlct4 

0 Dept. of Transportation 
Lawrence Newland 
District 5 

0 Dept. of Transportation 
Marc Birnbaum 

l., District 6 

• Dept. of Transportation 
Slephen J. Buswell 
District 7 

0 Dept. of Transportation 
Mike Sim 
District 8 

0 Dept. of Transportation 
Caroline Yee for Kate Walton 
District 9 

D Dept. of Transportation 
Lou Salazar 
District 11 

0 Dept. of Transportation 
Alleen Kennedy 
Dlstrk;t 12 

Business, Trans & Housing 

ti Housing & Community Development 
Cathy Creswell 
Housing Polley Division 

0 Caltrans • Division of Aeronautics 
Sandy Hesnard 

II California Highway Patrol 
LI. D~nnls Brunette 
Offlco of Special Projects 

a Dept. of Transportation 
Ron Helgeson 
Caltr:1ns - Planning 

0 Dept. of General Services 
Robert Sleppy 
Environmental Services Section 

Air Resources Board 

0 Airport Projects 
Jim Lerner 

0 Transportallon Projects 
Ann Geraghty 

D Industrial Projects 
Mike Tollstrup 

0 Callfomla Integrated Waste 
Management Board 
Sue O'Leary 

D Stale Water Resources Control 
Board 
Diane Edwards 
Division of Clean Water Programs 

0 State Water Resources Control 
Board 
Greg Frantz 
Division of Water Quality 

0 State Water Resouces Control 
Board 
Mike Falkensleln 
Division of Water Rights 

II Dept. of Toxic Substances Control 
CEQA Tracking Center 

Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (RWQCB) 

□ RWQCB 
Cathleen Hudson 
North Coast Region (1) 

□ RWQCB 
Environmental Document 
Coordlnalor 
San Francisco Bay Region (2) 

□ RWQCB 
Central Coast Region (3) 

1B RWQCB 
Jonathan Bishop 
Los Angeles Region (4) 

□ RWQCB 
Central Valley Region (5) 

□ RWQCB 
Central Valley Region (5) 
Fresno Branch Office 

□ RWQCB 
Central Valley Region (5) 
Redding Branch Office 

□ RWQCB 
Lahontan Region (6) 

□ RWQCB 
Lahonlan Region (6) 
Vlctorville Branch Office 

0 RWQCB 
Colorado River Basin Region (7) 

□ RWQCB 
Santa Ana Region (8) 

□ RWQCB 
San Diego Region (9) 
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South Coast 
Air Quality Management District 

.t'f#ij·,,. 2 I 865 E. Copley Drive. Diamond Bar. CA 91765-4182 -===• (909) 396-2000 • http://www.aqmd.gov 

Ms. Anne Hill, Planner 
City of Pasadena 
Planning and Permitting 
175 N. Garfield Avenue 
Pasadena, CA 91101 

Dear Ms. Hill: 

April 11, 2001 

Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report 
Del Mar Station Mixed-Use Development 

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) appreciates the opportunity to 
comment on the-above-mentioned document. The AQMD's comments are recommendations 
regarding the analysis of potential air quality impacts from the proposed project that should be 
included in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 

Air Quality Analysis 
The AQMD adopted its California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Air Quality Handbook in 
1993 to assist other public agencies with the preparation of air quality analyses. The AQMD 
recommends that the Lead Agency use this Handbook as guidance when preparing its air quality 
analysis. Copies of the Handbook are available from the AQMD's Subscription Services 
Department by calling (909) 396-3720. 

The Lead Agency should identify any potential adverse air quality impacts that could occur from 
all phases of the project and all air pollutant sources related to the project Air quality impacts 
from both construction and operations should be considered. Construction-related air quality 
impacts typically include, but are not limited to, emissions from the use of heavy-duty equipment 
from grading, earth-loading/unloading, paving, architectural coatings, off-road mobile sources 
(e.g., heavy-duty construction equipment) and on-road mobile sources (e.g., construction worker 
vehicle trips, material transport trips). Operation-related air quality impacts may include, but are 
not limited to, emissions from stationary sources (e.g., boilers), area sources (e.g., solvents and 
coatings), and vehicular trips (e.g., on- and off-road tailpipe emissions and entrained dust). Air 
quality impacts from indirect sources, that is, sources that generate or attract vehicular trips 
should be included in the evaluation. An analysis of all toxic air contaminant impacts due to the 
decommissioning or use of equipment potentially generating such air pollutants should also be 
included. 



Ms. Anne Hill -2- April 11, 2001 

Mitigation Measures _ . 
In the event that the project generates significant adverse air quality impacts, CEQA requires that 
all feasible mitigation measures be utilized during project construction and operation to minimize 
or eliminate significant adverse air quality impacts. To assist the Lead Agency with identifying 
possible mitigation measures for the project, please refer to Chapter 11 of the AQMD CEQA Air 
Quality Handbook for sample air quality mitigation measures. Additionally, AQMD's Rule 403 
- Fugitive Dust, and the Implementation Handbook contain numerous measures for controlling 
construction-related emissions that should be considered for use as CEQA mitigation if not 
otherwise required. Pursuant to state CEQA Guidelines §15126.4 (aXl){D), any impacts 
resulting from mitigation measures must also be discussed 

Data Sources 
AQMD rules and relevant air quality reports and data are available by calling the AQMD's 
Public Information Center at (909) 396-2039. Much of the information available through the 
Public Information Center is also available via the AQMD's World Wide Web Homepage 
(hm,://www.agmd.gov). 

The AQMD is willing to work with the Lead Agency to ensure that project-related emissions are 
accurately identified, categorized, and evaluated. Please call Dr. Charles Blankson, 
Transportation Specialist, CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3304 if you have any questions regarding 
this letter. 

SS:CB:li 

LACO I 0410-03LI 
Control Number 

Sincerely, 

Steve Smith, Ph.D. 
Program Supervisor, CEQA Section 
Planning, Rule Development and Area Sources 
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CGi.....i0.i-, '{ s~;'\jiTA-J iui'\j uis-, Hil...J-1 w 
OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY 

1955 Workmen Mill Road, Whittier, CA-90601-1400 
Marung Aaaress: ?.O . aox 4998 , Whittier, CA 90607-.4998 
Teleohone: (562) 699-7 411 . FAX: (562) 699-5422 
www.lacsd.org 

;Ai'vlc.3 r. 3,Ai-iL 
Chief Engineer and General Manager 

April 12, 200 I 

File No: 16-00.04-00 

Ms. Anne Hill 
City of Pasadena 
Planning and Pennining 
175 N. Garfield Avenue 
Pasadena, CA 9110 I 

Dear Ms. Hill: 

Del Mar Station Joint Development Proiect 

The County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Districts) received a Notice of Preparation 
of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the subject project on April 9, 2001. The proposed development 
is located within the jurisdictional boundaries of District No. 16. We offer the following comments 
regarding sewerage service: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

The wastewater flow originating from the proposed project will discharge to a local sewer line, 
which is not maintained by the Districts, for conveyance to the Districts' Arroyo Seco Trunk Sewer, 
Section 4, located in Garfield Avenue at the Pasadena Freeway. This 21-inch diameter trunk sewer 
has a design capacity of 69.0 million gallons per day (mgd) and conveyed a peak flow of 5.5 mgd 
when last measured in 1997. 

The wastewater generated by the proposed project will be treated at the Whinier Narrows Water 
Reclamation Plant (\VRP) located near the City of South El Monte, or the Los Coyotes WRP located 
in the City of Cerritos. The Whittier Narrows WRP has a design capacity of 15 mgd and currently 
processes an average flow of 7 .5 mgd. The Los Coyotes WRP has a design capacity of 3 7 .5 mgd and 
currently processes an average flow of 34.6 mgd. 

The expected average wastewater flow from the project site is 60,944 gallons per day. 

The Districts are empowered by the California Health and Safety Code to charge a fee for the 
privilege of connecting ( directly or indirectly) to the Districts' Sewerage System or increasing the 
existing strength and/or quantity of wastewater attributable to a particular parcel or operation 
already connected. This connection fee is required to construct an incremental expansion of the 
Sewerage System to accommodate the proposed project which will mitigate the impact of this project 
on the present Sewerage System. Payment of a connection fee will be required before a pennit to 
connect to the sewer is issued. For specific information regarding the connection fee application 
procedure and fees, please contact the Connection Fee Counter at extension 2727. 

ft 
\.J R ecycled F'■cer 



Ms. Anne Hill 2 April 12.2001 

5. 

RIF:rf 

In orcier for the Dismcts to conform with the requirements of the Fecierai C:ean .-\ir Act (CAA), rhe 
design capacities of the Districts' wastewater treatment facilities are based on the regional growth 
forecast adopted by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). Specific policies 
included in the development of the SCAG regional growth forecast are incorporated into the Air 
Quality Management Plan, which is prepared by the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
in order to improve air quality in the South Coast Air Basin as mandated by the CAA. All 
expansions of Districts' facilities must be sized and service phased in a manner which will be 
consistent with the SCAG regional growth forecast for the counties of Los Angeles, Orange, 
San Bernardino, Riverside, Ventura, and Imperial. The available capacity of the Districts' treatment 
facilities will, therefore, be limited to levels associated with the approved growth identified by 
SCAG. As such, this letter does not constitute a guarantee of wastewater service, but is to advise 
you that the Districts intend to provide this service up to the levels which are legally permined and 
to inform you of the currently existing capacity and any proposed expansion of the Districts' 
facilities. 

If you have any questions, please contact the undersigned at (562) 699-7411, extension 2717. 

Very truly yours, 

James F. Stahl 

Ruth I. Frazen 
Engineering Technician 
Planning & Property Management Section 

·ODMAIPCOOCS'DM5Wll l411 
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Metropolitan 

Transportation 

Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 

90012-2952 

April 11 , 2001 

Ms. Anne Hill 
City of Pasadena, Planning and Permitting 
175 N. Garfield Avenue 
Pasadena, CA 91101 

Dear Ms. Hill: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) / 
Initial Study for the Del Mar Station Joint Development project. This letter conveys 
recommendations from the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority (LAGvIT A) concerning issues chat an: germant: to our agency 's siatULur:,, 
responsibilities in relation to the proposed project. 

A Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA), with both highway and freeway, and transit 
components, is required under the State of California Congestion Management 
Program (CMP) statute. The CMP TIA Guidelines are published in the "1997 
Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County", Appendix D. The 
geographic area examined in the TIA must include the following, at a minimum: 

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

2. mainline freeway-monitoring locations where the project will 
add 150 or more trips, in either direction, during either the a.m. 
or p.m. weekday peak hour. 

Among the required steps for the analysis of development-related impacts to transit 
are: 

l. evidence that the affected transit operators received the NOP 
for the Draft EIR; 

2. a summary of the existing transit services in the area; 
3. estimated project trip generation and mode assignment for both 

morning and evening peak periods; 
4. documentation on the assumptions/analyses used to determine 

the number of percentage of trips assigned to transit; 
5. information on facilities and/or programs that will be 

incorporated in to the development plan that will encourage 
public transit usage and transportation demand management 
(TDM) policies and programs; and 

6. an analysis of the expected project impacts on current and 
future transit services along with proposed project mitigation. 



The MT A looks forward to reviewing the Draft EIR. If you have any questions 
regarding this response, please call me at 213-922-2238 or email at foxs/@mta.net. 
Please send the Draft EIR to the following address: 

Sincerely, ~. r~y__ 
Stephen G. Fox 

LACMTA 
One Gateway Plaza 
Attn: Steve Fox 
Regional Planning, 99-23-2 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

Program Manager, Regional Planning 
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§TATE OF CAWFQRNtA 

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION 
915 CAPITOL MALL. ROOM 264 

SACRAMENTO. CA 95814 

(916) 653-4082 

(916) 557.5390 • Fax 

April 19, 2001 

Anne Hill 
City of Pasadena 
175 N. Garfield Avenue 
Pasadena, CA 91101 

RE: SCH# 2001041041 - Del Mar Station Joint Development EIR 

Dear Ms. Hill: 

Gray Davis Gpye111!2l 

The Native American Heritage Commission has reviewed the above mentioned NOP. To adequately 
assess the project-related impact on archaeological resources, the Commission recommends the following actions 
be required: 

✓ Contact the appropriate Information Center for a records search. The record search will determine: 
• Whether a part or all of the project area has been previously surveyed for cultural resources. 
• Whether any known cultural resources have already been recorded on or adjacent to the project area. 
• Whether the probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are located within the project 

area. 
• Whether a survey is required to determine whether previously unrecorded cultural resources are 

present. 
✓ If an archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report 

detailing the findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey. 
• The report containing site significance and mitigation measurers should be submitted immediately to 

the planning department. 
• The site forms and final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been 

completed to the Information Center. 
✓ Contact the Native American Heritage Commission for: 

• A Sacred Lands File Check. 
• A list of appropriate Native American Contacts for consultation concerning the project site and assist in 

the mitigation measures. 
✓ Provisions for accidental discovery of archeological resources: 

• Lack of surface evidence of archeological resources does not preclude the existence of archeological 
resources. Lead agencies should include provisions for accidentally discovered archeological 
resources during construction per California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) §15064.5 (f). 

✓ Provisions for discovery of Native American human remains 
• Health and Safety Code §7050.5, CEQA §15064.5 (e), and Public Resources Code §5097.98 

mandates the process to be followed in the event of an accidental discovery of any human remains in a 
location other than a dedicated cemetery and should be included in all environmental documents. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at (916) 653-4040. 

Sincerely, 

~- C'--~ 
Rob Wood 
Associate Governmental Program Analyst 

CC: State Clearinghouse 



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 

JAMES A. NOYES, Director 

May 22, 2001 

900 SOUTH FREMONT A VENUE 
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91803-1331 

Telephone: (626) 458-5 I 00 

~ :- -;: 
•, - '- - . -- ~ 

Ms. Anne Hill ~AY 2 4 2001 
City of Pasadena 
Planning and Permitting 
175 North Garfield Avenue 
Pasadena, CA 91101 

Dear Ms. Hill: 

ADDRESS ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO 
P.O. BOX 1460 

ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91802-1460 

IN REPL y PLEASE WM-4 
REFER TO FILE 

RESPONSE TO A NOTICE OF DECLARATION/INITIAL STUDY FOR 
DEL MAR STATION MIXED USED DEVELOPMENT 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Notice of Declaration/Initial 
Study for the proposed Del Mar Station Mixed Used Development project. We have 
reviewed the submittal and offer the following comments: 

Land Development (Geology and Soils) 

The proposed project will not have significant environmental effects from a geology and 
spoils standpoint, provided the appropriate ordinances and codes are followed. 

If you have any questions regarding the above comments, please contact Mr. Amir Alam 
at (626) 458-3883. 

Land Development (Grading and Drainage) 

We have reviewed the subject document and have no comments. 

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr. Perfecto Tobias at 
(626) 458-4921 . 

Land Development (Transportation Planning) 

We have reviewed the subject document and have no comments. 

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr. Hubert Seto at 
(626) 458-4349. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I · 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

• 

Ms. Anne Hill 
May 22, 2001 
Page 2 

Programs Development 

We reviewed the subject document and have no comments. 

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr. Richard Yribe at (626) 
458-3919. 

Traffic and Lighting 

We do not believe the proposed project will have a significant impact on County roadways 
or intersections. No further information is required. 

We recommend the State of California Department of Transportation review this document 
- for significant impacts/mitigations within its jurisdiction. 

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Keith Hoey of our Traffic Studies Section at 
(626) 300-4867. 

If you have any questions regarding the environmental reviewing process of this 
Department, please contact Ms. Massie Munroe at the address on the first page or at 
(626) 458-4359. 

Very truly yours, 

JAMES A. NOYES 
Director of Public Works 

~17,4--l',1'~.TY7 ~ 

ROD H. KUBOMOTO 
Assistant Deputy Director 
Watershed Management Division 

MM:sw 
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STATS GROUP 

May 3, 2001 

Mr. Brian C. League, Project Planner 
Planning and Permitting Department 
City of Pasadena 
175 North Garfield Avenue, 1st Floor 
Pasadena, CA 91101-1704 

Re: Del Mar Station Site Development ("Proposed Project") 

Dear Brian: 

This letter recapitulates our testimony at the public hearing on the Proposed Project held 
April 24, 2001, at the City of Pasadena Planning and Permitting Department. In scoping the 
Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Project please consider the following potential 
impacts: 

1. Impact on existing adjacent (Stats Floral Supply and Fishbecks Patio Center) and nearby 
land uses that may result from implementing the Proposed Project. 

2. Impact of traffic and parking from the Proposed Project on City Mobility Corridors and 
Raymond Avenue. 

3. Impact of the Proposed Project's parking and other vehicular access on Raymond 
Avenue in conjunction with the planned driveway locations for the proposed adjacent Stats-On-The­
Green project ("Stats"). In connection with its Application for Preliminary Plan Review, Stats 
provided the City with Stats' plans reflecting its driveway locations. Should you require further 
information, please contact the undersigned. 

4 . Visual (view corridors) and aesthetic impacts of the Proposed Project on Central Park, 
Castle Green and northbound Arroyo Parkway and Raymond Avenue traffic. 

5. Development of approximately 350 housing units at the Proposed Project will absorb all 
of the General Plan's residential allocation for this Sub-Area of the Central District Specific Plan. 
The Stats project itself incorporates development of approximately 100 housing units. What will the 
environmental impact be of a possible transfer of development rights to either project to 
accommodate these additional housing units? 

We are available, on your request, to provide additional information regarding the Stats 
project so as to integrate planning on this important city block. Please inform us of future Draft EIR 
public hearings and release of the document. 

Sincerely yours, 
THE STATS GROUP 

Byi/ffer~ 
Steven Stathatos, General Counsel 

120 South Raym o nd A v e n u e, Pasadena , Calif ornia 9 1105 

Ph o n e 626.795 .9308, Fax 6 26. 79 5 .9426 
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May 3, 2001 

Ms. Anne Hill 
Planner 
City of Pasadena 
175 North Garfield Avenue 
Pasadtma, CA 91109 

RE: SCAG Clearinghouse 120010218 Del Mar Station Mixed-Use 
Development 

Dear Ms. Hill: 

We have reviewed the above referenced document and determined that it is 
not regionally significant per Areawide Clearinghouse criteria. Therefore, the 
project does not warrant clearinghouse comments at this time. Should there 
be a change in the scope of the project, we would appreciate the opportunity to 
review and comment at that time. 

A description of the project was published in the May 1, 2001 
Intergovernmental Review Report for public review and comment. 

The project title and SCAG Clearinghouse number should be used in all 
correspondence with SCAG concerning this project. Correspondence should 
be sent to the attention of the Clearinghouse Coordinator. If you have any 
questions, please contact me at (213) 236-1867. 

Sincerely, 

~:!!u~9:~ 
Senior Planner 
Intergovernmental Review 
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A ~Sempra Energy·company 

April 30, 2001 

City of Pasadena 
175 N. Garfield Avenue 
Pasadena, CA 91101 

Attention: Anne Hill 

Southtrn California 
Gas Company 

1981 W. Lugonia Avenue 
Redlands. CA 92374·9720 

Mailing Address: 
PO Box 3003. SC8031 

Redlands. CA 92373·0306 

Gas Co. Ref. No. 01-410 QM 

Re: Del Mar Station Mixed-Use Development- north of Del Mar Boulevard, 
Between Arroyo Parkway and Raymond Avenue. 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the above-referenced project. Please note 
that Southern California Gas Company has facilities in the area where the above named 
project is proposed. Gas service to the project could be provided without any significant 
impact on the environment. The service would be in accordance with the Company's 
policies and extension rules on file with the California Public Utilities Commission at the 
time contractual arrangements are made. 

You should be aware that this letter is not to be interpreted as a contractual 
commitment to serve the proposed project, but only as an informational service. The 
availability of natural gas service, as set forth in this letter, is based upon present 
conditions of gas supply and regulatory policies. As a public utility, The Southern 
California Gas Company is under the jurisdiction of the California Public Utilities 
Commission. We can also be affected by actions of federal regulatory agencies. 
Should these agencies take any action, which affects gas supply, or the conditions 
under which service is available, gas service will be provided in accordance with revised 
conditions. 

Typical demand use for: 

a. Residential 
Single Family 

(System Area Average/Use Per Meter) Yearly 

Multi-Family 4 or less units 
Multi-Family 5 or more units 

799 therms/year dwelling unit 
482 therms/year dwelling unit 
483 therms/year dwelling unit 

These averages are based on total gas consumption in residential units served by 
Southern California Gas Company, and it should not be implied that any particular 
home, apartment or tract of homes will use these amounts of energy. 
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b. Commercial 

Due to the fact that construction varies so widely (a glass building vs. a heavily 
insulated building) and there is such a wide variation in types of materials and 
equipment used, a typical demand figure is not available for this type of 
construction. Calculations would need to be made after the building has been 
designed. 

We have Demand Side Management programs available to commercial/industrial 
customers to provide assistance in selecting the most effective applications of energy 
conservation techniques for a particular project. If you desire further information on any 
of our energy conservation programs, please contact our Commercial/Industrial Support 
Center at 1- 00-GAS-2000. 



Department of Toxic Substances Control 

Edwin F. Lowry, Director 
1011 N. Grandview Avenue 
Glendale, California 91201 

e 
. 

-. 
' . 

Winston H. Hickox 
Agency Secretary 
California Environmental 

Protection Agency 

April 23, 2001 

Ms. Arine Hill 
City of Pasadena 
175 N. Garfield Avenue . 
Pasadena, California 91101 .~ , , ' 

' •, .... 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR THE DEL MAR STATION JOINT DEVELOPMENT 
EIR (PROJECT) SCH 2001041041 

Dear Ms. Hill: 

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has received your Negative 
Declaration (ND) for the above mentioned Project. 

Based on the review of the document, the DTSC comments are as follows: 

Gray Davis 
Governor 

1) The ND needs to identify and determine whether current or historic uses at the 
Project site have resulted in any release of hazardous wastes/substances at the Project 
area. 

2) The ND needs to identify any known or potentially contaminated site within the 
proposed Project area. For all identified sites, the ND needs to evaluate whether 
conditi~ns at the site pose a threat to human health or· the environment 

3) The ND should identify the mechanism to initiate any required investigation and/or 
remediation for any site that may require remediation, and which government agency 
will provide appropriate regulatory oversight. 

4) If during construction of the project, soil contamination is suspected, construction in 
the area should stop and appropriate Health and Safety procedures should be 
implemented. If it is determined that contaminated soil exists, the ND should identify 
how any required investigation and/or remediation will be conducted, and which 
government agency will provide appropriate regulatory oversight. 

The energy challenge facing Califomia is real. Every Californian needs to take immediate action to reduce energy consumption. 
For a list of simple ways you can reduce demand and cut your energy costs, see our Web-site at www.dtsc.ca.gov. 

@ Printed on Recycled Paper 
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Ms. Anne Hill 
April 23, 2001 
Page 2 

DTSC provides guidance for Preliminary Endangerment Assessment (PEA) 
preparation and cleanup oversight through the Voluntary Cleanup Program (VCP). For 
additional information on the VCP or to meet/discuss this matter further, please contact 
Bob Krug, Project Manager, at (818) 551-2866 or me at (818) 551-2877. 

Sincerely, 

1{'~;rp-
Harlan R. Jeche 
Unit Chief 
Southern California Cleanup Operations - Glendale Office 

cc: Governor's Office of Planning and Research 
State Clearinghouse 
P.O. Box 3044 
Sacramento, California 95812-3044 

Mr. Guenther W. Moskat, Chief 
Planning and Environmental Analysis Section 
CEQA Tracking Center 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
P.O. Box 806 
Sacramento, Ca!ifornia 95812-0806 
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APPENDIX C: 
TRAFFIC STUDY 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
DEL MAR STATION 

MIXED USE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 
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TRAFFIC ANALYSIS 

DRAFT 
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CITY OF PASADENA 
PUBLIC WORKS AND 

TRANSPORTATION 
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FOR THE PASADENA DEL MAR STATION PROJECT 
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DEL MAR STATION, LLC 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The project under consideration is a mixed-use development proposed to contain up to 

349 apartment units and a combined total of 15,000 square feet of restaurant and retail 

uses. The proposed project site is located at the Del Mar Pasadena Blue Line Station 

in the City of Pasadena and is generally bounded by Del Mar Boulevard to the south, 

Raymond Avenue to the west, Arroyo Parkway to the east and existing development to 

the north. The project site is within the Santa Fe Transportation Center strategy area of 

the Central District Specific Plan Area. A segment of the existing rail line bisects the 

site. 

The project will be developed to complement the existing historic rail station structure 

on the site. This structure will need to be moved temporarily to construct underground 

parking. However, the historic train depot will be restored and moved back to the 

original location with only slight modification. The movement and rehabilitation of this 

depot is evaluated under a separate environmental document. 

Parking will be provided by a 1 ,200 to 1,500 space subterranean parking structure. A 

total of 600 parking spaces will be allocated to transit users. The parking supply will be 

designed to meet all City Code requirements as well as serving all project needs. 

Access to project parking will be provided by a single driveway on Raymond Avenue at 

the north end of the site and a single driveway on Arroyo Parkway at the north end of 

the site. No vehicular access to the project will be available from Del Mar Boulevard. 

While the construction of the project will be beneficial to both the community 

surrounding the project site and the City of Pasadena, as it will provide a valuable 

parking area for future Blue Line users as well as housing in a transit friendly 



environment, the evaluation of the potential traffic impacts was conducted under a set 

of "worst case" scenario assumptions. These assumptions include: 

The inclusion of 41 proposed future projects. Due to unknown factors unrelated 

to this project, it is likely that not all of these projects will be built or will be built at 

a less intensive scale than is currently proposed. In addition, the timing of the 

completion of proposed developments is speculative. 

Traffic improvements associated with the aforementioned 41 proposed projects 

is not included in this analysis. Many of the proposed developments will be 

required to implement traffic mitigation measures as part of their development 

agreement with the City, and as the construction of these projects is speculative, 

the construction of their required roadway improvements is as well. 

The estimated future traffic projections include the 41 related projects and 

potential ambient growth. However, future traffic volumes were not reduced by 

the anticipated ridership of the Blue Line. 

The study estimates project trip generation for 349 apartment units. This is the 

maximum number of units currently proposed but it is anticipated that the 

number of units will be in the range of 335 units. The maximum size of the 

restaurant is assumed to be 8,000 square feet for the purpose of this analysis, 

while the actual size is likely to be around 5,000 square feet. In addition, the 

operation scheme of the restaurant has not yet been determined. If the 

restaurant does not plan morning operation, AM peak hour project volumes 

would be less than presented in this report. 

Under the above set of assumptions, the completion of the project is anticipated to 

generate approximately 2,867 new daily trips including approximately 204 vehicle trips 

ii 
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in the morning peak hour and 250 vehicle trips in the afternoon peak hour. The project 

is anticipated to significantly impact 1 of the 22 study intersections, prior to mitigation. 

In addition, the project would significantly impact one of the 11 study street segments. 

Proposed project mitigation is designed to mitigate specific project traffic impacts and to 

work in conjunction with improvements for the Pasadena Blue Line and other transit 

enhancements. The Project proposes traffic signal modification improvements to 

mitigate traffic impacts. In addition, the design of the project site will be such to 

maximize pedestrian linkages, not only on the site, but with the surrounding area as 

well. With the implementation of project mitigation, the project intersection impact will 

be mitigated to a level of insignificance. 

A single significant street segment impact has been identified. This impact may be 

reduced to a level of insignificance if the current street width was increased and/or on­

street parking was removed to increase the number of lanes on the street segment. 

However, these improvement measures would create secondary impacts which are not 

desirable at this time. Therefore, the significant street segment impact remains 

unmitigated. 

The appendix portion of the traffic analysis includes a Transportation Demand 

Management (TDM) Plan which could be implemented by the project to reduce vehicle 

trips to and from the site. The TDM Plan is not included as a mitigation measure 

because the project is primarily residential in nature and currently the City of Pasadena 

does not have the means to monitor or enforce TDM Plans for residential projects. The 

Plan is included as a voluntary measure for reference. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The project under consideration is a mixed-use development including up to 349 

residential apartment units, 15,000 square feet of commercial development of which a 

portion will be restaurant and a portion retail. The project site is located on the 

Pasadena Del Mar rail station site. Related projects on the site include renovation of 

the existing historic Del Mar rail station structure, parking for the transit users, and 

street improvements along Del Mar Boulevard adjacent to the project site. The 

renovation of the existing Del Mar Station Depot and the operation and parking for the 

Pasadena Blue Line are evaluated under separate environmental documents. The 

renovation and parking projects are represented in this document in the related projects 

section. The roadway improvements project will undergo separate review and approval. 

The location of the site is generally bounded by Raymond Avenue to the west, Del Mar 

Boulevard to the south, Arroyo Parkway to the east and existing development to the 

north. The location of the site is shown in Figure 1, Site Vicinity Map. 

The developer has retained Crain & Associates to conduct a traffic study to assess the 

impacts of the development on the surrounding street system. This report presents the 

results of an analysis of existing conditions as well as estimated future traffic conditions 

during the AM and PM peak hours before and after completion of the project. Crain & 

Associates, in conjunction with City of Pasadena traffic engineering staff, identified 22 

intersections in Pasadena to be analyzed with regard to the potential traffic impacts of 

the proposed project. These intersections are shown in Figure 2 and are listed below. 

Table 1 
Study Intersections 

1. Holly Street and Raymond Avenue 

2. Holly Street and Marengo Avenue 

3. Union Street and Raymond Avenue 

4. Colorado Boulevard and Raymond Avenue 

5. Colorado Boulevard and Arroyo Parkway 

1 
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Table 1 (cont.) 

Study Intersections 

6. Green Street and Raymond Avenue 

7. Green Street and Arroyo Parkway 

8. Cordova Street and Arroyo Parkway 

9. Del Mar Boulevard and Pasadena Avenue 

10. Del Mar Boulevard and Fair Oaks Avenue 

11 . Del Mar Boulevard and Raymond Avenue 

12. Del Mar Boulevard and Arroyo Parkway 

13. Del Mar Boulevard and Marengo Avenue 

14. Del Mar Boulevard and Euclid Avenue 

15. Del Mar Boulevard and Los Robles Avenue 

16. California Boulevard and Fair Oaks Avenue 

17. California Boulevard and Raymond Avenue 

18. California Boulevard and Arroyo Parkway 

19. California Boulevard and Marengo Avenue 

20. Glenarm Street and Raymond Avenue 

21. Glenarm Street and Arroyo Parkway 

22. Glenarrn Street and Marengo Avenue 

The above 22 study intersections are within an area near the project site, and as such 

are expected to be most directly impacted by project-related traffic. 

In addition to these intersections, 11 street segments were also identified by Crain & 

Associates and City staff as locations of potential project impacts. The existing and 

future conditions on these street segments were also analyzed as part of this study. As 

shown in Figure 3, the study segments are: 
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Segment 
Number 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

Segment 
Green Street 

Cordova Street 

Del Mar Boulevard 

Del Mar Boulevard 

Del Mar Boulevard 

Del Mar Boulevard 

Fair Oaks Avenue 

Raymond Avenue 

Raymond Avenue 

Arroyo Parkway 

Arroyo Parkway 

Table 2 
Study Segments 

From/To 
Fair Oaks Avenue to Raymond Avenue 

Arroyo Parkway to Marengo Avenue 

Delacey Avenue to Fair Oaks Avenue 

Fair Oaks Avenue to Raymond Avenue 

Arroyo Parkway to Marengo Avenue 

Euclid Avenue to Los Robles Avenue 

Green Street to Del Mar Boulevard 

Del Mar Boulevard to California Blvd 

California Boulevard to Glenarm Street 

Del Mar Boulevard to California Blvd 

California Boulevard to Glenarm Street 

As with the project traffic study intersections, the segments were selected based on 

scoping of the study with City of Pasadena technical staff and are the locations where 

project traffic impacts were deemed to most likely occur. 

6 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I­
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
·1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The project under consideration is a mixed-use development which will include up to 

349 residential apartment units and 15,000 square feet of a combination of restaurant 

and retail establishments. The Pasadena Blue Line will operate through the middle of 

the site with station platforms for north and southbound travel. The existing historic Del 

Mar train station depot building on the site will be renovated and retained. However, 

the structure will be temporarily relocated during construction. The construction and 

operation of the Pasadena Blue Line, parking for the Pasadena Blue Line and the 

renovation and temporary relocation of the rail station depot are evaluated under 

separate environmental documents. 

A total of 1,200 to 1,500 parking spaces would be provided on the site with a small 

portion of surface parking and the majority of the parking provided in a three story 

subterranean parking structure. A minimum of 600 parking spaces will be dedicated for 

transit usage. The remaining portion of parking will be utilized by the residential and 

commercial components of the project. Access to the site will be provided via a single 

driveway on Raymond Avenue at the north end of the site and a single driveway on 

Arroyo Parkway at the north end of the site. Figure 4 - Site Plan shows both the project 

layout as well as the access points to the project. 
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ENVIRONMENT AL SETTING 

The site of the proposed project is located in the Santa Fe Transportation Center 

strategy area of the Central District Specific Plan Area of the City of Pasadena. It is 

generally bounded by Del Mar Boulevard to the south, Raymond Avenue to the west, 

Arroyo Parkway to the east and existing industrial development to the north. The 

surrounding area is a public park to the west, primarily industrial development to the 

southwest, mixed commercial, residential and industrial uses to the north, east and 

southeast. 

The project site is served by a network of roadways that run primarily north/south and 

easUwest. Primary north-south access to the project site is provided via Arroyo 

Parkway and Fair Oaks Avenue. Secondary north-south access is provided via 

Raymond Avenue and Marengo Avenue. Primary east-west access to the project site 

includes Del Mar Boulevard and Colorado Boulevard, with secondary east-west access 

provided via California Avenue, Green Street, Walnut Street, and Glenarm Street. 

Regional vehicular access to the project is provided by the Foothill (1-210), the Ventura 

(SR-134) and Pasadena (SR-110) Freeways. A portion of the Long Beach (SR-710) 

Freeway also serves the project vicinity. The interchange of the Foothill, Ventura and 

Long Beach Freeways is located approximately one mile west of the project site. The 

extension of State Route 110 is Arroyo Parkway immediately adjacent to the site. The 

roadway converts to a freeway less than two miles south of the project. The primary and 

secondary access roadways and freeways are described below. 

Freeways 

As stated above, there are three freeways which operate within the area and provide 

regional access to the vicinity of the project site. 

o The Foothill Freeway (1-210) extends easterly across the San Gabriel Valley 

from the project vicinity to the City of San Dimas. The freeway also extends in 

9 



the northwest direction to the San Fernando Valley. In the vicinity of the 

project, the Foothill Freeway generally provides five lanes per direction. 

o The Ventura Freeway (SR-134) extends in an east-west direction from its 

interchange with the Foothill Freeway to the Hollywood Freeway (US-101 ). It 

also provides an interchange with the Golden State Freeway (1-5). The Ventura 

Freeway provides four lanes per direction and one high-occupancy-vehicle 

(HOV) lane per direction in the vicinity of the project. 

o The Long Beach Freeway (SR-710) provides a full interchange with the Foothill 

(1-210) and Ventura (SR-134) freeways northwest of the project site. The Long 

Beach Freeway terminates west of the project site in the City of Pasadena 

where it interchanges with St. John Avenue and Pasadena Avenue. In the 

project area, the Long Beach Freeway generally provides two to three lanes per 

travel direction. 

o The Pasadena Freeway (SR-110) provides north/south access to and from the 

City of Pasadena to Downtown Los Angeles continuing to San Pedro. SR-

11 O's northern terminus as a freeway operation is in the City of Pasadena at 

Glenarm Street where it becomes Arroyo Parkway. The Pasadena Freeway 

provides two lanes southbound and three lanes northbound prior to termination. 

Streets and Highways 

In addition to the regional access provided by the four above freeways, the following 

streets and highways provide for local access to, and circulation around, the project 

site. 

o Arroyo Parkway is a north-south principal arterial and forms the eastern edge of 

the project site. The roadway is designated as part of Historic Route 66 and 

extension of State Route 110. Arroyo Parkway is currently under the 

jurisdiction of the State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
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but plans are proceeding to relinquish the roadway to the City of Pasadena. 

This roadway extends from the Pasadena Freeway (SR-110) to Colorado 

Boulevard where it jogs and terminates at Holly Street. Two through travel 

lanes are provided in each direction, with left turn lanes at major intersections 

and an additional through lane in each direction during peak hours. A 

landscaped center median is provided on the roadway segments south of 

Green Street. The current roadway width of Arroyo Parkway is approximately 

eighty feet at Del Mar Boulevard. 

o Fair Oaks Avenue is a north-south principal arterial located west of the project 

site. This roadway extends southerly from the City of Altadena to the City of 

South Pasadena where it terminates at Huntington Drive. Two travel lanes per 

direction are provided with left tum lanes provided at major intersections. In the 

vicinity of the project, Fair Oaks Avenue is approximately 62 feet wide. Metered 

parking is available on-street. 

o Colorado Boulevard is a principal east/west arterial located north of the project 

site. This roadway is a primary arterial that serves as a connection between the 

City of Pasadena and adjacent cities. Two travel lanes in each direction are 

provided with left turn channelization at major intersections. Colorado 

Boulevard is approximately 65 feet to 70 feet wide in the project vicinity. Two­

hour metered parking along this roadway is generally provided east and west of 

the project area. 

o Del Mar Boulevard is designated as a principal mobility corridor in the City of 

Pasadena General Plan. This roadway forms the southern boundary of the 

project site. The roadway is configured in a curvilinear "s" shape along the 

project frontage. In the vicinity of the project site, Del Mar Boulevard provides 

two through lanes per direction with left turn channelization. The roadway width 
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is approximately 60 feet along the project frontage. Parking is generally not 

allowed near the project site. 

o Raymond Avenue is a north-south minor arterial that forms the western edge of 

the project site. The roadway extends northerly from Glenarm Street to the City 

of Altadena. This roadway provides two through lanes in each direction. The 

roadway width is approximately 56 feet in the vicinity of the project site with 

metered parking provided. 

o Pasadena Avenue is a one-way northbound minor arterial adjacent to and east 

of the Long Beach Freeway. This roadway is bi-directional from Columbia 

Street to Barclay Alley, becomes a northbound only roadway north of Barclay 

Alley and turns into Corson Street that is an eastbound only roadway. 

Pasadena Avenue provides two northbound through lanes in the project vicinity 

and is approximately 34 feet wide. 

o California Boulevard is designated as a "de-emphasized" east-west street in the 

City of Pasadena General Plan and is located approximately 0.5 miles south of 

the project site. This roadway extends from Arroyo Boulevard to the west to the 

City of Arcadia to the east. California Boulevard provides two through lanes in 

each direction in the project area and has left tum lanes at major intersections. 

o Green Street is an east-west collector street that extends from Grand Avenue 

to the west to Hill Avenue to the east. This roadway is bi-directional west of 

Pasadena Avenue, providing one westbound through lane and two eastbound 

through lanes. However, Green Street is a one-way roadway east of Pasadena 

Avenue and generally provides three through lanes in the eastbound direction. 

Green Street is approximately 47 feet in width near the project site. 

o Walnut Street is designated in the City of Pasadena General Plan as a principal 

mobility corridor between Orange Grove Boulevard and where the roadway 
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transitions to Foothill Boulevard and is a designated truck route from Fair Oaks 

Avenue to Foothill Boulevard. Walnut Street is located south of and parallel to 

the Foothill (1-210) Freeway. This roadway extends easterly from Orange 

Grove Boulevard from the west and terminates approximately one-quarter mile 

east of San Gabriel Boulevard. Walnut Street provides two through lanes in 

each direction and left-tum lanes at major intersections. The roadway width is 

approximately 66 feet at Fair Oaks Avenue. 

o Marengo Avenue is a north-south minor arterial located to the east of the 

project site. Marengo Avenue extends from the City boundary at Los Robles 

Avenue to the City of Altadena. This roadway provides two through lanes in 

each direction north of Del Mar Boulevard and provides one lane each direction 

south of Del Mar Boulevard. Marengo Avenue is approximately 55 feet in width 

at Del Mar Boulevard. 

Existing Traffic Volumes 

Traffic count data for the 22 study intersections were collected in years 1999, 2000 and 

2001, by sources provided by the City of Pasadena, Crain & Associates personnel and The 

Traffic Solution. Traffic counts conducted in 1999 and 2000 were growth factored by one 

percent per year to represent Year 2001 traffic conditions. The AM and PM peak-period 

counts were gathered manually from 7:00 AM to 9:00 AM and 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM. Count 

personnel counted the number of vehicles at each of the 22 study intersections making 

each possible turning movement. The peak hour volume for each intersection was then 

determined by finding the four highest consecutive 15-minute volumes for all movements 

combined. This method provides a "worst case" scenario, as it calculates the peak hour for 

each intersection independent of all other intersections. The AM and PM peak-hour traffic 

volumes for each study intersection are shown in Figures 5(a) and 5(b), respectively. 
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Average daily traffic volumes for the eleven roadway segments were obtained from 24-hour 

automated counts, which were conducted by The Traffic Solution on various weekdays in 

Year 2001. These volumes are detailed on Figure 6. 

Public Transit 

The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) and Foothill 

Transit both serve the Pasadena area, and have several bus lines that operate within 

the vicinity of the project site. The services of these two agencies are supplemented by 

the City of Pasadena's Area Rapid Transit System (ARTS), which links local residential 

neighborhoods to the Downtown area of Pasadena. These fixed-route services are 

illustrated on Figure 7. A private airport bus operator also offers transportation between 

LAX and major hotels in Pasadena. The development of the Pasadena Blue Line will 

provide direct rail access between Pasadena and Downtown Los Angeles. In addition, 

the Pasadena Del Mar Station will provide direct bus connection opportunities on 

Raymond Avenue where a transfer and layover zone for buses is currently being 

developed by the MTA and the City of Pasadena. These routes are described in further 

detail below. 

o MTA Line 177 is a standard east-west bus route that provides weekday service 

between the City of Duarte at the City of Hope National Medical Center and La 

Canada Flintridge at the Jet Propulsion Laboratory. In the project vicinity, 

service is provided along California Boulevard. Eastbound service from La 

Canada Flintridge is provided between 6:10 AM and 6:20 PM with headways 

ranging between 35-minutes to an hour. Westbound service from the City of 

Duarte is provided between 5:42 AM and 7:05 PM with headways ranging 

between 50-minutes to an hour. Transfers to numerous other local and 

express routes can be made from this line. 
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o MTA Line 180-181 is an east-west route that operates from Hollywood and 

terminates in Pasadena (Line 180) and Altadena (Line 181 ). Both lines pass near 

the project site on Colorado Boulevard, and serve the communities of Los Feliz, 

Glendale, and Eagle Rock. Both lines also connect with numerous other MT A 

and Foothill Transit lines providing express and local services to a large portion of 

Los Angeles County. This line provides 24-hour service, seven days a week. 

o MTA Line 188 is an east-west route that operates through Altadena, Pasadena, 

Arcadia and Duarte. In the project vicinity, service is provided along Fair Oaks 

Avenue and Colorado Boulevard. Service is provided from approximately 5:15 

AM in Altadena with limited service in the City of Pasadena extending to 11 :19 

PM. Limited schedule Saturday, Sunday and holiday service is provided. 

Headways range from 25 minutes to one hour. The route of this line may be 

altered with completion of the Pasadena Blue Line. 

o MT A Line 256 operates in a north-south direction from the community of Altadena 

to the City of Commerce. The circuitous route passes through the communities of 

Pasadena, Highland Park, Monterey Hills, El Sereno, City Terrace, and East Los 

Angeles. The route provides daily service near the project site on Fair Oaks 

Avenue and California Boulevard. Headway ranges from 34 minutes to 57 

minutes through the City of Pasadena. 

o MTA Line 260 operates as a north-south service from the community of Compton 

through Long Beach, Lynwood, Southgate, Maywood, East Los Angeles, 

Monterey Park, Alhambra, Pasadena and Altadena. The buses operate along Los 

Robles Avenue in the City of Pasadena. Services are provided from 5:30 AM 

through 11 :05 PM in Pasadena. Headways range from 8 minutes to 62 minutes 

Monday to Friday. Limited service is provided on Saturday, Sunday and holidays. 
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o MTA Line 267 operates as a service from the Altadena, Pasadena, Arcadia, 

Temple City and El Monte. Sixteen minute headways are offered during 

peak-hours times and service is provided from approximately 6:00 AM to 8: 15 PM. 

Limited service is available on weekends and holidays. The buses operate along 

Los Robles Avenue in the project vicinity to the east along Del Mar Boulevard. 

o MT A Line 401-402 operates daily providing service to/from Los Angeles, 

Pasadena and Altadena. Southbound buses operate from 5:20 AM through 11 :16 

PM and northbound from 6:05 AM to 11 :17 PM. Headways range from 9 minutes 

to one hour. Currently the buses pass the project frontage along Arroyo Parkway. 

This service may be altered with completion of the Metro Blue Line. 

o MT A Express Line 483 operates daily express bus service from Downtown Los 

Angeles to Altadena, and serves the project site via Fair Oaks Avenue. This line 

also serves the communities of South Pasadena and Alhambra. Buses make 

local stops at Valley Boulevard and the Long Beach (SR-710) Freeway, and then 

enter the westbound El Monte Busway continuing to Downtown Los Angeles. 

o Pasadena ARTS Bus is a community circulator bus operated by the City of 

Pasadena. The Uptown and Downtown route operates near the project site on 

Green Street and Colorado Boulevard at Arroyo Parkway and Raymond Street. 

The Uptown services are available 7 AM to 6 PM Monday through Friday and 12 

noon to 5 PM on the weekends. The Downtown bus service is available 11 AM to 

7 PM Monday through Thursday, 11 AM to 10 PM Friday and 12 noon to 8 PM on 

the weekends. Development of an ARTS stop on Raymond Avenue north of Del 

Mar Boulevard and layover zone is being considered by the City of Pasadena as a 

component of a Transit Center concept. 

o Foothill Transit operates two bus routes that terminate in Old Town Pasadena. By 

utilizing an MTA route passing near the project site, a convenient transfer can be 
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made on Colorado Boulevard to Foothill Transit Lines 187 and Express Line 690. 

Line 187 operates daily from Old Town Pasadena east to the City of Claremont. 

Express Line 690 also operates to Claremont, but utilizes portions of the Foothill 

(1-210) Freeway. This express service only operates Monday through Friday 

during peak travel periods. 

In summary, there are currently several opportunities by which to reach the project and 

travel from the project to outside destinations via public transit. When transfer 

opportunities are considered, much of the Los Angeles metropolitan area is linked to the 

project via the bus routes that operate near the project site. As is discussed in the 

subsequent section entitled Future Transit Opportunities, these opportunities will be 

increased through the opening of the Blue Line Metro rail extension into Pasadena, which 

is scheduled to occur in mid 2003 and is an integral component to the proposed project. 

Analysis of Existing Traffic Conditions 

A detailed analysis was conducted of current traffic conditions at the 22 study 

intersections discussed previously. The traffic analysis was performed through the use of 

a volume to capacity calculation for each study intersection. The recent traffic counts 

described earlier were used in order to report existing traffic flow conditions in the study 

area. Other data pertaining to intersection geometrics, on-street parking restrictions and 

traffic signal operations were obtained through field surveys of the study locations. 

The intersection volume to capacity ratio was calculated to develop Intersection Capacity 

Utilization (ICU) values used for the analysis and evaluation of traffic conditions at each 

study intersection. In the discussion of ICU values for signalized intersections, guidelines 

have been developed for grading the operational quality of an intersection in terms of the 

"level of Service" which describes different traffic flow characteristics. Levels of Service 

grade A to C operate quite well. Level D grade is typically the level for which a 

metropolitan area street system is designed. Level E represents volumes at or near the 
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capacity of the highway that will result in stoppages of momentary duration and fairly 

unstable flow. Level F occurs when a facility is overloaded and is characterized by stop­

and-go traffic with stoppages of long duration. 

"Capacity" represents the maximum volume of vehicles in the critical lanes which has a 

reasonable expectation of passing through an intersection in one hour, under prevailing 

roadway and traffic conditions. For planning purposes, the maximum theoretical capacity 

of an intersection equates to the Level of Service E conditions. The Level of Service 

corresponding to a range of ICU values is shown in Table 3. 

Level of 
Service 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

Table 3 
Level of Service 

As a Function of ICU Values 

Description of Operating Characteristics 

Uncongested operations; all vehicles clear 
in a single cycle. 

Same as above. 

Light congestion; occasional backups on 
critical approaches. 

Congestion on critical approaches, but 
intersection functional. Vehicles required 
to wait through more than one cycle during 
short peaks. No long-standing lines formed. 

Severe congestion with some long-standing 
lines on critical approaches. Blockage of 
intersection may occur if traffic signal does 
not provide for protected turning movements. 

Forced flow with stoppages of long duration. 

Range of 
ICU Values 

<0.60 

>0.60 < 0.70 

>0.70 < 0.80 

>0.80 < 0.90 

>0.90 < 1.00 

> 1.00 

By applying this analysis procedure to the study intersections, the Intersection Capacity 

Utilization (ICU) value and the corresponding Levels of Service (LOS) for existing traffic 

conditions were determined. Those values, for existing (2001) AM and PM peak hour 

conditions, are shown in Table 4. 
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I 
I Table 4 

I 
Intersection Capacity Analysis Summary 

Existing (2001) Conditions 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

I No. Intersection ICU LOS ICU LOS 
1. Holly Street and Raymond Avenue 0.210 A 0.225 A 

I 
2. Holly Street and Marengo Avenue 0.463 A 0.553 A 

3. Union Street and Raymond Avenue 0.272 A 0.410 A 

4 Colorado Boulevard and Raymond Avenue 0.348 A 0.447 A 

I 5. Colorado Boulevard and Arroyo Parkway 0.427 A 0.574 A 

6. Green Street and Raymond Avenue 0.323 A 0.408 A 

I 7. Green Street and Arroyo Parkway 0.468 A 0.527 A 

8. Cordova Street and Arroyo Parkway 0.552 A 0.564 A 

I 
9. Del Mar Boulevard and Pasadena Avenue 0.880 D 1.180 F 

10. Del Mar Boulevard and Fair Oaks Avenue 0.808 D 0.937 E 

11. Del Mar Boulevard and Raymond Avenue 0.592 A 0.633 B 

·I 12. Del Mar Boulevard and Arroyo Parkway 0.834 D 0.994 E 

13. Del Mar Boulevard and Marengo Avenue 0.743 C 0.872 D 

I 
14. Del Mar Boulevard and Euclid Avenue 0.533 A 0.594 A 

15. Del Mar Boulevard and Los Robles Avenue 0.878 D 0.805 D 

16. California Blvd and Fair Oaks Avenue 0.855 D 0.921 E 

I 17. California Blvd and Raymond Avenue 0.572 A 0.567 A 

18. California Blvd and Arroyo Parkway 1.029 F 1.211 F 

I 19. California Blvd and Marengo Avenue 0.925 E 0.888 D 

20. Glenarm Street and Raymond Avenue 0.490 A 0.521 A 

I 
21 . Glenarm Street and Arroyo Parkway 0.799 C 0.897 D 

22. Glenarm Street and Marengo Avenue 0.635 B 0.513 A 

I 
As shown in Table 4, the majority of the study intersections are operating at acceptable 

I levels of service, with LOS values that range between A and D for both time periods. 

I 
However, 5 of the 22 study intersections are operating at unfavorable levels of service 

(i.e., LOS E or F) during one or both peak hours. These intersections are along Del 

I 
Mar Boulevard, Arroyo Parkway and California Boulevard, which are major area 

commuter thoroughfares. 
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Analysis of Existing Freeway Conditions 

An examination was also made of freeway conditions on the four regional facilities 

within the project study area. Five freeway segments were selected for this analysis. 

These segments are: 

o Long Beach Freeway (SR-710) north of Colorado Boulevard 

o Ventura Freeway (SR-134) west of Orange Grove Boulevard 

o Foothill Freeway (1-210) east of Los Robles Avenue 

o Foothill Freeway (1-210) north of Orange Grove Boulevard 

o Pasadena Freeway (1-110) south of Glenarm Street 

Current traffic volumes on these freeway segments were obtained from several 

sources. Daily traffic volumes on the segments analyzed were obtained from the most 

current Caltrans published data.1 In addition, AM and PM peak hour volumes were 

taken from the Los Angeles County 1997 Congestion Management Program (CMP), 

where available. All of the freeway traffic volumes from 1997 were growth-factored by 

one percent per year, per CMP traffic forecasting procedures. Existing freeway 

geometrics (e.g., number of mainline travel lanes) for each of the segments analyzed 

were determined from CMP data, aerial photographs and field surveys. Segment peak 

hour traffic capacities were computed for each direction using established Highway 

Capacity Manual (HCM) methodology. As detailed in procedures discussed in the HCM 

Chapter 3, each mainline travel was assumed to have a capacity of 2,000 vehicle per 

hour (VPH). High-Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes were assumed to add 1,600 VPH to 

the mainline capacity. The total directional capabilities were then computed, and used 

in conjunction with the previously determined peak hour directional freeway segment 

1 1998 Traffic volumes on California State Highways, State of California Department of 
Transportation, Sacramento, California, June, 1999. 
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volumes to calculate the existing 2001 freeway levels of services in the project vicinity. 

These values are shown in Table 5. 

As shown in Table 5, the Ventura Freeway (SR-134) west of Orange Grove Boulevard 

and the Foothill Freeway (1-210) east of Los Robles Avenue currently operate at or 

above its design capacities during at least one of the peak hours, resulting in severe 

congestion and travel speeds of less than 25 miles per hour. The remaining freeway 

study segments are operating at acceptable levels of service during one or both of the 

peak hours. 
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Table 5 
Existing (2001) Freeway Volumes t 

Peak 
Peak No. Freeway Daily Hour 

Location Hour Direction Lanes CaQacltv Volume Volume D/C Ratio LOS 

Long Beach Freeway (SR-710) AM N/B 2 4,000 63,900 3,290 0.823 D 
north of Colorado Blvd. S/8 3 6,000 2,300 0.383 B 

PM N/8 2 4,000 2,500 0.625 C 
S/8 3 6,000 3,580 0.597 C 

Ventura Freeway (SR-134) AM W/8 5* 9,600 205,000 10,480 1.092 F(0) 
west of Orange Grove Blvd. E/8 5* 9,600 7,510 0.782 D 

PM W/8 5* 9,600 7,320 0.763 C 
E/8 5* 9,600 8,320 0.867 D 

Foothill Freeway (1-210) AM W/8 5 10,000 288,500 13,310 1.331 F(1) 
east of Los Robles Ave. E/8 5 10,000 9,640 0.964 E 

PM W/8 5 10,000 11,270 1.127 F(0) 
E/8 5 10,000 13,670 1.367 F(2) 

Foothill Freeway (1-210) AM N/8 4 8,000 124,600 6,060 0.758 C 
north of Orange Grove Blvd. S/8 4 8,000 4,270 0 .534 B 

PM N/8 4 8,000 4,640 0.580 C 
S/B 4 8,000 6,600 0.825 D 

Pasadena Freeway (1-110) AM N/8 3 6,000 36,000 1,887 0.315 A 
South of Glenarm St. S/8 2 4,000 1,855 0.471 B 

PM N/B 3 6,000 2,554 0.426 B 
S/8 2 4,000 1,465 0.366 B 

t LOS designations based on criteria detailed in Appendix D, Exhibit 06, page D-40, 1997, Los Angeles County CMP. 

* Includes HOV lane. 
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PROJECT TRAFFIC 

The following section describes the methodology used to determine the vehicle trip 

generation of the proposed project, and for the subsequent distribution and assignment of 

project-related traffic onto the surrounding roadway network. It also describes driveway 

access and summarizes the parking concepts for the project. 

Traffic Generation 

The traffic-generating characteristics of various land uses have been surveyed and 

documented in many studies conducted under the auspices of the Institute of 

Transportation Engineers (ITE). The most recent information is provided in the 6th Edition 

of the ITE Trip Generation manual which was used as a basis for calculating trips 

associated with the project. The daily, AM and PM peak hour trip rates and equations 

used for determining the project's trip generation are contained in Table 6 of this report. 

Table 6 
Project Trip Generation Equations/Rates 

Apartment - Land Use 220 
Daily: T=6.63(U) 
AM: T=0.51 (U); (16% In, 84% Out) 
PM: T=0.62(U); (67% In, 33% Out) 

High Turnover Restaurant - Land Use 832 
Daily: T=130.34(A) 
AM: T=9.27(A); (52% In, 48% Out) 
PM: T=10.86(A); (60% In, 40% Out) 

Retail - Land Use 814 
Daily: T=40.67(A) 
Not Available: SANDAG (3% of daily); (60% In, 40% Out) 
PM: T=2.59(A); (43% In, 57% Out) 

T = trip ends A= building area in 1,000s of square feet 
U = # of dwelling units 

Based on trip generation rates as published in the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation 
Manual, 6th Edition 1997. 

San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG} Trip Generation 1998 
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The site generation rates and equations were selected in accordance with City of 

Pasadena procedures, and were approved by City staff. The rates selected were those 

most appropriate for the proposed land-uses which would be constructed on the project 

site. These base trip rates assumed in this study present ''worst case" trip generation 

conditions applicable to locations which are suburban in nature as the 6th Edition ITE 

trip generation rates and equations do not account for such trip-reducing factors as 

multi-purpose trips, transit use, walk-in trips or pass-by trips. These factors play a 

significant role in determining the actual traffic-generating characteristics of a particular 

project. Project trip adjustments were deemed appropriate based on the characteristics 

of the project site itself and its location within the City of Pasadena. The specific trip 

reductions were determined according to anticipated operations of the site, and are 

expected to affect the site's residential, restaurant and retail components. 

The use of public transportation is an important consideration in the evaluation of the 

project's trip-generating potential. The project site is part of a transit corridor which will 

be located on a street along Raymond Avenue north of Del Mar Boulevard. More 

importantly, is the development of the Metro Blue Line light rail extension to Pasadena 

that is scheduled for completion in mid-2003. This light rail extension will greatly 

expand the rail and bus opportunities accessible at the project site. Along Raymond 

Avenue, Del Mar Boulevard and Arroyo Parkway buses will provide direct connection to 

the Blue Line which provides a passenger station at the project site and will provide 

connection directly to the Union Station in Downtown Los Angeles and hence the entire 

regional network of public transit services. For the purpose of this analysis, a 

conservative transit reduction was applied to the commercial components of the project 

and the residential dwelling units. It is estimated that a much greater number of patrons 

and residents will be utilizing the transit opportunities on-site. 
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The ITE trip rates do not typically account for walk-in trips, since the rates are usually 

established via a count of actual vehicles entering and exiting a subject site's driveway. 

Likewise, the sites studied for the ITE manual are "stand-alone" uses that do not 

produce internal trips. Further, these sites are typically in suburban locations with little 

transit service and very few walk-in trips. Thus, these factors all needed to be 

separately accounted for by adjusting the trip generation rates. 

Considering the operations of the proposed site, additional adjustments were deemed 

appropriate. Project-related trip reductions are also expected to occur as a result of 

"multi-purpose", or "internal" trips at the site. "Internal" trips are those trips solely within 

the project site which result from travel to the site for multiple purposes. This type of 

trip generally occurs at integrated "mixed-use" developments containing a variety of 

uses. Thus, the advantages of a mixed-use project need to be considered in any 

reasonable evaluation of the trip-making potential of a project such as the Pasadena 

Del Mar Station Project. For the project, internal trips would occur between the transit 

station, residential, restaurant and retail uses. A 10 percent discount for retail uses and 

a 10 percent discount for residential uses are taken for these internal trips as they do 

not add traffic to the surrounding street system. 

"Walk-in" trips are trips occurring due to the transit opportunities and those already 

occurring in the project vicinity, but which have other nearby "Old Pasadena" attractions 

as their specified destinations. These trips account for "built-in" patronage and 

subsequent traffic reductions for both the project specifically and "Old Pasadena" in 

general. These trips will be increased with the proposed project but would occur with or 

without the development of the proposed project. Some are not directly site-oriented, 

but provide walk-in patronage from other local destinations, thereby reducing site trips. 

To be conservative, a 5 percent walk-in trip discount was applied to the commercial 

components of the project site. 
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For the residential component of the project the pedestrian facilities, rail access and the 

expanding transit network immediately adjacent to the site, will attract trips away from 

the automobile. However, to be conservative only a 15 percent adjustment was made 

to the trip generation values for the residential component of the project to account for 

these alternative access modes. 

Project traffic, based on the ITE trip rates and adjustment factors described above, are 

shown in Table 7. The project is expected to generate approximately 2,867 net daily 

trips, including 204 trips in the morning peak hour and 250 trips in the afternoon peak 

hour. 

Table 7 
Project Trip Generation 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Land Use Daily In Out In Out 

349 Apartment Units 2,314 28 150 145 71 
Less 15% Transit Trips (347) (4) (23) (22) (10) 
Less 5% Walk Trips (98) (1) (6) (6) (3) 
Less 10% Internal Capture (187) m !W L1l.l .(fil 

Subtotal 1,682 21 109 105 52 

8,000 sf Restaurant 1,043 38 36 52 35 

Less 5% Transit Trips (52) (2) (2) (3) (2) 

Less 5% Walk Trips (50) m m m m 
Subtotal 941 34 32 47 31 

7,000 sf Retail 285 5 4 8 10 
Less 5% Walk Trips (14) 0 0 0 (1) 
Less 10% Internal Capture (27} ill Q ill ill 

Subtotal 244 4 4 7 8 

Total Net Project Generation 2,867 59 145 159 91 
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Trip Distribution 

Determination of the geographic distribution of generated trips was the next step in the 

process. Regional directional distributions were obtained from previous analyses of 

similar projects proposed at the site and are shown in Figure 8, and summarized in 

Table 8. These regional distributions were used along with observed vehicular turning 

movements to develop trip distribution percentages. The project trip distributions were 

based upon the Mobility Element of the General Plan and approved by City of 

Pasadena staff. 

Table 8 
Directional Trip Distribution 
Of Project Vehicular Traffic 

Direction 

North 

South 

East 

West 

Direction 

North 

South 

East 

West 

Freeway 

Percentage of Trips 

7% 

11% 

12% 

8% 

38% 

Surface Streets 

Percentage of Trips 

14% 

17% 

26% 

5% 

62% 

Total: 100% 
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Trip Assignment 

The assignment of project traffic to the street and highway systems was accomplished 

in two steps. Using the directional distribution percentages for the project area 

developed previously, the number of trips in each direction was calculated. The second 

step was to assign these trips to specific routes within the study area, including project 

driveways, surface streets and freeways. The assignment is based on the net 

additional traffic accessing each portion of the project site. "Area" traffic, already 

included in the base traffic counts, is accounted for with the existing uses to remain and 

pass-by trip adjustments noted eartier. Figures 9(a) and 9(b) show project traffic 

volumes at the study intersections for the project during the AM and PM peak hours, 

respectively . 
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Project Access 

Vehicular access to all components of the project will be provided by a single driveway 

on Raymond Avenue and a single driveway on Arroyo Parkway. The driveway on 

Raymond Avenue will provide three lanes total. One lane each direction will be 

maintained with the third lane reversible depending on the current demand for entry or 

exit. Left and right turns will be permitted on entry and exit. The driveway on Arroyo 

Parkway will provide three lanes with two designated entry lanes and one exit lane. 

Due to a raised center median along Arroyo Parkway ingress and egress to/from the 

site will be restricted to right tum only. Access to the transit parking, residential, 

restaurant and retail parking will be shared. Entry and exit can be made from either 

driveway. The two driveways are designed to provide circulation through the 

subterranean structure. The vehicles will be able to enter at one driveway and exit from 

the other depending on their desired travel pattern. The current site design anticipates 

transit parking will be available on parking level one and a portion of parking level two. 

A small amount of quick turnover parking for the small truck deliveries, restaurant and 

retail will be available at grade with the remaining available at parking level two. 

Parking level three will be reserved for the residential component of the project. 

Access control (ticket spitters, kiosks, etc.) will be located sufficiently on-site and have 

enough access lanes to minimize potential queuing on the adjacent street system. 

Figure 10 (a) shows the traffic volumes at the driveways for project parking and Figure 

10 (b) shows the traffic volumes at the driveways with both the project and rail patrons 

parking access. 
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Pedestrian/Bicycle Access 

The project will also provide for extensive access to the site by pedestrians and persons 

using other modes of transportation. The users of the transit system on Raymond 

Avenue will be channeled into the site via a visually inviting open corridor linking the 

sidewalks and crosswalk to the bus systems. The pedestrian facilities will conform to 

the Americans with Disabilities Act and will be designed to provide connections 

between transit facilities and site uses. A midblock signalized crosswalk is proposed on 

Raymond Avenue. These facilities, provide an attractive alternative to the use of the 

private automobile. Bicycle storage facilities will be provided for resident, transit riders 

and project guests throughout the site. 

An evaluation of off-site pedestrian facilities was conducted along Arroyo Parkway, 

Raymond Avenue and Del Mar Boulevard. The analysis reflects ridership as 

anticipated by the Pasadena Blue Line EIR and West Gateway Specific Plan in the year 

2010 and the pedestrians associated with the proposed project. Table 9 below details 

pedestrian volumes as indicated for the Pasadena Blue Line. The bulk of the 

pedestrians would be accessing the site during the morning peak hour and exiting 

during the evening peak hour. 

Table 9 
Passenger Boardings by Mode 

Time Parking Total 
Period Seaces Auto Bus Walk Passengers 

2 hour 600 1,080 (600 from parking lot) 475 955 2,510 
peak (480 from Kiss-n-Ride) 

60% for 1 648 (360 from parking lot) 285 573 1,506 
hour peak (288 from Kiss-n-Ride) 

These boardings translate into pedestrians on the surrounding streets with the 

exception of those that are parking. These individuals will access the rail station via 
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internal elevators. Table 10 below details the pedestrian volumes and the streets which 

they would likely be traversing. 

Mode 

Rail: Kiss-n-Ride 

Rail: From Buses 

Rail: From Walking 

Walking to/from 
project* 

Table 10 
Volume of Pedestrians on Area Streets 

During Peak Hour 

Total % of Total 
Volume Street Volume 

290 Raymond Avenue 100% 
285 Raymond Avenue 60% 

Arroyo Parkway 20% 
Del Mar Boulevard 20% 

573 Raymond Avenue 30% 
Arroyo Parkway 40% 
Del Mar Boulevard 30% 

11 AM/ Raymond Avenue 30% 
14 PM Arroyo Parkway 40% 

Del Mar Boulevard 30% 

Volume 

290 

171 
57 

57 

172 

229 

172 

3 AM/4 PM 

4 AM/6 PM 
3 AM/ 4 PM 

* Project is the proposed residential/retail/restaurant project as described and detailed in the project trip 
generation summary above. 

The Del Mar Boulevard frontage of the project provides secondary pedestrian access along 

the sides of the tracks. However, in order to evaluate the project under worst case scenario 

conditions pedestrians approaching the project from Del Mar Boulevard were also 

incorporated into the major pedestrian accesses along Raymond Avenue and Arroyo 

Parkway. The Raymond Avenue and Arroyo Parkway pedestrian volumes are increased 

with the pedestrian volumes from Del Mar Boulevard. 

Based on the above, the peak hour pedestrian volumes are estimated as approximately 823 

on Raymond Avenue, 282 on Arroyo Parkway and 233 on Del Mar Boulevard. The 

pedestrian volumes on Raymond Avenue are considerably higher due to the transit services 

and passenger (un)loading zone (Kiss-n-Ride) being located on Raymond Avenue. 

Due to the high number of pedestrians accessing the project site an evaluation of 

pedestrian Level-of-Service (LOS) was conducted. This analysis is based upon the 

methodology as detailed in the Transportation Research Board National Research Council, 

40 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I· 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
·I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Highway Capacity Manual 2000. The qualitative measures of pedestrian flow are similar to 

those used for vehicular flow. These elements include speed and maneuverability. This 

would include those walking with the main pedestrian flows and those walking in the reverse 

direction. As with vehicular flow, pedestrian flow is measured in terms of LOS. Table 11 

details pedestrian walkway LOS as described in the Highway Capacity Manual 2000. 

Table 11 
Pedestrian Walkway LOS 

LOS Description of Operating Characteristics 
Pedestrian Space 

and Flow Rate 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

Movement in desired paths without alteration 
in response to others. Speeds freely selected 
and conflicts unlikely. 

Same as above. At this level, pedestrians begin 
to be aware of others and respond to their presence 
when selecting a pace. 

Enough space for normal walking speeds and 
bypassing others. Reverse direction or crossing 
movements can cause minor conflicts. 

Individual walking speed and ability to pass others 
restricted. High probability of conflict when crossing 
or traveling in reverse flow. Provides reasonably 
fluid flow, but friction and interaction likely. 

Walking speed restricted. Space is not sufficient 
for passing slower pedestrians. Cross or reverse 
flow movements difficult. Volumes approach the 
limit of the walkway capacity with stoppages and 
interruptions to flow. 

Space>60 tt2/p 
Flow Rate s 5 p/min/ft 

Space>40-60 tt2/p 
Flow Rate >5-7 p/min/ft 

Space>24-40 ft2/p 
Flow Rate > 7-1 O p/min/ft 

Space>15-24 tt2/p 
Flow Rate >10-15 p/min/ft 

Space>8-15 tt2/p 
Flow Rate > 15-23 p/min/ft 

Walking speed severely restricted. Frequent unavoidable 
contact with other pedestrians. Cross and reverse flow 
movements virtually impossible. Flow is sporadic and 
unstable. Space characteristic of queued pedestrians 
rather than moving streams. 

Spaces8 tt2Jp 
Flow Rate varies 

41 



The performance of a walkway can be affected by the walkway width, the obstructions 

along the walkway such as poles, meters and mailboxes, the distance from the curb 

and the adjoining topography. For instance, pedestrians tend to shy away from curb 

space and will not press close against building walls and windows. If the adjoining 

space is retail with windows, pedestrians may stop to look and block flow. The type of 

pedestrian flow can also affect the perfomiance. The pedestrian going to and from 

work, using the same facilities day after day, will have a tendency to walk faster than a 

shopping or sight-seeing pedestrian. In addition, the age of the pedestrian may affect 

the walking speed. Older or very young persons tend to walk slower than other groups. 

The pedestrian patterns can be free flowing with people able to walk freely without 

impedance from outside influences or they may walk in groups (platoon) due to the 

influence of traffic signals or transit discharges. 

These items were considered in evaluation of the pedestrian facilities around the 

project. Currently, there is not a high volume of pedestrians around the site during peak 

hours. Future 2003 pedestrian volumes with the project and operation of the Pasadena 

Blue Line were evaluated along Del Mar Boulevard, Raymond Avenue and Arroyo 

Parkway. Site related pedestrian volumes disperse as they travel farther from the site. 

Table 12 below details the anticipated future 2003 pedestrian environment in temis of 

free flow and platoon characteristics. 

Table 12 
Future 2003 Pedestrian LOS 

Unit Flow Rate Free Flow Platoon 
Street Segment VP (p/min/ft) Volume LOS Volumes LOS 
Arroyo Parkway btwn Del 1.6 A B 
Mar Blvd and Project Dwy 

Del Mar Blvd btwn Arroyo 1.3 A B 
Parkway and Raymond Ave 

Raymond Avenue btwn Del 4.4 A C 
Mar Blvd and Proiect Dwv 

Unit Flow Rate - VP persons per minute per foot 
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Parking Analysis 

Parking for the Pasadena Del Mar Station project will be provided by subterranean 

parking garages with a limited number of surface parking spaces. The quantity of 

parking to be provided by the project will be approximately 1,200 to 1,500 spaces with 

600 of the spaces dedicated for transit parking. The remaining parking will be provided 

for retail, restaurant, and residential components of the project. The parking access will 

be from single driveways on Raymond Avenue and Arroyo Parkway. The driveway on­

Raymond Avenue will be a full service driveway with right and left turns accommodated 

on entry and exit. There will be three lanes provided on the driveway with the middle 

lane reversible to accommodate the higher volume of entering or exiting vehicles 

depending on the time of day. The driveway on Arroyo Parkway will be at the north end 

of the site. Entering and exiting vehicles at the Arroyo Parkway driveway will be limited 

to right tum only because of a raised center median along Arroyo Parkway. The 

driveway will be three lanes in width with a double entry and single exit lane. The 

access to the site will be controlled by gates that will be located sufficiently on site to 

preclude queues on Arroyo Parkway. 

Walker Parking Consultants conducted an independent queue analysis, May 2001, 

under the scenario that the 600 space parking structure for transit was built on the 

Arroyo Parkway side of the Del Mar Station site with access exclusively from Arroyo 

Parkway. A 60 percent peak hour volume was utilized which is consistent with other 

studies. They concluded that with a combination of one insertion card reader (for pre­

paid parkers) and an auto spit ticket dispenser (for daily parkers) that an average queue 

of 4 cars behind the service position can be anticipated. They recommended a design 

queue of 9 cars behind the service position for one entry lane and a 4-car reservoir for 

two-lane entry. Upon conclusion, it was further recommended that the garage would be 
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best serviced with a design of three control lanes, one each direction and one reversible 

lane to accommodate the morning influx and evening departure of vehicles. 

The project proposes garage entries from both Raymond Avenue and Arroyo Parkway 

with access for both the transit parking and project components available from either 

driveway. Therefore, the worst case scenario with all transit parking accessed from 

Arroyo Parkway, which was evaluated by Walker Parking, would more than 

accommodate the traffic volumes split between the two driveways. 

The number of parking spaces provided will include 600 spaces dedicated for transit 

users and sufficient additional spaces to provide parking for the retail, restaurant and 

residential components of the project. 
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FUTURE TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

Other projects proposed for development could add substantial amounts of traffic to 

the major roadway facilities in the project vicinity. For this reason, the analysis of 

future traffic conditions was expanded to include potential traffic from yet undeveloped 

or unoccupied projects. Briefly, the methodology for estimating future traffic volumes 

was as follows: First, current (2001) traffic volumes were determined by traffic counts 

(as described in a preceding section). Next, an ambient traffic growth factor of 1.0 

percent compounded annually was applied to develop Year 2003 "baseline" figures. 

Traffic expected to be generated from "related projects" was then added to the 

baseline traffic volumes to form the basis for Year 2003 "Without Project" conditions. 

Finally, project traffic, calculated previously, was analyzed as an incremental addition 

to the Year 2003 "Without Project" conditions to achieve the future (Year 2003) ''With 

Project" scenarios. 

Traffic Growth 

Based on an analysis of the trends in traffic growth in this portion of Pasadena over the 

last several years, an annual traffic growth factor of 1.0 percent for the area street 

system was used for the analysis. An ambient growth of 1.0 percent per year is 

consistent with previous assumptions made in the Pasadena community. This growth 

factor was used to account for increases in traffic resulting from projects not yet 

proposed or outside of the study area. This "growth factor", compounded annually, was 

applied to the existing traffic volumes to develop the estimated baseline volumes for the 

study year 2003. 

Cumulative Development 

In addition to the use of the above ambient growth rate, listings of potential projects 

located within a two-mile radius of the project site that might be developed within the 
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study time frame were obtained from the City of Pasadena's Planning Department. A 

review of these development plans indicate that 41 projects in the study area could 

produce additional traffic at the study intersections if they are built out. It should be 

noted that this project, or any actions taken by the City regarding this project, does not 

have a direct bearing on these other proposed projects. In fact, all proposed projects 

are included in this analysis in order to be conservative. Some of these projects will 

likely be completed subsequent to Year 2003, many will not be built, or will be built at a 

less intensive scale than is now proposed. 

The locations of the related projects are shown in Figure 11, with their descriptions and trip 

generation estimates shown in Table 13. Traffic expected to be generated by the related 

projects was estimated by applying the trip generation equations and rates in Appendix A. 

To evaluate Year 2003 "Without Project" traffic conditions, peak hour trips estimated in 

Table 13 were assigned to the area circulation system, using methods similar to those 

previously described for project traffic assignment. The traffic assignment percentages 

utilized for the related projects trips were similar to those described earlier for this project. 

The related projects traffic volumes were then combined with the growth-factored, 

background traffic volumes described in the previous section, resulting in Year 2003 

"Without Project" AM and PM peak-hours traffic estimates, which are shown in 

Figures 12(a) and 12(b), respectively. 

These estimates are the "benchmark" volumes used in determining project traffic impacts 

on the street system. Actual future traffic volumes in the study area could be 

substantially less than depicted in Figures 12(a) and 12{b) because the timing of their 

completion (if at all) is speculative. Additionally, some of the projects identified may be 

delayed or not built to the intensity described. However, they were included in this traffic 

analysis to present the most conservative conditions reasonably expected to occur. 
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Map 
No. Address/Location 

1 145 Chestnut Street 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

35 S. Wilson 

511 S. Fair Oaks Avenue 

324. 327. 285 Madeline Drive 

20 W. Green Street 

42 W . Dayton Street 

249 Ohio Street 

280 Marengo Avenue 

457 S. Marengo Avenue 

300 E. Colorado Boulevard 

Table 13 
Related Projects Description and Trip Generation 

Land Use.1. Size 
143-unit Apartments 

48-unit Apartments 

57,629 sf Self-Storage Facility 

49.990 sf Westridae School 

32 Residential Dwelling Units 
23,000 sf Commercial 
Previous Use: 
5,720 sf Commercial 

18 Residential Dwelling Units 
4,635 sf Retail 

11-Unit Condominium 

31 , 135 sf Office 

22-Unit Condominium 

Paseo Pasadena 
590,000 sf Retail 
120,000 sf Office 
400-unit High-end 

Condo/Town house 
Less Internal Linkages 

Retail (5%) 
Office (Based on Dwellina Units & 
Residential Dwelling Units (5%) 

Vehicle Tri_e Generation 
AM Pk. Hr. PM Pk. Hr. 

Inbound Outbound Inbound Outbound Daily 

12 62 64 32 990 

4 

5 

116 

3 

41 

(18) 
26 

2 
16 
18 

2 

65 

3 

281 
190 

26 

(14) 
(15) 

(1) 

23 

4 

45 

16 

26 

(11) 
31 

10 
10 
20 

7 

9 

12 

179 
26 

127 

(9) 
(15) 

(6) 

30 

7 

20 

24 

114 

(46) 
92 

19 
40 
59 

7 

19 

12 

972 
36 

129 

(49) 
(56) 

(6) 

15 

7 

31 

12 

124 

(49) 
87 

9 
43 
52 

3 

95 

6 

1,054 
178 

64 

(53) 
(55) 

(3) 

420 

140 

660 

330 
2,650 

(1,080) 
1,900 

240 
950 

1,190 

100 

540 

180 

21,340 
1,530 

2,114 

(1,070) 
(1,160) 

(106) 
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Table 13 (Con't) 

Related Projects Description and Trip Generation 

Vehicle Trie Generation 

Map AM Pk. Hr. PM Pk. Hr. 

No. Address/Location Land Use1 Size Inbound Outbound Inbound Outbound Daily 
Less Transit/Walk-in Trips 

Retail (0%/5%) (14) (9) (49) (53) (1,070) 
Office (5%/0%) (10) (1) (2) (9) (80) 

Subtotal 440 280 962 1,116 21,290 

Less Pass-by Trips 
Retai1(15%) (66) (42) (144) (167) (3,190) 

377 250 831 956 18,308 

11 210-218 S. Madison Avenue 19-Unit Condominium 2 12 11 5 160 

12 581 Marengo Avenue 10-Unit Condominium 1 7 6 3 90 

13 155 N. Raymond Ave 32-unit Apartment 3 16 24 12 192 
3,684 sf Retail 12 ~ 34 37 816 

15 24 58 49 1,008 

14 721 E. Cordova Avenue 24,000 sf Retail 41 27 118 127 2,720 

15 651 N. Orange Grove 28,000 sf Horizon School 189 167 88 100 2,220 

16 35 N. De Lacey Avenue 42,260 sf Retail 59 37 171 185 3,920 
17 Corson St & Marengo Avenue 48,500 sf Office1 92 13 23 111 761 

18 Madison Ave & Union Street 200-space Parking Structure 
(58,000 sf)1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

117,000 sf Convalescent & Assisted 
19 951-957 S. Fair Oaks Avenue Living Facilities 7 5 19 15 430 

20 656 S. Marengo Avenue 8-Unit Townhouse 1 6 5 3 80 

21 600-648 E. Walnut Street 38-unit Multi-Family Residential1 3 16 16 8 252 
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Table 13 (Con't) 
Related Projects Description and Trip Generation 

Vehicle Trie Generation 
Map AM Pk. Hr. PM Pk. Hr. 
No. Address/Location Land Use1 Size Inbound Outbound Inbound Outbound Daily 
22 1021 E. Colorado Boulevard Allwin/Koll1 

170,950 sf Office 252 34 46 225 2,003 

23 171 South Lake Avenue Champion Development 1 156 119 209 176 4,716 
19,310 sf Retail 
17,696 sf Restaurant 
205-room Hotel 

24 Ambassador College Campus West Campus 
(preferred project in DSEIR) 957 Residential Units 52 253 266 131 4,440 

22 Single Family Homes 7 21 21 18 260 
1,262-seat theater (existing to remain) 
5 Single Family Homes (existing to remain; 

Previous use to be removed -
308,444 sf Institutional (54) (5) (8) (45) (480) 
Subtotal 5 269 276 96 4,220 
East Campus 
150 Residential Units 12 65 67 33 1,030 
960,000 sf Office 995 136 196 959 7,540 
40,000 sf Retail 56 36 165 178 3,780 
Less Internal, Transit/Walk Pass-By (100) (57) (176) (214) (4,010) 
Less Existing Use (12) (2) (2) (13) (110) 
Subtotal 951 178 250 943 8,230 

Total 956 447 526 1,039 12,450 

25. 401 S. Lake Avenue S. Lake Avenue Retail (Mac'il's}1 159 131 162 185 3,904 
123.216 sf Retail 
27,000 sf Restaurant 
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Table 13 (Con't) 

Related Projects Description and Trip Generation 

Vehicle Trie Generation 

Map AM Pk. Hr. PM Pk. Hr. 

No. Address/Location Land Use1 Size Inbound Outbound Inbound Outbound Daily 

26 Fillmore btwn Raymond Ave Fillmore Rail Station 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Arroyo Pkwy 123-space Parking Structure 

27 California Ave at Pasadena Ave Huntington Hos12ital1 148 55 46 146 3,511 
57,000 sf Phase II 
152,275 sf Phase Ill 

28 SEC of Fair Oaks Ave & Orange 14,490 sf Walgreen's Pharmacy 7 32 74 77 1,280 

Grove Blvd. 7,200 sf Retail 20 13 53 58 1,260 
27 45 127 135 2,540 

29 443 S. Raymond Avenue 47-unit Condominium 5 23 22 11 340 

8,953 sf Light Industrial 7 1 1 8 60 
12 24 23 19 400 

30 492 E. Union Street Pasadena Art Museum 1 0 1 21 53 534 
30,962 sf Museum 
1-unit Residential 

31 290 Hudson 140-unit Apartment 12 61 63 31 970 

32 S/0 Green St btwn Marengo Convention Center Exgansion 1 N/A N/A 77 45 610 

Euclid Ave 60,000 sf Conference Room space 
33 185 S. Euclid Ave 135-unit Apartment 11 59 62 30 940 

4,521 sf Commercial 15 10 39 42 930 
Previous Use: 
19,350 sf Medical Office (38) (9) (47) (42) (580) 
Total (12) 60 54 30 1,290 

34. N. Side Del Mar btwn Raymond 
Avenue and Arroyo Parkway 600 space rail station parking 480 290 290 480 2,300 

35 790 N. Fair Oaks 140-unit Affordable Senior Building 11 13 21 17 N/A 
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Map 
No. Address/Location 
36 50 W. Dayton Avenue 

37 707 S. Raymond Avenue 

38 120 S. Raymond Avenue 

39 408 N. Fair Oaks Avenue 

40 199 N. Lake Avenue 

41 720 E. Colorado Boulevard 

Table 13 (Con't) 
Related Projects Description and Trip Generation 

Vehicle Tri,e Generation 
AM Pk. Hr. PM Pk. Hr. 

Land Use1 Size Inbound Outbound Inbound Outbound Daily 
20 Multi-family Residential Units 2 12 11 5 170 

89,000 sf Biotech Office 150 

STATS on the Green 
Building A - 47,000 sf Commercial 62 

42 units Multi-family 4 
residential 

Building B -- 112,500 sf Commercial 104 
59 units Multi-family 6 
residential 
11,100 sf Restaurant 7 

Building C - 35,900 sf Commercial 53 
84,300 sf Cinema N/A 

Previous Use: 
60,759 sf Retail (73) 
3,220 sf Office (11) 

152 
40-room Holiday Inn Express Motel 68 

226,000 sf Office 314 

120 Residential Dwelling Units 10 
8,000 sf Retail 21 

31 

20 

40 
22 

67 
28 

2 
34 

N/A 

(46) 
(1) 

146 
122 

43 

53 
14 
67 

30 

183 
20 

326 
27 

56 
153 
205 

(217) 
(14) 
739 

16 

57 

56 
57 

113 

149 

198 
10 

353 
13 

27 
166 
115 

(235) 
(69) 
578 

14 

276 

28 
62 
90 

1,210 

4,190 
310 

7,350 
420 

1,000 
3,530 
1,100 

(4,950) 
(90) 

12,860 
360 

2,480 

850 
1,340 
2,190 

1 Source: Plaza Pasadena Renovation Draft EIR, City of Pasadena, August 1999 
2 Source: Preliminary Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Proposed West Gateway Specific Plan, April 1998 
3 Source: Ambassador Campus Draft Supplemental EIR - December 2000 
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Highway System Improvements 

A review of anticipated transportation improvements was conducted for the street 

system servicing the site. Roadway improvements along Del Mar Boulevard will be 

conducted simultaneously with project construction. An eastbound right turn lane onto 

Arroyo Parkway from Del Mar Boulevard, a third westbound through lane on Del Mar 

Boulevard west of Arroyo Parkway to the rail tracks transitioning to a westbound right 

tum lane on Del Mar Boulevard at Raymond Avenue will be constructed as a separate 

project. These improvements will be reviewed and evaluated separately from this 

project. In addition, the City of Pasadena will also construct a southbound right turn 

lane on Arroyo Parkway north of Del Mar Boulevard simultaneous with the project 

development. The development project will be constructed so as to provide sufficient 

right-of-way to accommodate these improvements. 

Several off-site development projects also propose traffic improvements. However, 

these improvements are not assumed to be completed in this analysis in order to 

evaluate the project under the "worst case scenario" conditions. 

Transit System Improvements 

The Pasadena Metro Blue Line is a light rail transit service (LRT) that is currently under 

construction from Union Station in Downtown Los Angeles to Pasadena. The route will 

traverse an existing rail right-of-way that runs through Chinatown, Lincoln Heights, 

Highland Park, South Pasadena and will terminate at the Sierra Madre Villa Station. 

The LRT will have thirteen stations, and the project will be located on the Del Mar 

Station site. There is also a station planned on Fillmore Street south of the project site 

as well as the Memorial Park Station north of the site. The Pasadena Blue line 

Construction Authority has proposed that the new service will begin July 1, 2003. 

A supplemental study of traffic flow and queuing analysis at planned Blue Line crossing 

has been prepared by Korve Engineering, June 2000. The data included in that report 
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is consistent with this traffic analysis and conclude sufficient traffic capacity will exist in 

the future when the Blue Line is operational with implementation of several 

improvements. The traffic analysis of the Blue Line construction and operation is 

covered in a separate environmental analysis. 

An evaluation of queue lengths along Del Mar Boulevard with the operation of the 

Pasadena Blue Line in operation was conducted for the future with the project volumes. 

The traffic volumes utilized in this evaluation were more conservative that that of the 

Korve Engineering analysis. The evaluation reaffirmed the conclusions of the previous 

study that adequate vehicle storage is available. 

This light rail extension will greatly expand the rail and bus opportunities accessible 

from the project and hence it is likely that many residents and employees of the 

proposed project will utilize Blue Line Transit service. Figure 13 illustrates the future 

Blue Line route & Station locations in the project vicinity. 

Analysis of Future Traffic Conditions {Without and With Project) 

The analysis of future conditions in the project area was performed using the same 

critical lane analysis procedures described previously in this report. 

Traffic volumes for the analysis were developed as follows: 

o As described earlier in the report, future Year 2003 benchmark traffic volumes 

for the "Without Project" condition were determined by combining the area 

"ambient" traffic growth with traffic generated by the identified related projects. 

Roadway improvements as described in the "Highway Systems Improvements" 

previously in the report are included in the "Without Project" analysis. 

o Traffic volumes generated by the project, as determined earlier, were then 

added to the "Without Project" benchmark volumes to determine traffic impacts 

directly attributable to the proposed development. 
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Future (Year 2003) traffic volumes at the study intersections for the "With Proposed Project" 

conditions are shown in Figure 14(a) for the AM peak hour and Figure 14(b) for the PM peak 

hour. The results of the capacity analysis of future traffic conditions at the study 

intersections are summarized in Table 12 for the project scenario. 

As stated previously, future travel demands will likely be less than are reflected in this table. 

Additionally, potential traffic mitigation measures required of some of the related projects, 

which may improve the projected Levels of Service conditions in the future, have not been 

assumed. Therefore, it is probable that future conditions at the study intersections will be 

better than those calculated for Table 12. 

Project Intersection Impacts 

A project is considered to significantly impact an intersection when the volume-to­

capacity ratio of that intersection exceeds a certain threshold at a particular level of 

service. According to the City of Pasadena, a project impact is significant under the 

following criteria shown in Table 15. 

As shown in Table 14, the project is anticipated to significantly impact 1 of the 22 study 

intersections during either one or both peak hours. Prior to the addition of project traffic, 

1 O of the 22 study intersections will be operating at adverse levels of service (i.e. LOS E 

or F) during one or both peak hours. With the project traffic, one additional study 

intersection will be operating at adverse levels of service. Mitigation will be implemented 

to reduce the project impacts to a level of insignificance and is discussed in a forthcoming 

section. 
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I Table 14 

Intersection Capacity Analysis Summary 

I Future (2003) Traffic Conditions - Without and With Project 

Future {2003} 
Peak Without Project With Project 

I No. Intersection Hour ICU LOS ICU LOS lmeact 
1. Holly Street and AM 0.229 A 0.229 A 0.000 

Raymond Avenue PM 0.266 A 0.268 A 0.002 

I 2. Holly Street and AM 0.517 A 0.519 A 0.002 
Marengo Avenue PM 0.627 B 0.629 B 0.002 

I 3. Union Street and AM 0.305 A 0.306 A 0.001 
Raymond Avenue PM 0.464 A 0.469 A 0.005 

I 4. Colorado Boulevard and AM 0.425 A 0.426 A 0.001 
Raymond Avenue PM 0.602 B 0.612 B 0.010 

I 
5. Colorado Boulevard and AM 0.544 A 0.547 A 0.003 

Arroyo Parkway PM 0.785 C 0.793 C 0.008 

6. Green Street and AM 0.401 A 0.422 A 0.021 

·1 Raymond Avenue PM 0.527 A 0.542 A 0.015 

7. Green Street and AM 0.514 A 0.515 A 0.001 

I 
Arroyo Parkway PM 0.589 A 0.591 A 0.002 

8. Cordova Street and AM 0.654 B 0.657 B 0.003 
Arroyo Parkway PM 0.697 B 0.706 C 0.009 

I 9. Del Mar Boulevard and AM 1.229 F 1.237 F 0.008 
Pasadena Avenue PM 1.652 F 1.657 F 0.005 

I 10. Del Mar Boulevard and AM 0.987 E 0.989 E 0.002 
Fair Oaks Avenue PM 1.156 F 1.163 F 0.007 

I 11. Del Mar Boulevard and AM 0.679 B 0.690 8 0.011 
Raymond Avenue PM 0.780 C 0.805 D 0.025 

I 
12. Del Mar Boulevard and AM 0.917 E 0.935 E 0.018 

Arroyo Parkway PM 1.120 F 1.129 F 0.009 

13. Del Mar Boulevard and AM 0.876 D 0.888 D 0.012 

I Marengo Avenue PM 1.053 F 1.065 F 0.012* 

14. Del Mar Boulevard and AM 0.666 B 0.670 8 0.004 

I Euclid Avenue PM 0.751 C 0.757 C 0.006 

15. Del Mar Boulevard and AM 1.016 F 1.022 F 0.006 
Los Robles Avenue PM 0.969 E 0.974 E 0.005 

I * Denotes a significant impact prior to mitigation. 
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Table 14 (cont.) 
Intersection Capacity Analysis Summary 

Future (2003) Traffic Conditions - Without and With Project 

Future (2003} 
Peak Without Project With Project 

No. Intersection Hour ICU LOS ICU LOS lmeact 
16. California Boulevard and AM 1.014 F 1.014 F 0.000 

Fair Oaks Avenue PM 1.112 F 1.116 F 0.004 

17. California Boulevard and AM 0.638 B 0.646 B 0.008 
Raymond Avenue PM 0.682 B 0.691 B 0.009 

18. California Boulevard and AM 1.219 F 1.223 F 0.004 
Arroyo Parkway PM 1.508 F 1.512 F 0.004 

19. California Boulevard and AM 1.073 F 1.077 F 0.004 
Marengo Avenue PM 1.008 F 1.013 F 0.005 

20. Glenarm Street and AM 0.497 A 0.502 A 0.005 
Raymond Avenue PM 0.509 A 0.513 A 0.004 

21. Glenarm Street and AM 0.857 D 0.864 D 0.007 
Arroyo Parkway PM 1.063 F 1.069 F 0.006 

22. Glenarm Street and AM 0.665 B 0.667 B 0.002 
Marengo Avenue PM 0.549 A 0.552 A 0.003 

* Denotes a significant impact prior to mitigation. 
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Table 15 
Intersection Significant Impact Criteria 

Future With Project 
Level of Service 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 

Proiect Segment Impacts 

ICU Value 
Increase 
~ 0.060 
~ 0.050 
~ 0.040 
~ 0.030 
~ 0.020 
~ 0.010 

Future (Year 2003) average daily traffic volumes for the "With Project" conditions were 

also analyzed at the studied street segments. Table 16 shows the average daily traffic 

without and with the project. The City has also established threshold criteria to 

determine impacts on the street system due to project traffic. The threshold criteria are 

based on average daily traffic growth and are shown in Table 17. According to 

Table 17, a street segment would be impacted if the project increases the average daily 

traffic by 2.5% or greater. In addition, mitigation requirements vary depending on the 

size of the impact, ranging from TOM and ridesharing to extensive physical 

improvements. 

As shown in Table 16 the project would be anticipated to result in one significant traffic­

related segment impact. 
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Table 16 
Street Segment Analysis Summary 

ADT 
Segment Existing Without Project Project With Project Percent 
Number Segment FromfTo (2001) (2003) Onl~ (2003) Increase 

1. Green Street Fair Oaks Ave. to Raymond Ave. 13,787 15,933 215 16,148 1.35% 

2. Cordova Street Arroyo Parkway to Marengo Ave. 9,239 11 ,419 244 11 ,663 2.14% 

3. Del Mar Boulevard Delacey Ave. to Fair Oaks Ave. 20,069 27,865 315 28,180 1.13% 

4. Del Mar Boulevard Fair Oaks Ave. to Raymond Ave. 22,257 29,817 315 30,132 1.06% 

5. Del Mar Boulevard Arroyo Parkway to Marengo Ave. 23,755 29,310 501 29,811 1.71 % 

6. Del Mar Boulevard Euclid Ave. to Los Robles Ave. 20,688 25,387 358 25,745 1.41% 

7. Fair Oaks Avenue Green Street to Del Mar Blvd. 34,086 37,673 29 37,702 0.08% 

8. Raymond Avenue Del Mar Blvd. to California Blvd. 7,343 9,075 488 9,563 5.38%* 

9. Raymond Avenue California Blvd. to Glenarm St. 9,917 11,565 258 11,823 2.23% 

10. Arroyo Parkway Del Mar Blvd. to California Blvd. 31,961 37,750 258 38,008 0.68% 

11. Arroyo Parkway California Blvd. to Glenarm St. 49,104 54,856 286 55,142 0.52% 

* Denotes significant impact, prior to mitigation. 
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Table 17 
Street Segment Significant Impact Criteria 

ADT Growth Required Traffic Mitigation 

0.0%-2.4% 

2.5%-4.9% 

5.0%-7.4% 

7.5%+ 

Staff Review and Conditions 

Soft Mitigation Required 
TOM, Rideshare, etc. 

Soft Mitigation Required 
Physical Mitigation Required 

Soft Mitigation Required 
Extensive Physical Mitigation Required 

Impacts on Regional Transportation System 

To address the increasing public concern that traffic congestion was impacting the 

quality of life and economic vitality of the State of California, the Congestion 

Management program (CMP) was enacted by Proposition 111. The intent of the CMP 

is to provide the analytical basis for transportation decisions through the State 

Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) process. A Countywide approach has 

been established by the Metropolitan Transportation Authority, the Local CMP agency, 

to implement the statutory requirements of the CMP. The Countywide approach 

includes designating a highway network that includes all state highways and principal 

arterials with the County and monitoring the network's Level of Service standards. This 

monitoring of the CMP network is one of the responsibilities of local jurisdictions. If 

Level of Service standards deteriorate, then local jurisdictions must prepare a 

deficiency plan to be in conformance with the Countywide plan. 

Furthermore, all development projects which are required to prepare an EIR are subject 

to the Land Use Analysis program of the CMP. This requirement is to provide decision­

makers with the project-specific traffic impacts created by large projects on the CMP 

65 



highway network. The traffic impact analysis (TIA) to be included in an EIR requires that 

all freeway segments where the project adds 150 or more trips, in each direction, during 

the peak hours be analyzed. An analysis is also required at all CMP intersections where 

the project will add 50 or more trips during the peak hour. 

Future traffic volumes were projected on the four freeway segments analyzed in the 

previous section. The future Year 2003 freeway volumes "Without Project" are shown in 

Table 18. 

Traffic volumes attributable to the Project, as determined earlier, were then analyzed 

as an incremental increase to the "Without Project" conditions. This methodology 

allowed for both an assessment of overall future freeway conditions and a 

determination of the project impacts to these regional transportation facilities. The 

Level of Service values used for freeway segment analyses are estimated by 

calculating the demand-to-capacity (D/C) ratio and using the LOS definitions shown in 

Table 19. 

The CMP defines regional project impacts as significant if the demand-to-capacity ratio 

increases by 0.020 or more, and the final, "With Project" Level of Service is LOS F. 

The "With Project" traffic volumes and associated project impacts are also shown in 

Table 18. 
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Table 18 

Future (2003) Freeway Volumes 
and Levels of Service 

Without Project With Project 

Peak No. Freewal D/C D/C 
Freeway Segment H2!!! Direction Lanes Capac ty Dally Volume Ratio LOS Daily Volume Ratio LOS Impact 

Long Beach Freeway (SR-710) AM NIB 2 4,000 71,200 3,540 0.885 0 71,400 3,550 0.888 0 0.003 
north of Colorado Blvd. SIB 3 6,000 2,620 0.437 B 2,625 0.438 B 0.001 

PM NIB 2 4,000 2,940 0.735 C 2,951 0.738 C 0.003 
SIB 3 6,000 3,950 0.658 C 3,965 0.661 C 0.003 

Ventura Freeway (SR-134) AM WIB 5* 9,600 218,000 11,000 1.146 F(0) 218,230 11,012 1.147 F(O) 0.001 

west of Orange Grove Blvd. E/B 5* 9,600 8,020 0.835 0 8,025 0.836 0 0.001 

PM WIB 5* 9,600 8,430 0.878 0 8,443 0.879 0 0.001 
E/B 5* 9,600 8,880 0.925 0 8,896 0.927 0 0.002 

Foothill Freeway (1-210) AM WIB 5 10,000 307,450 14,140 1.414 F(2) 307,800 14,150 1.415 F(2) 0.001 

east of Los Robles Ave. E/B 5 10,000 10,170 1.017 F(0) 10,187 1.019 F(O) 0.002 

PM WIB 5 10,000 12,060 1.206 F(0) 12,085 1.209 F(O) 0.003 
E/B 5 10,000 14,720 1.472 F(3) 14,740 1.474 F(3) 0.002 

Foothill Freeway (1-210) AM NIB 4 8,000 134,400 6,390 0.799 0 134,600 6,400 0.800 D 0.001 

north of Orange Grove Blvd. SIB 4 8,000 4,650 0.581 C 4,654 0.582 C 0.001 

PM NIB 4 8,000 5,140 0.643 C 5,151 0.644 C 0.001 
SIB 4 8,000 7,060 0.883 D 7,074 0.884 D 0.001 

Pasadena Freeway (1-110) AM NIB 3 6,000 37,100 2,340 0.390 B 37,420 2,346 0.391 B 0.001 

South of Glenarm Street SIB 2 4,000 2,130 0.533 B 2,146 0.537 B 0.004 

PM NIB 3 6,000 3,040 0.507 B 2,062 0.344 A 0.004 

SIB 2 4,000 2,080 0.520 B 2,097 0.524 B 0.004 

t LOS designations based on criteria detailed in Appendix D, Exhibit 06, page 0-40, 1997 Los Angeles County CMP. 
* Includes HOV lane. 
** Significant Impact, prior to mitigation 
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Table 19 
Freeway Mainline Level of Service Definitions 

0/C Ratio LOS D/C Ratio LOS* 

0.00 - 0.35 A <1.00-1.25 F(0) 

>0.35- 0.54 B >1 .25-1.35 F(1) 

>0.54 - 0.77 C >1 .35-1.45 F(2) 

>0.77 - 0.93 D >1.45 F(3) 
>0.93-1.00 E 

* LOS F(1) through F(3) represent severe 
congestion (travel speeds less than 25 MPH for 
more than one hour). 

Source: Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority, Congestion Management Program, 1997. 

According to Table 19, the Project is not expected to significantly impact any of the 

studied freeway segments during the AM or PM Peak Hours. However, the table shows 

that continuing growth throughout the regional area which will cause continued 

deterioration on all of the studied freeway segments. Correction of conditions such as 

these are addressed by a variety of measures and programs detailed in the Los 

Angeles County CMP. 

According to the traffic analysis, the project would not add 50 or more trips to the CMP 

intersections during the AM or PM peak hour in the vicinity of the project. CMP 

intersections are located at Arroyo Parkway and California Boulevard, St. John Avenue 

and California Boulevard, and at Pasadena Avenue and California Boulevard. Due to 

the close proximity to the project site, an impact analysis for the intersection of Arroyo 

Parkway and California Boulevard was conducted and is shown in Table 12. The 

impact analysis is based on the intersection capacity methodology used at the 22 study 

intersections and was discussed in a previous section. As Table 12 shows, the project 

will not significantly impact the intersection of Arroyo Parkway at California Boulevard. 
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Queue Analysis 

The City of Pasadena, Pasadena Blue Line and other interested parties propose 

physical roadway improvements adjacent to the project site. These improvements 

include the following: 

o A southbound and eastbound right-tum lane at Arroyo Parkway and Del Mar 

Boulevard. 

o A westbound right-tum lane on Del Mar Boulevard at Raymond Avenue. 

o A third westbound travel lane from east of the rail tracks to Arroyo Parkway. 

In an evaluation of queue lengths, it was determined that adequate vehicle storage 

would be available along Del Mar Boulevard with the Pasadena Blue Line in operation. 

No impacts are anticipated due to the construction of the project. Table 20 below 

provides a summary of the evaluation. 

The project will be developed to accommodate the proposed roadway improvements. 

Figure 15 provides the concept plans of these roadway improvements. 
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Table 20 
Summary of Queue Lengths 

With the Pasadena Blue Line in Operation 

Storage 
Space Time 

Street Segment Available* Period 
Westbound Del Mar AM 
Boulevard 

203 ft 
East of Raymond to rail PM 
tracks 
Eastbound Del Mar AM 
Boulevard 

203 ft 
West of the rail tracks to PM 
Raymond 
Westbound Del Mar AM 
Boulevard 

231 ft 
East of the rail tracks to PM 
Arroyo Pky 
Eastbound Del Mar AM 
Boulevard 

231 ft 
West of Arroyo Pky to rail PM 
tracks 

Queue 
Length {ft} 

196 ft 

170 ft 

59 ft 

69 ft 

85 ft 

89 ft 

200 ft 

250 ft** 

• As discussed in the June 2000 Korve Engineering Pasadena Blue Line in Operation Analysis 

** Potential for a vehicle to wait on the west side of the tracts - sufficient room available 
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MITIGATION MEASURES 

The proposed project mitigation is designed to mitigate the project impact and work in 

conjunction with the Pasadena Blue Line construction. The project traffic improvement 

includes contribution to improvements to the traffic signal system 

Signal Improvement 

Traffic Signal System Upgrades - The project will participate in the funding of a new 

traffic signal control system by funding improvements at the intersection of Del Mar 

Boulevard and Marengo Avenue to mitigate the traffic impact at this intersection. This 

new signal system, when installed at all intersections in the study area, will result in 

enhanced capacity and traffic flow at all study intersections through the implemented 

adaptive traffic signal timing programs, hardware, detection devices and CCTV units. 

Implementation of the signal improvement mitigates the significant traffic impact to a 

level of insignificance. As noted below in Table 21, conditions improve with 

construction of the project and implementation of the project-related traffic mitigations 

at the significantly impacted intersection. 
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UNMITIGATED IMPACT 

Street Segment Impact 

Investigation of potential improvements to mitigate the significant impact at Raymond 

Avenue between Del Mar Boulevard and California Boulevard was conducted. 

Additional vehicular capacity could be gained through widening of Raymond Avenue 

and parking restrictions along the impacted roadway segment. However, physical 

roadway improvements and parking restrictions would create secondary impacts which 

are not desirable at this time. Therefore, the significant traffic impact to Raymond 

Avenue between Del Mar Boulevard and California Boulevard remains unmitigated. 

The appendix portion of the traffic analysis includes a Transportation Demand 

Management (TDM) Plan which could be implemented by the project to reduce vehicle 

trips to and from the site. The TDM Plan is not included as a mitigation measure 

because the project is primarily residential in nature and currently the City of Pasadena 

does not have the means to monitor or enforce TDM Plans for residential projects. The 

Plan is included as a voluntary measure for reference. 
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Table 21 
Intersection Capacity Analysis Summary 

Future (2003) Traffic Conditions - Without and With Project Mitigation 

Map Peak 
Hour 

Without Proiect 
Future (2003) 

With Project With Proiect Plus Mitigation 
No. Intersection ICU LOS 

13. Del Mar Boulevard and AM 0.876 
Marengo Avenue PM 1.053 

* Denotes a significant impact prior to mitigation. 

D 
F 

ICU LOS Impact ICU LOS Impact 

0.888 
1.065 

D 
F 

0.012 0.858 
0.012* 1.035 

D 
F 

-0.018 
-0.018 
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APPENDIX A 

TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT PLAN 
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TOM Plan 

The proposed project is consistent with several objectives of the City of Pasadena 

Mobility Element Goals. The mobility element is contained within the City's General 

Plan. Specifically, the project meets the goals set forth in items 7.1.1 (increase the 

availability and use of transit), 7.1.11 (increase the use of bicycling and walking) and 

7.1.IV (develop land use planning to support the mobility goals). 

In addition to the inclusion of several goals of the City of Pasadena Mobility Element, 

the project is expected to draw a large portion of projected project trips away from 

private vehicles to public transit. As the central focus of the project is the Blue Line 

Rail Extension, scheduled for completion by mid-2003, it is envisioned that a large 

percentage of residents of the apartment component of the project will utilize the rail 

and bus opportunities accessible from the project site. In addition, many patrons of 

the commercial component of the project will likely be drawn from the usage of the 

light rail and buses. There are also other transit opportunities in the project vicinity 

with the proximity of the Pasadena ARTS "downtown" bus route and transit lines 

which will be located along Raymond Avenue along with existing routes along Arroyo 

Parkway and Del Mar Boulevard. 

In order to ensure that future residents of the project are aware of the mobility that 

their proximity to the Blue Line and other transit properties affords them, the following 

measures are recommended for implementation. 

o An informational packet containing information regarding bus and rail 

schedules and routes and the availability of discounted bus and rail 

passes to be provided to all residents of the apartment component of the 

project and all employees of the commercial portion of the project. 

o In order to encourage transit usage, free transit passes to be made 

available to new residents and employees of the project. 



o Information detailing amenities provided on the site and within close 

proximity to be provided to residents of the project. 

o Bicycle racks and/or lockers are to be distributed throughout the project 

site. In addition, secure resident only bicycle racks to be provided near 

the residential component of the project site. Information regarding MTA 

Cycle Express permits to be provided to encourage bicyclist's usage of the 

Blue Line. 

o Carpooling information to be provided to those residents who do not work 

in close proximity to another Blue Line Station or other transit stops. 

o The developer will consider installing dedicated high speed internet 

access lines in the apartment units in order to encourage telecommuting. 

The above measures will be effective in reducing the number of vehicle trips 

generated by the proposed project. In addition, it should be noted that while a 15 

percent transit discount was used to determine project traffic generation, as 

previously shown in Table 7, actual transit usage is expected to be much higher. 
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Condominium - per unit 
Daily: 
AM Peak Hour: 
PM Peak Hour: 

Related Project Trip Generation Rates 

Ln(T) = 0.85 Ln(U) + 2.564 
Ln(T) = 0.79 Ln(U) + 0.298; I/B = 17%, 0/B = 83% 
Ln(T) = 0.827 Ln(U) + 0.309; 1/8 = 67%, 0/8 = 33% 

Single-Family Detached Housing - per unit 
Daily: Ln(T) = 0.92 Ln(U) + 2.707 
AM Peak Hour: T = 0.704 Ln(U) + 12.09; I/B = 25%, 0/8 = 75% 
PM Peak Hour: Ln(T) = 0.887 Ln(U) + 0.605; 1/8 = 64%, 0/8 = 36% 

Apartment - per unit 
Daily: 
AM Peak Hour: 
PM Peak Hour: 

T = 5.994(U) + 134.114 
T = 0.497(U) + 3.238; 1/8 = 16%, 0/8 = 84% 
T = 0.541(U) + 18.743; 1/8 = 67%, 0/8 = 73% 

Office Park - per 1,000 square feet 
Daily: T = 3.5(A) 
AM Peak Hour: T = 0.43(A); 1/B = 92%, 0/B = 8% 
PM Peak Hour: T = 0.39(A); 1/B = 15%, 0/B = 85% 

General Office - per 1,000 square feet 
Daily: Ln(T) = 0.768 Ln(A) + 3.654 
AM Peak Hour: Ln(T) = 0. 797 Ln(A) + 1.558; 1/8 = 88%, 0/B = 12% 
PM Peak Hour. T = 1.121 (A)+ 79.295; I/B = 17%, 0/B = 83% 

Shopping Center - per 1,000 square feet 
Daily: Ln(T) = 0.643 Ln(A) + 5.866 
AM Peak Hour: Ln(T) = 0.596 Ln(A) + 2.329; I/B = 61 %, 0/B = 39% 
PM Peak Hour: Ln(T) = 0.660 Ln(A) + 3.403; 1/B = 48%, 0/B = 52% 

Junior/Community College - per 1,000 square feet 
Daily: T = 18.36 (A) 
AM Peak Hour: T = 1. 78 (A); 1/8 = 80%, 0/8 = 20% 
PM Peak Hour: T = 1.66 (A); I/B = 46%, 0/B = 54% 

Quality Restaurant - per 1,000 square feet 
Daily: T = 89.95(A) 
AM Peak Hour: T = 0.81 (A); I/B = 82%, 0/B = 18% 
PM Peak Hour. T = 7.49(A); 1/8 = 67%, 0/B = 33% 

Movie Theater with Matinee - per 1,000 square feet 
Daily: T = 13.08(A) 
AM Peak Hour: N/A 
PM Peak Hour: T = 3.80(A); = I/B = 64%, 0/B = 36% 



Related Project Trip Generation Rates (cont.) 

Mini-Warehouse - per 1,000 square feet 
Daily: Ln(T) = 1.010 Ln(A) + 0.815 
AM Peak Hour: T = 0.15(A); 1/B = 59%, 0/8 = 41 % 
PM Peak Hour: Ln(T) = 1.015 Ln(A) - 1.487; 1/8 = 51 %, O/B = 49% 

High School - per 1,000 square feet 
Daily: T = 13.27(A) 
AM Peak Hour: T = 3.22(A); 1/B = 72%, O/B = 28% 
PM Peak Hour: T = 1.02(A); 1/8 = 40%, O/B = 60% 

Private School - per 1,000 square feet 
Daily: N/A 
AM Peak Hour: T = 3.54(A); 1/B = 63%, O/B = 37% 
PM Peak Hour: T = 0.77(A); 1/B = 38%, O/B = 62% 

Pharmacy/Drugstore with Drive-Through Window - per 1,000 square feet 
Daily: T = 88.16(A) 
AM Peak Hour: T = 2.66(A); 1/B = 17%, O/B = 83% 
PM Peak Hour: T = 10.40(A); 1/B = 49%, O/B = 51 % 

Warehousing - per 1,000 square feet 
Daily: T = 3.676(A) + 350.266 
AM Peak Hour: Ln(T) = 0.707 Ln(A) + 1.148; 82%, O/B = 18% 
PM Peak Hour: Ln(T) = 0.754 Ln(A) + 0.826; 1/B = 24%, O/B = 76% 

Day Care Center - per 1,000 square feet 
Daily: T = 79.26(A) 
AM Peak Hour: T = 12.71(A); 1/B = 53%, O/B = 47% 
PM Peak Hour: Ln(T) = 0.664 Ln(A) + 3.026; 1/B = 47%, O/B = 53% 

Hotel - per room 
Daily: 
AM Peak Hour: 
PM Peak Hour: 

T = 8.946(R) - 368.112 
Ln(T) = 1.234 Ln(A) - 1.998; 1/B = 61 %, O/B = 39% 
Ln(T) = 1.212 Ln(A)-1.763; 1/B = 53%, O/B = 47% 

Medical/Dental Office Building - per 1,000 square feet 
Daily: T = 40.892(A)- 214.97 
AM Peak Hour: T = 2.43(A); 1/B = 80%, O/B = 20% 
PM Peak Hour: Ln(T) = 0.921 Ln(A) + 1.763; 1/B = 53%, O/B = 47% 

General Light Industrial - per 1.000 square feet 
Daily: T = 6.97 (A) 
AM Peak Hour: T = 0.92(A); 1/B = 88%, O/B = 12% 
PM Peak Hour: T = 0.98(A; 1/B = 12%, O/B = 88% 
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Related Project Trip Generation Rates (cont.) 

Retirement Community - per unit 
Daily: T = N/A 
AM Peak Hour: T = 0.17(U); 1/8 = 45%, O/B = 55% 
PM Peak Hour: T = 0.27(U); 1/B = 56%, O/B = 44% 

Motel- per occupied room 
Daily: Ln(T) = 0.973 Ln(R) + 2.298 
AM Peak Hour: Ln(T) = 0.897 Ln(R) - 0.013; 1/B = 36%, O/B = 64% 
PM Peak Hour: T = 0.532(R) + 5.947; 1/B = 53%, 0/8 = 47% 

Ln = Logarithmic equation 
T = Trip ends 
A = 1,000,s of sq. ft. 
U = Dwelling Units 

1/B = Inbound trip percentage 
O/B = Outbound trip percentage 
R = Rooms 



The ICU calculation worksheets and all other worksheets are included in a 
separate traffic study technical appendix on file at the City Pasadena, Planning 
and Pennitting Division. 
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APPENDIX D: 
AIR QUALITY WORKSHEETS 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
DEL MAR STATION 

MIXED USE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 
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URBEMIS 7G For Windows 5.1.0 

File Name: 
Project Name: 

C:\Program Files\URBEMIS 7G For Windows\Projects\traindepotop.urb 
Train Depot Operations 

Project Location: South Coast Air Basin (Los Angeles areal 

DETAIL REPORT 
(Pounds/Day - Winter) 

~EA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES {Winter Pounds per 
Source ROG NOx 

Natural Gas 0 . 21 2.78 
Wood Stoves 0.00 0.00 
Fireplaces 0.00 0.00 
Landscaping - No winter emissions 
Consumer Prdcts 17.07 
TOTALS(lbs/day,unmitigated) 17.29 2.78 

Day, Unmitigated) 
co PMl0 

1.18 0 . 01 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 

1.18 0.01 

SOX 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
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UNMITIGATED OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS 

ROG NOx co 
Apartments high rise 29.83 35.73 216.22 
High turnover (sit - down) 10.34 17.60 90.93 
Specialty Retail Center 2. 71 4.46 22.92 

TOTAL EMISSIONS (lbs/day) 42.89 57.79 330.07 

Does not include correction for passby trips. 
Does not include double counting adjustment for internal trips. 

OPERATIONAL (Vehicle) EMISSION ESTIMATES 

Analysis Year: 2004 Temperature (F): 60 

EMFAC Version: EMFAC7G (10/96) 

Summary of Land Uses: 

Season: Winter 

PMl0 
13 .65 

6.55 
1.66 

21.86 

Unit Type Trip Rate Size Total Trips 

Apartments high rise 
High turnover (sit-down) 
Specialty Retail Center 

4.82 trips/ dwelling units 
117.63 trips/ 1000 sq. ft. 

34.86 trips/ 1000 sq . ft. 

Vehicle Assumptions: 

Fleet Mix: 

Vehicle Type Percent Type Non-Catalyst 
Light Duty Autos 75.00 1.16 
Light Duty Trucks 10.00 0.13 
Medium Duty Trucks 3 . 00 1.44 
Lite-Heavy Duty Trucks 1.00 19.56 
Med.-Heavy Duty Trucks 1.00 19.56 
Heavy-Heavy Trucks 5.00 
Urban Buses 2.00 
Motorcycles 3.00 
Travel Conditions 

Residential 
Home - Home-
Work Shop 

Urban Trip Length (miles) 11.5 4.9 
Rural Trip Length (miles) 11.5 4.9 
Trip Speeds (mph) 35.0 40.0 
% of Trips - Residential 20.0 37.0 

% of Trips - Commercial (by land use) 
High turnover (sit - down) rest . 
Specialty Retail Center 

100.00% 

Home-
Other 

6.0 
6.0 

40.0 
43 . 0 

Catalyst 
98.58 
99.54 
98.56 
40.00 
40.00 

all fuels 

Commute 
10.3 
10.3 
40.0 

5.0 
2.0 

349.00 1,682.18 
8.00 941.04 
7.00 244.02 

Diesel 
0.26 
0.33 

40 .44 
40.44 

100.00 
100.00 

Commercial 

Non-Work 
5.5 
5.5 

40.0 

2.5 
1.0 

Customer 
5.5 
5.5 

40.0 

92.5 
97.0 
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Changes made to the default values for Area 

The area souce mitigation measure option switch changed from on to off. 
The percentage of wood stoves changed from 35 to O. 
The fireplace percentage of residential units changed from 10 to O. 
The landscape year changed from 2000 to 2004. 
Changes made to the default values for Operations 

The pass by trips option switch changed from on to off. 
The mitigation option switch changed from on to off. 
The operational emission year changed from 2000 to 2004. 
The operational winter temperature changed from 50 to 60. 
The operational summer temperature changed from 90 to 85. 
The operational summer selection item changed from 8 to 6. 
The double counting internal work trip limit changed from to 51.9324. 
The double counting shopping trip limit changed from to 25.9662. 
The double counting other trip limit changed from to 723.3374. 
The travel mode environment settings changed from both to: both 



•age: 4 

URBEMIS 7G For Windows 5 .1.0 

'ile Name: 
'roj ect Name: 
'roject Location: 

C:\Program Files\URBEMIS 7G For Windows\Projects \ traindepotop.urb 
Train Depot Operations 
South Coast Air Basin (Los Angeles area ) 

DETAIL REPORT 
(Pounds/Day - Summer) 

.REA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES (Summer Pounds per 
Source ROG NOx 

Natural Gas 0.21 2.78 
Wood Stoves - No summer emissions 
Fireplaces - No summer emissions 
Landscaping 0.25 0.02 
Consumer Prdcts 17.07 
TOTALS(lbs/day,unmitigated} 17.53 2.79 

Day, Unmitigated) 
co PMl0 

1.18 0.01 

1. 75 0.01 

2.93 0 . 01 

SOX 

0.00 

0.00 
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UNMITIGATED OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS 

ROG NOx co 
Apartments high rise 21. 88 32.47 139.02 
High turnover (sit-down) 7.06 15.92 60.43 
Specialty Retail Center 1. 88 4.03 15.25 

TOTAL EMISSIONS (lbs/day) 30.83 52 . 42 214.70 

Does not include correction for passby trips. 
Does not include double counting adjustment for internal trips. 

OPERATIONAL (Vehicle) EMISSION ESTIMATES 

Analysis Year: 2004 Temperature {F): 85 

EMFAC Version: EMFAC7G (10/96) 

Summary of Land Uses: 

Season: Summer 

PMl0 
13.65 

6.55 
1.66 

21. 86 

Unit Type 

Apartments high rise 
High turnover (sit-down) 
Specialty Retail Center 

Trip Rate 

4.82 trips/ dwelling units 
117.63 trips/ 1000 sq. ft. 

34.86 t r ips/ 1000 sq. ft. 

Size 

349.00 
8.00 
7 .00 

Total Trips 

1,682.18 
941.04 
244.02 

Vehicle Assumptions: 

Fleet Mix: 

Vehicle Type Percent Type Non-Catalyst 
Light Duty Autos 75 . 00 1.16 
Light Duty Trucks 10 . 00 0.13 
Medium Duty Trucks 3.00 1.44 
Lite-Heavy Duty Trucks 1.00 19.56 
Med.-Heavy Duty Trucks 1.00 19 . 56 
Heavy-Heavy Trucks 5.00 
Urban Buses 2.00 
Motorcycles 3.00 
Travel Conditions 

Residen tial 
Home- Home -
Work Shop 

Ur ban Trip Length (miles) 11 . 5 4.9 
Rural Trip Length {miles) 11.5 4.9 
Trip Speeds {mph) 35 . 0 40.0 
% of Trips - Residential 20.0 37.0 

% of Trips - Commercial (by land use) 
High turnover {sit - down) rest. 
Specialty Retail Center 

100.00% 

Home-
Other 
6.0 
6.0 

40.0 
43.0 

Catalyst 
98.58 
99.54 
98.56 
40.00 
40.00 

all fuels 

Commu te 
10 . 3 
10.3 
40.0 

s.o 
2.0 

Diesel 
0.26 
0.33 

40.44 
40.44 

100.00 
100.00 

Commercial 

Non-Work 
5 . 5 
5 . 5 

40.0 

2 . 5 
1.0 

Customer 
5.5 
5.5 

40.0 

92.5 
97 . 0 
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Changes made to the default values for Area 

The area souce mitigation measure option switch changed from on to off . 
The percentage of wood stoves changed from 35 to 0. 
The fireplace percentage of residential units changed from 10 to 0. 
The landscape year changed from 2000 to 2004. 
Changes made to the default values for Operations 

The pass by trips opt i on switch changed from on to off. 
The mitigation option switch changed f rom on to off . 
The operational emission year changed from 2000 to 2004. 
The operational winter temperature changed from 50 t o 60. 
The operational summer temperature changed from 90 to 85. 
The operational summer selection item changed from 8 to 6. 
The double counting internal work trip limit changed from to 51.9324. 
The double counting shopping trip limit changed from to 25.9662. 
The double counting other trip limit changed from to 723.3374. 
The travel mode environment settings changed from both to: both 
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URBEMIS 7G For Windows 5 .1. 0 

File Name: 
Project Name: 

C:\Program Files\URBEMIS 7G For Windows\Projects\trainconstl.urb 
Train Depot Construction Phase I 

Project Location: South Coast Air Basin (Los Angeles area) 

DETAIL REPORT 
(Pounds/Day - Winter) 

Total Land Use Area to be Developed (Estimated): 18 acres 
Retail/Office/Institutional Square Footage: 15000 
Single Family Units: 0 Multi-family Units: 349 

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES 
Source 

Demolition 
Site Grading 
Const. Worker Trips 
Stationary Equip 
Mobile Equip. - Gas 
Mobile Equip. - Diesel 
Architectural Coatings 
Asphalt Offgassing 
TOTALS(lbs/day,unmitigated) 

ROG 

34.64 
1.07 
2.18 
0.00 

27.44 
0.00 
0.00 

65.33 

NOx 

572 . 96 
1.51 
1.78 
0.00 

491 .36 

1,067.61 

co 

2.87 

2.87 

PMl0 SOX 
0.00 

38.42 54. 71 
0.29 
0.10 0.03 
0.00 0 .00 

31. 50 47.85 

70.31 102.59 
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Changes made to the default values for Construction 

The demolition option switch changed from on to off. 
The asphalt option switch changed from on to off. 
The architectural coating option switch changed from on to off. 
The construction year changed from 2000 to 2002. 
The length of construction period changed from 250 to 365. 
The site grading max daily acreage estimate changed from to 0.02. 
The site grading annual days earth moving changed from 250 to 182. 
The site grading fork lift 175 HP total vehicles changed from to 3. 
The site grading truck: off hwy total vehicles changed from to 12. 
The site grading tracked loader total vehicles changed from to 2. 
The site grading miscellaneous total vehicles changed from to 9. 
The worker construction year changed from 2000 to 2002. 
The stationary equipment equipment units changed from 2 to 13. 
The mobile diesel fork lift 175 HP total vehicles changed from to 3. 
The mobile diesel truck: off hwy total vehicles changed from to 12. 
The mobile diesel tracked loader total vehicles changed from to 2. 
The mobile diesel miscellaneous total vehicles changed from to 3. 
The coatings number of days of painting changed from 20 to 0. 
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URBEMIS 7G For Windows 5.1.0 

File Name: 
Project Name: 

C:\Program Files \URBEMIS 7G For Windows\Projects\trainconstl.urb 
Train Depot Construction Phase I 

Project Location: South Coast Air Basin (Los Angeles area) 

DETAIL REPORT 
(Pounds/Day - Summer) 

Total Land Use Area to be Developed (Estimated) : 18 acres 
Retail/Office/Institutional Square Footage: 15000 
Single Family Units: 0 Multi-family Units: 349 

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES 
Source 

Demolition 
Site Grading 
Const. Worker Trips 
Stationary Equip 
Mobile Equip. - Gas 
Mobile Equip. - Diesel 
Architectural Coatings 
Asphalt Offgassing 
TOTALS(lbs/day,unmitigated) 

ROG 

34.64 
1.07 
2.18 
0.00 

27.44 
0.00 
0.00 

65.33 

NOx 

572. 96 
1. 51 
1. 78 
0.00 

491.36 

1,067 .61 

co 

2.87 

2.87 

PMlO SOX 
0 . 00 

38.42 54. 71 
0.29 
0.10 0.03 
0.00 0.00 

31. so 47.85 

70.31 102.59 
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Changes made to the default values for Construction 

The demolition option switch changed from on to off. 
The asphalt option switch changed from on to off. 
The architectural coating option switch changed from on to off. 
The construction year changed from 2000 to 2002. 
The length of construction period changed from 250 to 365. 
The site grading max daily acreage estimate changed from to 0.02. 
The site grading annual days earth moving changed from 250 to 182. 
The site grading fork lift 175 HP total vehicles changed from to 3. 
The site grading truck: off hwy total vehicles changed from to 12. 
The site grading tracked loader total vehicles changed from to 2 . 
The site grading miscellaneous total vehicles changed from to 9. 
The worker construction year changed from 2000 to 2002. 
The stationary equipment equipment units changed from 2 to 13. 
The mobile diesel fork lift 175 HP total vehicles changed from to 3. 
The mobile diesel truck: off hwy total vehicles changed from to 12. 
The mobile diesel tracked loader total vehicles changed from to 2. 
The mobile diesel miscellaneous total vehicles changed from to 3. 
The coatings number of days of painting changed from 20 too. 
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URBEMIS 7G For Windows 5.1.0 

File Name: 
Project Name: 

C:\Program Files\URBEMIS 7G For Windows\Projects\trainconst2.urb 
Train Depot Construction Phase I 

Project Location: South Coast Air Basin (Los Angeles area) 

DETAIL REPORT 
(Pounds/Day - Winter) 

Total Land Use Area to be Developed (Estimated): 18 acres 
Retail/Office/Institutional Square Footage: 15000 
Single Family Units: 0 Multi - family Units: 349 

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES 
Source 

Demolition 
Site Grading 
Const. Worker Trips 
Stationary Equip 
Mobile Equip. - Gas 
Mobile Equip. - Diesel 
Architectural Coatings 
Asphalt Offgassing 
TOTALS(lbs/day,unmitigated) 

ROG 

0.00 
1.07 
1.01 
0.00 
5.28 

668.38 
0.00 

675.73 

NOx 

0.00 
1. 51 
0.82 
0.00 

50.56 

52.90 

co 

2.87 

2.87 

PMl0 
0.00 
0.00 
0.29 
0.05 
0.00 
3.35 

3.69 

SOX 

0.00 

0.01 
0.00 
1.14 

1.16 
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Changes made to the default values for Construction 

The demo lition option switch changed from on to off. 
The site grading option switch changed from on to off. 
The asphalt option switch changed from on to off. 
The construction year changed from 2000 to 2002. 
The length of construction period changed from 250 to 365. 
The site grading max daily acreage estimate changed from to 0.02 . 
The site grading annual days earth moving changed from 250 to 182. 
The site grading fork lift 175 HP total vehicles changed from to 3. 
The site grading truck: off hwy total vehicles changed from to 12. 
The site grading tracked loader total vehicles changed from to 2. 
The site grading miscellaneous total vehicles changed from to 9. 
The worker construction year changed from 2000 to 2002. 
The asphalt acres to be paved changed from 1 to 0. 
The asphalt total days of paving changed from 10 too. 
The stationary equipment equipment units changed from 2 to 6. 
The mobile diesel fork lift 175 HP total vehicles changed from to 3 . 
The mobile diesel miscellaneous total vehicles changed from to 1. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Page: 3 

URBEMIS 7G For Windows 5.1.0 

File Name: 
Project Name: 

C:\Program Files\URBEMIS 7G For Windows\Projects\trainconst2.urb 
Train Depot Construction Phase I 

Project Location: South Coast Air Basin (Los Angeles area) 

DETAIL REPORT 
(Pounds/Day - Summer) 

Total Land Use Area to be Developed (Estimated): 18 acres 
~etail/Office/Institutional Square Footage: 15000 
Single Family Units: 0 Multi-family Units: 349 

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES 
Source 

Demolition 
Site Grading 
Const. Worker Trips 
Stationary Equip 
Mobile Equip. - Gas 
Mobile Equip. - Diesel 
Architectural Coatings 
Asphalt Offgassing 
TOTALS(lbs/day,unmitigated) 

ROG 

0.00 
1.07 
1.01 
0.00 
5.28 

668.38 
0.00 

675.73 

NOx 

0.00 
1.51 
0.82 
0.00 

50.56 

52.90 

co 

2.87 

2.87 

PMl0 
0.00 
0.00 
0.29 
0.05 
0.00 
3.35 

3.69 

SOX 

0.00 

0.01 
0.00 
1.14 

1.16 
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Changes made to the default values for Construction 

The demolition option switch changed from on to off. 
The site grading option switch changed from on to off. 
The asphalt option switch changed from on to off. 
The construction year changed from 2000 to 2002. 
The length of construction period changed from 250 to 365. 
The site grading max daily acreage estimate changed from to 0.02. 
The site grading annual days earth moving changed from 250 to 182. 
The site grading fork lift 175 HP total vehicles changed from to 3. 
The site grading truck: off hwy total vehicles changed from to 12. 
The site grading tracked loader total vehicles changed from to 2. 
The site grading miscellaneous total vehicles changed from to 9. 
The worker construction year changed from 2000 to 2002. 
The asphalt acres to be paved changed from 1 to 0. 
The asphalt total days of paving changed from 10 to 0. 
The stationary equipment equipment units changed from 2 to 6. 
The mobile diesel fork lift 175 HP total vehicles changed from to 3. 
The mobile diesel miscellaneous total vehicles changed from to 1. 
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CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL 
JUNE 1989 VERSION 
PAGE 1 

JOB: Arroyo and Cordova- existing 
RUN: Hour 1 (WORST CASE ANGLE ) 

POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide 

I. SITE VARIABLES 

U= . 5 M/ S ZO= 100 . CM 
BRG= WORST CASE VD= . 0 CM/ S 

CLAS= 4 (D) VS= . 0 CM/ S 
MI XH= 1000. M AMB= 9.0 PPM 

SIGTH= 5. DEGREES TEMP= 15.5 DEGREE (C) 

I I . LINK VARIABLES 

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (M) * 
DESCRIPTION * Xl Yl X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH 

ALT= 

EF 
(G/ MI) 

256 . 

H 
(M) 

(M) 

w 
(M) 

-- ------- -- -----*- ------ --- ------- -- ------*-- --- -- ---- ----------- --------
A. NB Arroyo 
B. SB Arroy o 
c. EB Cordov a 

* 
* 
* 

10 - 500 
-10 500 

0 -10 

III. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS 

* 
RECEPTOR * 

COORDINATES (M) 
X Y Z 

10 500 * AG 
- 10 -500 * AG 
500 -10 * AG 

------ --- ---*--- ----- -------- -----
1 . MFR 
2 . MFR 

* 
* 

100 
100 

-100 16.0 
100 16.0 

IV . MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE 

RECEPTOR 

* * PRED * 
* BRG * CONC * 
* (DEG) * (PPM) * 

CONC/ LINK 
(PPM) 

A B C 

----- --- -----*-------*----- --*-------------- -
1. MFR 
2. MFR 

* 344 . * 11 . 8 * 1 . 1 1.2 
* 196. * 11 . 8 * 1.1 1 . 2 

·• 4 
.4 

991 53 . 0 
1321 53.0 

878 53.0 

.0 13 .0 

. o 13.0 

. 0 13 . 0 



I. 

II. 

CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL 
JUNE 1989 VERSION 
PAGE 1 

JOB: Arroyo and Cordova- no project 
RUN: Hour 1 (WORST CASE ANGLE) 

POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide 

SITE VARIABLES 

U= .5 M/ S Z0= 100. CM ALT= 
BRG= WORST CASE VD= . 0 CM/S 

CLAS= 4 (D) VS= . 0 CM/S 
MIXH= 1000. M AMB= 9.0 PPM 

SIGTH= 5. DEGREES TEMP= 15.5 DEGREE (C) 

LINK VARIABLES 

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (M) * EF 
DESCRIPTION * Xl Yl X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH (G/MI) 

256 . (M) 

H w 
(M) (M) 

----------------*---- --------- ---------- --*--------------- -- ---- ---------
A. NB Arroyo 
B. SB Arroyo 
C. EB Cordova 

* 
* 
* 

10 -500 
- 10 500 

0 - 10 

10 500 * AG 
-10 -500 * AG 
500 -10 * AG 

III. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS 

* COORDINATES (M) 
RECEPTOR * X y z 

------------*- --------------------
1. MFR 
2. MFR 

* 
* 

100 
100 

-100 16.0 
100 16.0 

I V. MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE 

CONC/LINK 
(PPM) 

RECEPTOR 

* * PRED * 
* BRG * CONC * 
* (DEG) * (PPM) * A B C 

-------------*---- ---* -------*---------------
1 . MFR * 344. * 11.8 * 1.3 1.5 • 0 

2. MFR * 196. * 11.8 * 1.3 1 .5 • 0 

1183 53.0 
1614 53.0 

129 53.0 

.0 13.0 

.o 13.0 

.o 13.0 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I­
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL 
JUNE 1989 VERSION 
PAGE 1 

JOB: Arroyo and Cordova- project 
RUN: Hour l (WORST CASE ANGLE) 

POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide 

I. SITE VARIABLES 

U= . 5 M/S Z0= 100. CM 
BRG= WORST CASE VD= . 0 CM/S 

CLAS= 4 (D) VS= . 0 CM/S 
MIXH= 1000. M AMB= 9.0 PPM 

· SIGTH= 5. DEGREES TEMP= 15.5 DEGREE (C) 

II. LINK VARIABLES 

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (M) * 
DESCRIPTION * Xl Yl X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH 

ALT= 

EF 
(G/MI) 

256. 

H 
(M) 

(M) 

w 
(M) 

----------------*-------------------------*------------------------ ------
A. NB Arroyo * 10 -500 10 500 * 
B. SB Arroyo * - 10 500 -10 -500 * 
c. EB Cordova * 0 -10 500 -10 * 

III. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS 

* COORDINATES (M) 
RECEPTOR * X y z 

------------*---- -----------------
1. MFR 
2. MFR 

* 
* 

100 
100 

-100 16.0 
100 16.0 

IV. MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE 

CONC/LINK 
(PPM) 

RECEPTOR 

* * PRED * 
* BRG * CONC * 
* (DEG) * (PPM ) * A B C 

-------------*--- ----*-------*-- ------------ -
1. MFR 
2 . MFR 

* 344. * 11.8 * 1.3 1.5 
* 196. * 11.8 * 1.3 1.5 

.o 

. 0 

AG 1183 53 . 0 .o 13 .0 
AG @ 53.0 .0 13.0 
AG 9 53.0 . 0 13 . 0 



CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL 
JUNE 1989 VERSION 
PAGE 1 

JOB: Fair Oaks and Del Mar -
RUN: Hour 1 (WORST 

POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide 

I. SITE VARIABLES 

U= .5 M/S Z0= 100. 
BRG= WORST CASE VD= . 0 

CLAS= 4 (D) VS= .0 
MIXH= 1000. M AMB= 9.0 

SIGTH= 5 . DEGREES TEMP= 15 . 5 

II. LINK VARIABLES 

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (M) 
DESCRIPTION * Xl Yl X2 Y2 

existing 
CASE ANGLE) 

CM 
CM/S 
CM/S 
PPM 
DEGREE (C) 

* 
* TYPE VPH 

ALT= 

EF 
(G/MI) 

256. 

H 
(M) 

(M) 

w 
(M) 

--- ------------ -*----------------------- --*--------------- --- ------ ------
A. NB Fair Oaks * 10 -500 10 500 * AG 959 53 . 0 . 0 13 .0 

B. SB Fair Oaks * -10 500 -10 - 500 * AG 1273 53.0 . 0 13. 0 

C. EB Del Mar * -500 -10 500 -10 * AG 1110 53.0 . 0 13.0 

D. WB Del Mar * 500 10 -500 10 * AG 1290 53.0 . 0 13 . 0 

III. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS 

* COORDINATES (M) 
RECEPTOR * X y z 

------------*----- ------- --- ------
1 . park * 13 13 16.0 

IV. MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE ) 

* * PRED * CONC/LINK 

* BRG * CONC * (PPM) 
RECEPTOR * (DEG) * (PPM) * A B C D 

-------------*-------*-------*----------------- ---
1 . park * 268. * 18 . 8 * . 0 .2 1.8 7.9 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1· 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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JOB: Fair Oaks and Del Mar - no project 
RUN: Hour 1 (WORST CASE ANGLE) 

POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide 

I. SITE VARIABLES 

U= .5 M/S ZO= 100. CM 
BRG= WORST CASE VD= . 0 CM/S 

CLAS= 4 (D) VS= . 0 CM/S 
MIXH= 1000. M AMB= 9.0 PPM 

SIGTH= 5. DEGREES TEMP= 15.5 DEGREE (C) 

II. LINK VARIABLES 

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (M) * 
DESCRIPTION * Xl Yl X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH 

ALT= 

EF 
(G/MI) 

256. 

H 
(M) 

(M) 

w 
(M) 

----------------*-------- -- ---------- -----*---- ------ ----------- ---------
A. NB Fair Oaks* 10 -500 
B. SB Fair Oaks* -10 500 
C. EB Del Mar * -500 -10 
D. WB Del Mar * 500 10 

III. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS 

10 500 * AG 
-10 -500 * AG 
500 -10 * AG 

-500 10 * AG 

* COORDINATES (M) 
RECEPTOR * X y z 

--------- ---*--------- ------------
1. project * 13 13 16 . 0 

IV. MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE) 

RECEPTOR 

* * PRED * 
* BRG * CONC * 
* (DEG) * (PPM) * A 

CONC/LINK 
(PPM) 
B C D 

--- --- -------*-- -----*-------* -- --- ------ ---------
1. project * 268. * 21 . 6 * .0 .2 2.2 10.2 

1123 53. 0 
1529 53.0 
1516 53.0 
1725 53.0 

. 0 

.0 

. 0 

. 0 

13.0 
13 .0 
13.0 
13.0 



CALINE4 : CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL 
JUNE 1989 VERSION 
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JOB : Fair Oaks and Del Mar - with project 
RUN: Hour 1 (WORST CASE ANGLE) 

POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide 

I. SITE VARIABLES 

U= . s M/ S ZO= 100 . CM ALT= 256. (M) 

BRG= WORST CASE VD= . 0 CM/ S 
CLAS= 4 (D ) VS= . 0 CM/ S 
MIXH= 1000. M AMB= 9.0 PPM 

SIGTH= s . DEGREES TEMP= 15.5 DEGREE (C) 

II. LINK VARIABLES 

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (M) * EF H w 
DESCRIPTION * Xl Yl X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH (G/ MI) (M) (M) 

--------- ----- --*----------- ------------ --*---------- -- ------------- --- --
A. NB Fair Oaks* 10 -500 10 
B. SB Fair Oaks* -10 500 -10 
C. EB Del Mar * -500 - 10 500 
D. WB Del Mar * 500 10 -500 

III. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS 

* 
RECEPTOR * 

COORDINATES (M) 
X Y Z 

---- --------*---- --- ----- ------ ---
1. project * 13 13 16.0 

500 * AG 
-500 * AG 

-10 * AG 
10 * AG 

IV. MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE) 

RECEPTOR 

* * PRED * 
* BRG * CONC * 
* (DEG) * (PPM) * 

CONC/LINK 
(PPM) 

A B C D 

---- ---------*-- -----* -- -----*- -- -----------------
1. project * 2 68 . * 21.7 * . 0 .2 2 . 3 10.2 

1123 53 . 0 
1529 53 . 0 
1538 53 . 0 
1734 53.0 

. o 

. 0 

. 0 

. 0 

13.0 
13 . 0 
13 . 0 
13.0 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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II. 

CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL 
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JOB: Raymond and Del Mar - existing 
RUN: Hour 1 (WORST CASE ANGLE) 

POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide 

SITE VARIABLES 

U= .5 M/S ZO = 100. CM ALT= 
BRG= WORST CASE VD= . 0 CM/S 

CLAS= 4 (D) VS= . 0 CM/S 
MIXH= 1000. M AMB= 9.0 PPM 

SIGTH= 5. DEGREES TEMP= 15.5 DEGREE (C) 

LINK VARIABLES 

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (M) * EF 
DESCRIPTION * Xl Yl X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH (G/MI) 

256. (M) 

H w 
(M) (M) 

----------------*------------- -- ----------*---------------- ---- ------- ---
A. NB Raymond * 10 -500 10 
B. SB Raymond * -10 500 - 1 0 
c. EB Del Mar * -500 -10 500 
D. WB Del Mar * 500 10 -500 

III. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS 

* COORDINATES (M) 

RECEPTOR * X y z 
--- -- -------*-- --------- ------- ---
1 . project 
2. park 

* 
* 

13 
-13 

13 
13 

16 . 0 
16.0 

500 * AG 
-500 * AG 

-10 * AG 
10 * AG 

IV. MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE) 

RECEPTOR 

* * PRED * 
* BRG * CONC * 
* (DEG) * (PPM) * 

CONC/LINK 
(PPM) 

A B C D 

---------- ---*-------*-- -----*--------------------
1 . project * 268. * 18.0 * 
2. park * 92 . * 18.0 * 

. 0 

.0 
.o 1.7 7.3 
. 0 1.7 7.3 

372 53.0 .0 13.0 
410 53.0 .0 13.0 

1027 53.0 .0 13.0 
1189 53.0 .0 13 .0 



I. 

II. 

CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL 
JUNE 1989 VERSION 
PAGE 1 

JOB: Raymond and Del Mar - no project 
RUN: Hour 1 (WORST CASE ANGLE) 

POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide 

SITE VARIABLES 

U= . 5 M/S ZO= 100. CM ALT= 

BRG= WORST CASE VD= . 0 CM/S 
CLAS= 4 (D) VS= . 0 CM/S 
MIXH= 1000. M AMB= 9 . 0 PPM 

SIGTH= 5. DEGREES TEMP= 15.5 DEGREE (C) 

LINK VARIABLES 

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (Ml * EF 
DESCRIPTION * Xl Yl X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH (G/MI) 

256. (M) 

H w 
(M) (M) 

----------------*-------- ---- ----------- --*------------------------------
A. NB Raymond * 10 -500 10 500 * AG 
B. SB Raymond * -10 500 -10 -500 * AG 
c. EB Del Mar * -500 -10 500 -10 * AG 
D. WB Del Mar * 500 10 -500 10 * AG 

III. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS 

* COORDINATES (M) 
RECEPTOR * X y z 

------------*- --------------------
1. project * 13 13 16.0 
2. park * - 13 13 16.0 

IV. MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE ) 

* * PRED * CONC/LINK 
* BRG * CONC * (PPM) 

RECEPTOR * (DEG) * (PPM) * A B C D 
---------- - --*-------*-------*------------------- -

1 . project 
2. park 

* 
* 

268. * 20.9 * 
92. * 20.9 * 

• 0 
• 0 

. 0 2.1 9.7 

.o 2.1 9.7 

633 53.0 .0 13.0 
528 53.0 . 0 13. 0 

1385 53.0 .o 13.0 
1631 53.0 . 0 13.0 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL 
JUNE 1989 VERSION 
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JOB: Raymond and Del Mar - with project 
RUN: Hour 1 (WORST CASE ANGLE) 

POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide 

I. SITE VARIABLES 

U= . 5 M/S Z0= 100 . CM 
BRG= WORST CASE VD= . 0 CM/S 

CLAS= 4 (D) VS= . 0 CM/S 
MIXH= 1000. M AMB= 9.0 PPM 

SIGTH= 5. DEGREES TEMP= 15.5 DEGREE (C) 

II. LINK VARIABLES 

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (M) * 
DESCRIPTION * Xl Yl X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH 

ALT= 

EF 
(G/MI) 

256 . 

H 
(M) 

(M) 

w 
(M) 

------- ----- --- -*------------------------ -*----------------------- -------
A. NB Raymond * 10 -500 10 500 * AG 
B. SB Raymond * -10 500 -10 -500 * AG 
c. EB Del Mar * -500 -10 500 -10 * AG 
D. WB Del Mar * 500 10 -500 10 * AG 

III. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS 

* COORDINATES (M) 

RECEPTOR * X y z 
----------- -*-- --- ------------ ----
1. project * 13 13 16.0 
2. park * -13 13 16.0 

IV. MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE) 

RECEPTOR 

* * PRED * 
* BRG * CONC * 
* (DEG) * {PPM) * A 

CONC/LINK 
(PPM) 
B C D 

-------------*- ------*------ -*----- -------- -------
1. project * 268. * 20.9 * 
2. park * 92. * 20.9 * 

• 0 
.0 

.0 2.1 9.8 

.0 2.1 9.8 

716 
541 

1390 
1641 

53.0 
53.0 
53.0 
53.0 

. 0 13.0 

. 0 13. 0 

. 0 13. 0 

. 0 13. 0 



CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL 
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JOB: Arroyo and Del Mar - existing 
RUN: Hour 1 (WORST CASE ANGLE) 

POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide 

I. SITE VARIABLES 

U= . 5 M/S Z0= 100. CM 

BRG= WORST CASE VD= . 0 CM/S 

CLAS= 4 {D) VS= . 0 CM/S 
MIXH= 1000. M AMB= 9.0 PPM 

SIGTH= 5. DEGREES TEMP= 15.5 DEGREE {C) 

II. LINK VARIABLES 

LINK * LINK COORDINATES {M) * 
DESCRIPTION * Xl Yl X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH 

ALT= 

EF 
(G/MI) 

256. 

H 
{M) 

(M) 

w 
(M) 

-------- -- ------*--------- -- --------------*----------------- -------------
A. NB Arroyo * 10 -500 10 500 * 
B. SB Arroyo * -10 500 -10 -500 * 
c. EB Del Mar * -500 -10 500 -10 * 
D. WB Del Mar * 500 10 -500 10 * 

III. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS 

* COORDINATES {M) 

RECEPTOR * X y z 
------------*------- ------ --------
1. project * -13 13 1.8 

IV. MODEL RESULTS {WORST CASE WIND ANGLE) 

RECEPTOR 

* * PRED * 
* BRG * CONC * 
* {DEG) * {PPM) * A 

CONC/LINK 
(PPM) 

B C 

AG 
AG 
AG 
AG 

D 

-------------*-------* -------•--------------------
1. project * 92 . * 37.6 * 2.5 3 . 7 2.1 20.3 

1432 53 . 0 . 0 13 .0 
1364 53.0 . 0 13.0 
1278 53.0 . 0 13 .0 
1367 53.0 . 0 13 .0 

'=ff12. I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I-
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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JOB : Arroyo and Del Mar - no project 
RUN: Hour 1 (WORST CASE ANGLE ) 

POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide 

I. SITE VARIABLES 

U= . 5 M/S ZO= 100 . CM ALT= 256. (M) 
BRG= WORST CASE VD= . 0 CM/ S 

CLAS= 4 (D) VS= . 0 CM/ S 
MIXH= 1000. M AMB= 9.0 PPM 

SIGTH= 5 . DEGREES TEMP= 15.5 DEGREE (C) 

II. LINK VARIABLES 

LINK * LI NK COORDINATES (M) * EF H w 
DESCRIPTION * Xl Yl X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH (G/ MI) (M) (M) 

-- ------- -- -----* -- ---------------------- -*- ---- ------ ----------------- --
A. NB Arroyo * 10 -500 10 500 * 
B . SB Arroyo * -10 500 -10 -500 * 
C. EB Del Mar * - 500 -10 500 -10 * 
D. WB Del Mar * 500 10 - 500 10 * 

III. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS 

* COORDINATES (M) 

RECEPTOR * X y z 
--- ---------*---------------------
1. pro ject * - 13 13 1.8 

IV. MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE) 

RECEPTOR 

* * PRED * 
* BRG * CONC * 
* (DEG) * (PPM) * A 

CONC/ LINK 
(PPM) 
B C 

AG 
AG 
AG 
AG 

D 

-------------* ----- --*------ -*------------ --------
1 . project * 92. * 44.4 * 2 . 8 4. 7 2.5 25 . 4 

1594 53.0 
1740 53.0 
1632 53.0 
1791 53 . 0 

. 0 13. 0 

. 0 13.0 

. 0 13. 0 

.0 13.0 



CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL 
JUNE 1989 VERSION 
PAGE 1 

JOB : Arroyo and Del Mar - with project 
RUN : Hour 1 (WORST CASE ANGLE ) 

POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide 

I. SITE VARIABLES 

U= .5 M/S Z0= 100. CM ALT= 256. (M) 

BRG= WORST CASE VD= .o CM/ S 
CLAS= 4 (D ) VS= . 0 CM/ S 
MIXH= 1000 . M AMB= 9.0 PPM 

SIGTH= 5 . DEGREES TEMP= 15 . 5 DEGREE (C) 

II. LINK VARIABLES 

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (M) * EF H w 
DESCRIPTION * Xl Yl X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH (G/ MI) (M) (M) 

------- -- -- -----*------------ ------- ------*------------- ---- -------------
A. NB Arroyo * 10 -500 10 500 * 
B. SB Arroy o * -10 500 -10 -500 * 
C. EB Del Mar * -500 -10 500 -10 * 
D. WB Del Mar * 500 10 - 500 10 * 

III. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS 

* COORDINATES (M) 

RECEPTOR * X y z 
----- -------*-- ---------- ---- -----
1. projec t * - 13 13 1.8 

IV. MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE) 

RECEPTOR 

* * PRED * 
* BRG * CONC * 
* (DEG) * (PPM) * 

CONC/LINK 
(PPM) 

A B C 

AG 
AG 
AG 
AG 

D 

---------- ---*--- -- --*- --- ---*-------------- ------
1. project * 92. * 44.8 * 2.8 4 . 7 2.5 25 . 8 

1594 53.0 
1752 53.0 
1652 53.0 
1825 53.0 

.0 13.0 

. 0 13 . 0 

. o 13 . 0 

. 0 13. 0 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL 
JUNE 1989 VERSION 
PAGE 1 

JOB: Marengo and Del Mar - existing 
RUN: Hour 1 (WORST CASE ANGLE) 

POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide 

I. SITE VARIABLES 

U= . 5 M/S ZO= 100. CM 
BRG= WORST CASE VD= .0 CM/S 

CLAS= 4 (D) VS= . 0 CM/S 
MIXH= 1000. M AMB= 9.0 PPM 

SIGTH= 5. DEGREES TEMP= 15.5 DEGREE (C) 

II. LINK VARIABLES 

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (M) * 
DESCRIPTION * Xl Yl X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH 

ALT= 

EF 
(G/MI) 

256 . 

H 
(M) 

(M) 

w 
(M) 

----------------*-------------------------*-------------- -- --------------
A. NB Marengo * 10 - 500 10 500 * AG 
B. SB Marengo * -10 500 -10 -500 * AG 
c . EB Del Mar * -500 -10 500 -10 * AG 
D. WB Del Mar * 500 10 -500 10 * AG 

III. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS 

* COORDINATES (M) 

RECEPTOR * X y z 
------------*---------------------
1. MFR * 13 13 16.0 
2. MFR * -13 13 1.8 
3. MFR * 13 -13 1.8 

IV. MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE ) 

* * PRED * CONC/LINK 

* BRG * CONC * (PPM) 
RECEPTOR * (DEG) * (PPM) * A B C D 

------------ -*-------*------ -*-------- ----- -------
1. MFR 
2. MFR 
3. MFR 

* 267. * 
* 93 . * 
* 272. * 

16.8 * 
28.0 * 
31.9 * 

• 0 

. 9 
1. 3 

.0 2.7 5 . 0 
1. 8 2. 9 13. 4 
1. 2 18. 7 1. 6 

503 52.0 . 0 13 .0 
681 52.0 . 0 13.0 

1277 52.0 . 0 13.0 
938 52.0 . 0 13 .0 



CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL 
JUNE 1989 VERSION 
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JOB: Marengo and Del Mar - no project 
RUN: Hour 1 (WORST CASE ANGLE) 

POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide 

I. SITE VARIABLES 

U= . 5 M/S ZO= 100. CM 
BRG= WORST CASE VD= .0 CM/S 

CLAS= 4 (D) VS= . 0 CM/S 
MIXH= 1000. M AMB= 9.0 PPM 

SIGTH= 5. DEGREES TEMP= 15 . 5 DEGREE (C) 

II. LINK VARIABLES 

LINK ·.,. LINK COORDINATES (M) * 
DESCRIPTION * Xl Yl X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH 

ALT= 

EF 
(G/MI) 

256. 

H 
(M) 

(M) 

w 
(M) 

----------------*------ -------------------*-- ---------------- -- ------ ----
A. NB Marengo * 10 -500 10 500 * AG 
B. SB Marengo * - 10 500 -10 -500 * AG 
c. EB Del Mar * -500 - 10 500 -10 * AG 
D. WB Del Mar * 500 10 -500 10 * AG 

III. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS 

* COORDINATES (M) 

RECEPTOR * X y z 
---- --------*----- ----------------
1. MFR * 13 13 16.0 
2. MFR * - 13 13 1.8 
3 . MFR * 13 -13 1.8 

IV . MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE) 

RECEPTOR 

* * PRED * 
* BRG * CONC * 
* (DEG) * (PPM) * 

CONC/ LINK 
(PPM) 

A B C D 

------ ---- ---*-- ---- -* -------*--- ------------- ----
1 . MFR 
2. MFR 
3. MFR 

* 267 . * 
* 93. * 
* 272. * 

18.9 * 
33.0 * 
37.6 * 

.0 .o 3.3 6.5 
1.1 2.2 3.5 17.2 
1 . 1 1·.5 23.4 2.0 

619 53 . 0 . 0 13.0 
804 53.0 . 0 13.0 

1620 53.0 . 0 13.0 
1207 53.0 . 0 13.0 
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JOB: Marengo and Del Mar - with project 
RUN: Hour 1 (WORST CASE ANGLE) 

POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide 

SITE VARIABLES 

U= .5 M/S ZO= 100. CM ALT= 
BRG= WORST CASE VD= . 0 CM/S 

CLAS= 4 (D) VS= .0 CM/S 
MIXH= 1000. M AMB= 9.0 PPM 

SIGTH= 5. DEGREES TEMP= 15.5 DEGREE (C) 

LINK VARIABLES 

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (M) * EF 
DESCRIPTION * Xl Yl X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH (G/MI) 

256. (M) 

H w 
(M) (M) 

----------------*-------------------------•----------------------------- -
A. NB Marengo * 10 -500 10 500 * AG 
B. SB Marengo * -10 500 -10 -500 * AG 
C. EB Del Mar * -500 -10 500 -10 * AG 
D. WB Del Mar * 500 10 -500 10 * AG 

III. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS 

* COORDINATES (M) 
RECEPTOR * X y z 

------------*---------------------
1. MFR * 13 13 16.0 
2. MFR * - 13 13 1.8 
3. MFR * 13 -13 1. 8 

IV. MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE) 

RECEPTOR 

* * PRED * 
* BRG * CONC * 
* (DEG) * (PPM) * A 

CONC/LINK 
(PPM) 
B C D 

--------- ----*-------*-------*------ --- -----------
1. MFR 
2. MFR 
3. MFR 

* 267. * 19.0 * 
* 93. * 33. 3 * 
* 272. * 37.8 * 

.0 .0 3.3 6.6 
1.2 2.2 3.5 17.4 
1.7 1.5 23.6 2.0 

631 53.0 . 0 13 .0 
809 53.0 . 0 13.0 

1636 53.0 . 0 13.0 
1228 53.0 . 0 13.0 
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JOB: Los Robles and Del Mar - exist 
RUN: Hour 1 (WORST CASE ANGLE) 

POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide 

SITE VARIABLES 

U= . 5 M/S Z0= 100. CM ALT= 

BRG= WORST CASE VD= . 0 CM/S 
CLAS= 4 (D) VS= .o CM/S 
MIXH= 1000. M AMB= 9.0 PPM 

SIGTH= 5. DEGREES TEMP= 15.5 DEGREE (C) 

LINK VARIABLES 

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (M) * 
DESCRIPTION * Xl Yl X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH 

EF 
(G/MI) 

256. 

H 
(M) 

(M) 

w 
(M) 

------------- ---*----------------- --------*--- ------------------- --------
A. NB Los Roble * 10 -500 10 500 * AG 
B. SB Los Roble * -10 500 -10 -500 * AG 
C. EB Del Mar * -500 -10 500 -10 * AG 
D. WB Del Mar * 500 10 -500 10 * AG 

III. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS 

* COORDINATES (M) 
RECEPTOR * X y z 

------------*---------------------
1. SFR * 13 -13 16.0 
2. SFR * -13 -13 1.8 

IV . MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE ) 

* * PRED * CONC/LINK 

* BRG * CONC * (PPM) 
RECEPTOR * (DEG) * (PPM) * A B C D 

------------ -*------ -*-------*------- ------- ------
1. SFR 
2. SFR 

* 272. * 17 .0 * .0 .0 6.6 1.2 
* 88. * 29.4 * 1.0 1.8 16.3 1.4 

521 53.0 . 0 13.0 
654 53.0 .o 13 .0 

1073 53.0 . 0 13 .0 
736 53.0 . o 13.0 
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JOB: Los Robles and Del Mar - no project 
RUN: Hour 1 (WORST CASE ANGLE) 

POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide 

SITE VARIABLES 

U= .5 M/S ZO= 100. CM 
BRG= WORST CASE VD= .0 CM/ S 

CLAS= 4 (D) VS= .0 CM/ S 
MIXH= 1000. M AMB= 9.0 PPM 

SIGTH= 5. DEGREES TEMP= 15.5 DEGREE (C) 

II. LINK VARIABLES 

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (M) * 
DESCRIPTION * Xl Yl X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH 

ALT= 

EF 
(G/MI) 

256. 

H 
(M) 

(M) 

w 
(M) 

----------------*----- --------------------*---------------- --------------
A. NB Los Roble * 10 -500 10 
B. SB Los Roble * -10 500 -10 
C. EB Del Mar * -500 -10 500 
D. WB Del Mar * 500 10 -500 

III. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS 

* COORDINATES (M) 

RECEPTOR * X y z 
------------*-- ------- ---------- --
1. SFR 
2. SFR 

* 
* 

13 
-13 

- 13 16.0 
- 13 1. 8 

500 * 
-500 * 

-10 * 
10 * 

IV. MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE) 

RECEPTOR 

* * PRED * 
* BRG * CONC * 
* (DEG) * (PPM) * 

CONC/LINK 
(PPM) 

A B C 

AG 
AG 
AG 
AG 

D 

-------------*-------* -------*---------- ----------
1. SFR 
2. SFR 

* 272 . * 18.7 * .o .0 8 . 0 1.6 
* 88 . * 33.7 * 1.2 2 . 2 19 . 6 1.7 

646 53.0 . 0 13.0 
801 53.0 . 0 13.0 

1315 53.0 . 0 13. 0 
1001 53.0 . 0 13.0 
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JOB: Los Robles and Del Mar - with project 
RUN: Hour 1 (WORST CASE ANGLE) 

POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide 

SITE VARIABLES 

U= . 5 M/ S Z0= 100. CM ALT= 

BRG= WORST CASE VD= . 0 CM/S 
CLAS= 4 (D) VS= .0 CM/S 
MIXH= 1000. M AMB= 9.0 PPM 

SIGTH= 5. DEGREES TEMP= 15.5 DEGREE (C) 

LINK VARIABLES 

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (M) * EF 

DESCRIPTION * Xl Yl X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH (G/MI) 

256. (M) 

H w 
(M) (M) 

-------------- --*--------------- --- -------*--------- ---------------- -----
A . NB Los Roble * 10 -500 10 
B. SB Los Roble * -10 500 -10 
C. EB Del Mar * -500 -10 500 
D. WB Del Mar * 500 10 -500 

III. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS 

* COORDINATES (M) 
RECEPTOR * X y z 

-- ----------*------ ----- ----------
1. SFR 
2. SFR 

* 
* 

13 
-13 

-13 16.0 
-13 1.8 

500 * 
-500 * 

-10 * 
10 * 

IV. MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE) 

RECEPTOR 

* * PRED * 
* BRG * CONC * 
* (DEG) * (PPM) * 

CONC/LINK 
(PPM) 

A B C 

AG 
AG 
AG 
AG 

D 

---- ---- ---- -*-------* -------*---------------- ----
1. SFR 
2. SFR 

* 272. * 18. 8 * . 0 . 0 8. 1 1. 6 
* 88 . * 33.8 * 1 . 2 2.2 19.7 1.8 

651 53.0 . 0 13.0 
803 53.0 . 0 13 .0 

1322 53.0 . 0 13.0 
1017 53.0 . 0 13.0 
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JOB: Arroyo and California - existing 
RUN: Hour 1 (WORST CASE ANGLE) 

POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide 

I. SITE VARIABLES 

U= .5 M/ S ZO= 100. CM 
BRG= WORST CASE VD= . 0 CM/S 

CLAS= 4 (D) VS= . 0 CM/S 
MIXH= 1000. M AMB= 9.0 PPM 

SIGTH= 5. DEGREES TEMP= 15.5 DEGREE (C) 

II. LINK VARIABLES 

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (M) * 
DESCRIPTION * Xl Yl X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH 

ALT= 

EF 
(G/MI ) 

256. 

H 
(M) 

(M) 

w 
(M) 

----- ------ -- ---*-------------------------*-------------- --------- -- -- -- -
A. NB Arroyo • 
B. SB Arroyo * 
C. EB Californi * 
D. WB Californi * 

10 
-10 

- 500 
500 

-500 
500 
-10 

10 

10 
-10 
500 

- 500 

III. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS 

* 
RECEPTOR * 

COORDINATES (M) 
X Y Z 

----- -------*---------------------
1. SFR * 61 -13 1.8 

500 * AG 
- 500 * AG 

-10 * AG 
10 * AG 

IV . MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE) 

RECEPTOR 

* * PRED * 
* BRG * CONC * 
* (DEG) * (PPM) * 

CONC/LINK 
(PPM) 

A B C D 

-------------•----- --*--- ----•--- --------- --------
1 . SFR * 272 . * 32.1 * 1.5 1 . 3 18.3 2 . 0 

1441 
1616 
1207 
1054 

53 .0 
53 . 0 
53.0 
53.0 

• 0 
• 0 
. 0 
• 0 

13 . 0 
13 . o 
13.0 
13 .0 

-4r/6 
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JOB: Arroyo and California - without project 
RUN: Hour 1 (WORST CASE ANGLE) 

POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide 

SITE VARIABLES 

U= . 5 M/S Z0= 100 . CM ALT= 
BRG= WORST CASE VD= . 0 CM/S 

CLAS= 4 (D) VS= . 0 CM/S 
MIXH= 1000. M AMB= 9.0 PPM 

SIGTH= 5. DEGREES TEMP= 15.5 DEGREE (C) 

II. LINK VARIABLES 

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (M) * 
DESCRIPTION * Xl Yl X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH 

EF 
(G/MI) 

256. 

H 
(M) 

(M) 

w 
(M) 

----------------*-------------------------*-------- ------ ----------------
A. NB Arroyo * 10 -500 10 
B. SB Arroyo * -10 500 -10 
C. EB Californi * -500 -10 500 
D. WB Californi * 500 10 -500 

III. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS 

* 
RECEPTOR * 

COORDINATES (M) 
X Y Z 

------- -----*---- ---- -------------
1. SFR * 61 -13 1.8 

500 * AG 
- 500 * AG 

-10 * AG 
10 * AG 

IV. MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE) 

RECEPTOR 

* * PRED * 
* BRG * CONC * 
* (DEG) * (PPM) * A 

CONC/LINK 
(PPM) 

B C D 
- ----- -------*------ - *-------*-- -- --------- -------
1. SFR * 272. * 34.7 * 1.8 1.6 20.5 1.9 

1742 53.0 
1984 53.0 
1371 53.0 

970 53.0 

.o 13.0 

.o 13.0 

.0 13.0 

.0 13.0 
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JOB: Arroyo and California - with project 
RUN: Hour 1 (WORST CASE ANGLE ) 

POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide 

I. SITE VARIABLES 

U= . 5 M/S Z0= 100. CM ALT= 256. (M) 
BRG= WORST CASE VD= .o CM/S 

CLAS= 4 (D) VS= . 0 CM/S 
MIXH= 1000. M AMB= 9 . 0 PPM 

SIGTH= 5. DEGREES TEMP= 15.5 DEGREE (C) 

II. LINK VARIABLES 

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (M) * EF H w 
DESCRIPTION * Xl Yl X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH (G/MI) (M) (M) 

----------------*--- ----------------------*------------------------------
A. NB Arroyo * 10 -500 10 500 * AG 
B . SB Arroyo * -10 500 -10 -500 * AG 
C . EB Californi * - 500 -10 500 - 10 * AG 
D. WB Californi * 500 10 -500 10 * AG 

III. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS 

* COORDINATES (M) 
RECEPTOR * X y z 

------------*---- --- -------- ----- -
1. SFR * 61 -13 1. 8 

IV. MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE) 

RECEPTOR 

* * PRED * 
* BRG * CONC * 
* (DEG) * (PPM) * 

CONC/LINK 
(PPM) 

A B C D 
-- -----------*-------*-------*--------------------
1. SFR * 272. * 34 . 7 * 1.8 1.6 20.5 1.9 

1750 53.0 
1993 53 . 0 
1374 53.0 

983 53 . 0 

.o 13.0 

. o 13.0 

.o 13.0 

. 0 13 . 0 
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JOB: Marengo and California - existing 
RUN: Hour 1 (WORST CASE ANGLE) 

POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide 

I. SITE VARIABLES 

U= .5 M/S ZO= 100. CM 
BRG= WORST CASE VD= .o CM/S 

CLAS= 4 (D) VS= .o CM/S 
MIXH= 1000. M AMB= 9.0 PPM 

SIGTH= 5. DEGREES TEMP= 15.5 DEGREE (C) 

II. LINK VARIABLES 

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (M) * 
DESCRIPTION * Xl Yl X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH 

ALT= 

EF 
(G/MI) 

256. 

H 
(M) 

(M) 

w 
(M) 

----------------*------ -- ------- --- -------*---------- -- ------------------
A. NB Marengo * 10 -500 10 500 * AG 
B. SB Marengo * -10 500 -10 -500 * AG 
C. EB Californi * -500 - 10 500 - 10 * AG 
D. WB Californi * 500 10 - 500 10 * AG 

III. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS 

* COORDINATES (M) 
RECEPTOR * X y z 

------------*---------------------
1. MFR * 13 13 16 . 0 
2. MFR * -13 -13 1.8 
3. MFR * 13 -13 1.8 

IV. MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE ) 

* * PRED * CONC/LI NK 
* BRG * CONC * (PPM) 

RECEPTOR * (DEG) * (PPM ) * A B C D 
-------------*-------*-- -----* ------ --------------
1. MFR 
2 . MFR 
3. MFR 

* 267. * 17.0 * . 0 . 0 2.7 5.2 
* 88 . * 32 . 9 * 1.2 1.9 19.1 1.7 
* 272. * 32.9 * 1.8 1.3 19 . 1 1.7 

654 53.0 . 0 13.0 
695 53.0 . 0 13.0 

1282 53.0 . 0 13.0 
956 53.0 . 0 13 .0 

*19 I 
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JOB: Marengo and California - no project 
RUN : Hour 1 (WORST CASE ANGLE) 

POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide 

SITE VARIABLES 

U= . 5 M/S ZO= 100. CM 
BRG= WORST CASE VD= .0 CM/S 

CLAS= 4 (D) VS= . 0 CM/S 
MIXH= 1000 . M AMB= 9.0 PPM 

SIGTH= 5. DEGREES TEMP= 15.5 DEGREE (C) 

LINK VARIABLES 

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (M) * 

ALT= 

EF 
DESCRIPTION * Xl Yl X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH (G/MI) 

256. (M) 

H w 
(M) (M) 

----------------*-------------------------*------- -----------------------
A. NB Marengo * 
B. SB Marengo * 
C. EB Californi * 
D. WB Californi * 

10 - 500 
-10 500 

-500 -10 
500 10 

III. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS 

* COORDINATES 
RECEPTOR * X y 

10 500 * AG 
-10 -500 * AG 
500 -10 * AG 

-500 10 * AG 

(M) 
z 

------------*------------ ---------
1. MFR * 13 13 16 . 0 
2. MFR * - 13 -13 1.8 
3. MFR * 13 -13 1.8 

IV. MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE) 

RECEPTOR 

* * PRED * 
* BRG * CONC * 
* (DEG) * (PPM) * 

CONC/LINK 
(PPM) 

A B C D 

---- ---------*--- ----*-------*------ --------------
1. MFR 
2. MFR 
3. MFR 

* 267. * 17.5 * . 0 . 0 2.9 5 . 5 
* 88. * 34.6 * 1.4 2.2 20.1 1 . 8 
* 272. * 34.5 * 2.1 1. 5 20.1 1.8 

761 53.0 
833 53.0 

1359 53.0 
1016 53.0 

.0 13.0 

.0 13.0 

.o 13 . 0 

.0 13.0 
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JOB: Marengo and California - with project 
RUN: Hour 1 (WORST CASE ANGLE) 

POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide 

SITE VARIABLES 

U= . 5 M/S Z0= 100. CM ALT= 
BRG= WORST CASE VD= . 0 CM/S 

CLAS= 4 (D) VS= . 0 CM/S 
MIXH= 1000. M AMB= 9.0 PPM 

SIGTH= 5 . DEGREES TEMP= 15.5 DEGREE (C) 

II. LINK VARIABLES 

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (M) * 
DESCRIPTION * Xl Yl X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH 

EF 
(G/MI) 

256 . 

H 
(M) 

(M) 

w 
(M) 

---- ----- -------*-------------------------*------------------------------
A. NB Marengo * 10 -500 10 S00 * 
B. SB Marengo * -10 S00 -10 -500 * 
c. EB Californi * -500 -10 500 -10 * 
D. WB Californi * 500 10 -soo 10 * 

III. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS 

* COORDINATES (M) 
RECEPTOR * X y z 

-------- ----*---- -----------------
1. MFR * 13 13 16.0 
2. MFR * - 13 -13 1.8 
3. MFR * 13 -13 1.8 

IV. MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE) 

RECEPTOR 

* * PRED * 
* BRG * CONC * 
* (DEG) * (PPM) * 

CONC/LINK 
(PPM) 

A B C 

AG 
AG 
AG 
AG 

D 

--------- ----*------- •-------*-- -------- ------- ---
1. MFR 
2. MFR 
3. MFR 

* 267. * 
* 88. * 
* 272. * 

17. 5 11 • 0 
34.7 11 1.4 
34.6 • 2.1 

.0 2.9 
2.3 20.2 
1. 5 20. 2 

5.6 
1.8 
1. 8 

774 53.0 . 0 13.0 
838 S3.0 . 0 13.0 

1364 53.0 .0 13.0 
1021 S3.0 . 0 13.0 
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JOB: Arroyo and Glenarm - existing 
RUN: Hour 1 (WORST CASE ANGLE ) 

POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide 

SITE VARIABLES 

U= . s M/S ZO= 100. CM ALT= 
BRG= WORST CASE VD= . 0 CM/S 

CLAS= 4 (D) VS= . 0 CM/S 
MIXH= 1000. M AMB= 9.0 PPM 

SIGTH= s. DEGREES TEMP= 15.5 DEGREE (Cl 

LINK VARIABLES 

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (M) * EF 
DESCRIPTION * Xl Yl X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH (G/MI) 

256. (M) 

H w 
(M) (M) 

-- ----- ---------*------------------------ -*--- ---------------------------
A. NB Arroyo * 10 -500 10 500 * 
B. SB Arroyo * -10 500 -10 -500 * 
C. EB Glenarm * -500 -10 500 -10 * 
D. WB Glenarm * 500 10 -500 10 * 

III. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS 

* COORDINATES (M) 
RECEPTOR * X y z 

------ ------*---------------------
l. Blair Hi * 13 -13 1.8 

IV. MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE) 

RECEPTOR 

* * PRED * 
* BRG * CONC * 
* (DEG) * (PPM) * 

CONC/LINK 
(PPM) 

A B C 

AG 
AG 
AG 
AG 

D 

--- ----------*-------*---- ---*--------------------
1. Blair Hi* 358. * 41.5 * 26 . 3 2 . 7 2.7 .9 

1866 53.0 . 0 13.0 
1825 53.0 . 0 13.0 

985 53.0 . 0 13 .0 
467 53.0 .o 13.0 
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JOB: Arroyo and Glenarm - no project 
RUN: Hour 1 (WORST CASE ANGLE) 

POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide 

I. SITE VARIABLES 

U= . 5 M/S Z0= 100. CM 
BRG= WORST CASE VD= . 0 CM/S 

CLAS= 4 (D) VS= . 0 CM/S 
MIXH= 1000. M AMB= 9.0 PPM 

SIGTH= 5. DEGREES TEMP= 15.5 DEGREE (C) 

II. LINK VARIABLES 

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (M) * 
DESCRIPTION * Xl Yl X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH 

ALT= 

EF 
(G/MI) 

256. 

H 
(M) 

(M) 

w 
(M) 

--------- -------*-------------------------*--- ----------- ------------ ----
A. NB Arroyo * 10 -500 10 500 * 
B. SB Arroyo * -10 500 -10 -500 * 
c . EB Glenarm * -500 -10 500 -10 * 
D. WB Glenarm * 500 10 -500 10 * 

III. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS 

* COORDINATES (M) 

RECEPTOR * X y z 
--------- ---*---------------------
1. Blair Hi* 13 -13 1. 8 

IV. MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE) 

RECEPTOR 

* * PRED * 
* BRG * CONC * 
* (DEG) * (PPM) * A 

CONC/LINK 
(PPM) 
B C 

AG 
AG 
AG 
AG 

D 

-- -------- ---*-------*-------*-------- ------------
1. Blair Hi* 358. * 45.7 * 30.0 3.0 2.8 .9 

2195 53.0 . 0 13.0 
2155 53.0 . 0 13.0 
1029 53.0 . 0 13.0 

501 53 . 0 . o 13.0 
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II. 

CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL 
JUNE 1989 VERSION 
PAGE 1 

JOB: Arryo and Glenarm - with project 
RUN: Hour 1 (WORST CASE ANGLE) 

POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide 

SITE VARIABLES 

U= . 5 M/S ZO= 100 . CM ALT= 
BRG= WORST CASE VD= . 0 CM/S 

CLAS= 4 (D) VS= .0 CM/S 
MIXH= 1000 . M AMB= 9 . 0 PPM 

SIGTH= 5. DEGREES TEMP= 15.5 DEGREE (C) 

LINK VARIABLES 

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (M) * EF 
DESCRIPTION * Xl Y1 X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH (G/MI) 

256. (M) 

H w 
(M) (M) 

--------- ------ -*--------------- ----- -----*------------------------------
A. NB Arroyo * 10 -500 10 500 * 
B. SB Arroyo * -10 500 - 10 -500 * 
c. EB Glenarm * -500 -10 500 -10 * 
D. WB Glenarm * 500 10 -500 10 * 

III. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS 

* COORDINATES (M) 
RECEPTOR * X y z 

------------*---------------------
1. Blair Hi* 13 -13 1. 8 

IV. MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE) 

RECEPTOR 

* * PRED * 
* BRG * CONC * 
* (DEG) * (PPM) * A 

CONC/LINK 
(PPM) 

B C 

AG 
AG 
AG 
AG 

D 

-------------*---- ---*-------*--------------------
1. Blair Hi* 358. * 45.9 * 30.2 3.0 2.8 1.0 

2211 53.0 . 0 13 .0 
2169 53.0 . 0 13.0 
1029 53.0 . 0 13. 0 

514 53.0 . 0 13.0 
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APPENDIX E: 
INVENTORY OF CHARACTER-DEFINING 

SPACES AND FEATURES FOR 
SANTA FE STATION 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
DEL MAR STATION 

MIXED USE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 
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Character-Oelin1ng Spaces & Features 

SANT A FE_ 5 T ATlON, F'asadena , Cal1~orn1a Febru:ii: :s. ::001 

Space Code I 
Space Yards 

Space Category Outdoor 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Rec om mend a tion f_e_p,..la_c_e_: n-,.~-in-~-: -------------... 

Description ort : . sp a t-pave sur ace par mg ot. 

Feature Code I -A 
Feature Yards 

Feature Category Yard 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description Paving and landscaping is disused and 

m inimall~ maintained. 

East: Relationship of east elevation of the building parallel to rail right-of-way and railroad. 

West: 
Asphalt-paved passenger loading platform at grade: planters with concrete curbs: painted ferrous pole. 
Relationship of west elevation of the building parallel to South Raymond Avenue 
Landscape: grass turf: mature palm trees: small bordered planters. 

Space Code 2 
Space Building exterior 

Space Category Outdoor 
Space Significance Significant 

SpaceDate 1935 
Recommendation ,_. ______ e,.....o-re-,-,,.u-r""m_g __ a""e_r __ 

Feature Code 2-A 
Feature General 

Feature Category Wall 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description Roof not accessible for inspection: 

rainwater is leaking heavily at the southeast 
comer of the baggage room. 
Door and window openings are boarded-up 

Description 1ty o asa ena u1 mg erm1t J a1 roa tauon; 1 more, re 1tect; . en, 
ontractor: A. T. & S. F. Ry. Co .• original owner. The Pasadena Star News (8-Z-1935) credits E. A. Harrison. 
rchitect of the Santa Fe system. The Pasadena Star News (undated) credits the Rust Nursery Company as contractor 

for "elaborate landscaping around the station," described as "Tall palms and a row of olive trees are prominent in the 
cheme. and t1ower beds and lawns will adorn the street frontage." 

Space Code 2 
Space Building exterior 

Space Category Outdoor 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation 

Description erra-cotta m1ss1on 

Space Code 2 
Space Building exterior 

Space Category Outdoor 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 

arre roo u es; stac e 

Feature Code 2-8 
Feature Roof tile 

Feature Category Wall 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

at eaves. 

Feature Code 2-C 
Feature "Pasadena" sign 

Feature Category Wall 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Recommendation M"~--~~=~=~~=~"11"."'~~..-, Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

Description on t e east e evauon at e ogg1a; compose 



Character-Defining Spaces & Features 

5 A r\T A FL 5 TA TIO~. f asaacna, Cal ,~ornia Februar~ 28. 200 I 

Space Code ~ 

Space Bui lding exterior 
Space Categor~ Outdoor 

Space Significance Significant 
Space Date 1935 

Feature Code >D 
Feature "Pasadena" sign 

Feature Category Wall 
Feature Significance Sign ificant 

Feature Date 1935 

Recommendation f~rotect · secure Condition Fair 
imo\ e Condition Description 

Description iS,ign \\ h1cfi reads "Pasa ena on t e sout e evat1on on t e parapet a o,e t e out oor \\ a11mg room: compose or 
individual letters that stand off the wall and may be copper alloy. 

Space Code 3 
Space Exterior waiting room 

Space Category Assembly 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date I 935 
Recommendation _..r_o-te_c_t -an_,,, ________ ..,,..~--

Description 

Space Code 3 
Space Exterior waiting room 

Space Category Assembly 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation ----...------...----.!"'OW~-

Feature Code 
Feature 

Feature Category 
Feature Significance 

Feature Date 

Condition Good 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 3-A 
Feature Ceiling 

Feature Category Ceiling 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Good 
Condition Description Painted finishes are probably not the 

original wood finishes. 
Description jPainted wood board sheathing and beams for roof framing. 

Space Code 3 
Space Exterior waiting room 

Space Category Assembly 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date I 935 
Recommendation ~=~~~!"!"~~=~~~~--~~ 

Description cement p aster stucco over woo 

Space Code 3 
Space Exterior waiting room 

Space Category Assembly 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation .,.E..,e-p"'!a_c_e_1_n.,.~-~-n~...---------- ] 

Feature Code 3-B 
Feature Piers 

Feature Category Wall 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date I 935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description Painted cement plaster (stucco) walls: the 

uniform sand-textured surface may be a 
new thin surface finish applied over original 
finishes. 

support t e roo . 

Feature Code 3-C 
Feature Floor 

Feature Category Floor 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Good 

Condition Description 
Description moot -trowe e t1nte concrete oor wit a presse gn pattern. 
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Character-Defining Spaces & Features 

SANT A FE.. 5 TA T ION. f asaccna. Cali~ornia 
Space Code 4 

Space Hall. south of waiting room 
Space Category Circulation 

Space Significance Significant 
Space Date I 93 5 

Rec om menda tion ,..I ,_ro_t_e-ct_a_n_,,.,.s_e_cu_r_e ___ ...,,,. _____ _ 

!move 
l 

Description 

Space Code 4 
Space Hall. south of waiting room 

Space Category Circulation 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation ..... r-ot_e_ct_a_n""l""s .. e-c-ur-e~---,--~r--:~~ 

Description amte texture p aster. 

Space Code 4 
Space Hall. south of waiting room 

Space Category Circulation 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 

Recommendation ----------------. 

Description texture p aster. 

Space Code 4 
Space Hall, south of waiting room 

Space Category Circulation 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 

Feature Code 
Feature 

Feature Category 
Feature Significance 

Feature Date 

Condition 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 4-A 
Feature Ceiling 

Feature Category Ceiling 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Good 

Condition Description 

Feature Code 4-8 
Feature Ceiling 

Feature Category Wall 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Good 

Condition Description 

Feature Code 4-C 
Feature Floor 

Feature Category Floor 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Good Recommendation ~---e-p!""a-ce-'.n'"'~'"~-na...----------1 ~L----------------' Condition Description 

Description moot 

Space Code 4 
Space Hall, south of waiting room 

Space Category Circulation 

Space Significance Significant 
Space Date I 935 

Recommendation ---------------... 

Feature Code 4-D 
Feature Ceramic tile trim 

Feature Category Wall 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

.3 

Februar:,, 28. : 001 

Condition Description Some relief tiles have been overpainted 
with inappropriate colors on the background 
surfaces. 

Description ecorauve gaze ceramic ti e, a ere to wa s, space , wt no grout etween tt es, onnmg a or1zonta me at 
hair rail height and a vertical trim line at comers and openings. The tiles are manufactured from a red terra cotta 
isque; typical tiles may have a dark variegated decorative flat glaze. Tiles with a relief pattern in various 
re-Columbian motifs are inserted at every fourth or fifth tile. The tiles with reliefs may have a lighter glaze on the 

foreground. and a darker glaze on the background (deeper) surface to highlight the pattern. 



Character-Defining Spaces & Features 

SANT A FE._ ST ATlON. F'asadc:na, Cal i~ornia 
"' 

Februar:, ~8. ~001 

Space Code .a 
Space Hall. south of waiting room 

Space Category Circulation 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Rec om mend a tion f-ot_o_g-ra_p_. -r-em-o-ve-.-,-r-at_e_. -------. 

isecureh 
~ .. 

Feature Code ..a-E 
Feature Ceramic tile base 

Feature Category Floor 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Good 

Condition Description The tile composition and finish is difficult 
to assess due to soiling. 

Description eram1c II e wit a cove w ere 1t meets t e concrete oor. e t1 es may e manu acture tram a re terra cona 
bisque: typical tiles may have a dark variegated decorative flat glaze. 

Space Code 4 
Space Hal I. south of waiting room 

Space Category Circulation 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 193 5 
Recommendation _...ro_t_e_ct_a_n ___ """"_,_.,. __ ~..,,...~---""t 

Description 

Space Code 4 
Space Hall, south of waiting room 

Space Category Circulation 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 

Recommendation ------------~--...... .,....,.,,._.., 

Description 

Space Code 4 
Space Hall, south of waiting room 

Space Category Circulation 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation '""'-o-to_gra .... ....,p,-r ... e'"'m'"'o""v""e-, -cr"'a'!'te"",...,...,..ae'"f"!an"""'""s~to""r'"'e­

ecurcly 
Description 

Space Code 4 
Space Hall, south of waiting room 

Space Category Circulation 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation mt:~o~to ... g ... r ... ap=',""'r"'e""'m ... o'!'v .... e~, c""'r ... a~te"",~~-=~=~ 

securely 

Feature Code 4-F 
Feature Wood beams 

Feature Category Ceiling 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Good 
Condition Description Condition of finishes not assessed. The 

beams may not be structural. but rather 
applied to the ceiling as a decorative 
features. 

Feature Code 4-G 
Feature Door. Hall south to M~n 

Feature Category Door 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Good 
Condition Description Condition of finishes not assessed. 

e an oc re stam wit vam1s . 

Feature Code 4-H 
Feature Hardware on Door, Hall south to Men 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Good 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 4-1 
Feature Door, Hall south to Women 

Feature Category Door 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Good 
Condition Description Condition of finishes not assessed. 
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Character-Defining Spaces & Features 

SANT A FE. s TA T ION, F asadena, Calitornia Februar;. 28. 200 1 

Space Code 4 
Space Hall. south of waiting room 

Space Categor)• 
Space Significance 

Space Date 

Circulation 
Significant 
1935 

Recommendation ""i -o-to-g-ra-p..-. -re_m_o_v_e __ -c-ra-te-. .......,a ,-e..-a-n...-st-o-re-'f 

;securely 
Description 

Space Code 
Space 

Space Category 
Space Significance 

Space Date 
Recommendation 

< 
1 eta mortise urt mges. 

opper alloy escutcheon (not cylinder or knob) 
Metal pull on toilet side. 

4 
Hall. south of waiting room 
Circulation 
Significant 
1935 

otograp , remove, crate, 
ecurely 

Feature Code 4-J 
Feature Hardware on Door. Hall south co Women 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Good 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 4-K 
Feature Door. Hall south to Outdoor Waiting 

Feature Category Door 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Good 

Condition Description Condition of finishes not assessed. 

Description oor; t e mis appears to e an oc re stam wit s an vam1s . 

Space Code 4 
Space Hall. south of waiting room 

Space Category Circulation 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation -~,._.....,.__._,,.. __ .....,.=....,=.,........,='='""l 

Description eta mortise utt mges. 
opper alloy escutcheon (not cylinder or knob) 

Metal pull on toilet side. 

Space Code 4 
Space Hall. south of waiting room 

Space Category Circulation 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation Ml'"!'!"--....... = ............. -="!!""'11!!!!"~-~= .... 

Description 

Space Code 4 
Space Hall, south of waiting room 

Space Category Circulation 
· Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation .--o~to-g-ra""p"'f""',""'re-m=ov-e!"',~c""ra~t~e,~a~----~­

ecurely 
Description 

Feature Code 4-L 
Feature Hardware on Door. Hall south to Women 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Good 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 4-M 
Feature Hardware on Door, Hall south to 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Good 

Condition Description 

Feature Code 4-N 
Feature Window, east elevation, north 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Good 

Condition Description 



Character-Defining Spaces & F earures 

SANT A FE_ 5 TA TION. F asadcna. Cali~orn1a 

6 

February :?8. :?001 

Space Code 4 
Space Hall. south of waiting room 

Space Category Circulation 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation ----------•a-e...-a~n..-st-o-re--. 

Description utt mges: meta 

Space Code 4 
Space Hall. south of waiting room 

Space Category Circulation 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation otograp . remove. crate, a e an store 

ecurely 

Description 

Space Code 4 
Space Hall. south of waiting room 

Space Category Circulation 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation 

Description 

Space Code 4 
Space Hall, south of waiting room 

Space Category Circulation 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation otograp , remove, crate, 

securely for reinstallation 

Description 

Space Code 5 
Space Men 

Space Category Toilet 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation 

Feature Code 4-0 
Feature Window. e;ist elevation. north 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Signilicance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Good 
Condition Description 

ate 

Feature Code 4-P 
Feature Window. east elevation. south 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Good 

Condition Description 

Feature Code 4-0 
Feature Window. east elevation, south 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Good 

Condition Description 

ate . 

Feature Code 4-P 
Feature Lighting fixture 

Feature Category Ltg. Fixture 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Good 

Condition Description 

Feature Code 
Feature 

Feature Category 
Feature Significance 

Feature Date 
Condition Good 

Condition Description 

Description ,s space was maccess1 e on t e ate o o servauon. urvey notes are ase on reca om an ear 1er v1s1t. e 
ecall that plumbing fixtures, plumbing fittings and toilet accessories are replacements and are not character-defining. 
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Character-Definin~ Spaces & features 

5Al\;T A FE. 5 TA TION, F asadena. C.3 li~orn1a Februar; :3. :001 

Space Code 5 
Space ~ten 

Space Category Toilet 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 

Recommendation ! · rocect an secure 
j 
;move 

Space Code 5 
Space Men 

Space Category Toilet 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 ----------------Recommendation °rotect and secure betore. during & atter 
move 

Description 1>amted plaster. 

Space Code S 
Space Men 

Space Category Toilet 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation .....,__,__,__,,..... __ _,,,_...,. __ ...,..~-ws 

Description ceramic u e. 

Space Code 5 
Space Men 

Space Category Toilet 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation E-~p-!a-'.c_e_m_l<_m..,~-------::-: -] 

Description f eram1c mosaic ule. 

Space Code 5 
Space Men 

Space Category Toilet 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation M'l'-'!" ........... -, ... re-m~o"'"ve""',~c""'ra!"!t""'e,'"'T"!'l"""f~"r'!=!"""t 

Description !Painted metal toilet partmon. 

Feature Code 5-A 
Feature Ceiling 

Feature Category Ceiling 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Good 

Condition Description 

Feature Code 5-8 
Feature Walls 

Feature Category Wall 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Good 

Condition Description 

Feature Code 5-C 
Feature Wainscots 

Feature Category Wall 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Good 

Condition Description 

Feature Code 5-D 
Feature Floor 

Feature Category Floor 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Good 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 5-E 
Feature Toilet partitions 

Feature Category Fixture/Casework 
Feature Significance SiJnificant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description Appears to have more than one coat of 
paint. 

I 



Character-Defining Spaces & Features 

SANT A FE._ 5 TA TION, F asadena, California 
8 

Februar: 28. 200\ 

Space Code 5 
Space Men 

Space Category Assembly 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Reco mm en da t ion n! '11'."".'.o~to'."':g~r~ap~ .--::r":".e rn=o~ve::--,-::c~ra~t~e .""f:"a!:".e::T".:a-:::-n~st::--::o:'!'re-:--t 

:securely 

Feature Code 5-F 
Feature Window 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description Appears to have more than one coat of 

paint. 

Description !Painted wood double hung sash: d1 v1ded light (2 x I ) , (2 x I ) sash. 

Space Code 5 
Space Men 

Space Category Assembly 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation , remove, crate, a e an store 

Feature Code 5-F 
Feature Window 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description Appears to have more than one coat of 

paint. 

Description !Painted wood double hung sash; d1v1ded light (2 x I) 7 (2 x I) sash. 

Space Code 6 
Space Women 

Space Category Toilet 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 Recommendation ___________ ..,.,. ___ _,,,._ ... 

Description 

Space Code 6 
Space Women 

Space Category Toilet 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 

Recommendation ----------------

Description paster. 

Space Code 6 
Space Women 

Space Category Toilet 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 

Recommendation ------------------

Description 

Feature Code 
Feature 

Feature Category 
Feature Significance 

Feature Date 

Condition Good 
Condition Description· 

Feature Code 6-A 
Feature Ceiling 

Feature Category Ceiling 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Good 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 6-B 
Feature Walls 

Feature Category Wall 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 193 5 
Condition Good 

Condition Description 
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Charac1er-Definrn~ 'ipaces & Features 

SANT A FE_ 5 TA TION. F asadena. Calitornia 
9 

Februar;. 28. 200 I 

Space Code 6 Feature Code 6-C 
Space Women Feature Wainscots 

Space Category Toilet Feature Category Wall 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Reco mm en da tio n f""r-o-1e_c_1 _a_n _.se_c_u-re....,..e_t.,.o-re-. ____ ,.._a..,.tt_e_r-... 

1move 
~ 

Space Code 6 
Space Women 

Space Category Toilet 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recom mendationE ,..,.e_p..,~a_c_e_'._n..,,.~-~n-~..----------

Description f eramte mosaic tile. 

Space Code 6 
Space Women 

Space Category Toilet 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 

} 

Recommendation mt=~=-. ~re~m~o~v~e-, c~r:'!'at:-:e-, ~~~~~.., 

Description 1Pamted metal toilet partition. 

Space Code 6 
Space Women 

Space Category Toilet 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation , remove, crate, a an store 

Feature Significance Significant 
Feature Date 1935 

Condition Good 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 6-D 
Feature Floor 

Feature Category Floor 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Good 

Condition Description 

Feature Code 6-E 
Feature Partitions 

Feature Category Fixture/Casework 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description Appears"to have more than one coat of 

paint. 

Feature Code 6-F 
Feature Window 

Feature Category Fixture/Casework 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description Appears to have more than one coat of 

paint. 
Description 1Pamted wood frame and double hung with d1v1ded hght (2 x I) 7 (2 x I) sash. 

Space Code 6 
Space Women 

Space Category Toilet 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date l 935 
Recommendation Mt'"!"!"~~-."!re'!"m~o~v~e~,"'!c~ra~te~.~a~e~an="!s~to~re~ 

Feature Code 6-G 
Feature Window 

Feature Category Fixture/Casework 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description Appears to have more than one coat of 

paint. 
Description jPamted wood frame and double hung with d1v1ded light (2 x I) 7 (2 x I) sash. 



Character-Defining Spaces & Features 

SANT A FE. s TA TION, F asadena, California 
Space Code 7 

Space Telephone booth 

Space Category Mech./Elect. 

Space Significance Significant 
Space Date 1935 

Recommendation ,....--.,,-.----,-,.,.....-~----ii~~--, 

Description 

Space Code 7 
Space Telephone booth 

Space Category Mech.iElect. 

Space Significance Significant 
Space Date 1935 

Recommendation -------...------i--i----~_...~..,,..'"!"1'.:'..,...~ 
move 

Description 

Space Code 7 
Space Telephone booth 

Space Category Mech./Elect. 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 Recommendation ,_ ______ ,...., _____ ...,.. __ -i 

move 

Description tame 

Space Code 7 
Space Telephone booth 

Space Category Mech./Elect. 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation e-e-p""'!a_c_e""m_K,..!-m'"'~----------

Description moot 

Space Code 7 
· Space Telephone booth 

Space Category Mech./Elect. 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 

1 

Recommendation ..... -. ...... ----------..... - ... 

Description 

Feature Code 
Feature 

Feature Category 
Feature Significance 

Feature Date 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 7-A 
feature Ceiling 

Feature Category Ceiling 

feature Significance Significant 
feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

crown mo mg. 

Feature Code 7-8 
Feature Walls 

Feature Category Wall 

Feature Significance Significant 
Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 7-C 
Feature Floor 

Feature Category Floor 

Feature Significance Significant 
Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 7-D 
Feature Door 

Feature Category Door 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

10 

F~brua~ 28. 200 I 

ase tnm. 
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Character-Defining Spact!s & Features 

5ANT A FE_ 5 T,-\ T ION. F .3sadena. California 
Space Code ; 

Space Telephone booth 
Space C!Hegory \.1ech .. Elect. 

Space Significance Significant 
Space Date 1935 

Recommendation 

Description 

Space Code 7 
Space Telephone booth 

Space Category Mech. 'Elect. 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date I 935 

a e an store 

inges: meta 

Recommendation ""P.,,....no-to-g-ra_p..,,n-. -re_m_o_v_e_, -c-ra~te-, ... 1"'1ab"'"e"f':l~a""'na~st~o-re--t 

securely 

Description vietal canopy. 

Space Code 7 
Space Telephone booth 

Space Category Mech./Elect. 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation n'W'~~~""""!""""!'!"""~=~~~~~~""'II 

Description 

Space Code 8 
Space Waiting Room 

Space Category Assembly 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 

Recommendation 

Description 

Space Code 8 
Space Waiting Room 

Space Category Assembly 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation ,_.._ ....... ,_,,,..... _ _,.. ____ _,,, __ _.,"'ft'.,._-1 

move 
Description 

Feature Code 7-E 
Feature Door hardware 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

Feature Code 7-F 
Feature Lighting fixture 

Feature Category Ltg. Fixture 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

Feature Code 7-F 
Feature Ventilation grille 

Feature Category Grille 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Good 

Condition Description 

Feature Code 
Feature 

Feature Category 
Feature Significance 

Feature Date 

Condition Good 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 8-A 
Feature Ceiling 

Feature Category Ceiling 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Good 
Condition Description 

l I 

Februar;, 23. : 00 1 

l 



Charac1er-Defining Spaces & Fea1ures 

5ANT A FE_ 5 T ATION, Fasadena, Califo rnia 

I~ 

F ebruar:, : 8. ~00 I 

Space Code 8 
Space Waiting Room 

Space Category Assembly 
Space Significance 

Space Date 
Significant 
1935 

Recommendation ""l ,_r-ot_e_c_t _an-.--se_c_u-re....,.._e,..o-re ___ u_r_in_g_,,,,.._ -att,..e~r--s 

!move 

Feature Code 8-8 
Feature Purlins 

Feature Category Ceiling 
Feature Significance Significant 

FeatureDate 1935 

Condition Good 
Condition Description 

Description \;tame: span across trusses to en wa s. supponing t e roo s eat mg. 

Space Code 8 
Space Waiting Room 

Space Category Assembly 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 193 5 
Recommendation --r-o-te_c_t ~a-n..-se_c_u_r_e....---...---..--~ 

move 

Feature Code 8-C 
Feature Trusses 

Feature Category Ceiling 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Good 
Condition Description Metal hardware may be corroded. 

Description wo staine roug ewn woo trusses spanning rom east 10 west: eac as woo rac ets at t e earmg points. an 
ferrous hardware: two straps at bottom chords per truss. and two horizontal plates with bolts and nuts at each bearing 
point. 

Space Code 8 
Space Waiting Room 

Space Category Assembly 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation ----...---...---...------

Description jPamted textured plaster. 

Space Code 8 
Space Waiting Room 

Space Category Assembly 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation 

Feature Code 8-D 
Feature Walls 

Feature Category Wall 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Good 

Condition Description Distinctive hand textured finish: appears to 
be a large dashed pattern. knocked down. 

Feature Code 8-E 
feature Ceramic tile trim 

Feature Category Wall 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description Some relief tiles have been overpainted 
with inappropriate colors on the background 
surfaces. 

Description ecorauve g aze cerarmc ti e, a ere to wa s, space . wt no grout erween tt es, orrnmg a onzonta me at 
hair rail height and a vertical trim line at comers and openings. The tiles are manufactured from a red terra cotta 
isque; typical tiles may have a dark variegated decorative flat glaze. Tiles with a relief pattern in various 
re-Columbian motifs are inserted at every fourth or fifth tile. The tiles with reliefs may have a lighter glaze on the 

foreground. and a darker glaze on the background (deeper) surface to highlight the pattern. 
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Character-Defining Spaces & Features 

SANT A FE_ 5 TA TION. f a s adc: na , Cali~orn1a 

IJ 

Februar:, 28. 2001 

Space Code 8 
Space Waiting Room 

Space Category Circulauon 
Space Significance Significant 

SpaceDate 1935 
Reco m me nda tio n ff'.S'.,_o-to_g_r-ap..,....-r-e_m_o_v_e_. c-r-a-te-.""a_e,.._a_n..,_s-to_r_e..., 

!securely 

Feature Code 8-F 
Feature Ceramic tile base 

Feature Category Floor 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Good 

Condition Description The tile composition and finish is diffi cult 
to assess due to soi ling. 

Description eram1c t1 e wil a cove w ere 11 meets t e concrete oor. e ti es may e manu acture rom a re terra cona 
bisque: typical tiles may have a dark variegated decorative flat glaze. 

Space Code 8 
Space Waiting Room 

Space Category Circulation 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date I 93 5 

Recommendation -E-ep-~-ac_e_m ... ~-~n-~----::-: ----] 

Feature Code 8-G 
Feature Floor 

Feature Category Floor 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Good 
Condition Description 

Description moot -trowe e tmte concrete oor wit a presse gn pattern. 

Space Code 8 
Space Waiting Room 

Space Category Circulation 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation --~-.,.,..-----'!'-!""',,,_'r'-_ __ ....,,,.._'I!""'_... 

Description 

Space Code 8 
Space Waiting Room 

Space Category Circulation 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation ~-.--...-...... ----...... - ..... a,...e ..... an.,_,,..s"'!to_r_e_, 

Description 

Space Code 8 
Space Waiting Room 

Space Category Circulation 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 

utt mges at oors; copper a 

Recommendation --~--..----~...,...,,_..,.,._,,,_'!'!""_.... 

Description 

Feature Code 8-H 
Feature Main Entrance Doors. west wall 

Feature Category Door 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Good 

Condition Description. 

Feature Code 8-l 
Feature Hardware on Main Entrance Doors. west 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Good 

pates on ms1 e; wroug t iron pu s an oc pates on outst e. 

Feature Code 8-J 
Feature Doors to Platfonn, east wall 

Feature Catqory Door 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date I 935 
Condition Good 

Condition Description 



Chuacter-Delin 1ng ~paces & Features 

SA~T A FE__ 5 TA TION. Fasadcna. Cali~orn,a 
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Space Code 8 
Space Waiting Room 

Space Categor~· Circulation 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation !ffl--. ............ t:-=------=~~at"e~a'.'.:n"T::s~to:'."'.:r~e-, 

Description 

Space Code 8 
Space Waiting Room 

Space Category Circulation 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 

un inges at oors: copper a 

Recommendation '"' ... o ... to ... g-r'"'a_,p,..,-r""e~m ... o""v--e-, ..,cr ... a~te~.~al"'"e~a~nT':s~to~r~e-, 

securely 

Description 

Space Code 8 
Space Waiting Room 

Space Category Circulation 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 

Recommendation l'ffl'..,o~to~g""r""a""pl"'".-r ... e ... m~o'"'v'"'e-, ""cr ... a~te .... ~~~~=~ 

ecurely 

Space Code 8 
Space Waiting Room 

Space Category Circulation 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date I 935 

Recommendation otograp , remove, crate, a 
ecurely 

Description 

Space Code 8 
Space Waiting Room 

Space Category Circulation 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation lffl--. .......... ...-= ........... ~~~~~~~-

Description 

Feature Code 8-K 
Feature Hard\~are on Doors to Platform. east 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Good 

p ates on ms1 e: wroug t iron pu s an oc · p ates on outs1 e. 

Feature Code 8-L 
Feature Doors to Outdoor Waiting Area. south 

Feature Category Door 
· Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date I 93 5 
Condition Good 

Condition Description 

Feature Code 8-M 
Feature Hardware on Doors to Outdoor Waiting 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Good 

t iron pu s an oc p ates on outs1 e. 

Feature Code 8-N 
Feature Door to General Office. north wall. east 

Feature Category Door 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Good 

wit Jigsaw panem. 

Feature Code 8-0 
Feature Hardware on Door to General Office. 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Good 
Condition Description 
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Character-Defining Spaces & Features 

5ANT A FE. 5 TA T ION. F asadcna, California 
15 

Februar: :::s. :::001 

Space Code 8 
Space Waiting Room 

Space Category Circulation 

Space Significance Significant 
Space Date 1935 

Recommendation 

Space Code 8 
Space Waiting Room 

Space Category Assembly 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date I 935 
Recommendation ~-o~to""g'.""r~a':':'p~.-r~e~m""o~v~e-, ':':'cr~a~te~.~a ""e~a~n~s~to""r~e-, 

securely 

Description 

Space Code 8 
Space Waiting Room 

Space Category Assembly 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation rm-~ ..... =!"'-....,...,_"!""''!""''!"""'"f!"I....,. ..... ..,...=......, 

Description 

Space Code 8 
Space Waiting Room 

Space Category Assembly 

Space Significance Significant 
Space Date 1935 

Recommendation -~""'.""=~= ..... ~~~~~~~=~ 
Description 

Space Code 8 
Space Waiting Room 

Space Category Assembly 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 

un mges, an 

Recommendation l'ffl'"""!'"""""'=~""!"!'"""""'~~~~~~~~~ 

Description 

X 

X 

Feature Code 8-P 
Feature Door to General Office. north wall. 11est 

Feature Category Door 

Feature Significance Significant 
Feature Date 1935 

Condition Good 

Feature Code 8-Q 
Feature Hardware on Door to General Office. 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Good 
Condition Description 

rosette. 

Feature Code 8-R 
Feature Windows, east wall. north side 

Feature Category Window 

Feature Significance Significant 
Feature Date 1935 

Condition Good 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 8-S 
Feature Hardware on windows, east wall, north 

Feature Category Hardware 

Feature Significance Significant 
Feature Date 1935 

Condition Good 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 8-T 
Feature Windows, east wall, south side 

Feature Category Window 

Feature Significance Significant 
Feature Date 1935 

Condition Good 
Condition Description 



Character-Defining Spaces & Features 

SANT A FE. 5 TA TION, F asadena, Cali~orn1a 

Iii 

F ebruar: 28. :oo 1 

Space Code 8 
Space Waiting Room 

Space Category Assembly 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
.---...... -----............ -"9'---, Recom mendation otograp . remove. crate. a e an store 
securely 

Description 

Space Code 8 
Space Waiting Room 

Space Category Assembly 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 

un inges. an 

___ _,,, ________ ...,,......,_.,_~~ 
Recommendation otograp , remove. crate, 

securely 

Description 

Space Code 8 
Space Waiting Room 

Space Category Assembly 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation ,...--,--...-----"!"" ...... ~,--...,..-----i 

Description 

Space Code 8 
Space Waiting Room 

Space Category Assembly 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation 

Description 

Space Code 8 

, remove, crate, a e an store 

Space Waiting Room 
Space Category Assembly 

Space Significance Significant 
Space Date 1935 

Recommendation ffll'""o~to-g""ra'"""'p"',-r""c""m_o_v_c_, -cra~te-,..,...,....-..,..s~to_r_c""" 

ecurely 

Description 

Feature Code 8-L 
Feature Hard\\are on \\IOdows. east wall. ;outh 

Feature Category Hardv. are · 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Good 

Condition Description 

Feature Code 8-V 
Feature Windows. west wall. south side 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Good 

Condition Description 

Feature Code 8-W 
Feature Hardware on windows, west wall. south 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Good 

Condition Description 

Feature Code 8-X 
Feature Windows, west wall, north side 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Significance Significant 

FeatureDate 1935 
Condition Good 

Condition Description 

Feature Code 8-Y 
Feature Hardware on windows, west wall, north 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Good 

Condition Description 
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Character-Defining Spaces J.: Features 

5A/\;T A FE.. 5 TA TION, F asaac:na , Cal irorn1a Februar:- 28. : 001 

Space Code 8 Feature Code 8-Z 
Space Waiting Room Feature Clerestory window. east wall. north side 

Space Category Assembly Feature Category Window 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 

Recommendation I rotect an 
;move 
I 

Description 

Space Code 8 
Space Waiting Room 

Space Category Assembly 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation """"...,.. ___ ,y,,-.......... ,,....~".'-=~"""!!r""!'~~ 

move 

Description 

Space Code 8 
Space Waiting Room 

Space Category Assembly 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 

1g ts: I 

Recommendation m::~~':'::":r:-~~-r::-~~~~::-w,r.--:~:::--, 

move 

Description 

Space Code 8 
Space Waiting Room 

Space Category Assembly 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation M"" ...... ...,.. ...... '!'-.......... 'l"""l"!"" ..... 'l""" ...... .....,I"'"'!'=-

Description 

Space Code 8 
Space Waiting Room 

Space Category Assembly 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 

1g ts: t 

Recommendation --.-----~ .................... ~--~~~s~to~r~e..., 

Description 

Feature Significance Significant 
FeatureOate 1935 

Condition Good 
Condition Description 

e or screen an 

Feature Code 8-AA 
Feature Clerestory window. east wall. south side 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Good 

e or screen an 

Feature Code 8-88 
Feature Clerestory window, west wall, south side 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Good 

Condition Description 

e or screen an 

Feature Code 8-CC 
Feature Clerestory window, west wall. north side 

Feature Catezory Window 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Good 

e or screen an 

Feature Code 8-DD 
Feature Clerestory window at attic, north wall, 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Good 



Character-Defining Spaces & Features 
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Space Code 8 
Space Wait ing Room 

Space Category Assembly 

Space Signilicance Significant 
Space Date 1935 

Recommendation store 

Description Wit 

Space Code 8 
Space Waiting Room 

Space Category Assembly 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation otograp . remove. crate, a e an store 

ecurely · 

Description 

Space Code 8 
Space Waiting Room 

Space Category Assembly 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation lffl""o--:to_g ... r""a"'p,--, r ... e ... m_o ... v-e-,"'c"'N.ra~te ... ,~l"""'l"'!"!"'r's~to"'"r'"'e...., 

ecurely 

Description 

Space Code 8 
Space Waiting Room 

Space Category Assembly 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 

opper sas wit 

Recommendation ffll:~o~to ... g"'"r~a"'p!!'.~r~e~m ... o""v ... e-, "'cr ... a:':'te"'",~a!"!"I"'!'!'-'!'!"'~ 

ecurely 

Description 

Space Code 8 
Space Waiting Room 

Space Category Assembly 
Space Signilicance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation wtt-"!----..-..... ---~-a,,..e....,.an._~s-to_r_e_ 

Feature Code 8-FF 
Feature Clerestor: window at att ic. nonh \\ all. 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Good 
Condition Description 

1g tS (_ X - ). 

Feature Code 8-HH 
Feature Clerestory window at attic. south wall. 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Signilicance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Good 

Feature Code 8-JJ 
Feature Clerestory window at attic, south wall. 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Good 

Condition Description 

Feature Code 8-EE 
Feature Hardware at Clerestory window at attic. 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Good 

Condition Description 

ow ea. 

Feature Code 8-GG 
Feature Hardware at Clerestory window at attic, 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

FeatureDate 1935 
Condition Good 

Condition Description 
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IQ 
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Space Code 8 
Space Wai ting Room 

Space Category Assembly 
Space Significance Significant 

SpaceDate 193 5 

Recommendation f ocograp . remove. crate. a e an store 
!securely 

Description inges at \1 in ow stoo an c am an 

Space Code 8 
Space Waiting Room 

Space Category Assembly 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation .... ---'f"#O--.~-.-=="'T!!'~--."'!""~......, 

Description 

Space Code 8 
Space Waiting Room 

Space Category Assembly 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation Jffl~o'.'!'to~g~r~a~p~.~r:-::e:-::m~o~v':'.:e~. ~c=ra:::-te':!',"'T::'a~~~~::--1 

ecurely · 

Feature Code 8-11 
Feature Hardware at Clerestory window at amc. 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Good 

Condition Description 

ate 

Feature Code 8-KK 
Feature Hardware at Clerestory window at anic. 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date I 935 
Condition Good 

Feature Code 8-LL 
Feature Large chandelier 

Feature Category Ltg. Fixture 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Good 

Description arge 1xture on pen ant ro ung om e center o t en ge earn. exagona meta antem,s ape per orate wit 
internal lighting; one lamp with art glass shade attached as a sconce on each of six lantern faces; glass "Holophane" 
tyle reflector at the bottom with a single lamp. 

Space Code 8 Feature Code 8-MM 
Space Waiting Room Feature Small chandelier at northeast comer 

Space Category Assembly Feature c;ategory Ltg. Fixture 
Space Significance Significant Feature Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 Feature Date 1935 
Recommendation otograp , remove, crate, a Condition Good 

ecurely Condition Description 

Description 1g ung. 

Space Code 8 Feature Code 8-NN 
Space Waiting Room Feature Small chandelier at southeast comer 

Space Category Assembly Feature Category Ltg. Fixture 

Space Significance Significant Feature Significance Significant 
Space Date 1935 Feature Date 1935 

Recommendation Condition Good 
Condition Description 

Description 1xture on pen ant ro 



Character-Defining Spaces & Features 

SANT A FE_ 5 TA TION, f asadcna, California 
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Space Code 8 Feature Code 8-00 
Space Waiting Room Feature Small chandelier at southwest coma 

Space Categor~· Assembly Feature Category Ltg. Fixture 

Space Significance Significant Feature Significance Significant 
Space Date 1935 Feature Date 1935 

Recommendation Condition Good 
Condition Description 

Description 1xture on pen exagona art g ass an meta antem wn tntema 1g ting. 

Space Code 8 
Space Waiting Room 

Space Category Assembly 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation 

Description 1xture on pen 

Space Code 8 
Space Waiting Room 

Space Category Assembly 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation 

Description 

Space Code 8 

, remove, crate, 

Space Waiting Room 
Space Category Assembly 

Space Significance Significant 
Space Date 1935 

Recommendation ----------------

Description o -up co, mg meta security gn e c oses t 
own to the top of the ticket counter. 

Space Code 9 
Space General Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 

Recommendation ----------------

Description 

Feature Code 8-PP 
Feature Small chandelier at northwest comer 

Feature Category Ltg. Fixture 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Good 
Condition Description 

1g tmg. 

Feature Code 8-QQ 
Feature Ticket counter 

Feature Category Fixture/Casework 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description One of the wood boxes which fonn ticket 

agent "windows" on the counter top is 
• detached. 

Feature Code 8-RR 
Feature Ticket counter 

Feature Category Grille 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Good 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 
Feature 

Feature Category 
Feature Significance 

Feature Date 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

wa 

ice. ro mg 

n 
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Space Code 9 
Space General Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Sign ificant 

Space Date After 1953 
Recommendation ,..j~.,.e-p.,.la_c_e_1_n...,.~-'.n-~-----------. 

Description n gina 

Space Code 9 
Space General Office 

Space Category Office 

Space Significance Significant 
Space Date After 1953 

Recommendation e ore. unng a er 

Description 

Space Code 9 
Space General Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date After 1953 
Recommendation e ore, urmg a er 

Description !Painted wood trim at chalJ' back height. 

Space Code 9 
Space General Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation --.~~"""'="!'!"~=~~..,..~~ ....... ""'I 

Feature Code 9-.-\ 
Feature Ceiling 

Fea ture Category Ceil ing 

Feature Significance '.\ot Significant 
Feature Date 1935 

Condition Poor 
Condition Description The original cei ling plaster finish is 

subs tantially miss ing due to the subsequent 
addition of ceiling tile adhered to the 
plaster. followed by suspension of a metal 

ing above ex1st1ng suspen e acousuca 11 e ce1 ing t1n1s 

Feature Code 9-8 
Feature Walls 

Feature Category Wall 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 193 5 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description Soiled. multiple layers of paint. 

Feature Code 9-C 
Feature Chair rails 

Feature Category Wall 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description Soiled. multiple layers of paint; original 
finish unknown. 

Feature Code 9-D 
Feature Painted wood base 

Feature Category Floor 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description Soiled, multiple layers of paint; original 
finish unknown. 

Description 1Pamted wood board base with quarter round shoe molding. 

Space Code 9 
Space General Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation '"j~ .. e-p""~a-c-e""~-n•~-m-~----------

Feature Code 9-E 
Feature Floor 

Feature Category Floor 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description Soiled; condition difficult to assess. 

Description a presse gn pattern. 



Character-Defining Spaces & features .,., 
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Space Code 9 
Space General Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation 'M<"' _____ ..,....,.. _ _..,. __ ..,,,..-r _ _, 

Description ainte \\ oo 

Space Code 9 
Space General Office 

Space Categol]· Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 193 5 
Recommendation ________ _,,,,_...,...u_r_m_g-'"!!.,-al'!'e_r __ 

move 

Description 

Space Code 9 
Space General Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date t 935 
Recommendation lffl~o~to~g"'"r"!'a"'"p~.-r"'"e~m~o"'"v~e-. ~cr!"a--te!".~~~~~~ 

ecurely for reinstallation 

Feature Code 9-F 
Feature Window. east wall of bay extension. 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

1xe casement. 

Feature Code 9-G 
Feature Window. east wall of bay extension. 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

1xe casement. 

Feature Code 9-H 
Feature Window, north wall of bay extension on 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

Description x casement. 

Space Code 9 
Space General Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation M'l'"'"!."-----r---------...... '!'-"""11""'P--"!-s'!"to_r_e_ 

Description 

Space Code 9 
Space General Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 

un mges; extension arm. 

Recommendation -~o~to"'"g"'"r .... a"'"p,--. r..,.e"'"m""o"'"v~e-, "'"c"'"ra..,.te"'" • .,.,.!!"",~~"!'""__,,, 

ecurely for reinstallation 
Description 

Feature Code 9-1 
Feature Hardware for Window, north wall of bay 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

Feature Code 9-J 
Feature Window. south wall of bay extension on 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Significance Si_gnificant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

casement. 
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Space Code 9 
Space General Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 

Recommendation otograp , remove. crate. 
lsecurelv for re installation 1 , 

Space Code 9 
Space General Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation m-c~~~~~~~'::':::::':""-r:'l:":T'";:"::T"'.:~~ 

Feature Code 9-K 
Feature Hardware for Window. south wall of bay 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Signiticanc 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

Feature Code 9-L 
Feature Window. east wall. north side 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Description x :, casement. 

Space Code 9 
Space General Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation TI'l!~==~=~~~~~~~~s~to~r~e"""'l 

Description 

Space Code 9 
Space General Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 

un mges, et 

Recommendation MC~o~to~g~r~a:::-p~.~r~e~m~o~v'.'::e~. ~cr~a:-:te~ . .,.a~:-r.:~~:-::-, 
securely for reinstallation 

Feature Code 9-M 
Feature Hardware for Window. east wall, north 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 9-N 
Feature Window, west wall, first from north 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Description x casement, w1 a opper transom w1 

Space Code 9 
Space General Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation l'ffl'~o~to~gra=~pl!".~re=m~o~v~e-, ~crat~e~.~a~~~~~ 

ecurely for reinstallation 

Description utt mges, extension ann, c 

Feature Code 9-0 
Feature Hardware for Window, west wall, first 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 
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Space Code 9 
Space General Office 

Space Category Circulation 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation ~---...,r-------...... --r--r-s-to~r~e-s 

Description ainte woo trame an 

Space Code 9 
Space General Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation fffl'~~=~=~':':""~':':"'T:'I~~~~-:-, 

Description 

Space Code 9 
Space General Office 

Space Category Circulation 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation otograp , remove. crate. store 

ecurely for reinstallation 

Description X 

Space Code 9 
Space General Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation otograp . remove, crate, a e an store 

ecurely for reinstallation 
Description 

Space Code 9 
Space General Office 

Space Category Circulation 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation otograp , remove, crate, a e an store 

ecurely for reinstallation 

Description 

Feature Code 9-P 
Feature Window. west wall. second from north 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

casement. wn a opper transom wn 1g ts l- .x ). 

Feature Code 9-Q 
Feature Hardware for Window. west wal l. second 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

Feature Code 9-R 
Feature Window. west wall. third from north 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

casement. wit a opper transom wit 

Feature Code 9-S 
Feature Hardware for Window. west wall. third 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

ate , et a . as oun 

Feature Code 9-T 
Feature Window. west wall, fourth from north 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Significance ~ignificant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

casement, w1 a opper transom w1 
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Space Code 9 
Space General Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 

Recommendation l otograpn. remove. crate. a e an store 
1securelv for reinstallation 
{ -

Space Code 9 
Space General Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Signilicance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation Ml'-. ...... .,...,.~ ...... -----=~~~~--s~to~r~e-

Description 

Space Code 9 
Space General Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation rm~==~=~~~~-r-~~~~~ 

Feature Code 9- l.j 
Feature Hardware for Window. west \,all. third 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Signilicance Significant 

FeatureDate 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

ate . et a . as oun 

Feature Code 9-V 
Feature Door to exterior. north wall 

Feature Category Door 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 9-W 
Feature Hardware on Door to exterior, north wall 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

FeatureDate 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Description un mges: copper a oy rosette an 

Space Code 9 
Space General Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation Mr-. ........... ~ ............ --=~"!"",'""",.,...""""s~to_r_e_ 

Description 

Space Code 9 
Space General Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation mt~==~~~~~~"'f'!'~~~~~ 

Description 

Feature Code 9-X 
Feature Door to exterior, east wall 

Feature Category Door 
Feature Significance Significant 

Featu.re Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

g ass pane. 

Feature Code 9-Y 
Feature Hardware on Door to exterior. east wall 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 
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Space Code 9 
Space General Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 19.35 

Recommendation otograp . remove. crate. a e an store 
isecurely for reinstallation 

Feature Code 9-Z 
Feature Door to west office. \, est 1,all 

Feature Category Door 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Description 
t 

oor wit smg e ,g t pane over singe \\OO pane: t1xe woo an e texture g ass cransom. 

Space Code 9 
Space General Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 

----------,..,,.-,--"!-'---. Recommendation otograp . remove. crate. 
securely for reinstallation 

Feature Code 9-AA 
feature Hardware on Door to west office. " est 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

Description oy rosette an missing. 

Space Code 9 
Space General Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 

Recommendation --------------~--
move 

Description 

Space Code 9 
Space General Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation ~=~-...... _......,..= ..... ""1""""""""""'"11""-...... _ 

Feature Code 9-BB 
Feature Door to east office. south wall 

Feature Category Door 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
· Condition Description 

Feature Code 9-CC 
Feature Windows to East Office 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

Description g azmg; eac ay as a transom; e center transom as a opper sas . t e 

Space Code 9 
Space General Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation .--o'""to_g_r_a_p'"",-r_e_m_o_v_e_, -cra-.te-,~ar--r-"f""--

ecurely for reinstallation 

Description e pane s are pamte g ass. 

Feature Code 9-DD 
feature Glass in Windows to East Office 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Significance Significant 

feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

I 
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Space Code 9 
Space General Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Sign ificant 

Space Date 1935 

Recommendation '! rocect 
,move 

etore. urmg · a er 

Feature Code 9-EE 
Feature Windows 10 West Office 

Feature Category 
Feature Significance 

Feature Date 
Condition 

Condition Description 

Window 
Significant 
1935 
Fair 

I Description '~a,--n-:-1e:-:r,:-:-:1.-=o-:-0Trtr:-::a--m=-e:".':"'=tw~ o"'l:".:~~-:,:-':"!11".".'x-::-e:r-::gr.a~z:'."::m:-:g:"'.":-::e-:-ac~=a~:"'.". =as:-a~ cr,..,.a...,..n.,...so,..,m,.,..-. ---------------

Space Code 9 
Space General Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation 9"'1'--!" ...... =~=~"'!"'=~"T"'.'l~"'!"!~=~ 

Description 

Space Code 9 
Space General Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 

e texrure g ass. 

Recommendation l'ffl'--., ........... _ ....... _... ..... =~.,...!""'l~"'f"!=~ 

Description 

Space Code 9 
Space General Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation fflt~o-:-to!"!g~r~a"!!pl!'.~r~e"!!m!"!o~v~e~, ~cra~te:--,~a~~~~~ 

securely for reinstallation 

Description nc u 

Space Code 9 
Space General Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation ~=~"11!"'~~~~~~~~-r-~~~ 

move 

Description 

Feature Code 9-FF 
Feature Glass in Windows to West Office 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 9-GG 
Feature "Western Union" panel on south wall 

Feature Category Wiring Device 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 9-HH 
Feature Stained wood counter, cabinets and 

Feature Category Fixture/Casework 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 9-ll 
Feature Cabinets on north wall 

Feature Category Fixture/Casework 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 



Character-Defining Spaces & Features 
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Space Code 9 
Space General Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 ....... --------:---~~~~'.!""".'=-, Recommendation otograp . remove. crate. a e an store 
,:securely for reinstallation 

Description oor 1nges an oor ate es. 

Space Code 9 
Space General Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation M'l'-o'"'to_g_r_a_pl"'.-r ... e-m~o"'"v ... e-, ~cr~a"!'te!'".~~~~=~ 

securely for reinstallation 

Description 

Space Code I 0 
Space West Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date I 951 
Recommendation ,,_ ______ e.._o-re-, ...... u-n_n_g __ a_,,.e_r_..,. 

move 

Description tty o 

Space Code 10 
Space West Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1951 
Recommendation ...... -------------~.,,,,.--_,. ........... ..,.....,... ..... ..._ 

Feature Code 9-JJ 
Feature Doors and door hardware at cabinets on 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 9-KK 
Feature Large stained wood flat tiling cabinet 

Feature Category Furnishing 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description The cabinet is displaced from its original 
position. which may have been behind and 
to the north of the ticket counter. creating an 
aisle and back counter for ticket agents and 

Feature Code 
Feature 

Feature Category 
Feature Significance 

Feature Date 
Condition 

Condition Description 

Feature Code I 0-A 
Feature Ceiling 

Feature Category Ceiling 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1951 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

Description acoust1ca ti e anac e to ce1 mg. 

Space Code I 0 
Space West Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1951 
Recommendation ..,... ..... _.,. ____ ....,. _____ ...,,_. __ 

Description 1Pamted sand f m1sh plaster. 

Feature Code 10-8 
Feature Plaster wall 

Feature Category Wall 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description Substantial water damage: staining and 
efflorescence, particularly at the lower 
portion of the north wall. 
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Space Code l 0 
Space West Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date I 951 ,_,, _____ ......,._,.,._-f" ___ _,,__~ 
Recommendation I rotect 

move 
er 

Feature Code 10-C 
Feature Chair rail 

Feature Category Wall 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

! Description ""a~1"'.'n~te~~~ ~~~r:-~~~~e-.,g~ t.----'---------------------------. 

Space Code I 0 
Space West Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 195 1 
Recommendation "'E""e_p,..~a_c_e _m_~l"'.~-n""~------::----,] 

Description quare composition t1 e wit 

Space Code I 0 
Space West Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1951 
Recommendation ----'!"""'r------------"!-"!-il"""'f~.,_'!'!"' ....... 

Description 

Space Code I 0 
Space West Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1951 
Recommendation -~ ........... I"-................. ~-~~-"!"'~...._ 

Description 

Space Code 10 
Space West Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1951 
Recommendation 

Description 

Feature Code I 0-D 
Feature Composition tile floor 

Feature Category Floor 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1951 

Condition Poor 
Condition Description Heavy soil and wear; water damage from 

below. 

oor. 

Feature Code I 0-E 
Feature Window. Nonh Wall, East End 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Poor 
Condition Description Bottom ponion of the sash has been cut off. 

sing e casement sas . 

• possibly for the installation of a 
window-mounted ·air conditioner. 

Feature Code 10-F 
Feature Hardware at Window, North Wall, East 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 10-G 
Feature Window, North Wall, Second from East 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

sing e casement sas . 
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Space Code I 0 
Space West Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1951 ,,_ ___ ,.....,. _____ ...., __ ..... _ __, 

Feature Code I 0-H 
Feature Hardware at v..·indow. North Wall. 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance 

Feature Date 

Condition 

Signific ant 
193 5 
Fair Recommendation otograp . remove. crate. a e an store 

securely for re installation Condition· Description 

Description 
1
~ eta mortise utt inges: extension openers. 

Space Code I 0 
Space West Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 195 1 -----------------Recommendation otograp , remove, crate, store 
securely for reinstallation 

Feature Code 10-1 
Feature Window. North Wall. First from West 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1951 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Description x ~ smg e casement sas . 

Space Code I 0 
Space West Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1951 
Recommendation --o""to_g_r_a_p..-, r-e""'m_o_v_e_,-c'""ra ... te-,..,..1"""1""""'..,.."!----s 

ecurely for reinstallation 

Space Code I 0 
Space West Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1951 
Recommendation ffll' ... o"':'to~g~r""a~pl'!",-r ... e"'!m_o.,.v""'e-, "'cr~a~te'!',.,...,a~"""""~s~to""r"'e­

ecure ly for reinstallation 

Description 

Space Code I 0 
Space West Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 195 l 
Recommendation -"""'!~....,,.._ ..... __ ..._=...,....,....-..,,....,___,, 

Feature Code 10-J 
Feature Hardware at Window, North Wall. First 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1951 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

Feature Code I 0-K 
Feature Window. North Wall, Second from West 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1951 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

sing e casement sas . 

Feature Code I 0-L 
Feature Hardware at Window, North Wal l. 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Si_gnificant 

Feature Date 1951 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

I 
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Space Code I 0 
Space West Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1951 
Recommendation ,,.,.,..---..------....,-...-...-s-to~r-e-... 

Description 

Space Code 10 
Space West Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1951 
Recommendation -.-o-to_g_r_a_pl"'.-r ... e"'m_o_v_e_, ~cr-a~te~."l'"'li--,..,...wr-~~ 

securely for reinstallation 

Space Code I 0 
Space West Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1951 
Recommendation lffl'~o~to~g~r'!!!a~p~.~r~e~m~o~v~e-. ~cr~a~te~,"a=e~an~"!s~to~r~e-, 

ecurely for reinstallation 

Description 

Space Code I 0 
Space West Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1951 
Recommendation 

Description 

Space Code l 0 
Space West Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1951 

Recommendation otograp , remove, crate, a e an store 
ecurely for reinstallation 

Description 

Feature Code 10-\1 
Feature Window. West Wall 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Significance Signiticanc 

Feature Date I 951 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

sing e casement sas . 

Feature Code 10-N 
Feature Hardware at Window. West Wall 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1951 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 10-0 
Feature Window. South Wall, West End 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1951 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

singe casement sas . 

Feature Code 10-P 
Feature Hardware at Window, South Wall. West 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1951 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

Feature Code 10-Q 
Feature Window, South Wall, Second from West 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1951 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

sing e casement sas . 



Character-Delining Spaces & Fea1ures 
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Space Code I 0 
Space West Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 195 l 
Recommendation rnt'.~~~~~~-:-::--~':'!""'Ta~e~a~n~s:--:to~r'.'.'e -i 

Description 

Space Code I 0 
Space West Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1951 
Recommendation ... e,...e-pT,..a-ce_'._n""'~-in-~...-----:: -----1 

Feature Code I 0-R 
Feature Hardware at \Vindow. South Wal l. 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significan1 

Feature Date 195 l 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

FeatureCode 10-S 
Feature Door to Exterior. South Wall 

Feature Category Door 
Feature Significance Not Significant 

Feature Date 1951 

Condition Poor 
Condition Description The door is a flush panel door. and may not 

belong to the period of significance. The 
exterior veneer is cracked and delaminating. 

Description oor open mg ts stgnt 1cant, ut t e extstmg pamte woo us pane. 

Space Code I 0 
Space West Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date I 95 I 
Recommendation mt~o"!'to".'"g~r~a~pr!'.~r~e~m~o~v~e-, "!'cr~a":!'te!",.,.a=e~a~n--s~to~r"!'e-t 

securely for reinstallation 

Feature Code 10-T 
Feature Fluorescent lighting fixtures 

Feature Category Ltg. Fixture 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1951 
Condition Poor 

Condition Description Some cover components are missing: note 
that some components are stored on a 
shelving unit at the north wall of the freight 
room. 

Description et mg mounte uorescent 1xtures; our rows; ree amps per 
iffuser in a large reeded profile. 

Space Code 11 
Space East Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 

Recommendation ....-------....----------. 

Feature Code 
Feature 

Feature Category 
Feature Significance 

Feature Date 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

Description 

Space Code I I 
Space East Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation 

Description 

Feature Code 11-A 
Feature Ceiling 

Feature Category Ceiling 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1951 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

acousuca t1 e anac e to ce1 mg wn pamte woo crown mo mg. 
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Space Code I I 
Space East Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 193 5 

Recommendation ! rotect erore. urmg 

1move 

Description amte san tm1s paster. 

Space Code 11 
Space East Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date I 935 

· a er 

Recommendation ...--..... ...---.,.---~----~=-~ 
Description 

Space Code I I 
Space East Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 

Recommendation i-l~_eP_: ~-ac-~-~n_:~-~n-~--------

Description 

Space Code I I 
Space East Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation M'l'~!""""'~~= ............ =.....,~~~~=-s store 

Description 

Space Code 11 
Space East Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation mt~~~~~~~~~~:r.:~~~.., 

Description 

Feature Code I 1-8 
Feature Walls 

Feature Category Wall 

Feature Significance Significant 
Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 11 -C 
Feature Chair rail 

Feature Category Wall 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 11-D 
Feature Concrete floor 

Feature Category Floor 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 
gri pattern. 

Feature Code 11-E 
Feature Door to exterior 

Feature Category Door 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

Feature Code 11-F 
Feature Hardware at Door to exterior 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date ·1935 

Condition Poor 
Condition Description 
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Space Code I I 
Space East Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 

..... -----------------Recommendation otograp . remove. crate. 

1securely for reinstallation 

Description 

Space Code I I 
Space East Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation _,.-o-to_g_r~a-p~.-r ... e~m-o_v_e_, -cr~a~te-,~a~e~a"!n~s'!"to ... r~e-

ecurely for reinstallation 

Description 

Space Code 11 
Space East Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 

utt mges; extension arm. 

Recommend at ion --~--..------~~r"""l'---..,...,.----s 
Description 

Space Code 11 
Space East Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation fffl!"'!o'."!'to'!"g~r~a~p~, r~e"!m~o ... v ... e'."", ~c~ra~te'!',~a~~~=~ 

securely for reinstallation 

Description 

Space Code 11 
Space East Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1951 
Recommendation ....--o-to-g~r-a""p"",~r~e-m_o_v~e-, ""cr-a~te~, .. a ...... e-an-~s-to_r_e_ 

ecurely for reinstallation 

Feature Code 11 -G 
Feature Window. East Wall. \:orth 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Poor 

Condition Description Bonom portion of sash has been cut off. 
possibly to accommodate a 
window-mounted air conditioner. 

casement. 

Feature Code 11-H 
Feature Hardware at Window. East Wall. North 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature -.;ignificance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

Feature Code 11-1 
Feature Window, East Wall, South 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Poor 

Condition Description 

casement. 

Feature Code 11-J 
Feature Hardware at Window, East Wall, South 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 11-K 
Feature Fluorescent lighting fixtures 

Feature Category Ltg. Fixture 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1951 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

Description e1 mg mounte uorescent 1xtures; one row; t ree amps per 1xture; w 1te meta 
iffuser in a large reeded profile. 
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Space Code 12 Feature Code 

Space Hall. North Feature 
Space Category Circulation Feature Category 

Space Significance Significant Feature Significance 
Space Date 1935 Feature Date 

Recommendation ! rotect secure etore. unng aner Condition 
;move Condition Description 
' Description 

Space Code 12 Feature Code 
Space Hall. No11h Feature 

Space Category Circulation Feature Category 
Space Significance Signi,ficant Feature Significance 

Space Date 1935 Feature Date 
Recommendation Condition 

Condition Description 

Description tnlS . 

Space Code 12 Feature Code 
Space Hall, No11h Feature 

Space Category Circulation Feature Category 
Space Significance Significant Feature Significance 

Space Date 1935 Feature Date 
Recommendation Condition 

move Condition Description 

Description 101S . 

Space Code 12 Feature Code 
Space Hall, No11h Feature 

Space Category Circulation Feature Category 
Space Significance Significant Feature Significance 

Space Date 1935 Featu.re Date 
Recommendation e ore, unng a er Condition 

Condition Description 

Description 

Space Code 12 Feature Code 
Space Hall, North Feature 

Space Category Circulation Feature Category 
Space Significance Significant Feature Significance 

Space Date 1935 Feature Date 
Recommendation otograp , remove, crate, a Condition 

ecurely for reinstallation Condition Description 

Description ase wit quarter roun 

Fair 

12-A 
Ceiling 
Ceiling 
Significant 
1935 
Fair 

12-8 
Walls 
Wall 
Significant 
1935 
Fair 

12-C 
Chair rail 
Wall 
Significant 
1935 
Fair 

12-D 
Base 
Floor 
Significant 
1935 
Fair 

35 
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Space Code 12 
Space Hal I. ~•forth 

Space Categor}" Circulation 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation , ..... ~,..e-p""'la_c_e..,in-~-'.n..,?-----------s 

Feature Code I2-E 
Feature Concrete floor 

Feature Category Floor 

Feature Significance Significant 
Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Description a presse gn panem. 

Space Code 12 
Space Hall. North 

Space Category Circulation 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Rec om mend at ion ffl!''""'!'-....,,~=~~=!""'t~~':"'.?'~st~o~re~ 

Description 

Space Code I 2 
Space Hall. North 

Space Category Circulation 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation -=-=......, ...... ==~=~=~==~""' 

FeatureCode I2-F 
Feature Door. Ease Wall. to Toilet 

Feature Category Door 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Poor 

Condition Description Glass missing. 

over a woo pane . 

Feature Code 12-G 
Feature Hardware at Door. East Wall. to Toilet 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Poor 

Condition Description 

Description ; copper a oy rosette, no m1ssmg. 

Space Code 12 
Space Hall, North 

Space Category Circulation 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation -~ ...... ~ ...... ""'.'!"=_.,.=....,,~~~~'!'!""'I 

Description 

Space Code 12 
Space Hall, North 

Space Category Circulation 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation ffl't'"'!:o":":to~gr~a~p~,"'!re!"!m~ov~e~,~c~ra~te~,"T!!la~e~an="'!st~o"'!re­

secure ly for reinstallation 

Description 

Feature Code 12-H 
Feature Door, West Wall, to Toilet 

Feature Category Door 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

pane. 

Feature Code 12-1 
Feature Hardware at Door, West Wall. to Toilet 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

e. 
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Space Code 12 
Space Hall. ;-..;orth 

Space Category Circulation 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 

Feature Code 12-J 
Feature Door. West Wall. to Coat Closet 

Feature Category Door 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Recommendation I otograp . remove. crate. store Condition Fair 
/securely for re installation Condition Description 

Space Code 12 
Space Hall. North 

Space Category Circulation 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 193 5 
Recommendation otograp , remove, crate, a e an store 

securely for reinstallation 

Feature Code 12-K 
Feature Hardware at Door. West Wall. to Coat 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

Description utt mges: copper a oy rosette an rosette an no on c oset s1 e. 

Space Code 12 
Space Hall. North 

Space Category Circulation 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation l'ffl""!'!"""!'!'!"'!11".""'=~~~~~~~~s~to~r~e""'( 

Description 

Space Code 12 
Space Hall, North 

Space Category Circulation 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation 

Feature Code 12-L 
Feature Door. North Wall. to Baggage Room 

Feature Category Door 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date I 935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

panes. 

Feature Code 12-M 
Feature Hardware at Door. North Wall. to 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

Description utt rnges; copper a oy rosettes an 

Space Code 12 
Space Hall, North 

Space Category Circulation 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation ll'ffl'~=!!'!"~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Description mg e mean escent amp m ceramic ase. 

Feature Code 12-N 
Feature Lighting fixture 

Feature Category Ltg. Fixture 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 
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Space Code 13 

Space Toilet. Staff. East 
Space Category Toilet 

Space Significance Significant 
Space Date 193 5 

Recommendation -------w,-....,..--,,..---w-~-~ 
Description 

Space Code 13 
Space Toilet. Staff. East 

Space Category Toilet 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation ---...----r---,,.-"'l""_,.._..,..."11""~!'""""-.. 

Description 

Space Code 13 
Space Toilet. Staff, East 

Space Category Toilet 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation.,.... ______ _,.._...,.. __ ..,,..-!'!' __ 

Description 

Space Code 13 
Space Toilet, Staff, East 

Space Category Toilet 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation """~------..,..e-,,,o-re-,""'"u""r .. m"'"g""'l!""""a!'!'e_r __ 

Feature Code 
Feature 

Feature Category 
Feature Significance 

Feature Date 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 13-A 
Feature Ceiling 

Feature Category Ceiling 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 13-B 
Feature Plaster 

Feature Category Wall 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date I 935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

Feature Code 13-C 
Feature Wood paneling 

Feature (:ategory Wall 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

Description tp ap or tongue an groove pane mg w1 

Space Code 13 
Space Toilet, Staff, East 

Space Category Toilet 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation -~--------..... r---'1-..,,..~-

Feature Code 13-D 
Feature Window 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 193 5 
Condition Fair 

38 
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Condition Description Wood casing soiled and separating at 
mitered joints. 

Description !Pamted wood frame and smgle d1v1ded light (2 x 3) sash. 
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Space Code 13 
Space Toilet. Staff. East 

Space Category Toilet 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation ...... -o-to-g-ra_p..,_.-re_m_ov-e-.-c-ra-t-e . .......,~--,----. 

,securelv for reinstallat ion ! , 

Description fetal mortised butt hinges: thumb tum latch. 

Space Code 13 
Space Toi let. Staff. East 

Space Category Toilet 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation E~p~ac~ in ~incl l 

Feature Code 13-E 
Feature Hardware at window 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Poor 

Condition Description Wood soiled and damaged from wear and 
weather. 

Feature Code 13-F 
Feature Floor 

Feature Category Floor 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 
Description moot -trowe e tmte concrete oor wit a presse gn pattern. 

Space Code 13 
Space Toilet, Staff. East 

Space Category Toilet 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recomme.ndation -..-..----~--=---"""'!~....,~a~e~an~~s~to~re~ 

Description ase wit out s oe mo mg 

Space Code 13 
Space Toilet, Staff. East 

Space Category Toilet 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation mt~~=--~~~~~~~:'t""!~"'!':'!~""'11 

Description to1 et partmon. 

Space Code 13 
Space Toilet, Staff, East 

Space Category Toilet 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation ~=~~~=---~=~~~~~~.., 

Description avatory. 

Feature Code 13-G 
Feature Base 

Feature Category Floor 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Poor 
Condition Description Soiled; damaged from wear. 

Feature Code 13-H 
Feature Partition 

Feature Category Fixture/Casework 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 13-1 
Feature Lavatory 

Feature Category Plumb. Fixture 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description Badly soiled. 
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Space Code 13 

Space Toilet. Staff. East 

Space Categor) Toilet 

Space Significance Significant 
Space Date 1935 

FeatureCode 13-J 
Feature Soap dispenser 

Feature Category Toi let accessories 

Feature Significance Significant 
Feature Date 1935 

Recommendation otograp . remove. crate. a e an store Condition Fair 

1securelv for reinstallation Condition Description 
! . 

Description 

Space Code 14 
Space Toilet. Staff. West 

Space Category Toilet 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation ______ .,,..,,,__.,.__,__,,,..__...., 

Description 

Space Code 14 
Space Toilet, Staff. West 

Space Category Toilet 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation ---------------...---, 

move 

Description 

Space Code 14 
Space Toilet, Staff, West 

Space Category Toilet 

Space Significance Significant 
Space Date 1935 

Recommendation ----------------
move 

Descrip_tion a1nte san mis p aster. 

Space Code 14 
Space Toilet, Staff, West 

Space Category Toilet 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 

Recommendation ""j~ ... e-p-~a_c_e -~-~ ... lll-~----------

Feature Code 
Feature 

Feature Category 

Feature Significance 
Feature Date 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 14-A 
Feature Ceiling 

Feature Category Ceiling 

Feature Significance Significant 
Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 14-B 
Feature Walls 

Feature Category Wall 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 193 5 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

Feature Code I4-C 
Feature Floor 

Feature Category Floor 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1'935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

Description tmte concrete oor wit a presse gn panem; mtegra cove 

40 I 
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Space Code I ➔ 

Space Toilet. Staff. West 
Space Category Toi let 

Space Significance Significant 
SpaceDate 1935 

Recommendation secure etore. 

Feature Code l ➔•D 
Feature WindO\\ 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 

.u 

F.:bruar:, ::s. ::001 

Description 

imove Condition Description 
;lr.:~::r:'~~r:::':::::':'-::':'.:'~~~"'r:':':~T.'."!':t'.~r:-::t:-;"";"'T"'-::"""l"'i~:i:--------------------, ainte 1g t ( x _ sas . 

Space Code 14 
Space Toilet. Staff. West 

Space Category Toilet 
Space Significance Significant 

SpaceDate 1935 
Recommendation 9"'C~o~to~g~r~ap~.~re~m~ov~e~.~c~ra:-:t':'e.~a~e::-r::a'=nT':'s~to~re~ 

securely for reinstallation 

Space Code 14 
Space Toilet. Staff. West 

Space Category Toilet 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation ?M!"'o~to~g!"'ra~p~.!"'re~m=ov~e~,!"'c~ra~te~.~a~e~an~~st!'!o~re!"""'I 

ecurely for reinstallation 

Space Code 1 5 
Space Coat Closet 

Space Category Circulation 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation----------------

Description 

Space Code 15 
Space Coat Closet 

Space Category Circulation 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation 

move 

Description mis paster. 

Feature Code I ➔·E 
Feature Partition 

Feature Category Fixture/Casework 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 14-F 
Feature Lighting fixture 

Feature Category Ltg. Fixture 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Good 

Condition Description 

Feature Code 
Feature 

Feature Category 
Feature Significance 

Feature Date 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 15-A 
Feature Ceiling 

Feature Category Ceiling 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 
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Space Code 15 
Space Coat Closet 

Space Category Circulation 

Space Significance Significant 
Space Date 1935 

Recommendation 
move 

Description a1nte san 

Space Code 15 
Space Coat Closet 

Space Category Circulation 

Space Significance Significant 
Space Date 1935 

Recommendation 

Description 

Space Code 15 
Space Coat Closet 

Space Category Circulation 

Space Significance Significant 
Space Date 1935 

Recommendation 

Description 

Space Code 15 
Space Coat Closet 

Space Category Circulation 

Space Significance Significant 
Space Date I 935 

Jn lS p aster. 

e ore, urmg a er 

ase. 

Recommendation ~=~""""~=~=~"T=~-r.=~~ 
Description 

Space Code 16 
Space Baggage Room 

Space Category Freight 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1953 
Recommendation rl'l"=~"ll""~=~~~~~~"'ll""'!"f!!~--s 

move 

Description 

Feature Code 15-B 
Feature Walls 

Feature Category Wall 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 15-C 
Feature Floor 

Feature Category Floor 

Feature Significance Significant 
Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

gn pattern. 

Feature Code 15-D 
Feature Base 

Feature Category Floor 

Feature Significance Significant 
Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 15-E 
Feature Shelf and rod 

Feature Category Fixture/Casework 

Feature Significance Significant 
Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 
Feature 

Feature Category 

Feature Significance 
Feature Date 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

F ebruar:, 28. 200 I 

Field observation 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1· 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Characcer-Deflnrng Spaces & feacures 

SANT A FE. s T A TION, f asadena, Calitorn1a 

-43 

Februaf"I. :s. : 001 

Space Code 16 Feature Code 16-A 
Space Baggage Room Feature Roof smJcture 

Space Category Fre ight Feature Category Ceiling 
Space Significance Significant feature Significance Significant 

Space Date 1953 Feature Date 1953 
Recommendation Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

Description amte \~Oo oar s eat mg an carpenter crusses. acing trom 0 01 )J . 

Space Code 16 
Space Baggage Room 

Space Category Freight 
Space Significance Significanc 

Space Date 1953 
Recommendation ..,..~-!"'!l"""==~e?'o~r'!"e,""'!"u"'r""'m~g-,,~a~e~r-.., 

move 

Description 

Space Code 16 
Space Baggage Room 

Space Category Freight 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1953 

Recommendation! "'~t"'e_p,..~a-c-e -~n""~l"''.-n""~---------., 

Description f oncrete floor at east end of space. 

Space Code 16 
Space Baggage Room 

Space Category Freight 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1953 
Recommendation ~=~=~=~~=~~~~~s~to~r~e.., 

Description 

Space Code 16 
Space Baggage Room 

Space Category Freight 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1953 
Reco m menda tio n ffl'l!"!'o~to~g~ra~p~, "!'re!'!m~o~v~e~.~c~ra~te~,~!:"!T~~~~ 

securely for reinstallation 

Description 

Feature Code 16-B 
Feature Walls 

Feature Category Wall 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1953 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

,., 

Feature Code 16-C 
Feature Concrete floor 

Feature Category Floor 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Poor 

Condition Description Surface is soiled and heavily worn. 

Feature Code 16-D 
Feature Wood floor 

Feature Category Floor 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feat1,1re Date 1953 
Condition Poor 

Condition Description Surface is soiled and heavily worn. 

Feature Code 16-E 
Feature Baggage door, East Wall, South End 

Feature Category Door 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Poor 

Condition Description Surface is soiled and heavily worn: cracks 
and losses at sill. 
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Space Code 16 
Space Baggage Room 

Space Category Freight 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1953 
Recommendation ...... --~~-----...-a.....-e...-a~n..-st-o-re--i 

Description I eta over ea trac . 

Space Code 16 
Space Baggage Room 

Space Category Freight 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1953 
Recommendation ffll'"'!o"!'to""g ... r""a':!'pl"'.-r'.'!'e--m'"'o~v'.'!'e-. "!"cr ... a~te'!",~~~~~~ 

securely for reinstallation 

Description 

Space Code 16 
Space Baggage Room 

Space Category Freight 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1953 
Recommendation ft'l't~o"!"to'"'g ... r""ap=.-r'.'!'e'.'!'m'"'o~v'.'!'e-. "!"cr ... a~te~,.,.a~~~~=.., 

ecurely for reinstallation 

Description 

Space Code 16 
Space Baggage· Room 

Space Category Freight 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1953 
Recommendation mt ... o"Tto ... g'"'ra=p~.~r ... e~m ... o ... v~e-, "Tcra=te"",~al"'e~an~"'!s!'!'to ... r ... e..., 

ecurely for reinstallation 

Description 

Space Code 16 
Space Baggage Room 

Space Category Freight 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1953 
Recommendation rM~o~to ... g ... r~a~p~.--:r ... e~m ... o""v'Te-, ~cr ... a"!"te ... ,"'a~e~a~n~s~to ... r~e"""I 

ecurely for reinstallation 

Description 

Feature Code 16-F 
feature Hardware at Baggage door. East Wall. 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

feature Code 16-G 
Feature Baggage door. North Wall. East End 

Feature Category Door 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1953 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description Surface is soiled and heavily worn: cracks 
and losses at sill. 

wire g ass pane s over two woo 1agona 

Feature Code 16-H 
Feature Hardware at Baggage door, North Wall. 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1953 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 16-1 
Feature Baggage door, North Wall, West End 

Feature Category Door 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1953 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description Surface is soiled and heavily worn: cracks 
and losses at sill. 

Feature Code 16-J 
Feature Hardware at Baggage door, North Wall. 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1953 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 
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SpaceCode 16 
Space Baggage Room 

Space Category Freight 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation ------------..----.---.----. 

Description aggage oor opt!ntng exc u ing oorl. 

Space Code 16 
Space Baggage Room 

Space Category Freight 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date After 1953 

Feature Code 16-K 
Feature Baggage door opening. East Wall. ~ orth 

Feature Category Door 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 16-L 
Feature Roll-up door in opening. East Wall. 

Feature Category Door 
Feature Significance Not Significant 

Feature Date After 1953 

Condition Fair Recommendation m_-e-p-Ta_c_e_in_~..,~ ... n""o----------1 ~L----------------"' Condition Description The door and hardware is not significant. 
and may be retained or replaced. If 
replaced. replication of the adjacent door to 
the south may be appropriate. 

Description 1sect1onal roll-up door and hardware. 

Space Code 16 
Space Baggage Room 

Space Category Freight 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation ~-.-""""" _ _... __ __,,=~...,.......,~"!'!'"""""-, 

Description 

Space Code 16 
Space Baggage Room 

Space Category Freight 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date I 935 
Recommendation ffll'~""'!"'=~="!!!'!~=~~~an~'"'!s~to~r~e""" 

Description 

Space Code 16 
Space Baggage Room 

Space Category Freight 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation ~~o~to~g~ra~p~.~re'!"m=ov~e!",w:c~ra:-:t~e,~~~~~:""'I 

ecurely for reinstallation 

Description 

Feature Code 16-M 
Feature Door to exterior. East Wall 

Feature Category Door 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

pane. 

Feature Code 16-N 
Feature Hardware at Door to exterior, East Wall 

Feature Category Door 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date I 935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 16-N 
Feature 

Feature Category Door 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 
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Space Code 16 
Space Baggage Room 

Space Category Freight 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1953 
..... --....... ------....... ---~ Recommendation otograp , remove. crate. 
securely for reinstallation 

Space Code 16 
Space Baggage Room 

Space Category Freight 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1953 
Recommendation --o-to_g_r-ap..,...,-r ... em~ov-e':'",-c""ra~t""'e,wyw,a""e~a ... n~s~to""re~ 

securely for reinstallation 

Space Code 16 
Space Baggage Room 

Space Category Freight 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1953 
Recommendation -----.----~-----..-~---s 

Description 

Space Code 16 
Space Baggage Room 

Space Category Freight 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1953 
Recommendation --o-to_g_ra_p,,,,_, -re_m_o_v_c_,_c_ra,.,.tc-,..,...,a.-.-an--,,-st_o_rc_ 

ecurely for reinstallation 

Description 

Space Code 16 
· Space Baggage Room 

Space Category Freight 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1953 

un mges; ct a . as oun . 

Recommendation -=......_""!'l',_,,"""""'"""'~~-..,.al""c.,....an""""-st'!"o-re_.., 

Feature Code 16-0 
Feature Window. South Wall. East 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Significance Sign ificant 

Feature Date 1953 
Condition Fair 

Feature Code 16-P 
Feature Hardware at Window. South Wall. East 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1953 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

Feature Code 16-Q 
Feature Window, South Wall, West 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1953 
Condition Fair 

Feature Code 16-R 
Feature Hardware at Window, South Wall, West 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1953 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

Feature Code 16-S 
Feature Window, West Wall. North 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1953 
Condition Fair 

sas . 
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Space Code 16 
Space Baggage Room 

Space Category Freight 
Space Significance Sign ificant 

Space Date 1953 
Recommendation 

Description 

Space Code 16 
Space Baggage Room 

Space Category Freight 
Space Significance Sign ificant 

Space Date 1953 
Recommendation 

Description 

Space Code 16 
Space Baggage Room 

Space Category Freight 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1953 

un inges: ace : c ams. 

Rec om mend a tion lffl~o~to'!"g~r~a"!'pt"-, r~e~m~o~v~e~, "!'cr~a~te~,~~~~~~ 

ecurely for reinstallation 

Description 

Space Code 16 
Space Baggage Room 

Space Category Freight 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date I 953 

un mges; ate ; c ams. 

Rec om m endatio n '""'~o'!'to~g~r~a~p~.~r~e"!'m~o~v~e-, '!'cr~a:':'te'!","'l'!'la ~e~an~~s~to!!!r~e-, 

securely for reinstallation 
Description 

Space Code 16 
Space Baggage Room 

Space Category Freight 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1953 
Recommendation -~~~~~~~~~""!'!'!!'!,~~~~ 

Description 

FeatureCode 16-T 
Feature Hardware at Window. West Wall. '-orth 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1953 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

Feature Code 16-U 
Feature Window. West Wall. Second from north 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1953 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

Feature Code 16-V 
Feature Hardware at Window. West Wall, 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1953 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

Feature Code 16-W 
Feature Window, West Wall. Third from north 

Feature Category Window 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1953 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

Feature Code 16-X 
Feature Hardware at Window, West Wall. Th ird 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1953 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 
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Space Code 16 Feature Code 16-Y 

Space Baggage Room Feature Baggage Scale 

Space Category Freight Feature Category Fixture.Casework 

Space Significance Significant Feature Significance Significant 
Space Date 1935 Feature Date 1935 

Recommendation ocograp . remove, crate, Condition Fair 

securely for re installation Condition Description 

Description instrument in concrete oor. near non wa . 

Space Code 16 Feature Code 16-Z 
Space Baggage Room Feature Baggage Scale 

Space Category Freight Feature Category Fixture.'Casework 

Space Significance Significant Feature Significance Significant 
Space Date 1953 Feature Date 1935 

Recommendation otograp . remove, crate. Condition Fair 
securely for reinstallation Condition Description 

Description instrument in woo oor at oa mg e1g t. near nort wa . 

Space Code 16 
Space Baggage Room 

Space Category Freight 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation --o"!'to_g_r_a..,p"",-r-e_m_o_v_e_, -cr-a"!"'te-,""a""l'""e-,-an"""'-s'!"to_r_e""'l 

ecurely for reinstallation 

Space Code 16 
Space Baggage Room 

Space Category Freight 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1951 
Recommendation ........ o'!"to_g_ra_p..,..,-r-e_m_o_v_e_, c-r-a-te-,-,-...-...-s-to_r_e_ 

ecurely for reinstallation 

Description wo spun meta 1g ting ixtures wt 

Space Code 16 
. Space Baggage Room 

Space Category Freight 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1951 
Recommendation Mf''"'o"!'to_g_ra--p"",-r-e_m_o_v_e_, -cra"""!"te-,""a..,.._an __ s_to_r_e""'l 

ecurely for reinstallation 
Description 

Feature Code 16-AA 
Feature Metal lighting fixtures 

Feature Category Ltg. Fixture 
Feature Significance Significant 

FeatureDate 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 16-AA 
Feature Lighting 

Feature Category Ltg. Fixture 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1935 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

InlS . 

Feature Code 16-BB 
Feature Lighting fixture covers 

Feature Category Ltg. Fixture 
Feature Significance ~ignificant 

Feature Date 1951 
Condition Poor 

Condition Description 

east corner. 

48 I 
Februar: 28. 200 I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I· 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Character-Defining Spaces & Features 

SANT A FE. 5 TA TION. F asadcna, California 
Space Code 16 

Space Baggage Room 
Space Category Freight 

Space Significance Significant 
SpaceDate 1953 

Recommendation ! otograp . remove, crate, 
!securely for reinstallation 

Description 

Space Code 17 
Space Baggage Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1953 

rom roo over ang on nort 

Recommendation mt"!'o~to~g:-:ra~p::"C"', "'=re:-:m~ov:':':e="',-::c-::-:ra~ce='.~a i::-:e:r::a-=n:r::-sc::-::o:-:re:-, 
securely for reinstallation 

Feature Code 16-CC 
Feature Bracket 

Feature Category Bracket 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1951 

Condition Poor 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 
Feature 

Feature Category 
Feature Significance 

Feature Date 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

aggage room was expan e . 

Space Code 17 
Space Baggage Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1935 
Recommendation nw-.-----...---=----= ..... "!"l"'~"""'"!'!"=""ll 

Description 

Space Code 17 
Space Baggage Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1953 

mg. 

Recommendation ~"!'o!"to'.""g""ra'!"p'!f!","!'re~m=ov~e~."'!c~ra~t~e.~~~--=~ store 
ecurely for reinstallation 

Description 

Space Code 17 
Space Baggage Office 

Space Category Office 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1953 
Recommendation rm:~o'!'!to:"!:gra:=.p:r:"',"'!re:::m=ov~e:--,"'!:c::rat~e."'T.:'at:'!T":':'':r":r,:,:=-i 

ecurely for reinstallation 

Description 

Feature Code 17-A 
Feature Ceiling 

Feature Category Ceiling 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1953 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 

Feature Code I 7-8 
Feature West and south walls 

Feature Category Wall 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1953 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 17-C 
Feature North and East Walls 

Feature Category Wall 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1953 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

~q 

Februar:,. ~8. :oo I 



Character-Defining Spaces & Features 

SANT A FE. 5T ATION. Fasadc:na. California 

Space Code 17 Feature Code I 7-D 
Space Baggage Office Feature Floor 

Space Category Office Feature Category Floor 

Space Significance Significant Feature Significance Significant 

Space Date 1953 Feature Date 1935 

Recommendation j~ep!ace in :in~ Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Description oncrete 

Space Code 17 Feature Code 17-E 
Space Baggage Office Feature Desk 

Space Category Office Feature Category Fixture:Casework 

Space Significance Significant Feature Significance Significant 

Space Date 1953 Feature Date 1953 

Recommendation otograp . remove. crate, a e an store Condition Fair 

ecurely for reinstallation Condition Description 

Description rawers: top 1s a recent p ywoo rep acement. 

Space Code 18 Feature Code 
Space Baggage Records Feature 

Space Category Baggage Feature Category 

Space Significance Significant Feature Significance 

Space Date 1953 Feature Date 

Recommendation Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Description se o space uncertain: appears to e constructe or storing srna o ~ects an 
onstructed at the same time that the Baggage Room was expanded in 1953. 

Space Code 18 
Space Baggage Records 

Space Category Baggage 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date I 953 
Recommendation m-='"'!"'w------....,_.~'f""'_ ..... ....,,l"'""l __ ,... 

Description 

Space Code 18 
Space Baggage Records 

Space Category Baggage 

Space Significance Significant 
Space Date 1953 

Recommendation M"....,,,._~,,__...,_....,,..~--.,.-...... -"!!~---
Description 

Feature Code 18-A 
Feature Ceiling 

Feature Category Ceiling 

Feature Significance Significant 
Feature Date 1953 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 18-B 
Feature Walls 

Feature Category Wall 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1953 
Condition Fair 

Condition Description 
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SANT A f [_ 5 TA TION. F asadena. Cali~orn,a 
Space Code 18 

Space Baggage Records 
Space Category Baggage 

Space Significance Significanc 
Space Date 1953 

Recommendation ~ ... o ... to'.'"g .. r ... a ... pl':".-r .. e_m_o_v_e_ . ... cr""a~ce~_..,.a~e~ a""n~s'.'"co .. r ... e-i 

securely for reinstallation 

Description ainte woo 

Space Code 18 
Space Baggage Records 

Space Category Baggage 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1953 
Recommendation ...,._o ... to_g_r __ a_pl"".-r-e_m_o_v_e_, .. cr""a ... te'.'",..,...,al':"e""l"'!a""n~s~to .. r .. e-

ec ure I y for reinstallation 

Space Code 18 
Space Baggage Records 

Space Category Baggage 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1953 

Recommendation e ore, unng a er 
move 

Description amte 

Space Code 18 
Space Baggage Records 

Space Category Baggage 
Space Significance Significant 

Space Date 1953 

Recommendation 

Description 

Feature Code 18-C 
Feature Door 

Feature Category Door 
Feature Significance Sign 1ficanc 

Feature Date 1953 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 18-D 
Feature Hardware at Door 

Feature Category Hardware 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1953 

Condition Fair 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 18-E 
Feature Shelves and cabinets 

Feature Category Fixture/Casework 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date 1953 

Condition Good 
Condition Description 

Feature Code 18-F 
Feature Cabinet doors 

Feature Category Fixture/Casework 
Feature Significance Significant 

Feature Date I 953 

Condition Good 

5 I 
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Del Mar Station Tree Inventory and Evaluation 

For the Central Park Market 

At Del Mar Station Project 

City of Pasadena, California 

Prepared for: 

Del Mar Station, LLC 

Prepared by: 

TERACOR Resource Management 
42217 Rio Neda, Suite A101 
Temecula, CaUfomia 92590 

909 296 5600 

· 23 April 2001 

This report contains information related to the arboreal resources present at the proposed Del Mar 
Station project site. This evaluation presents the results of objective site assessment and research related 
to site landscaping, as it pertains to historic development of the site. Recommendations contained herein 
represent the best professional opinion of TERACOR Resource Management, Inc. 

Attest: 

Samuel Reed 
Principal 

Date 
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DEL MAR STATION TREE INVENTORY AND EVALUATION 

Site Location 

The proposed Central Park Market at Del Mar Station Project is located in the City of Pasadena, as 
shown in Exhibit 1 - Regional Location Map on page 2. It is bounded by Raymond Avenue to the west, Del 
Mar Boulevard on the south, Arroyo Parkway on the east, and existing development to the north. Central 
Park lies immediately west of the site across Raymond Avenue. The project site is a 4.2 acre area located 
within the Old Pasadena Area of Influence. 

Purpose of this Assessment 

This assessment was prepared by TERACOR Resource Management and its associates. 

The purpose of this assessment was to 1) inventory and map tree resources on-site, 2) conduct 
individual tree evaluations to assist the planning team in determining which trees might be candidates for 
preservation or translocation, and 3) evaluate the potential cultural or historic significance of trees on-site 
relative to the site development history and traditional southern California landscaping practices. 

Methodology 

All trees on-site were identified, inventoried, evaluated and mapped by a field assessment team 
which included S. Reed and C. Langford. Uncertain identifications and standard tree translocation practices 
were confirmed on-site with C. Crotty, ISA Certified Arborist No. 749. Historic photograph, topographic map, 
and Sanborn map analysis was conducted at collections in the Map Library at California State University, 
Northridge, by M. Swift. Additional historic mapping and photographic research was conducted at the 
University of California at Los Angeles Department of Geography Map Library and Spence Air Photo 
collection by C. Langford. Historical evaluations based images obtained from these sources were 
conducted by TERACOR staff members. 

Site Resources 

The project area consists of one permanent, single story structure; the historic Santa Fe Railroad 
Station (Del Mar Station), constructed in 1935, as well as parking lots, several temporary mobile unit offices 
currently utilized by the Metropolitan Transit Authority (MTA), the planned Blue Line railway corridor (not 

TERACof?> Del Mar Station Tree Inventory and Evaluation 
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developed at this time), two landscaped areas on-site, perimeter landscaping, temporary chain-link fencing, 
and sidewalks on three sides of the site. 

Tree Inventory 

There are a total of sixty-six (66) trees located across the property and public rights-of-way adjacent 
to the property. A total of twenty-four (24) of these 66 trees appear to be within the rights-of-way along the 
three boulevards surrounding the site. Each tree has been assessed, recorded, numbered and tagged in 
the field for future identification purposes. Exhibit 2 - Tree Location Map on page 4 depicts the approximate 
location of each specimen assessed. Appendix A - Tree Evaluation Forms contains the assessments for 
each of the trees, with the exception of juvenile trees recently planted along Raymond Avenue. These 
fourteen (14) juvenile crepe myrtle trees were too underdeveloped to be meaningfully evaluated. 

There were eleven tree species identified on or adjacent to the site. All eleven (11) species are 
ornamental and not native to the natural California landscape. These species are identified below in Table 
1 - Summary of Trees On or Adjacent to the Project Site. 

Table 1 • Summary of Trees On or Adjacent to the Project Site 

Species Number of Individuals 

Mexican Fan Palm (Washingtonia robusta) 24 

Windmill Palm (Trachycarpus fortune,) 3 

Senegal Date Palm (Phoenix reclinata) 1 

Fem Pine or Yew Pine (Podocarpus gracilior & macrophyflus) 9 

European Olive (Olea europa) 5 

Chinese Elm (Ulmus parvifolia) 6 

Crepe Myrtle (Myrtus rommunis) 14 

Victorian Box (Pittosporum undulstum) 1 

Rubber Tree (Ficus macrophyfla) 1 

Camphor (Cinnamomum camphors) 1 

Pecan ( Carya illinoensis) 1 

TOTAL 66 

TERACoP> Del Mar Station Tree Inventory and Evaluation 
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The condition of trees at the project site varies considerably from species to species, however, 
there was relative uniformity between individuals of each species as a result of similar levels of care and 
maintenance over the years. All species on-site are well-adapted to the to southern California environment 
and are found commonly throughout Pasadena and the greater Los Angeles area. Exhibits 3 through 5 . 
Photographs of the Site on pages 6, 7 and 8, respectively, depict most of the trees on the property, as well 
as the conditions under which these trees have grown. 

Generally, most of the trees on-site are in relatively good health, especially the palm trees. From 
an aesthetic standpoint, the palms also are in relatively good condition. The European olives and Chinese 
elms, however, have been subjected to intensive trimming and poor maintenance practices in the past. The 
extensive trimming lopped off most of the canopies and resulted in secondary regrowth. Secondary 
regrowth from the trunk and older branches is leggy and poorly articulated in these species on the site, and 
has resulted in poor aesthetic ratings for these specimens. Branches in all of the trees of these two species 
are long and often unarticulated. This condition is relatively uncommon to olives and elms, which, when 
property maintained, produce strong branches and articulated canopies. 

Mexican Fan Palms 

The 24 fan palms on-site are largely suitable for preservation or translocation, however, trees which 
approach or exceed 50 feet in height are unstable when replanted and require permanent or semi­
permanent tie-down mechanisms. Wind can be especially damaging to re-planted palm trees. 
Approximately half of the fan palms are considered too tall for conventional replanting and careful planning 
would be required to find a suitable location for these trees. Parks, parkways, school-grounds, and 
residential locations would all be considered high risk sites for replanting tall palms. Industrial or office 
areas where tie-downs could be engineered would be more suitable locations. 

Tree No's. 31 and 38 are actually comprised of between 2 to 3 separate trees, but they have grown 
together in a cluster. These trees are suitable for preservation, and if properiy secured and tied together, 
would be considered suitable for translocation. Costs for translocation of palms are not prohibitive. 

Palm trees are a signature tree for southern California, particularly the communities of Santa Monica, 
Beverly Hills, the Crenshaw district, Pasadena, and Mid-Wilshire. They line the residential streets of these 
communities, and are also commonly as accent trees in commercial and hotel development. Their 
presence at the main entrance Del Mar Station is typical of their accent utilization across southern California, 
which is generally meant to suggest anival at a special destination. Review of historical information 
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J. 
Photo 1 · Tree No.'s 10 through 12 - Mexican fan 
palm and European olives in parking lot. 

PholO 6 - Tree No:• 31 lh<ough 35 a,e ► 
Me,ocan fan pain\$ localed againsl lhe 
founda11on of the Del Mar Station =';/·m~n~~~~-~~= 
overcrowded at this location. 

TERACof?> 
1(1 111 1(( I UH( l (II 

- - -

J. 
Photo 2 . Tree No.s 13 through 15 • 
Mexican fan palm and European oWvet 
facing west. 

Photo 4 • v..,., facing noft/l of ► 
Mexican fan puns at the front 
of Del Mar Staaion. The tree 
n001bers seen are mainly 18 
lhrough 27. 

- - - - - - - - -
, .. _,.___,rt,.~ • ◄ Photo 3 - Tree No ·s 16 and 17 

- European olive and Chinese 
elm. These lrees 1n lhe parking 
101 have had 1na1or branches 
lopped off 1n lhe past: regrowtn 
is mostly leggy and unaniculated. 

Photo 5 - View facing northwest 
of the stand of European olives, 
previously shown 1n earlier 
photographs. The tree numbers 
are 11 th<ough 16. ,.. 

Chinese elms. both of whfCh have 
leggy canop.es due to having major 
branches lopped off. These trees are 

~ I◄ Pholo 7 • Tree No.'s 41 and 42 are 

~ localed along Raymond Avenue. 

Exhibit 3 

-

Photographs of the Site 

-
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Photo 8 - Tree No ·s 43 and 44 
- additional Ch.nese elms along 
Raymond Avenue .,. 

... 
Photo 11. This pecan tr•• (Tree No. 51) is located al 
Ille <Xlf.- of Del Mar and Am:,yo. 11 is in relatively good 
health despite tts location within an a.phall parking lot. 
Treo No. 52, • fern pine, is st,own behind the pecan. 

TERACoif?> 
acsoa1t£ uucuur 

- - - - -
Photo 9 • The existing landscaplllg at the corner of Del 
Mar and Raymond is shown Tree No. 46. a camphor llee, 
is shown with !he bright yetlow-green foliage; it is m very 
poor condition. The fan palm is Tree No 47 
T 

.i. 
Photo 12 • Juvenile fern 
pines along Arroyo (Tree 
No.'s 54 and 55) 

- - - -
Photo 1 O - Shrubs shown to the lett ot the 
photo were 001 assessed, the 1uven,1e lern 
pines ,n the foreground dre Tree No · s 48 and 
49. The fan palm ,s Tree No. 50 

~ 

- -

Photo 1 J . Tree 
No. 56. a fem pme 
along Arroyo. ► I · ... · ..-- -7 ·;:.. ___ ~:-- - -~- .1 .i~·s. .-:-;.~I 

Exhibit 4 
Photographs of the Site 
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Photo 14 • Tree No ~7. the nonherly-most 
tern pine on this sue along Arroyo 
... 

- - - -

-~---

Photo 16 - This cluster of 
Mexican fan palms is comprised 
olTreeNo.$31 ttvoug/138. The 
perspective is facing south. 

I
◄ Photo 15 . Tree No. 58. 

located in the northwest 
COlnet ot the parking k>t is 
a Mexican tan palm. 

- - - - - - - -

◄Pholo 17 - Juven,le crepe 
myrtles are shown ,n this 
pholograph (Tree Nos 63 
lhrough 72) along Raymond. 

◄ Photo 18 • Tree Nos 74 
and 75 are windmill 
palms localed on 1ne 
easl side of Del Mar 
Station. 

Exhibit 5 
Photographs of the Site 

-
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suggests they are of various ages, and have been growing on the property (both originally and in a 
volunteer capacity) since 1953. Natural recruitment appears to be the primary mechanism for placement. 

The Mexican fan palms are between 20 to 50 years old. 

Windmill Palms and Senegal Date Palm 

These small decorative palms on-site are located near building entrances and are in relatively good 
condition. They have not been carefully maintained, however, and other dead small palms were in 
evidence. It is not clear that translocation would be beneficial, and replacement with new trees or other 
species is probably the most prudent action. 

Fem and Yew Pines 

There are nine (9) fem and yew pines located along Del Mar Boulevard and Arroyo Parkway in the 
public right-of-way. These appear to be the designated street trees. Tree N?'s. 48 and 49 are juvenile trees 
which appear stressed and may have to be replaced when the site is redeveloped. Other trees in this 
category appear to be in reasonable health, and would only have to be moved or replaced if new 
driveways, sidewalks, or street furniture is installed. 

European Olives 

The five (5) European olives on-site are in generally poor to average condition. They are located 
in a single line within the parking lot for the station, and have been in place since the station was 
constructed. Historic photographic evidence indicated the 5 olives had reached substantial size by 1940, 
subsequent to station development. We estimate the age of these trees to be approximately 65 years old. 

Olive trees, when properly maintained, have the potential to produce remarkably articulated 
canopies and beautiful trunks. These trees have not been maintained well on this property as major 
branches have been lopped off and most growth is secondary and leggy. They have the potential to be 
rehabilitated, however, translocation and rehabilitation together would pose a significant challenge and the 
end result is not predictable. 

Olive groves were planted in great numbers in southern California prior to the beginning of the 20th 

Century, but have gradually disappeared from the southland as a commercial tree. Their use on this site, 
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though probably not intentional, symbolically displays the row of olives against the casually-configured 
palms in the front lawn along Raymond Avenue, suggesting a historical juxtaposition between California's 
rugged agricultural past and the balmy welcome of a relaxed urban future. This symbolic relationship is 
most likely very unintentional, but it was the only creative aspect we detected in the landscaping on the 
property. 

Chinese Elm 

There were five elm trees assessed; four were off-site. None of the five are in particularly good 
condition. Tree No. 17, for example, is multi-trunked but appears to have "volunteered" on-site and was 
probably cut down some time ago in the past and has since re-sprouted and grown to adult-size. 

Crepe Myrtle 

Fourteen (14) juvenile crepe myrtle are present along Raymond Avenue and were counted but not 
assessed due to their under-developed size and canopies. They appear to be stressed and in need of 
irrigation, otherwise, some may need to be replaced. 

Victorian Box and Rubber Tree 

The one Victorian box is another "volunteer" tree on-site, and is growing too close to the station 
foundation. This tree is poorly articulated and should be removed. The rubber tree appears to be in a 
similar circumstance; it also has sprouted too close to the building and is best removed and replaced with 
a more desirable species. 

Camphor Tree 

The lone camphor tree is located at the intersection of Raymond Avenue and Del Mar Boulevard. 
It has numerous broken and dead branches in its canopy and is considered a hazard, with no particular 
significance to the property. 

Pecan Tree 

One pecan tree is located at the southeast comer of the property within an asphalt parking lot. It is 
in relatively good condition but cntributes no historic or cultural significance to the property. 
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Historical Review of Landscape Development On-site 

Exhibit 6 - USGS Topographic Map on page 12 vaguely illustrates the extent of street and structural 
development in place in Pasadena in 1900; primarily, it depicts the location of the rail line on the property. 
Between two to three structures are shown as existent on the site in 1900, however, the Atchison, Topeka 
and Santa Fe Freight building had not yet been constructed. By 1921 the two or three structures in the 
northwest corner of the site had apparently been removed, as shown in Exhibit 7 - Historical 1921 
Photograph of the Site on page 13. It is also possible that they had not been removed, but were located 
imprecisely in the 1900 topographic map. Landscaping shown in Exhibit 7 has no relationship to 
landscaping presently on-site. By 1921, the freight house on the east side of the rail line had been 
constructed, and billboard advertising had been erected along Raymond Avenue. Exhibit 8- Historical 1928 
Photograph of the Site on page 14 shows site development more clearly; a spur to the rail line has been 
constructed on the east side of the property but landscaping is minimal to non-existent. A two-story structure 
of woodframe construction is shown in 1928 immediately west of the rail line on-site. 

Exhibit 9 - Historical 1930 Sanborn Map of the Site on page 15 illustrates that two structures were 
present on the property by 1930, both previously referenced. No currently-existent landscaping was present 
on-site at this time. Exhibit 10 - Historical 1933 Photograph of the Site on page 16 confirms earlier 
determinations but offers no additional information. 

In 1935 the Del Mar Station was constructed, as seen in Exhibit 11- Historical 1940 Photograph of 
the Site on page 17. The five (5) European olive trees have been placed within the station's parking lot, 
which put their age at approximately 65 years. It cannot be determined from the photograph if any palm 
trees have been planted at the site, but it they had been by 1940, it is not apparent in the photograph. It also 
appears that small trees or shrubbery may have been planted along Del Mar Boulevard, but this is not 
certain. Exhibit 12- Historical 1947 Sanborn Map of the Site on page 18 confirms the presence of existing 
structures on the property. 

Exhibit 13 - Historical 1953 Photograph of the Site on page 19 indicates through interpretation of 
shadows that several palm trees may have been present at the station's west entrance. The many palm 
trees present today at this location were not present in 1953, which led us to the conclusion that most palm 
trees on-site are well under 50 years of age. 

Based on the photograph in Exhibit 13 we determined that only a few palms and the olives were 
present on-site in 1953, suggesting that most landscaping on-site is not of historical origin. 

TERACof?> Del Mar Station Tree Inventory and Evaluation 

lEIOUlCE MA,AGEMEN T 11 23 April 2001 



Project Site 
R[IOU R C[ MI U G[ ¥ [Nf 

. . . 
Ju(H J 

--

A 

one mile 

' -

Exhibit 6 
USGS Topographic Map· 1900 

I 
I 
I 
I. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I­
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 

I I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Source: Air Photo Archives, UCLA Dept of Geography 
"Spence Photo #277 - 1921- Section 51 
Pasadena, Calif - 1kg SE" (Portion of photo shown) 
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Source: Air Photo Archives, UCLA Dept of Geography 
"Spence Photo #E-2271 - Date: 12-11 -28 · Section 51 · Noted as a 1929 copyright 
Pasadena, Calif" (Portion of photo shown) 
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Exhibit 9 
Historical 1930 
Sanborn Map of the Site 



Source: Air Photo Archives, UCLA Dept of Geography 
"Spence Photo Neg. # E-3885 --- 1-2-1 933 
Pasadena, Calif" (Portion of photo shown) 
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Source: Air Photo Archives, UCLA Dept of Geography 
"Spence Photo, Neg # E· 1031 o •·· 3-14-1940 
Pasadena, Calif" (Portion of photo shown) 
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Tree Preservation Requirements 

The City of Pasadena's General Plan Land Use Element recommends that the City preserve its 
historic character and environment. The Land Use Element contains a "Green Space Element", which 
acknowledges that the "abundance of trees and other landscaping" lend a sense of place and quality to the 
city, enriching the urban environment for its citizens. Additionally, the Conservation Element of the General 
Plan outlines "Strategy 2000", which includes recommendations for the "preservation of native plant life and 
the continued nurturing of non-native plant life within the city." 

The "Private Realm Development Standards and Design Guidelines" for subareas within the city also 
articulate the goal of preservation of existing trees. These guidelines stipulate that "native and existing 
mature trees which are distinctive should be preserved in the development of any site." In addition, before 
a building pennit can be issued a Tree Report must be submitted. A "landscape palette" also exists for the 
city specifying what tree species are to be used in particular easement areas. 

Through the enactment and revisions of its Tree Ordinance (Code 8.52 - "City Trees"), Pasadena 
has assumed certain official responsibilities to maintain the city's urban forest. Among other things, the tree 
ordinance fonnalizes the city's comprehensive street tree plan; assigns responsibility of the care and 
maintenance of city trees to the Director of Public Works, in consultation with other departments and 
agencies; directs certain actions be taken to avoid damage and liability; and assures that reasona_ble steps 
be taken to protect trees from injury. An additional provision of the tree ordinance is its preservation policy 
(8.52.060). It states: 

"It shall be the policy of the city to preserve mature and healthy trees whenever 
feasible. Special consideration shall be afforded trees determined by the Director 
of Public Works to be specimen [valuable because of its type, condition or age]. 
The director of public works may cause a tree to be removed when its removal 
outweighs the interest in preservation as determined by the Director." 

Determination of Significance 

Landscaping on-site and within adjacent public rights-of-way contributes to the maintenance of 
Pasadena's urban forest. Trees on-site were found, in conjunction with the landscaping in the adjacent park 
across Raymond Avenue, to support common fonns of urban wildlife, particularly common avifauna, 
including a feral parrot population, western scrub jay, northern mockingbird, rock dove, common house 
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sparrow, and house finch. These common wildlife species will persist despite proposed redevelopment 
of the site. 

Site investigators found no cultural or historic significance to landscaping on the site with the 
exception of the age of the European olives and the oldest palm trees on-site at the main entrance of the 
building, which exceed 50 years in age. The difficulty of translocating older, tall palm trees and olives in 
poor condition, however, suggests that replacement of these trees on-site or in the immediate area would 
be the most prudent action to off-set their loss. 

Based on the foregoing and the information available to TERACOR Resource Management, the 
temporal loss of trees on-site, with subsequent implementation of recommended mitigation measures, is 
expected to be less than significant. 

Recommendations and Mitigation Measures 

TERACOR Resource Management makes the following recommendations based on the foregoing 
assessment: 

1. Most palm trees on-site are reasonable candidates for preservation or translocation, although 
many of the trees appear to have grown voluntarily and are not a product of an intended result based on a 
landscape theme or landscape masterplan for the property. Palm trees of great height (approximately 50 
feet in height or greater), however, including Tree No's.18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 32, 33, 34, 
36, 37, and 47 pose serious challenges in replanting and securing trees with tie-downs to prevent blow­
overs or falls. Deep planting is not a viable alternative as it will likely result in trunk rot and loss of the tree. 
Palm tree No. 37 has a large cavity at its base and is not a candidate for relocation. 

2. Fem pines and Yew pines along Arroyo Parkway and Del Mar Avenue appear to be the 
designated street trees along each respective boulevard based on area observations. These trees should 
be preserved in place where feasible as a first priority, translocated when feasible on-site as a second 
option, or replaced with a tree of the same species with similar or better growth characteristics as a third 
option. Tree No.'s 48 and 49 may need to be replaced due to their condition and apparent lack of irrigation. 

3. Olive and Chinese elm trees on-site are poor candidates for preservation and relocation, based 
on poor branching articulation noted during the assessment, apparent lack of proper maintenance, and 
damage resulting from improper trimming in the past. Better results can be achieved for development on­
site with the selection of new landscape material for the property. 

4. Crepe myrtles along Raymond Avenue are in need of proper irrigation and maintenance and may 
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need to be replaced if proper attention is not given to these trees during the review and development stage 
of the project. 

5. The Victorian Box appears to be a "volunteer" and not part of the original landscaping for the site. 
It is located too close to the historic structure and should be removed. 

6. The Rubber tree appears to be a "volunteer'' and not part of the original landscaping for the site. 
It is located too close to the historic structure and should be removed. 

7. The Camphor tree (Tree No. 46) is located at the intersection of Raymond Avenue and Del Mar 
Boulevard. It is in extremely poor condition, has many broken and dead branches, and should be removed 
based on its proximity to the public right-of-way. 

8. The Pecan tree is in relatively good condition, however, its presence on-site appears to be 
incidental and it is not a significant component of the landscape. It is a candidate for preservation or 
translocation, but these measures are optional and not necessarily recommended as a result of this 
evaluation. 

9. Consideration should be given in the new site plan for the proposed project to replacement of 
trees which will be removed or lost as a result of project implementation. Trees with substantial character 
which are of historic, cultural and aesthetic significance to the City, such as native aak trees or palm trees, 
should be selected from the City's approved tree palette for utilization in the proposed new development. 
Short-lived, over-used, or difficult-to-maintain trees, such as those in the genus Eucalyptus, should only be 
used if approved by the City of Pasadena. Replacement trees should be installed at City-recommended 
ratios and sizes. 
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TERACOR Resource Management 
TREE EVALUATION FORM 

Tree (Tag Jr ft..lap) Number: C \°G 
Species: t-'\e i ,Cu" -f.t ('\ ft ,_\tV\ 

PHYSICAL STRUCTURE 
Height l-t'C1 
Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) I 

Number of trunks ( 
Multi-trunk sizes: r\.,Hr- 1: 2 
Extent of dnpline N-S·E-W t -1 X (•' 

3 4: 
X ( _I X / _ \ 

Symmetry/crown balance p F 7G J E 
Brokenidead branches 0 L M s t-- /A 
Trunk/branch cavities 0 L M s r-.., / A 
Appearance rating A'78 1 C D F 
Remarks: l\~.r=, y;"'- ;,. .~;:z. ---~-1... - -~e.·-c-'-

{"'y \'\" C • l ...... ,.. ..... 
HEALTH: Diseases ./ 
Fungal Fruiting Bodies A' 0 L M s 
Exudations / ~ 0 L M s 
Tip dieback /t--. · ' 0 L M s 
Exfoliating bark / . T B Mold 
Other 
Insects/parasites -
Twig girdlers / 0 L M s 
Wood borers / 0 L M s 
Pit scales / D. 0 L M s 
Galls / ti.. I 0 L M s 
Mistletoe / 

, 
0 L M s 

Other / 
Injuries 
Browse damage /. Yes No 
Fire damage / ~ 

Yes No 
Fresh breaks I i 1" Yes No 
Root damage/expofore "' Yes No 
Other / 
General Vigor 
Tip growth _ -----:- _ Str Nml Lgy 
Foliage color/chlorosis Nml ./ Yel 
Thinning of crown ~1--1-+- 0 L M H 
Other ,-..,_ 
Health rating A { B.1 C D F 
OVERALL RATING [1·10]: / 

Remarks: 
~ 

POTENTIAL PROJECT / ~ 

Removal Yes/ Pos \ No 
Trimming Yes Pos' No 
Damage to trunk/branches Yes Pos No 
Grading/erosion in dripline Ye! Pos No 
Soil compaction in dripline Yes Pos No 
Air/dust pollution Yes Pos / No 
Other \ / 
General Comments: -

Date of Survey: 

Tree (Tag or Map) Number: C\ \ 
Species: C\ ~-~ 

PHYSICAL STRUCTURE 
Height ,c, , 
Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) 
Number of trunks ~ 

Multi-trunk sizes: 1: IL\ 2:\:;' 3: 17 4· \y l 
Extent of dripline N-S-E-W ll' X \ L , X X 

Symmetry/crown balance rP..f G E 
Broken/dead branches 
Trunk/branch cavities 0 L (M 'S 
Appearance rating A B C{D·1 F 

Remarks: .? ,_-J. ..1 \.:. 
_-, 7'1 ' \,l t'- . 

HEALTH: Diseases 
Fungal Fruiting Bodies 
Exudations 
Tip dieback 
Exfoliating bark 
Other I 

Insects/parasites / 
Twig girdlers 
Wood borers ./"\ lfx 
Pit scales /" \ \' 
Galls 
Mistletoe / 
Other 
Injuries / 
Browse damage / .~ 
Fire damage / , \ ~ 

~breaks / ~, 
Root damag~xposure 
Other / 
General Vigor 
Tip growth 
Foliage colorlchlorosis 
Thinning of crown 
Other 
Health rating 
OVERALL RATING (1-10): 
Remarks: 

POTENTIAL PROJECT 
Removal 
Trimming 
Damage to trunk/branches 
Grading/erosion in dripline 
Soil compaction in dripline 
Air/dust pollution 
Other 
Gp,ieral Commpnts: .J: 

\'..; t-. f-: ~ -' ft_,.,...-.. 
·.J ~{ 1Y\-\ \"\~ 

-
0~ L M s 

----0 L(MJS 
0 ' ,L M s 
1 T .1 B Mold 

0 L M s 
0 L M s 
0 L M s 
0 L M s 
0 L M s 

Yes ~ .•. No.-/ 
Yes c No ;, 

rren No 
Yes I'\.. No 

--.....,._ Sir (Nml./Lgy 
4 Nm.I) _ Yel 

0 L fM 1H 

A B C'{D iF 

Yes f'os No 
Yes ./ Pos No 
Yes/ Pos No 
Ye~ Pos No 
Yes Pos · No 
Yes_ Pos/ No 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I · 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Tree (Tag or Map) Number: Cl L 
Species: C ~ ~1 

(.,.,. 

TERACOR Resource Management 
TREE EVALUATION FORM 

Tree (Tag or Map) Number: 0 \ j 
Species: l-.,\~'i-\l.S'i'\ \--_cv, V("(_\,v\ 

PHYSICAL STRUCTURE PHYSICAL STRUCTURE 
rle1ght ~ C) Height "-,/ ~7 __, 
Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) I 

- Diameter at Breast HeiQht (DBH) I-, ll 
Number of trunKs ""7-- Number of trunks l 
Multi-trunk sizes: 1: ii ''2: \'l..,., 3: a., 4: Multi-trunk sizes: ~/Pr 1: 2: 3: 4-

Extent of dripline N-S-E-W \ ':\ X 1C, · X IZ...' X l "< f Extent of dripline N-S-E-W 77x=;· X (.,' X ~\ 

Symmetry/crown balance p F G E Symmetry/crown balance Pr FJ~. E 
Broken/dead branches 0 L M s Broken/dead branches i :k 0 L M s 
Trunk/branch cavities 0 L M $_, Trunk/branch cavities l'..., 1\ 0 L M s 
Appearance rating A B C('D,;F Appearance rating A B cr o, F 

Remarks: R :,.. - \P~,,.. ~ ~ tn ~ ;p~~ . ..-
,,. ---t" -1-f ,'f'-

~!rrks: ~""' ~") 
,\--t-p (\\\Jt!- c.. 4.."-C f '-1 

Cl · 
HEALTH: Diseases HEALTH: Diseases 
Fungal Fruiting Bodies fv//:l 110 ) L M s Fungal Fruiting Bodies I 0 l M s 
Exudations 1) LI™ ;S Exudations lx7 0 L M s 
Tip dieback [7!) .I L l;L s Tip dieback ... \_ I / 0 L M s 
Exfoliating bark {T B Mold Exfoliating bark \ / T B Mold 
Other Other I ./ 
Insects/parasites / Insects/parasites ,,,-" 
Twig girdlers / 0 L M s Twig girdlers / 0 L M s 
Wood borers /-~ 0 L M s Woodborers 0..--/ 0 L M s 
Pit scales /. \ \' ' 0 L M s Pit scales . ; / 0 L M s 
Galls / ' 0 L M s Galls { ,I 0 L M s 
Mistletoe / 0 L M s Mistletoe / 0 L M s 
Other Other / 

Injuries 
Browse damage Yes C- No___. 

Injuries 
Browse damage Yes (7 No ) 

Fire damage Yes ,,...cNo_.., Fire damage Yes C No....,1 

~breaks ,, ;::-ares .J No Fresh breaks Yes r-m; 
Root damage/exposure Yes ![No Root damage/exposure Yes ~ -, 
Other Other -
General Vigor .,,.,,,---..._ General Vigor -· . - I .----
Tip growth Sir Nn11 j'lgy .J 
Foliage color/chlorosis Nml - Yel 

Tip growth -1--A.\.-J.~ l;i',. St{~Lgy 
Foliage colorlchlorosrs Nml ' .Y"fel 

Thinning of crown 0 L M H Thinning of crown Nl--11 0 L M H 

Other I":-..... Other -
Health rating A B C ( DJ F Health rating A B (C , D F 

OVERALL RATING [1 ·10}: 
Remarks: \ t:....-- i' \.., a.~\ 1,, ... -h ~ 1t:)1J t'\.I: 

-~ ( · \ ""' C 
(( L-0 

POTENTIAL PROJECT f"r' \ 

OVERALL RATING (1-10]: . ~ 

Remarks: ""7re, ,2,.., 1()~\,,i.¼,- L., (.~ -- y~\ v-f'--~ 
L,.--

-v \vV\ . 00 f~ I • 

POTENTIAL PROJECT ~~ 
Removal Yes /Pos No Removal Yes 1Pos ~o . 

Trimming Yes Pos No 
Damage to trunk/branches Yes Pos No 
Grading/erosion in dripline Yes Pos No 
Soil compaction in dripline Yes Pos No 
Air/dust pollution Yes \PCS J No 
Other .... \ / 

Trimming Yes Pos "'' 
Damage to trunk/branches Yes Pos N 

Grading/erosion in dripline Yes Pos N 

Soil compaction in dripline Yes Pos tjo 

Air/dust pollution Yes ,Pos ~o 

Other '--' 
General Comments: • . r \<(..,:,.:, .,- ' ~ ~ ,;; ,"'-. :-"\",, ,' ( 

✓ - J 

-,.-,)-- · _\ \ 
,-

-·-(_ :, ~. ~- -----. -- ·~ . , .... ' °'J 

General Comments: {;; (bi... J I "- 11; 
I 

f ..M.r\J - Po.,.,-- \:;r,.,_,\.,~ "-..,t 

Date of Survey: 



TERACOR Resource Management 
TREE EVALUATION FORM 

Tree (Tag or Map) Number: G tS 
Species: C ( ~· L 

Tree (Tag or Map) Number: C-:\.L.-t' 
Species: G,N e_, 

PHYSICAL STRUCTURE 

Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) ' 
Number of trunks - :') 
Multi-trunk sizes: 1 1 c,- 2: \ ,;;; 3: '!,. 4: 
Extent of dnpline N-S-E-W I\ x l Z) x \ ~ , x \ S,' 
Symmetry/crown balance r P ,/ F G E 
Broken/dead branches O L (M ~S 
Trunk/branch cavities O L {"M S 
Appearance rating A B C /' u ,1 F 

HEAL TH: Diseases .,J 
Fungal Fruiting Bodies O L M S 
Exudations Q_ L r..y' S" ..; 
Tip dieback _.. 0 L M ...S.. ~ 
Exfoliating bark IT T ( ,, B Wold .,/ 
Other 
Insects/parasites --
Twig girdlers I 0,/ L M s 
Woodborers 0 LCM JS 
Pit scales r 0 , L M s 
Galls A 0 ,. L M s 
Mistletoe -ro ,, L M s 
Other 
Injuries 
Browse damage Yes 
Fire damage Yes C( NO 

NO 

Root damage/exposure Yes (NO 
Other 
General Vigor 
Tip growth Str Nml (lgy ./ 
Foliage color/chlorosis Nml ,.,..I Yel 
Thinning of crown 0 L fJ'/i./ H 
Other 
Health rating A ~C ( D.JF 
OVERALL RATING (1-10]: ( ·,s ) 

Removal Yes /Pos\ No 
Trimming Yes Pos No 
Damage to trunk/branches Yes Pos No 
Grading/erosion in dripline Yes Pos No 
Soil compaction in dripline Yes Pos No 
Air/dust pollution Yes \ Pos No 
Other '-../ 
General Comments: 

Date of Survey 

PHYSICAL STRUCTURE 
Height ·_.;., f-., . 

Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) 
Number of trunks ,_-j-
Multi-trunk sizes: 1: l.).''2: le,· 3 4: 
Extent of dripline N-S-E-W i :; X\~ ' XI~ X h \ 
Symmetry/crown balance P( F G E 
Broken/dead branches 0 (L ' M s_ 
Trunk/branch cavities 0 L Mrs~ 
Appearance rating A B ( C: D F 
Remarks: ~"7·1. i--....... -t'io •'"-- i': ii '-..-<... 7\·, ..,v '-

Xr-...J. 1'-1.)-\ '(,i,..{,\ . .i., \.1"71-~ 
HEAL TH: Diseases 
Fungal Fruiting Bodies 0( Lj M s 
Exudations . 0 L M<.. S_,. 
Tip dieback ~ u.., L M s_ 
Exfoliating bark (T .i B (Mold 
Other 
Insects/parasites 
Twig girdlers p-u- L M s 
Woodborers u LCM JS 
Pit scales ~ u.,, L M s 
Galls p-v-, L M s 
Mistletoe \J\ L M s 
Other 
Injuries 
Browse damage Yes c ·No; 
Fire damage ~ ( ·No~ 

~breaks ( Yes__,, No 
Root damage/exposure Yes 'r No , 
Other 
General Vigor ~ 
Tip growth Str Nm'-..'._ Lgy I 

Foliage color/chlorosis Nml rx - Yel 
Thinning of crown O[' L M H 
Other ~ 

~ , 
Health rating A B ( C 'D F 
OVERALL RATING [1· ~ 
Remarks: 

~ R'J-'t~~ 
h,1\. rJ,-\,.1> ~'--<..._. 

POTENTIAL PROJECT /\ 
Removal Yes/ Po~ No 
Trimming Yes Pos No 
Damage to trunk/branches Yes Pos No 
Grading/erosion in dripline Yes Pos No 
Soil compaction in dripline Yes\ Pos No 
Air/dust pollution Yes \ Pos No 
Other \._.,, 

General Comments: 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I· 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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Tree (Tag or MJ.PJ Number: C \ \[: 

TERACOR Resource Management 
TREE EVALUATION FORM 

Tree (Tag ~~Map) Number~ C\ T 
Species: Cl,~ 'Y<.... t:\ Y'v'\.. Species: 0 \ N~ 

PHYSICAL STRUCTURE 
:ie1ght ,,,_,~ 
Diameter at areast Height (DSH) 
Number of trunks 

, 
") 

Multi-trunk sizes: 1: l c; ·· 2: '{ .. 3 \'!.." 4: 
Extent of dripiine N-S·E•W j).'X \~'X 1c;1 X ,lk"' 
Symmetry,crown balance p F G E 
Broken/dead branches 0 L M s 
Trunk/branch cavities 0 L M s 
Appearance rating A B C D F 
Remarks: G.t ~ I r0 " l · t ct. · -L.w~f;J~ . v- ' •.,(__1, I..,,~ - ' . ., .._, ......... 

/,·.,.,, ' ::;_t_> \ti' I'{ ~ 
HEALTH: Diseases __...... 
Fungal Fruiting Bodies ....__ (LI L M s 
Exudations 0. ?'l,; M s 
Tip dieback ... 0.,, L M s 
Exfoliating bark T 8 ~ --, 

Other -
Insects/parasites 7 
Twig g1rdlers / 0 L M s 
Woodborers /,...._ 0 L M s 
Pit scales /: I Y'i 0 L M s 
Galls ~I 0 L M s 
Mistletoe / 0 L M s 
Other 
Injuries 
Browse damage Yes cNo 
Fire damage 1es .:; : {\ C ,, " -."l'Vf No 
Fresh breaks ,.,Yes./ .S-ti•, I" .~~ \ No 
Root damage/exposure Yes \")/1' ,-..c..l.- r!'ffl' 
Other -
General Vigor 
Tip growth Str Nml Ct.gy ' 
Foliage color/chlorosis Nml Yel 
Thinning of crown 0 L M H 
Other ~ 

Health rating A B YC . a> F 
OVERALL RATING (1-10]: 
Remarks: 

l..(_.:.:,~·> ~1 (~~ (, 
,,~ ·:,t"i"~ -(0 -t-r,~ . 

POTENTIAL PROJECT /"1 
Removal Yes /Pos \ No 
Trimming Yes Pos \No 
Damage to trunk/branches Yes Pos No 
Grading/erosion in dripline Yes Pos No 
Soil compaction in dripline Yes 'fos \Jo 
Air/dust pollution Yes \'OS \Jo 
Other \ .,,· 
General Comments: 

Date of Survey: 

PHYSICAL STRUCTURE 
HeIqht ~L1' 
Diameter at Breast He1qht (DBH) 
Number of trunks 
Multi-trunk sizes: 4 --(, ., 
Extent of drip/ine N-S-E-W 
Symmetry/crown balance P I F G E 
Broken/dead branches O(t-" M S 
Trunk/branch cavities OCT J M ~ , 
Appearance rating A B Cc:'.'.:12/F 

Remarks: p.. t) (;<.,~ ¾ \-:-<.. 'v _ \ . ..,., ,\.~ ::_,-
., . +- .J 

HEALTH: Diseases • 
Fungal Fruiting Bodies ( Q_.,, L M s 
Exudations ( 0., L M s 
Tip dieback ( ·O. L M s 
Exfofiating bark t,.,J-1-\ T B Mold 
Other 

----
Insects/parasites / 
Twig girdfers / 0 L M s 
Wood borers -A ·-l\. 0 L M s 
Pit scales . 7-11 1 0 L M s 
Galls - 1- 0 L M s 
Mistletoe 0 L M s 
Other 
Injuries -
Browse damage Yes C No.,,, 
Fire damage Yes (C NO_ 

Fresh breaks Yes (NO 
Root damage/exposure l-1"T'es J 

Other 
General Vigor 
Tip growth Str Nml Lgy 
Foliage cofor/chlorosis Nmf 
Thinning of crown 0 L M H 
Other 
Health rating A 8 C D F 
OVERALL RAIING [1-10]: r-

R:marks: µ _') ~ >'\. ~ --\-,(\; fV\ 

,tic~\- N- \,V',.t).. c. \ . 
POTENTIAL PROJECT 
Removal Yes 1Pos \ No 
Trimming Yes Pos No 
Damage to trunk/branches Yes Pos No 
Grading/erosion in dripline Yes \fos IIJo 
Soil compaction in dripline Yes P\OS No 
Air/dust pollution Yes P~s No 
Other \ I 

General Comments: 

NO 

Yel 



TERACOR Resource Management 
TREE EVALUATION FORM 

1 ree (Tag or Map) Number: t,, i 
Species· \ , .;-- ') 1 

. ('l\c. "MW " t::,,.... \cl\ vv\ 

Tree (Tag or Map) Number: C'( '· 
Species: \',\r . ~ • •,J,,\ •. , "' 

\{:f-\1-(,(.('< \t.\<'. ' ·\. , .,, \ 

PHYSICAL STRUCTURE PHYSICAL STRUCTURE 
Height "':> "'' ,_ \,. He1qht - i'S I 
Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) :::i..c · ·, Diameter at Breast He1oht (DBH) ---r-"' 
Number of trunks I Number of trunks \ 
Multi-trunk sizes: 1 . ?· 1· .1· Multi-trunk sizes: 7.. ,J. ... 
Extent of dnpline N-S-E-W (.'x(.t _ x(,.! X ( .' Extent of dripline N-S-E-W ( _., X lr X (,- X \,,. 

Symmetry/crown balance p F (G .,,E Symmetry/crown balance p F (G 1E \ 

Broken/dead branches VO ;, L M s Broken/dead branches ~ Q ,.L M s 
Trunk/branch cavities Ml, I,. . M s Trunk/branch cavities ( 0 L M s 
Appearance rating A/B ' C D F Appearance rating A /8 ;C D F 
Remarks: ~€-<f) " "'1.,,1,-,.,k .... ~...,\._ Remarks: "4e t!!J> l't->\, 101/ ~'(( \/\ U-

HEAL TH: Diseases HEALTH: Oiseas,,i7 
Fungal Fruiting Bodies I 0 L M s Fungal Fruiting ~ies 0 L M s 
Exudations I 0 L M s Exudations / 0 L M s 
Tip dieback I 0 L M s Tip diebacV 0 L M s 
Exfoliating bark I T 8 Mold Exfoliatind bark T 8 Mold 
Other I Other/ I 

Insects/parasites I Insects/parasites I 
Twig girdlers I 0 L M s Twig girdlers 7 0 L M s 
Woodborers I 0 L M s Woodborers I 0 L M s 
Pit scales I 0 L M s Pit scales 7 0 L M s 
Galls I 0 L M s Galls I 0 L M s 
Mistletoe I 0 L M s Mistletoe I 0 L M s 
Other I Other I 
Injuries I Injuries I 
Browse damage/ Yes No Browse dam;t.ie Yes No 
Fire damage / Yes No Fire damagt Yes No 
Fresh breaks / Yes No Fresh bre~s Yes No 
Root damag¢exposure Yes No Root da!J(age/exposure Yes No 
Other I I Other/ 
General Vigor I Genetal Vigor I 
Tip growth I Str Nml Lgy Tip growth 7 Str Nml Lgy 
Foliage color/chloro)'is Nml Yel Foliage color/chlotiisis Nml Yel 
Thinning of crowry' 0 L M H Thinning of cro'O'fi 0 L M H 
Other I ~ Other I 
Health rating A(( B...,.. C D F Health ratint A B C D F 
OVERALL RATING [1 ·10): OVERALL RATING [1·10): 
Remarks: 

1 
Remarks: 1-- ----.. 

POTENTIAL PROJECT r;<::', POTENTIAL PROJECT . - \ 
Removal Yes / Pos, No Removal Yes ,' Pos ~o 
Trimming Yes I Pos No Trimming Yes/ Pos ~ 
Damage to trunk/branches Yes Pos No Damage to trunk/branches Ye!! Pos Nb 
Grading/erosion in dripline Ye! Pos No Grading/erosion in dripline Ye~ Pos Nb 
Soil compaction in dripline Ye! Pos No Soil compaction in dripline Yea Pos No 
Air/dust pollution Yes\ Po1 No Air/dust pollution Yes\ Pos No 
Other - Other \ I 
General Comments: General Comments: ~ 

Date of Survey: 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I· 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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Tree (Tag or Map) Number: 
Spec:es: 

PHYSICAL STRUCTURE 
Height 
Diameter at Breast He:~ht (DBH) ' 
Number of trunks 
Multi-trunk sizes: 
!:xtent of dnpline N-S-E-W 
Symmetry/crown balance 

TERACOR Resource Management 
TREE EVALUATION FORM 

Tree (Tag or Map) Number_: C 2:--) \ 
S pec1es: L\ . · ,,.-, . \ 

Ne_~\ C-c, ..._ \-;:1.,.-. \cz .,.._,\ 
PHYSICAL STRUCTURE 

-; ..;.;. I Height -11"/ 

ll~. '-i ·' Diameter at Breast He1qht (DBH) { I.:. , 
I Number of trunks .. ? · 1 · A · M•·"' ••··- " 1 · ?· ,. 

f ., X ( , X ( X ( . Extent of dripline N-S-E-W X X X 
p F (G E I Symmetry/crown balance p F {G E 

aroi<en/dead branches ,,. 0 ; L M s Broken/dead branches V'1l' , L M s 
Trunk/branch cavities t1J L M s Trunk/branch cavities r(1L, L M s 
Appearance rating 

' 
7!i ( 8 C D F Appearance rating A/ B C D F 

Remarks: Ve v·v1 ~\,\.. \ Remarks: \c~ ~\l ~ 
/' 

HEALTH: Diseases r HEALTH: Diseases I 
Fungal Fruiting Bodies rt L M s Fungal Fruiting Bodies 0 TJ M s 
Exudations fJ L M s Exudations 0 I- M s 
Tip dieback /0 L M s Tip dieback 0 /L M s 
Exfoliating bark I T B Mold Exfoliating bark 7T B Mold 
Other 

' 
Other I 

Insects/parasites I Insects/parasites I 
Twig girdlers I 0 L M s Twig girdlers 0 L M s 
Wood borers I 0 L M s Wood borers I 0 L M s 
Pit scales I 0 L M s Pit scales I 0 L M s 
Galls I 0 L M s Galls 7 0 L M s 
Mistletoe I 0 L M s Mistletoe I 0 L M s 
Other I Other 7 
Injuries I Injuries I 
Browse damage I Yes No Browse damage I Yes No 

Fire damage I Yes No Fire damage 7 Yes No 
Fresh breaks I Yes No Fresh breaks I Yes No 

Root damage/exposu/e Yes No Root damage/exposure/ Yes No 
Other I Other I 
General Vigor I General Vigor I 
Tip growth I Str Nml Lgy Tip growth 7 Str Nml Lgy 

Foliage color/chlclosis Nml Yel Foliage color/chlo,bsis Nml Yel 

Thinning of crow~ 0 L M H Thinning of croiit 0 L M H 

Other I Other I 
Health rating / A B C D F Health rating / A B C D F 

OVERALL R>YflNG [1-10): OVERALL FM TING (1-10): 
Remarks: 

1' 
Remarks: 

'?' 
POTENTIAL PROJECT t \ POTENTIAL PROJECT ~ 
Removal Yes Pas \ No Removal Yes / Pas No 

Trimming Yes Pas No 
Damage to trunk/branches Yes Pos No 

Trimming Ye!J Po No 

Damage to trunk/branches Ye: Po No 

Grading/erosion in dripline Yes Pas No 
Soil compaction in dripline Yes Pas/ No 

Grading/erosion in dripline Ye Poi No 

Soil compaction in dripline Ye: Pos No 

Air/dust pollution Yes '~ No Air/dust pollution Yes\ Po No 

Other Other -
General Comments: General Comments: 

Date of Survey: 



TERACOR Resource Management 
TREE EVALUATION FORM 

r 't-v: A.. • '- f :: .: \ .l l'~~--:·r, 

Tree (Tag or Map) Number: C2..a 
Species: 1)-,k_ \: '-\ ,V\ ? 

Tree (Tag or Map) Number: {j2_2.--
Spec1es: ~ l'- \'A\~, 

PHYSICAL STRUCTURE PHYSICAL STRUCTURE 
Height LJ. K' Height 7f;\ 
Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) ' . L..-'1 ., 
Number of trunks I 

Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) ( ~ -
l' "l .. 

Number of trunks \ ( \,,, ~, '-> 2., \ 
Multi-trunk sizes: - L . .J. 4: Mulli•t" ·-•· - ◄ • n 4: -· "'· 
Extent of dripline N-S-E-W .-!... X "-f-. X '>( x ~ 
Symmetry/crown balance p F(.r(.; ,,,E 

Extent of dripline N-S·E•W \---.} X s X<_) X ')( 

Symmetry/crown balance p F G E 
Broken/dead branches tr O .1 L M s Broken/dead branches 0 L M s 
Trunk/branch cavities i/'U 1 L M s Trunk/branch cavities 0 L M s 
Appearance rating -A (""3 ,C D F Appearance rating A B C D F 
Remarks: l~\.._t s+y.--e-n:=c Remarkr s· ~ \ \ \,<. 1......, ... 4-!., - t: ~~---r 

["~ t.:x~ ~ (~/ :z__J 
HEALTH: Diseases 
Fungal Fruiting Bodies 0 ~ M s 

HEALTH: Diseases I 
Fungal Fruiting Bodies 0 l/ M s 

Exudations 0 /L M s Exudations 0 J- M s 
Tip dieback 0/ L M s Tip dieback 0/ L M s 
Exfoliating bark I T 8 Mold Exfoliating bark / T 8 Mold 
Other I Other I 
Insects/parasites Insects/parasites ) 

Twig girdlers I 0 L M s Twig girdlers I 0 L M s 
Woodborers I 0 L M s Woodborers I 0 L M s 
Pit scales I 0 L M s Pit scales I 0 L M s 
Galls I 0 L M s Galls I 0 L M s 
Mistletoe I 0 L M s Mistietoe I 0 L M s 
Other I Other I 
Injuries I Injuries I 
Browse damage I Yes No Browse damage I Yes No 
Fire damage I Yes No Fire damage I Yes No 
Fresh breaks I Yes No Fresh breaks I Yes No 
Root damage/exposure / Yes No Root damagetetJosure Yes No 
Other I Other I 
General Vigor I General Viglr 
Tip growth I Str Nml Lgy Tip growth/ Str Nml Lgy 
Foliage color/chloro~s Nml Yel Foliage C91orlchlorosis Nml Yel 
Thinning of crown / 0 L M H Thinnin!f of crown 0 L M H 
Other I Other/ 
Health rating I A B C D F Heall¥ rating A 8 C D F 
OVERALL RA'VlNG [1 ·10]: ) OVERALL RATING [1·10): 
Remarks: D Remarks: 

. 9-- 2-r-..}.. ~ ~ Y'-l c~ 
\ 

POTENTIAL PROJECT ~ POTENTIAL PROJECT ~ 
Removal Yes rpos No Removal Yes Pos No 
Trimming Yes Pos No Trimming Yes Pos No 
Damage to trunk/branches Yes Pos No Damage to trunk/branches Yes Pos No 
Grading/erosion in dripline Yes Pos No Grading/erosion in dripline Yes Pos No 
Soil compaction in dripline Yes Pos No Soil compaction in dripline Yes Pos No 
Air/dust pollution Yes Pos) No Air/dust pollution Yes Pos) No 
Other I Other ,.,,/ 

General Comments: V General Comments: 

Date of Survey: 

I 
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'\ ' ..j... 

TERACOR Resource Management 
TREE EVALUATION FORM 

Tree (Tag or Map) Number: (,, L-:- 1 

Species: ~~N 1 ~ ~ 'h I'\. t ,,\ w\ 
PHYSICAL STRUCTURE 
Height J.J.-C- I 

Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) 'J...r"' 
Number of trunks i 
MultHrunk sizes: .., ~ . d · -· 
~xtent of dnpline N-S·E•W d X U X L X Y, 
Symmetry/crown balance p F {G · e 
Broken/dead branches t'~ L M s 
Trunk/branch cavities C,0./ L M s 
Appearance rating A -/a C D F 
Remarks: -

HEALTH: Diseases 
Fungal Fruiting Bodies 0 .x M s 
Exudations y L M s 
Tip dieback / 

.,. 0 L M s 
Exfoliating bark / T B Mold 
Other / 
Insects/parasites r 

Twig girdlers 0 L ~s 
Wood borers 0 VM s 
Pit scales JY'L M s 
Galls / 

.,. 0 L M s 
Mistletoe / 0 L M s 
Other / 
Injuries / ~ 

Browse damage Yes / No 
Fire damage y~ No 
Fresh breaks ....-Yes No 
Root damage/exposure / Yes No 
Other / ./ 
General Vigor ,,, 

/ 
Tip growth ft Nml Lgy 
Foliage colorlchlorosis Nrnl-""" Yel 
Thinning of crown /'U L M H 
Other / ~. 
Health rating A· ~C D F 
OVERALL RATING (1·10]: 
Remarks: -+ 

t '\ 
POTENTIAL PROJECT ,r,\ 
Removal Yes /Po~ No 
Trimming Yes{ Posl No 
Damage to trunk/branches Ye Pos No 
Grading/erosion in dripline Ye 1 Pos No 
Soil compaction in dripline Ye 1 Pos No 
Air/dust pollution Yeli\ Pas No 
Other ~ 

General Comments: 

Date of Survey: 

Tree (Tag or Map) Number: CL S 
Species: h... /Y l 

~\:. i, l~,,..._ • ..... w" r\, \ 

PHYSICAL STRUCTURE 
He1c;ht tt'' 
Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) 
Number of trunks I 
Multi,tn ,n" · ' "· . 

' · -· "· ... 
Extent of driphne N-S·E•W /,,... X ~ X ~ xS 
Symmetry/crown balance pr F[G-:; E 
Broken/dead branches r o L M s 
Trunk/branch cavities UJ L M s 
Appearance rating A~ B_,, C D F 
Remarks: 

/ 
HEALTH: Diseases ./ 
Fungal Fruiting Bodies / 0 L M s 
Exudations ./ 0 L M s 
Tip dieback / 0 L M s 
Exfoliating bark / T B Mold 
Other ,, 
Insects/parasites / 
Twig girdlers 0 Y M s 
Woodborers YL M s 
Pit scales / 0 L M s 
Galls / 0 L M s 
Mistletoe ./ 0 L M s 
Other ,, 
Injuries . 
Browse damage Yes / No 
Fire damage Yey' No 
Fresh breaks ;""f'es No 
Root damage/exposure / Yes No 
Other / 
General Vigor / 
Tip growth 

, 
/ Str Nml Lgy 

Foliage color/chlorosis ~I Yel 
Thinning of crown , 0 L M H 
Other / 
Health rating / A B C D F 
OVERALL RA TING (1-1 OJ:/ 
Remarks: / ·:r 
POTENTIAL PROJECT .✓-:, 

Removal Yes /Po~ No 
Trimming Yes Pas , No 
Damage to trunk/branches Yes Pas No 
Grading/erosion in dripline Yes Pos No 
Soil compaction in dripline Yes Pos No 
Air/dust pollution Yes I Pos , No 
Other \......./ 

General Comments: 



TERACOR Resource Management 
TREE EVALUATION FORM 

Tree (Tag or Map) Number: C,~ 
Species f "'\.ef-,, ~ ~ ft-J f'Y\... 

PHYSICAL STRUCTURE 
Height 7t.:,1 
Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) / {..• ~I 

Number of trunks ' Multi-trunk sizes: I, L. "· 
Extent of dnphne N-S-E-W ~ · X .:;, X ~ • X 

Symmetry/crown balance p F ~G.,) E 
Broken1dead branches V-(J\ L M s 
Trunk/branch cavities I u___..: L . M s 
Appearance rating A1?'BJ C D F 
Remarks: -

HEAL TH: Diseases 
Fungal Fruiting Bodies 9,-'L M s 
Exudations ./' 0 L M s 
Tip dieback ./ 0 L M s 
Exfoliating bark / T B Mold 
Other , 

Insects/parasites / 
Twig girdlers Q/L M s 
Wood borers / 0 L M s 
Pit scales / 0 L M s 
Galls / 0 L M s 
Mistletoe / 0 L M s 
Other / 
Injuries / 
Browse damage Y'A 
Fire damage ,VYes 
Fresh breaks / Yes 
Root damage/exposure / Yes 
Other / 
General Vigor 
Tip growth / Str Nml Lgy 
Foliage colorlchlorosis / Nml 
Thinning of crown / 0 L M H 
Other / ~ " 
Health rating A 1(8 ~ D F 
OVERALL RATING (1-10): 
Remarks: 

~ 
POTENTIAL PROJECT r'\ 
Removal Yes {Pos I 0 

Trimming Yes/ Pos I 0 

Damage to trunk/branches Yes Pos I 0 

Grading/erosion in dripline Yes Pos 0 

Soil compaction in dripline Yes Pos 0 

Air/dust pollution Yes , Pos ) o 
Other \. / 
General Comments: 

Date of Survey: 

.. : 
.:; I 

No 
No 
No 
No 

Yel 

Tree (Tag or Map) Number c,~7 
Species: ).kc<,., c.r-,.__ ~c. L.. kJ ~ 

PHYSICAL STRUCTURE 
Height Jc; I 

Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) -1Cf'· 
Number of trunks 

' Multi-trunk sizes: " · A, ... V 

Extent of dripline N-S-E-W / ,- X C.· x(.; X ( / 

Symmetry/crown balance p F (G_., E 
Broken/dead branches I( Q,, L M s 
T runklbranch cavities ~L M s 
Appearance rating A (B · C D F 
Remarks: 

HEALTH: Diseases / 
Fungal Fruiting Bodies 0....-(' M s 
Exudations ..,r'U L M s 
Tip dieback / 0 L M s 
Exfoliating bark / T B Mold 
Other ./ , 
Insects/parasites / 
Twig girdlers 0 VM s 
Woodborers VL M s 
Pit scales vo L M s 
Galls / 0 L M s 
Mistletoe / 0 L M s 
Other / ,, 
Injuries / 
Browse damage YV- No 
Fire damage 1/!'es No 
Fresh breaks / Yes No 
Root damage/exposure / Yes No 
Other / 
General Vigor I' 

/ 

Tip growth ~ Nml Lgy 
Foliage color/chlorosis ))l!Tll Yel 
Thinning of crown / 0 L M H 

· Other / _ ..... 
Health rating / A ~ __,,C D F 
OVERALL RATING [1;1()]: 
Remarks: :r-

'\ 
POTENTIAL PROJECT /'\ 
Removal Yes / Pos No 
Trimming Yes Pos No 
Damage to trunkJbranches Yes Pos No 
Grading/erosion in dripline Yes Pos ; No 
Soil compaction in dripline Yes Pos No 
Air/dust pollution Yes \ Pos I No 
Other 
General Comments: 

I 
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I 
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I 
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I 
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TERACOR Resource Management 
TREE EVALUATION FORM 

Tree (Tag or Map) Number: C1 Z.,~ . 
Species: r v'\.(_,'f,1 w ,,...___ Gr'"\ fb.L v'\._ 

Tree (Tag or Map} Number: C'V 1 
Species: ~ \i ~ 1 (.{? :..-..._ f, ., "- \ A _ _\ , 

PHYSICAL STRUCTURE PHYSICAL STRUCTURE 
Height ,;,(- ' Height ~r ' 
Diameter at Breast Heiqht (DBH) -/E·,., Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) lY I\ 
Number of trunks ) Number of trunks I 

Multi-trunk sizes 1 ' J : 4: - "· Multi-trunk sizes: 1: ') , 
v , ... 

Extent of dnpline N-S-E·W / 'X ( • X L, X ( ,7 Extent of dripline N-S-E-W C X "'-, - X :; x::::, 
Symmetry/crown balance P" F 1G E 

··~ 

Symmetry/crown balance p F /G : E 
Broken/dead branches l:?D ./ L M s Broken/dead branches V/{f . L VS 

Trunk/branch cavities eJV l.,,, M s Trunk/branch cavities I~ L.,---M s 
Appearance rating A,J'B C D F Appearance rating A ·~ C D F 

Remarks: - Remarks: 

HEALTH: Diseases HEALTH: Diseases / 
Fungal Fruiting Bodies 0 L .,-,'JI s 
Exudations 0 fi M s 

Fungal Fruiting Bodies 0 L M/'S 
Exudations 0 VM s 

Tip dieback ,,4 L M s Tip diebacl< VL M s 
Exfoliating bark / T B Mold Exfoliating bark / T B Mold 

Other / Other / 
Insects/parasites / Insects/parasites 
Twig girdlers 0 L }( S Twig girdlers 0 LX s 
Wood borers 0 VM s Woodborers 0 /4 M s 
Pit scales 0/L M s Pit scales IA' L M s 
Galls ,..<J L M s Galls / 0 L M s 
Mistletoe ; 0 L M s Mistletoe / 0 L M s 
Other - Other 

Injuries / Injuries ./ 

Browse damage Yes/ No 
Fire damage Y,,n No 

Browse damage Yes No 
Fire damage Yiil No 

Fresh breaks / Yes No Fresh breaks / Yes No 

Root damage/exposure ~ Yes No 
Other 

Root damage/exposure / Yes No 

Other / 

General Vigor / 
Tip growth /Str Nmt Lgy 
Foliage color/chlorosis )ffl'11 Yel 
Thinning of crown / 0 L M H 
Other / ·-
Health rating A /BJ C D F 
OVERALL RATING (1-10]: 

General Vigor j 

Tip growth ~Nml Lgy 
Foliage color/chlorosis ~ Yel 

Thinning of crown / 0 L M H 

Other / ~ -
Health rating / Y B .JC D F 
OVERALL RATING (1-10): 

Remarks: 

~ 
Remarks: 

~ 
POTENTIAL PROJECT I'/\ 
Removal Yes {Pos l No 
Trimming Yes I Pos No 
Damage to trunk/branches Yes Pos No 

Grading/erosion in dripline Yes Pos No 
Soil compaction in dripline Yes Pos) No 

Air/dust pollution Yes~ No 

Other 

POTENTIAL PROJECT r \ 
Removal Yes/ Pos No 

Trimming Yej Pos No 

Damage to trunk/branches Yet, Pos No 

Grading/erosion in dripline Y~s Pos /No 
Soil compaction in dripline Yas Pos / No 
Air/dust pollution Y~s Poi No 

Other 
........_,, 

General Comments: General Comments: 

Date of Survey: 



TERACOR Resource Management 
TREE EVALUATION FORM 

Tree (Tag or Map) Number: C-:, I . 
Species: ~,e. -i,c.t..-¼ r- {~ ,.__\...-. 

Tree _(Tag or Map) Number: C,.3C, _ . 
Species: ~ \'1~..r \<'t,. L _ \---, c.. ~\ <> 

M:~ C :~ ./ 
PHYSICAL STRUCTURE - l 
Height L..,..,:) 

Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) IC,' 
Number of trunks \ 
Multi-trunk sizes: 1: 2: 3: 4 
Extent of dripline N-S-E-W - X X X 

Symmetry/crown balance ~ p _; F G E 
Broken/dead branches ~~ L M s 
Trunk/branch cav1t1es 0 J L M s_ 
Appearance rating A ~ C (0 .,F 
Remarks: _1/\,\..--..L 1)-...i0~\- ~ cJe-~ 

-tn -:. ~. Ll~ - L~ ..... -; "' 
HEAL TH: Diseases I ./ 

Fungal Fruiting Bodies 0 L ~ 
Exudations 0 YM s 
Tip dieback .,,8' L M s 
Exfoliating bark / T B Mold 
Other / 
Insects/parasites 
Twig girdlers 0 L M S/ 
Wood borers 0 L .vs 
Pit scales 0 YM s 
Galls ~ L M s 
Mistletoe / 0 L M s 
Other / 
Injuries . 

/ 
Browse damage Yes _/' No 
Fire damage Yes / No 
Fresh breaks YeV No 
Root damage/exposure l,.A'es No 
Other / 
General Vigor / ~'\ 
Tip growth Str Nml/tgy l 
Foliage color/chlorosis Nml ~Yel 
Thinning of crown 0 L M H 
Other ✓ \ 
Health rating A ta-9 D F 
OVERALL RATING [1·10): 

A 

Remarks: ~ \-

c~6'( !j 1...)0_!;.,-" 

POTENTIAL PROJECT /' 
Removal Yes {rJos No 
Trimming Yes Pos No 
Damage to trunk/branches Yes Pos No 
Grading/erosion in dripline Yes Pos No 
Soil compaction in dripline Yes Pos No 
Air/dust pollution Yes Poy No 
Other 
General Comments: 

Date of Survey: 

PHYSICAL STRUCTURE 
Height L-t '-) I 
Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) 
Number of trunks 3 
Multi-trunk sizes: 1: ·U.2: 1i 3: ,~-~ 
Extent of dripline N-S-E-W ~~"Z X[{,__,X{,, 
Symmetry/crown balance P(\F ..,,G E 
Broken/dead branches , ..... 0 , L M s 
Trunk/branch cavities 1lJ L_ M s 
Appearance rating A {B / C D F 
Remarks: _B 

HEALTH: Diseases / 
Fungal Fruiting Bodies YL M s 
Exudations .,.. .... 0 L M s 
Tip dieback / 0 L M s 
Exfoliating bark / T B Mold 
Other 
Insects/parasites / 
Twig girdlers Ofi M s 
Woodborers l/0 L M s 
Pit scales / 0 L M s 
Galls / 0 L M s 
Mistletoe / 0 L M s 
Other 
Injuries / 
Browse damage ~s No 
Fire damage , Yes No 
Fresh breaks / Yes No 
Root damage/exposure / Yes No 
Other / ~ 

General Vigor / 
Tip growth ~tr Nml Lgy 
Foliage color/chlorosis .,)(ml Yel 
Thinning of crown / 0 L M H 
Other / ~ 

Health rating / A( B~ C D F 
OVERALL RA TING [1-1 OJ: 
Remarks: -1' 
POTENTIAL PROJECT r ·, 
Removal Yes f os \ No 
Trimming Yes Pos No 
Damage to trunk/branches Yes Pos No 
Grading/erosion in dripline Yes Pos No 
Soil compaction in dripline Yes Pos No 
Air/dust pollution Yes Pos/ No 
Other --c;, 

General Comments: 
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TERACOR Resource Management 
TREE EVALUATION FORM 

Tree (Tag or Map) Number: t; 3 k Tree (Tag or Map) Number: C-3 3 
Species: ~ · / --fl \ 

I\/ \,t\,i\ LI, i- rt ... A \' c"t n/\_ Species: ~\t ~CA I\ \1 (\ V q\\ f'A 
PHYSICAL STRUCTURE I PHYSICAL STRUCTURE 
r1e1gnt YX Height L..\'- "-1' 
Diameter at Breast He!ght (DBH) ' I i c., vl Diameter at Breast He1oht (DBH) ·?--1._ "' 
Number of trunks I Number of trunks I 
Multi-trunk sizes: 1 ~ 

-· .J. '+ . Multi-trunk sizes: 1: ? · "· 
~ ~ 

Extent of drtpltne N-S-E-W c:, X Cx (, X ) Extent of dripline N-S-E-W -, 
X /,., X { ~ -I ,1 X ( 

Symmetry/crown balance P_ F( G ) E Symmetry/crown balance r ~ (G E ' 
Broken/dead branches (0 ,, L M s Broken/dead branches re o _ L M s 
Trunk/branch cav1t1es CQ...,,J..~ M s Trunk/branch cavities ·rD, L M s 
Appearance rating A /8.., C D F Appearance rating { A B C D F 
Remarks: Remarks: 

/ 

HEALTH: Diseases / HEALTH: Diseases / 
Fungal Fruiting Bodies 0 L M/S Fungal Fruiting Bodies 0 L ..M"' S 
Exudations 0 L fi1 s Exudations YL M s 
Tip dieback 0 ./4 M s Tip dieback / 0 L M s 
Exfoliating bark / T B Mold Exfoliating bark / T B Mold 
Other - Other 

,, 
Insects/parasites / Insects/parasites / 
Twig girdlers 0 L ~s Twig girdlers 0 ~ s 
Wood borers 0 VM s Woodborers YL M s 
Pit scales 0/L M s Pit scales / 0 L M s 
Galls 1/0 L M s Galls / 0 L M s 
Mistletoe / 0 L M s MisUetoe / 0 L M s 
Other r Other , 
Injuries / Injuries / 
Browse damage Yes / No Browse damage !,)(es No 
Fire damage Yes/ No Fire damage / Yes No 
Fresh breaks YA No Fresh breaks 7 Yes No 
Root damage/exposure ines No Root damage/expos~ Yes / No 
Other ./ / Other / / 
General Vigor / General Vigor / 
Tip growth / Str Nml Lgy Tip growth V Str Nml Lgy 
Foliage color/chlorosis ~ "Nml Yel Foliage color/chlorosis / Nml Yel 
Thinning of crown . / 0 L M H Thinning of crown / 0 L M H 
Other / ~ Other / ---Health rating ArB..1C D F Health rating A l B) C D F 
OVERALL RATING [1-10): OVERALL RATING [1-10): 
Remarks: 

~ 
Remarks: 

"'::::/:--
\ 

POTENTIAL PROJECT -,...__ POTENTIAL PROJECT /""'\\ 
Removal Yes F/os 1 0 Removal Yes t Pas No 

Trimming Yes Pos 0 Trimming Yes Pas No 

Damage to trunk/branches Yes IPos ~o Damage to trunk/branches Yes Pos , No 

Grading/erosion in dripline Yes Pos ~o Grading/erosion in dripline Yes Pas / No 
Soil compaction in dripline Yes Pos ~o Soil compaction in dripline Yes Po'f No 

Air/dust pollution Yes \Pas/ No Air/dust pollution Yes P9S No 

Other - Other V 

General Comments: General Comments: 

Date of Survey: 



TERACOR Resource Management 
--- 1 TREE EVALUATION FORM 

Tree (Tag or Map) Number: U:) 4- Tree (Tag or Map) Number: C~ ~ 
Species: ll ~ --, . ,,,..- /) ( 

]'N:::. { \L-C:l""-. :b.t\. t .'-.. Y\ 
Species: ·f\\t)L~ L<-t ~ ~ ,'\.._ rc-J r'\/\_ 

PHYSICAL STRUCTURE -- ~' PHYSICAL STRUCTURE 
Height .. I').~\ Height -? ... "{ • 
Diameter at Breast He1gnt (DBH) ' I(,,_; •\ Diameter at Breast Height (OBH) I yy, 
Number of trunks ,T Number of trunks l 
Multi-trunk sizes: 1 11:•'2: f".'"."'-3: 4: Multi-trunk sizes: 1 · ,., 

-- ..;. ... 
Extent of dnpline N-S-E-W u.: ... ~ ·1 X \J X ( • Extent of dripline N-S-E-W C-, X c:) X '7 x<, 
Symmetry/crown balance p l,E ___.., G E Symmetry/crown balance p Fru E 
Broken/dead branches , u 

I 
L M s Broken/dead branches ..- 0 . L M s 

Trunk/branch cavities (~ I,." M s Trunk/branch cavities ?l)_.., L M s 
Appearance rating A rs.....,~ D F Appearance rqting A [B I C Q......F 

Remarks: ~, (I.,~ CS\- S i7'tt~ -tiu~M.:h~ Remarks: ~,~~ ~-n· t'.t\.1--.1!./\:+ \-
./ 

HEAL TH: Diseases / HEALTH: Diseases / 
Fungal Fruiting Bodies 0 YM s Fungal Fruiting Bodies ~ L M s 
Exudations .A L M s Exudations / 0 L M s 
Tip dieback / 0 L M s Tip dieback / 0 L M s 
Exfoliating bark / T 8 Mold Exfoliating bark / T 8 Mold 
Other ~/ Other , 

/ 
Insects/parasites ... Insects/parasites / 
Twig girdlers 0 ~ s Twig girdlers )Y L M s 
Wood borers JV L M s Woodborers / 0 L M s 
Pit scales / ... 0 L M s Pit scales / 0 L M s 
Galls / 0 L M s Galls / 0 L M s 
Mistletoe / 0 L M s MisUetoe .,r 0 L M s 
Other V 

~ Other / 
Injuries / Injuries / 
Browse damage YeV No Browse damage / Yes No 
Fire damage L.,.)(es No Fire damage / Yes No 
Fresh breaks / Yes No Fresh breaks / Yes No 
Root damage/exposure / Yes No Root damage/expos~ Yes , No / 
Other ,,,,, 

./ Other / 
General Vigor ./" General Vigor ./ 
Tip growth _.-si.r Nml Lgy Tip growth / Str Nml lgy 
Foliage color/chlorosis ,.Affill Yel Foliage color/chlorosis / Nml Yel 
Thinning of crown / 0 L M H Thinning of crown / 0 L M H 
Other / .- Other / ~ 
Health rating A~ ~ D F Health rating A B ( C ID F 
OVERALL RATING (1-10): ---- \ OVERALL RATING (1-10): -
Remarks: 

0 w-~)' 
~,._ '-' 

Remarks: 

4J ~CC'~-_ \\ 
__ J \.i ~ '-

POTENTIAL PROJECT / /" 
y POTENTIAL PROJECT r I'-

Removal / Yes fcs' No Removal / Yes ~OS No 
Trimming I Yes Pcs No Trimming I Yes Pos No 
Damage to trunk/branches Yes Pc s No Damage to trunk/branches Yes / Pos No 
Grading/erosion in dripline Yes P.,6~ No Grading/erosion in dripline Yes, P,os ~o 
Soil compaction in dripline \ Yes ~qs No Soil compaction in dripline Ye~_/f'os _,.,+.lo 
Air/dust pollution ~S '-ljOS No Air/dust pollution \. ~~ No 
Other Other 
General Comments: General Comments: 

Date of Survey: 
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TERACOR Resource Management 
· TREE EVALUATION FORM 

Tree (Tag or,.Map) _Number: [) 3 Yn . Tree (Tag or Map) Number: 6 ?>J, 
Species: ft l . , · JJ I 

l\'C,7'-\(££~ 'f'7(---. \"ct ~v Species: ~\c~(tfh_ ~'\._ \'t<\w" 
PHYSICAL STRUCTURE I PHYSICAL STRUCTURE I 
Height / U' 
Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) l .J-. "'-

Height Ir --Diameter at Breast Height (D~) :~ 10--•'-
Number of trunks I 

. 
Number of trunks I ,C 

Multi-trunk sizes: 1: -. ') . ~- Multi-trunk sizes: .,, ' ~~ ,,.. . 
Extent of dripline N-S-E-W "' V V X ~ X '°7 ,, Extent of dripline N-S-E-W r.:x. 1~ xi r X ( \ 

Symmetry/crown balance T:_ /F JG e- Symmetry/crown balance P (F/ G E 
9roken/dead branches YO; L. M s Broken/dead br,inrhoc 0 L M s 
Trunk/branch cavities r u~ L_ M s Trunklbrcl(181 cavities ./ 0 L ~ i] 
Appearance rating A /B; C D F Appearance raung A B C u F 
Remarks: Remarks: 

V l'~ ';\i\, v\...C.\.-. \ e. ct,t\. \ \/) 
_, 

HEAL TH: Diseases ./ HEALTH: Diseases ~ 

Fungal Fruiting Bodies 0 L MY Fungal Fruiting Bodies ~ M s 
Exudations 0 L ~ s Exudations ./" 0 L M s 
Tip dieback Ofi M s Tip dieback ./ 0 L M s 
Exfoliating bark / T B Mold Exfoliating bait / T B Mold 
Other ' Other "' .. 
Insects/parasites Insects/parasites ,/ 
Twig girdlers 0 L M~ Twig girdlers 0 ~ s 
Wood borers 0 VM s Woodborers l.Ar" L M s 
Pit scales ~L M s Pit scales ./ 0 L M s 
Galls / 0 L M s Galls ./ 0 L M s 
MisUetoe / 0 L M s Mistletoe / 0 L M s 
Other / Other 
Injuries ... Injuries 
Browse damage Yes ~ No Browse damage Yev' No 
Fire damage Yes_/ No Fire damage ./ Yes No 
Fresh breaks )Ms No Fresh breaks ./ Yes No 
Root damage/exposure / Yes No Root damage/expo- Yes No 
Other / Other ,,,,... / 
General Vigor _____. General Vigor / 
Tip growth ~ml Lgy Tip growth .......... Str Nml Lgy 
Foliage color/chlorosis N_plt"" Yel Foliage color/chlorosis / Nml Yel 
Thinning of crown / .... 0 L M H Thinning of crown ./ 0 L M H 
Other ?-- ---- Other / ~ 

Health rating Y~.JC D F Health rating A B C( D JF 
OVERALL RATING [1·10): 

,.__... 
OVERAU RATING (1-10): 

Remarks: 

~ 
Remarks: 

? C.A" . '::7 '-'"+ - Yu AL 
POTENTIAL PROJECT I\"' POTENTIAL PROJECT r'\ 
Removal Yes Po\ No Removal Yes Pos No 

Trimming Yes Pos\ No Trimming Yes Pos No 

Damage to trunk/branches Yes Pos \ No Damage to trunk/branches Yes Pos No 

Grading/erosion in dripline Yes Pas No Grading/erosion in dripline Yes Pos No 

Soil compaction in dripline Yes Pas No Soil compaction in dripline Yes Pos No 
Air/dust pollution Yes\ Pos No Air/dust pollution Yes \Pos / No 

Other \,_/ Other -....,,,,-

General Comments: General Comments: 

Date of Survey: 



TERACOR Resource Management 
TREE EVALUATION FORM 

Tree _(Tag or M~p) Number: Ci ~s 
Species: ~~\~/'- 0t/\- '\N r/\ 

PHYSICAL STRUCTURE 
Height Lf 4 ' 
Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) I 

Number of trunks • -'-i 
Multi-trunk sizes: 1: -~\ ' 2: -~" 3: \. ~-·4: 
Extent of dripline N-S-E-W I ~ x )~ x \;)._.x \°)-.. 
Symmetry/crown balance p F ( (G E 
Broken/dead branches i(0.,: L M s 
Trunk/branch cavities ((0.,: L M s 
Appearance rating Ar (B ~ C D F 
Remarks: 

HEALTH: Diseases ----Fungal Fruiting Bodies ~ M s 
Exudations ,.,,,.- 0 L M s 
Tip dieback / 0 L M s 
Exfoliating bark / T B Mold 
Other 
Insects/parasites ___, 
Twig girdlers 0~M s 
Wood borers _/ 0 L M s 
Pit scales / 0 L M s 
Galls / 0 L M s 
Mistletoe / 0 L M s 
Other 
Injuries ~ 

Browse damage ~ No 
Fire damage / Yes No 
Fresh breaks / · Yes No 
Root damage/exposl.lf@" Yes No 
Other -
General Vigor ~ 
Tip growth V Str Nml Lgy 
Foliage color/chlorosis / Nml Yel 
Thinning of crown / 0 L M H 
Other 
Health rating Ar(B ) C D F 
OVERALL RATING [1-10]: 
Remarks: 

']--
POTENTIAL PROJECT I 
Removal Yes 'lfOS'\N0 
Trimming Yes fas Io 
Damage to trunk/branches Yes / Pos Io 
Grading/erosion in dripline Yest Pos r o 
Soil compaction in dripline Yes Pos Jo 
Air/dust pollution Yes Pos/No 
Other '--" 
General Comments: 

Date of Survey: 

Tree (Tag or Map) Number: C3~ 
Species: ~~((L.n. ~~ \t;\.\~V\_ 

PHYSICAL STRUCTURE 
Height -z, ~ \ 
Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) 
Number of trunks _-J._ 

Multi-trunk sizes: 1: 1 ~ 2: \G 3: 4: 
Extent of dripline N-S-E•W O'\ X :..'\ X q X ~ 
Symmetry/crown balance p F~ E 
Broken/dead branches tlJ"' L M s 
Trunk/branch cavities ~ - L M s 
Appearance rating A ('B C D F 

Rem~s: m\V--~ 
d< 'S :a--,.__ 

fu ',,-\;-+ ~--~•l"-r--c'---

HEAL TH: Diseases ,/ 

Fungal Fruiting Bodies 0 L M s 
Exudations 0 L M/'S 
Tip dieback O_YM s 
Exfoliating bark ..., ., T B Mold 
Other / 
Insects/parasites -
Twig girdlers 0 L ~ 
Woodborers o..x M s 
Pit scales ...--0 L M s 
Galls ✓/ 0 L M s 
MisUetoe t1/ 0 L M s 
Other 
Injuries ,,,.......,., 
Browse damage Yes./ No 
Fire damage ~ No 
Fresh breaks / Yes No 
Root damage/exposure ,/ Yes No 
Other -

✓ 

General Vigor ---Tip growth ~ Nml Lgy 
Foliage color/chlorosis ~ ...-Nml Yel 
Thinning of crown --· 0 L M H 
Other -
Health rating A ( 8.J C D F 
OVERALL RA TING [1-1 OJ: 
Remarks: 

0-·+ ~ 
POTENTIAL PROJECT / I 

Removal / Yes Pos1 No 
Trimming / Yes Pos i No 
Damage to trunk/branches I Yes Pos/ No 
Grading/erosion in dripline I Yes Posf No 
Soil compaction in dripline \ Yes Po) No 
Air/dust pollution '\.,yes ,Yt)s No 
Other 
General Comments: 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I· 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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Tree (Tag or Mao) Number: C L.V'"u 
TERACOR Resource Management 

TREE EVALUATION FORM 

Species: ~ • .-, r 
l ·.FI J '(\I\ ~' ~+o 5 ~ f ~ ~ 

< ..,...._fl.,....t A- A--,. 

PHYSICAL STRUCTURE I 

Height .,1,,.-<-f... 
Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) ' 
Number of trunks L+-
Multi-trunk sizes: 1: \ L.\' 2: \"":? 3: '(J 4: VJ 
extent of dripline N-S-E-W _ x X X I 

Symmetry/crown balance p J G E 
Broken/dead branches 0 L M s 
Trunk/branch cavities 0 L M s 
Appearance rating A B C D F 

Remarks: rt'IJ.'t~ S-\:'JiSv-\ ·- Le_ ~'N 
HEAL TH: Diseases _;,....---, . 
Fungal Fruiting Bodies 0 L M .% 
Exudations 0 L~ s 
Tip dieback VL M s 
Exfoliating bark - T B Mold 
Other . 

Insects/parasites --Twig girdlers 0 L M s _,.,,-
Wood borers 0 L M V 
Pit-scales 0 L )Y S 
Galls 0.,,YM s 
Mistletoe ,fr L M s 
Other ----Injuries ~ 

Browse damage Yes ./' No 
Fire damage Yes/ No 
Fresh breaks ftS No 
Root damage/exposure - Yes No 
Other 
General Vigor /-"\. 
Tip growth ~Sir Nml (/lgy J 
Foliage color/chlorosis {Nmt__..-1 Yel 
Thinning of crown 7 0 ,c M H 
Other - ---.. 
Health rating A B tC ~ F 
OVERALL RATING [1,10): ,-... 

Remarks: -r;...4(/{_ \(1C(~ (,lrJ:-1 ~ ,""'-
s\;'AC,~ z::; 

POTENTIAL PROJECT ......-::: ' 
Removal y~ Pos\No 
Trimming /Yes Pos No 
Damage to trunk/branches / Yes Pos No 
Grading/erosion in dripline Yes Pos J No 
Soil compaction in dripline Yes Poy No 
Air/dust pollution \ Yes fos No 
Other -
General Comments: 

Date of Survey: 

Tree (Tag or Map} Number: Ct\- t 
Species· Cµ~~-e.t~ 
? L\ \ rr--v.s r . \ tx:\..,.. \/. \ -ro \ ' '\. 

PHYSICAL STRUCTVRE I 
\ 

Height ~~ 

Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) (Vf , • 

Number of trunks I 
Multi-trunk sizes: , . 

4: c.. J . 

Extent of dripline N-S-E-W \~']~ x \~ X \ '{ 

Symmetry/crown balance 11. F 1 G E -
Broken/dead branches (0 J. M s 
Trunk/branch cavities 0 L M s 
Appearance r_ating A B C D F 
Remarks: \l~tsr1~Jh . M. 'di/~ .-It. C1vc -
HEALTH: Diseases 

~ 

Fungal Fruiting Bodies 0 L M s...........-
Exudations 0 LJ,t"" S 
Tip dieback 0/4 M s 
Exfoliating bark , .,,,. T B Mold 
Other 
Insects/parasites 

~ 

Twig girdlers 0 L M.Y"' 
Woodborers 0 ~ s 
Pit scales Q/L M s 
_galls / ... 0 L M s 
Mistletoe / 0 L M s 
Other --Injuries ./ 
Browse damage lftS No 
Fire damage / Yes No 
Fresh breaks / Yes No 
Root damage/exposure / Yes No 
Other (' .l./'\ <;Mi-<._ ~,,v, 
General Vigor --Tip growth -· · _ St( Nml lgy 
Foliage color/chlorosis (, r::Nml ' - Yel 
Thinning of crown . ~ lJJ L M H 
Other ~ 

Health rating A (B) C D F 
OVERALL RATING (1-10): 
Remarks: 1-
POTENTIAL PROJECT /'\ 
Removal Yes /POS No 
Trimming Yes I Pos No 
Damage to trunk/branches Yes Pos No 
Grading/erosion in dripline Yes Pos No 
Soil compaction in dripline Yes Pos No 
Air/dust pollution YeSIJ;eS" No 
Other 
General Comments: 



TERACOR Resource Management 
TREE EVALUATION FORM 

Tree (Tag or Map) Number: () L-\- )-_. Tree (Tag or Map) Number: U '-i 3 
Species:Q~ ".Q3(!... ~\ M Species: C,,\,)'I,.( ')(___ -e.,\rv\ 

PHYSICAL STRUCTURE PHYSICAL STRUCTURE 
Height -t., ';' Height 1 7'i \ ..,-~ \ \ 
Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) ' l'iC \' Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) 
Number of trunks I ·- Number of trunks :) 1-('Y'I' 'L ~ 
Multi-trunk sizes: ...l-- - - A • <., V • ~ Multi-trunk sizes: 1: (e ~I 2: ') '' 3: '°?) 111,A: 

Extent of dripline N-S-E-W j~x /~ X 2_.7., X 7 '2,__ Extent of dripline N-S-E-W ~ x t-t_ X \ li) X \C:., 
Symmetry/crown balance P {F JG E - Symmetry/crown balance p Ft61E 
Broken/dead branches 0 (L) M s_ Broken/dead branches 0 L M s 
Trunk/branch cavities 0 L M CS ,J Trunk/branch cavities 0 L M s 
Appearance rali[lg A B CY( D, F Appearance rating Af-'o I C D F 
Remarks: \.lr,w tr~; .. y 1 ~L<{_ Remarks: -

;1 
HEALTH: Diseases HEALTH: Diseases / 
Fungal Fruiting Bodies 0 L M s,.........., Fungal Fruiting Bodies / 0 L M s 
Exudations 0 L rs Exudations / 0 L M s 
Tip dieback OXM s Tip dieback / 0 L M s 
Exfoliating bark y T B Mold Exfoliating bark / T B Mold 
Other Other / /"""' 
Insects/parasites ~ I nsects/parunes / 
Twig girdlers 0 ~ s Twig girdlers VO L M s 
Wood borers A L M s Woodborers / 0 L M s 
Pit scales / 0 L M s Pit scales / 0 L M s 
Galls ~ 0 L M s Galls / 0 L M s 
Mistletoe 0 L M s Mistletoe / 0 L M s 
Other _/ Other / 
Injuries ~ Injuries / -
Browse damage / Yes No Browse damage Yes ~ 
Fire damage / Yes No Fire damage Yes ~ 
Fresh breaks 

.,.. Yes.. No Fresh breaks _:w ' @- ~ 

Root damage/exposure { Yes ) No Root damage/exposure ~ res ) No 
Other Other -
General Vigor ~ General Vigor -
Tip growth _ _ Str Nml (lgy ,.I Tip growth -.Sir Nml \l,gy ./ 
Foliage color/chlorosis ~ml~ Yel Foliage color/chlorosis c- Nm!/ Yel 
Thinning of crown I Oj L M H Thinning of crown C, ., g L M H 
Other - Other (......,,' lfl/f:9'\ 

Health rating A B C rro JF Health rating A (B ) C D F 
OVERALL RATING (1-10): . OVERALL RA TING (1-1 OJ: 
Remarks: jYv."'~ .sf n~--r- C~vff6L -\ 

lt b ti.Cy(_ ~ { 1 ,,,.._ 

Remarks: ~~yJ (~-~*-41,-'~ POTENTIAL PROJECT ' r I ' POTENTIAL PROJECT . /'\ 
Removal Yes l'fOS No Removal Yes Pos No 
Trimming Yes fos No Trimming Yes Pos No 
Damage to trunk/branches Yes Pos No Damage to trunk/branches Yes Pos No 
Grading/erosion in dripline Yes Pos No Grading/erosion in dripline Yes Pos No 
Soil compaction in dripline Yes Pos/ No Soil compaction in dripline Yes Pos J No 
Air/dust pollution Yes Po/; No Air/dust pollution Yes \Pot No 
Other - Other ...... 
General Comments: 

~j~) k""~·1'" .. 
\ \ f\'.b~ l't.'AJ\4Jt-.l.._ -I '~r 'f't..T"""~ 

General Comments: 

Date of Survey: 
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Tree (Tag or Map) Number: C0 4 
Species: e,~~~ d 'ill'\ 

TERACOR Resource Management 
TREE EVALUATION FORM 

PHYSICAL STRUCTURE 
Height 2., I 
Diameter at Breas t Height (DBH) l1"' l"l~"'-. 
Number of trunks 
Multi-trunk sizes: , : 2: 3: 4· 
Extent of dnpline N-S-E-W \ 1.L.l..f' x l l, X ll 
Symmetry/crown balance e. WG E 
Broken/dead branches f Q..l L M s 
Trunk/branch cavities -r O j L Mjp.,. 
Appearance rating A B C U)_J F 

Remarks: l~M)o<;. l~::z>r j +,...~ ~ ~ 
'Ptxi r rL o tu,r ,t,,"C-e_ 

HEALTH: Disea•~ ,/"' 

Fungal Fruiting Bodies 0 L M V 
Exudations 0 L JY S 
Tip dieback 0 X M s 
Exfoliating bark V T B Mold 
Other _,,, 
Insects/parasites ,,, 
Twig girdters 0 L M s...,.......... 
Wood borers 0 L vs 
Pit scales O.YM s 
Galls L.,Af L M s 
Mistletoe / 0 L M s 
Other ✓--
lnjurie1 ., 
Browse damage Yes \ No 
Fire damage Yes ( t:ro) 
Fresh breaks - Yes (~ 

Root damag{lexbosure ~ res ) NO 
Other -
General Vigor 
Tip growth Str Nml Lgy 
Foliage color/chlorosis Nml Yet 
Thinning of crown 0 L M H 
Other ~ 

Health rating A B C fD JF 
OVERALL RATING (1-10]: -
Remarks: iro... ~~~ w\...or-\~ a.-L: G ~.) 

rl, ci1 C1, ~ CLJ) D N"(.,..._J- · 5 
POTENTTAL PROJECT \ ' ./1 
Removal Yes /Pos No 
Trimming Yes Pos No 
Damage to trunk/branches Yes Pos No 
Grading/erosion in driptine Yes Pos No 
Soil compaction in dripline Yes Pas No 
Air/dust pollution Yes Pos No 
Other \ 
General Comments: --

Date of Survey: 

) 

Tree (Tag or Map) Number: C~ 5 
Species: dJ.N.x- e,,( N'\ 

PHYSICAL STRUCTURE \ 
Height -,~ 
Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) r _, ft 

"' Number of trunks -...l. l .}.__.. ll.¼A ) 
Multi-trunk sizes: 1 K,a 2: ~ 3: 4: -
Extent of dripline N-S·E•W ,ox,~ X 2.., X 2.S 
Symmetry/crown balance p F G E 
Broken/dead branches 0 L M ..s._ 
Trunk/branch cavities 0 L M\_S J 

Appearance rating A B C D F 
Remarks: ~A.~ t(:~S<-- ~V!.-_-,-_ 

Ch\4.'?~ -1. arJ "'' ~ - ~,t.'J ?r-i 
~LTH:Otseases I I 

Fungal Fruiting Bodies 0 L M s 
Exudations . Q L M s 
Tip dieback 0 L M s 
Exfoliating bark T B Mold 
Other 
Insects/parasites 
Twig girdlers 0 L M s 
Woodborers 0 L M s 
Pit scales 0 L M s 
Galls 0 L M s 
Misdetoe 0 L M s 
Other 
Injuries 
Browse damage Yes No 
Fire damage Yes No 
Fresh breaks Yes No 
Root damage/exposure Yes No 
Other 
General Vigor -
np growth Sir Nml Lgy 
Foliage color/chlorosis Nmt Yet 
Thinning of crown 0 L M H 
Other -Health rating A B C l D IF 
OVERALL RATING (1-10]: 11 

Remarks: [ ~ ~ 

,~-\- s~~ ~~~ 
POTENTIAL PROJECT --J /"\ 
Removal Ye! 1 Pos No 
Trimming Ye• Pas No 
Damage to trunk/branches Ye Pos No 
Grading/erosion in dripline Ye Pos No 
Soil compaction in dripline Ye , Pas No 
Air/dust pollution Yes\ Pos No 
Other \../ 
General Comments: 



7 

L-' i ·. '°" I' LI' ,. \,~ i\, '- ,"- '""-.. , , , v I ~..,, 
, Cw r-r r, . ..:.<' - . , 

Tree (Tag or Map) Nu~ber: tJ\-t< 
TERACOR Resource Management 

TREE EVALUATION FORM 
Tree (Tag or Map) Number: 0 ~ / 
Species: M~C4·r--. ~r'- '\'t>..\ f/1 Species· C ~ ,. 

cC (.fj(T\~"'1-r>~ ~~~r-1_/~\ ~, 
PHYSICAL STRUCTURE : PHYSICAL STRUCTURE I \ 
Height 4)~ Height "'1 ~ 
Diameter at Breast Heiqht (DBH) ' 
Number of trunks ~ 

Diameter at Breast Heiqht (DBH) 2. \ \l 
Number of trunks 

Multi-trunk sizes: 1: 13''2: ,-,,-3: 12,... "4: Multi-trunk sizes: 1: 2: 3: 4: 
Extent of dnpline N-S-E-W \ 1--1-..,.\ C, X IC, X j s 
Symmetry/crown balance P '(F JG E 

Extent of dripline N-S-E-W '"\X S' \ X 51 X ~ \ 

Symmetry/crown balance p F t,l..:i) E 
Broken/dead branches 0 L M \ ~ J 
Trunk/branch cavities 0 L ~ ~) 

Broken/dead branches I~ L lv1 s 
Trunk/branch cavities '("O'' L M s 

Appearance rating A B C 'f J-
Remarks: \.J,.. \.,-\~f \_ C,~~ cv-.L C,'-.v ,~<.., 

Appearance rating A (B'J C D F 
Remarks: 

HEALTH: Diseases HEAL TH: Diseases 
Fungal Fruiting Bodies ...- O ") L M s Fungal Fruiting Bodies 0 ~ s 
Exudations 0 CCL JM s Exudations fi L M s 
Tip dieback ru,; L M s Tip dieback / 0 L M s 
Exfoliating bark C T1 B Mold Exfoliating bark / T B Mold 
Other Other / 
Insects/parasites Insects/parasites 
Twig girdlers / 0 L M s Twig girdlers 0 L M~ 
Wood borers / 0 L M s Woodborers 0 ~ s 
Pit scales / 0 L M s Pit scales _,JI!" L M s 
Galls / 0 L M s Galls 0 L M s 
Mistletoe / 0 L M s Mistletoe _/ 0 L M s 
Other ,, Other / 
Injuries Injuries -Browse damage Yes ~ Browse damage Yes ( No_' 
Fire damage Yes {O'M"5 Fire damage Yes ~o· 
Fresh breaks - , Q..es ~ ~ Fresh breaks Yes (I No~ 

~Roo~amage<e_~sure) 1es -) No Root damage/exposure Yes ( 'lll'o, 
Other Other ~ 

General Vigor - General Vigor -Tip growth Str Nml flgy} -
Foliage color/chlorosis Nml_ (' Yel "' 1, 

Tip growth - Sir r Nml 'Lgy 
Foliage color/chlorosis « Nml) Yel 

Thinning of crown or L Jv1 H Thinning of crown v L M.,..-1, 
Other - Other ,-,<, 
Health rating A B C (D lF Health rating Af---0 JC D F 
OVERALL RATING [1-10): OVERALL RATING [1-10]: -
Remarks: t,$r-..~1 f \:,~ 'Af 'TI> Sm 
tl ~~tr,. · c..~~ a~ b (c)~ 4 

Remarks: UAA~ ~ so~~ ("'1- l 
POTENTIAL PROJECT A POTENTIAL PROJECT ~ 
Removal Yet Po&'\ No Removal Ye:{ Pos' No 
Trimming Ye Pos No Trimming Ye Pos No 
Damage to trunk/branches Ye Pos No Damage to trunk/branches Yep Pos No 
Grading/erosion in dnpline Ye Pos No Grading/erosion in dripline Ye Pos No 
Soil compaction in dripline Ye , Pos No Soil compaction in dripline Ye:\ Pos No 
Air/dust pollution Yes\ Pos No Air/dust pollution Yes\ Pos No 
Other \ ~ Other \ j 

General Comments: General Comments: 

Date of Survey: 

I 
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C' '\ ~ '\ ,'~ ' \ ~ \,__ 
I .: {.:,: _ ',,,...D-~ /i { -..1.. '· T l ' TERACOR Resource Management 

'- i TREE EVALUATION FORM 
Tree (Tag or Map) Number: C~ 
Species: 1ef "- y\{\ .A..-

~IO"-\~ M&v-
PHYSICAL STRUCTURE -
Height \~' 
Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) . ':)_'-' 11' \lh.. 
Number of trunks I -
Multi-trunk sizes: .. J: '+ . ·- . ... 
Extent of dnpline N-S-E-W :, x_) X ~ X ~ 

Symmetry/crown balance p _f 1G E 
Broken/dead branches O_ '{L} M s 
Trunk/branch cavities roJ L M,_ s 
Appearance rating A B {C )D F 
Remarks: 

HEAL TH: Diseases 
Fungal Fruiting Bodies ( OJ L M s .A 

Exudations 0 L MC-S J , I ' 
Tip dieback ru-) L ...M s 
Exfoliating bark ({'T ) B Mold 
Other -
Insects/parasites 
Twig girdlers 0 L M~ 
Woodborers 0 ~ s 
Pit scales YL M s 
Galls / 0 L M s 
Mistletoe / 0 L M s 
Other 
Injuries -Browse damage Yes ~ No 
Fire damage Yes ,/' No 
Fresh breaks '¥ No 
Root damage/exposure ~ Yes No 
Other 
General Vigor ~ -
Tip growth - Str~ml ~gy 
Foliage color/chlorosis 'Nmt ./ Yel 
Thinning of crown I UlL M H 

Other ..._,. ---Health rating A B ({C I D F 
OVERAL~ RAT,.U.G_[1-10): -
Rem~~ 

' POTENTIAL PROJECT / ., 
Removal Yes Pos No 
Trimming Yes Pos No 
Damage to trunk/branches Yes Pos No 
Grading/erosion in dripline Yes Pos No 
Soil compaction in dripline Yes Pas No 
Air/dust pollution Yes Pas No 
Other \ ' General Comments: -

Date of Survey: 

Tree (Tag or Map) Number: C J..t- '\ 
Species:w"' V\I'~ 

PHYSICAL STRUCTURE . .... 
Height \CT . 
Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) l ~~V\ 
Number of trunks \ 
Multi-trunk sizes: 1:~ ~ 3: 4: 
Extent of dripline N-S-E-W .:J x I X c,J... X d.,_ 
Symmetry/crown balance ....E!.. F G E 
Broken/dead branches l 0_.1 L M s 
Trunk/branch cavities (CU\ L .At-,.._S 
Appearance rating A.B l C I) F 

Remarks: ~y, J -- ~_t__~<:,~\ -\on ) r<; /1 ( I ..1;t. ( "'-.; 

HEALTH: Diseases V 
Fungal Fruiting Bodies 0 L M S/ 
Exudations 0 L M/S 
Tip dieback 0 !,/l.1 s 
Exfoliating bark /T B Mold 
Other / 
Insects/parasites , 

A 

Twig girdlers 0 L M/S 
Woodborers 0 L JI, s 
Pit scales 0 L/M s 
Galls 0 /1- M s 
MisHetoe ,,/K L M s 
Other / 
Injuries 
Browse damage Yes ( &a... 
Fire damage Yes (. T'ltJ" ; 

Fresh breaks Yes ~" 
Root damage/exposure Yes { l'm', 

Other '----"' 
General Vigor 
Tip growth St( Nml Lgy 
Foliage color/chlorosis Nml-. ...__. Yel 
Thinning of crown ry L 'µ H 
Other ~ 

Health rating A B{ CJD F 
OVERALL RAT 1Wll1-10~ 

Remarks: lj~ &5 j 
-

POTENTIAL PROJECT n 
Removal Yes/Pos No . 
Trimming Ye'/ Pas No 
Damage to trunk/branches YE 5 Pos No 
Grading/erosion in dripline y s Pos No 
Soil compaction in dripline y s Poi No 
Air/dust pollution y s Po No 
Other \ J 

General Comments: --....J 



TERACOR Resource Management 
TREE EVALUATION FORM 

Tree (Tag or Map) Number: 05u 
Species: ~\~\G(,P'\. ~ 'f>~ \ M 

C.c~--, ~ 

PHYSICAL STRUCTURE \ 
He1qht ;:Jd-
Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) A()"' Ii \."lV\. 
Number of trunks \ 
Multi-trunk sizes: ◄. 

~ ~- ~- " Extent of dripline N-S-E-W r~x LL X L, X (,, 
Symmetry/crown balance p- F {G E ""' 
Broken/dead branches Ol-,JL M s 
Trunk/branch cavities at:-'L M s 
Appearance rating A , ~ I C D F 
Remarks: -
HEALTH: Diseases 
Fungal Fruiting Bodies 0 L M s ~ 

Tree (Tag or Map) Number: 0 5 ~ 
Species: ~~ Car\_ 

PHYSICAL STRUCTURE 
- # \ 

He1Qht c'-ct:' I 

Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) l,;l., A~ 
Number of trunks \ 
Multi-trunk sizes: 1 · J . '+. -- , . 
Extent of dripline N-S·E·W 1~X t£; X I':, X I~ 

Symmetry/crown balance p F (G )E· 
Broken/dead branches '---U) L M s 
Trunk/branch cavities FU J L M s 
Appearance rating A( B '.JC D F 
Remarks: ~~ aj;-1 t.JU.... tep~wv' 
HEALTH: Diseases .A 

Fungal Fruiting Bodies 0/L .L.S 

< 

D 
Exudations 0 L M S/ Exudations /0 L \M_, S ''~"t.-
Tip dieback 0 L .Y'S Tip dieback / 0 L M s 
Exfoliating bark ,/ T B Mold Exfoliating bark / T B Mold 
Other , Other ,,, 
Insects/parasites Insects/parasites 
Twig girdlers 0 L M s ./ Twig girdlers 0 / L M s 
Wood borers 0 L M s _,,,, Woodborers .A L M s 
Pit scales 0 L MY Pit scales / 0 L M s 
Galls 0 L _,)K' S Galls / 0 L M s 
Mistletoe 0 ...,..c M s Mistletoe / 0 L M s 
Other ., 

Other / 
Injuries - Injuries 
Browse damage Yes t'IW Browse damage Yes A ~ 
Fire damage Yes ( Na) Fire damage Yes 17 T7 
Fresh breaks Yes ~ Fresh breaks Yes l ol 
Root damage/exposure Yes -r,;,-, Root damage/exposure Yes / I o""I 
Other '-- Other '--" 
General Vigor General Vigor -
Tip growth -- Str (TNml -~gy Tip growth SIi\. N ml '1.gy 
Foliage color/chlorosis ~ Nml J - Yel Foliage color/chlorosis ~ I } Yel 
Thinning of crown ,._ - M H Thinning of crown ( 0 J L M H 
Other - - Other -
Health rating A fB }C D F Health rating A{ BJ C D F 
OVERALL RATING (1-10]: - OVERALL RATING [1:10]: 
Remarks: {;·V'- 'O(.\ l\\(r 't ~C;, 

«J Remarks: W µr\)\t:',. ~,") \......r: .. 
·-p(Q~ V\tJ , r-;, ·h\o 'f ~ 

POTENTIAL PROJECT ~ FiOTENTIAL PROJECT ~ 
Removal Yes {Pos I lo Removal Yes · Pos' No 
Trimming Yes Pos ijo Trimming Yes Pos No 
Damage to trunk/branches Yes Pos I-Jo Damage to trunk/branches Yes Pos No 
Grading/erosion in dripline Yes Pos No Grading/erosion in dripline Yes Pos No 
Soil compaction in dripline Yes Pos No Soil compaction in dripline Yes Pos No 
Air/dust pollution Yes ,Pos) No Air/dust pollution Yes Pos No 
Other V Other \. ~ 
General Comments: General Comments: 

Date of Survey: 
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Tree (Tag or Map) Number: (;52--. 
TERACOR Resource Management 

TREE EVALUATION FORM 
Tree _(Tag o~ap) Nu~ber: ()5 3 
Species: t€.l"A.. t'\f\.fl_. Species: t{,f f\. \:\Y'Q_ 

''10 
PHYSICAL STRUCTURE PHYSICAL STRUCTURE ' l Height _, 1'3 Height ,~ 

' Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) \v,:J dbh Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) :i, -, £1 ti k 
Number of trunks Number of trunks 
Multi-trunk sizes: 1: 2: 3: 4: Multi-trunk sizes: 1: 2: 3: 4· . 
Extent of dnpline N-S-E-W \ ', X J...c; X I, X I~ Extent of dripline N-S-E-W (',,,, ~ {,.,. XL+ x "t' 
Symmetry/crown balance £ F(.§) E Symmetry/crown balance 'E. l F 'f3 E 
Broken/dead branches <Q L M s Broken/dead branches ~L M s 
Trunk/branch cavities 0 QM s Trunk/branch cavities 0) L ..M,,...S 
Appearance rating A (B .JC D F Appearance rating A B l_C_..,O F 
Remarks: "tQ' C<\ .-.1' \oit.\~,'- Remarks: 

HEALTH: Diseases HEAL TH: Diseases / 
Fungal Fruiting Bodies rm) L M s Fungal Fruiting Bodies 0 L M V 
Exudations (l]l._ L M s Exudations 0 L VS 
Tip dieback , \,Q.) L M s Tip dieback 0 VM s 
Exfoliating bark t,..l/ A- T B Mold Exfoliating bark /T B Mold 
Other (.. Other 
Insects/parasites Insects/parasites 
Twig girdlers 0 L M S/ Twig girdlers 0 L M S/ 
Wood borers 0 L MA Woodborers 0 L M J,' 
Pit scales 0 L,..A'l'I s Pit scales 0 L !lV'" s 
Galls Q/( M s Galls 0 VM s 
Misijetoe .JI' '0 L M s Mistletoe ¥L M s 
Other ,_, Other ✓ 

Injuries Injuries 
Browse damage Yes 

~ Fire damage Yes 
Browse damage Yes ( rN01 

Fire damage Yes ~ 
~reaks CN"' f'.:6..."-.,'- nl!S\ N"o Fresh breaks Yes (' No) 
Root damage/exposure Yes- 'rNO"\ Root damage/exposure Yes (fNo" 
Other '--' Other -General Vigor ~ General Vigor -Tip growth - Str fNml\ Lgy Tip growth ~ SU-( Nr,'4 Lgy 
Foliage color/chlorosis Q:!ml J '--""'" Yel Foliage color/chlorosis ( '-~ 

.....__,, Yel 
Thinning of crown ( .ru L M H Thinning of crown C 0.....IL M H 
Other - ~ Other /-:>.. 

Health rating W/ B) C D F Health rating A Br c D F 
OVERALL RA TING (1-1 OJ: - OVERALL RA TING (1-1 OJ: -
Re\js: .lt?~c, D~tf fnil!vJ'i~) 

r-n '""' \'.t/\1)--- ,) 

Remarks: 

~ 
POTENTIAL P~JECT ' ~ POTENTIAL PROJECT /"', 

Removal Yes , Pos No Removal Yes Pas• No 

Trimming Yes Pas No Trimming Yes Pos No 

Damage to trunk/branches Yes Pos No Damage to trunk/branches Yes Pos No 

Grading/erosion in dripline Yes Pos No Grading/erosion in dripline Yes Pos No 

Soil compaction in dripline Yes Pos No Soil compaction in dripline Yes Pos No 

Air/dust pollution Yes I Pas No Air/dust pollution Yes Pofj No 

Other ...._,, Other -

Gecrmsr:n~~, Cfvr 
.A j .J 

\~lt,~ General Comments: -~ ~1-,.-4• . 
~,~(\~tt.. ~ '""',.¼w 

n -

Date of Survey: 

\ 



Tree _(Tag ~ap) Number: OS+ 
Species: te,r /\. Y0"' L-

TERACOR Resource Management 
TREE EVALUATION FORM 

Tree (Tag or Map) Number: 0 5 S 
Species: "tef I"\ 1/'1 l\'L-

PHYSICAL STRUCTURE .. - I PHYSICAL STRUCTURE ' - \ Height , ,.,, 
,I \ HeiQhl l-t -

Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) ~"A.~\,\ Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) ~ ~ .5, 
Number of trunks - Number of trunks \ 
Multi-trunk sizes: 1: 2: 3: 4: Multi-trunk sizes: ... . 

'I . '-· 
.,_ 

Extent of dripline N-S-E-W l'.'1 L '::) X ~ X i.,./- Extent of dripline N-S-E-W C, X '-, X C, x <, 
Symmetry/crown balance ;r-U) G E • Symmetry/crown balance ];._ F CG )E 
Broken/dead branches / J / L M s Broken/dead branches (. Oj l ..M.. S 
Trunk/branch cavities (""O"") L M s Trunk/branch cavities 0 _L_(. M :s 
Appearance rating A Bvc; 'JD F Appearance rating .A(B JC D F 
Remarks: 

~\ ~e...L... 
Remarks: l ~~ ~~~(~~ 

HEALTH: Diseases HEAL TH: Diseases / 
Fungal Fruiting Bodies 0 L M s _,/ Fungal Fruiting Bodies 0 L~ s 
Exudations 0 L M S./' Exudations O_/'[ M s 
Tip dieback 0 L M.,......S Tipdieback .... "U L M s 
Exfoliating bark ../7 B Mold Exfoliating bark ✓ T B Mold 
Other /' Other 
Insects/parasites Insects/parasites ..--, 

Twig girdlers 0 L M s -- Twig girdlers 0 L M s / 
Wood borers 0 L M s __,/ Woodborers 0 L M V 
Pit scales 0 L M .Y Pit scales 0 L I\V"S 
Galls 0 L ~ s Galls 0 VM s 
Mistletoe Ofi M s Mistletoe YL M s 
Other / Other ,,,,,.. . 
Injuries Injuries -
Browse damage Yes cm Browse damage Yes C NO l 

Fire damage Yes ~ Fire damage Yes rfilo"'I 
Fresh breaks Yes (7ff!Jf:'" Fresh breaks Yes ~ ) 

Root damage/exposure Yes '(No' Root damage/exposure Yes /ro'"' 
Other - Other 
General Vigor - General Vigor ----Tip growth ~ Str( 'Nml J,.gy Tip growth ~ Sir{ Nml, Lgy 
Foliage color/chlorosis ~IJ - Yel Foliage color/chlorosis LU[nl J Yel 
Thinning of crown /"'O') L M H Thinning of crown 0 J L M H 
Other ~ Other ---. 
Health rating A IS JC D F Health rating A (B C D F 
OVERALL RATING (1-10}: - OVERALL RATING (1-10): ~ 
Remarks: 

(q Remarks: ~\ \ \ s+-~~1-) 
POTENTIAL PROJECT / POTENTIAL PROJECT r7'-.. 
Removal Yes /POS No Removal Yes/ Pos l o 
Trimming Yes t Pos No Trimming Ye1 Pos r o 
Damage to trunk/branches Yes Poi No Damage to trunk/branches Y1ts Pos r o 
Grading/erosion in dripline Ye~ Po! No Grading/erosion in dripline y s Pos Jo 
Soil compaction in dripline Yes Poi No Soil compaction in dripline Yes Pos / No 
Air/dust pollution Yes Poi No Air/dust pollution y,~ Poj No 
Other ..._,, Other -
General Comments: 5'1\\ ~ "llA.._ _ 

iuh ,\ \r,., \v,);{ Y\ °' v\OL I 
General Comments: ~ wv-,J ~~~, ~~ r\.t(\{-e__ 

Date of Sul"\'ey: '\\I""-"") 

!\1 
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Tree (Tag or Map) Number: CS"'° 
Species: re..r I'\. 7' AL-

TERACOR Resource Management 
TREE EVALUATION FORM 

PHYSICAL STRUCTURE \ 
Height ~'1 
Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) \"1 ,, A ½V\ 
Number of trunks \ 
Multi-trunk sizes: 1 · ·-- '- · .J. 4 
Extent of dripline N-S-E-W \ 0 X t", X \L.-\ x \'K' 
Symmetry/crown balance p F (G E 
Broken/dead branches ( Q; L M s 
Trunk/branch cavities 0 CL) M s 
Appearance rating A B C D F 
Remarks: c~ sfw'.--.<."--\ 
HEALTH: Diseases 
Fungal Fruiting Bodies 0 L M s -
Exudations 0~ s 
Tip dieback __.... ,.... 0 L M s 
Exfoliating bark ✓ T B Mold 
Other -
Insects/parasites 
Twig girdlers 0 L M s --Wood borers 0 LJ4.-S" 
Pit scales ~ M s 
Galls ./" 0 L M s 
Mistletoe / 0 L M s 
Other / 
Injuries 
Browse damage Yes CNo"') 

Fire damage Yes (111Ri 
Fresh breaks Yes ~J 
Root damage/exposure Yes t""'No") 
Other 
General Vigor U"-=>\. 
Tip growth -= Sir( Nml) Lgy 
Foliage color/chlorosis c !Jim.!) Yel 
Thinning of crown u l L M H 
Other ~ ,, -::--.. 
Health rating A f 8 l C D F 
OVERALL RATING (1-10): -

R~~ark~ _:'f ~ ~t,~ Lc:,:C1.,.- J.-< "-. J ® 
POTENTIAL PROJECT ,,.-, 
Removal Yes Pos No 
Trimming Yes Pas No 
Damage to trunk/branches Yes Pas No 
Grading/erosion in dripline Yes Pas No 
Soil compaction in dripline Yes Pos No 
Air/dust pollution Yes Pos, No 
Other \.,' 

General Comments: 

Date of Survey: 

(AJ,· 
Tree (Tag or Map) Number: 7v:::: 7 
s . Kl ) ..._,-..J pec1e~ l 

-hi ~:,~ 
f"-. \ 1~(__,, 

PRVSICAL STRUCTURE " J • - I 

Height "T ~ 
Diameter at Breast Height {OBH) .'LJ , '? ,, J't \1 Y"'\ 
Number of trunks \ 
Multi-trunk sizes: 1: 2: 3: 4: 
Extent of dripline N-S-E-W J:·t.J:. \J... x .J.J.._ x \',( 
Symmetry/crown balance p (E.....'G E 
Broken/dead branches 0 L M s 
Trunk/branch cavities 0 L M s 
Appearance rating A \...B ) C D F 
Remarks: te"-"., r'\o r~1 I\.\ ( <:_ - k-c- ~ 

HEALTH: Diseases 
Fungal Fruiting Bodies 0 L M .S> 
Exudations 0 L..,.M"' S 
Tip diebacx .YL M s 
Exfoliating bark / T B Mold 
Other / 
Insects/parasites / 
Twig girdlers 0 L M s 
Woodborers 0 L M S.;.> 

Pit scales 0 L,,..--M' s 
Galls .A'r L M s 
Mistletoe / 0 L M s 
Other / 
Injuries ,,,, -
Browse damage Yes "-:-"No . 
Fire damage Yes ~ ) 

Fresh breaks Yes ( 1No') 

Root damage/exposure Yes ~ 
Other '--._./ 

General Vigor --Tip growth -- Sir \.Nm!) Lgy 
Foliage color/chlorosis , NmL, Yet 
Thinning of crown ( 0) L M H 
Other -
Health rating A( 8) C D F 
OVERALL RATING (1-10): 
Remarks: 

~ 
POTENTIAL PROJECT r---
Removal Yes Pos No 
Trimming Yes Pas No 
Damage to trunk/branches Yes Pas No 
Grading/erosion in dripline Yes Pas No 
Soil compaction in dripline Yes Pas J No 
Air/dust pollution Yes Pas/ No 
Other '- J 
General Comments: 



TERACOR Resource Management 
::-.._ TREE EVALUATION FORM 

Tree (Tag or Map), Number:J)'5 0 Tree (Tag or Map) Number: 0 7 Lf 
Species: y..; ~ I\"\ 'M..~, "? """\ M Species: 't\A,eJ,\ cl~~ n:....\ r/j 

PHYSICAL STRUCTURE PHYSICAL STRUCTURE 
Height 7::JS \ Height I I ' 
Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) i ~1• ,i\:,v\_ Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) c;- ;, 
Number of trunks I Number of trunks \ 
Multi-trunk sizes: 1 . ~ J: 4: - -· Multi-trunk sizes: 1. ?· 1· 4: 
Extent of dripline N-S-E-W ~x s X ':::, X ~ Extent of dripline N-S-E-W -z._x -z._ XL. X 2_ 

Symmetry/crown balance p F (G,; E Symmetry/crown balance p F (!i.., E 
Broken/dead branches c.cQ.) L M s Broken/dead branches ~Q_, L M s 
Trunk/branch cavities .... OJ1-..M s Trunk/branch cavities (__Q, L M s 
Appearance rating A (B) C D F Appearance rating A~.' C D F 
Remarks: v·l\'w-...,v,.. \:JrJ'ur-.. o..c; f hv., \ r Remarks: 

HEALTH: Diseases HEALTH: Diseases 
Fungal Fruiting Bodies 0 L M s.--- Fungal Fruiting Bodies / 0 L M s 
Exudations 0 Ljv""S Exudations / 0 L M s 
Tip dieback 0 _.....-t'" M s Tip dieback / I h.... 0 L M s 
Exfoliating bark / T B Mold Exfoliating bark / , ... .>l T B Mold 
Other / Other / 
Insects/parasites , Insects/parasites 
Twig girdlers 0 L M s ---- Twig girdlers vO L M s 
Wood borers 0 L__..M-"::; Woodborers / 0 L M s 
Pit scales YL M s Pit scales / 0 L M s 
Galls / 0 L M s Galls / .· P.,- 0 L M s 
Mistletoe / 0 L M s Mistletoe / f-ll 0 L M s 
Other / Other ./ 
Injuries 

, 
Injuries 

Browse damage Yes (Na' Browse damage Yes \_No ' 
Fire damage Yes f"NO""· Fire damage Yes ~ ( M), 

Fresh breaks Yes ~__; Fresh breaks Yes ! ~ \ 

Root damage/exposure Yes c No1 Root damage/exposure Yes ,. tm'. 
Other Other , ---
General Vigor General Vigor ·::,;, 
Tip growth - Str Nml Lgy Tip growth - Str ( Nmrj Lgy 
Foliage color/chlorosis ltNmTJ ~ Foliage color/chlorosis ( . NrTJP - Yel 
Thinning of crown r-o-: L M H -,,-- Thinning of crown 01 L M H 
Other -- --=- Other - -
Health rating A{ B IC D F Health rating A (BJ C D F 
OVERALL RATING (1-10]: - OVERALL RATING (1-10): 

Remarks: ts ;_,~ 11) b.t. \JQ\ l,(_i\,..\e_e,, ---
(-~ rr-x. '~-r ([5\~ d) 

0

\ " r.lo, e.... O(b~ ~ 1-A. ,\-... 
Remarks: ~ 

' . { 
POTENTIAL PROJECT I ~-- POTENTIAL PROJECT ,,.---.... 
Removal Yes !Po~ No Removal Yes Pos No 
Trimming Yes Pos No Trimming Yes Pos / No 
Damage to trunk/branches Yes Pos No Damage to trunk/branches Yes Pos No 
Grading/erosion in dripline Yes Pos No Grading/erosion in dripline Yes Pos No 
Soil compaction in dripline Yes Pos No Soil compaction in dripline Yes Pos No 
Air/dust pollution Yes Pos No Air/dust pollution Yes Pos, No 
Other '--"' Other V 
General Comments: ~,M+<.;l '"~rt"~ . General Comments: 

Date of Survey: 
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