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ABSTRACT
The City of Los Angeles, known for its car dependency, has been making strides to revive
public transportation in the city. In addition to transit system expansion and
improvement, transit-oriented development (TOD) policy has been enacted throughout
the city and county in comprehensive plans, community plans, special zoning ordinances,
and the Metro Joint Development Program. TOD in this research is defined as high-density
mixed-use development in close proximity to one or more forms of public transportation.
The social, economic, and environmental benefits of TOD justify its use as an alternative
to traditional auto-oriented development. Although the benefits of TOD are well
understood, less can be found in current literature addressing the implementation of such
policies. What implementation research that does exist has focused on performance in
terms of resulting modal shift and transit ridership. Less research has been done to
assess the success of implementation in achieving truly mixed and economically
accessible transit neighborhoods.
This study uses policy analysis, data mapping, and site inventory to examine the
implementation of TOD policies surrounding phase one of the Metro Gold Line in Los
Angeles County, a light-rail line completed July 2003. Analysis focuses on density, mix of
land use, and economic accessibility within a quarter-mile radius of eleven light rail
stations. Change in these indicators between 2000 and 2010 is evaluated to capture the
influence of the line opening in 2003. This thesis provides an assessment of the barriers,
opportunities and practical issues affecting the translation of a TOD vision from rhetoric
to reality. The findings of this research indicate a positive relationship between the
strength of governing TOD policies and ability of the TOD vision to be successfully
implemented. However, the findings also highlight the importance of additional sociopolitical factors in influencing plan implementation. The lessons learned provide
constructive guidelines for the implementation of transit-oriented development policies
around phase two of the Metro Gold Line, opened 2009.
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INTRODUCTION
Cities across the nation have enacted policies to revive public transportation and
encourage more sustainable urban development (Boarnet 1999, Dittmar 2003). The reinhabitation of urban nodes and changing housing preferences creates increasing demand
for development that provides walkable, mixed-use neighborhoods around transit. This
revived interest and resulting investment has led planners to question best practices for
the incorporation of transportation and mobility through land use regulation and local
ordinances. Transit-oriented development (TOD) has been a prominent model for
approaching these goals. TOD is defined as high-density mixed-use development in close
proximity to one or more forms of public transportation (Niles, Calthorpe 1993, Boarnet
1999). This typology of development has become a favored mechanism for shifting
towards walkable, pedestrian-friendly environments.
The social, economic, and environmental benefits of TOD have been well studied (Dittmar
2003, Johnson, 2001, Lewis-Workman & Brod 1997). Higher-density, mixed development
provides many advantages, including household budget savings, increased efficiency for
the provision of public services, decreased VMT, land preservation, and reduced carbon
emission. For this reason TOD and other models of New Urbanist development have been
justified and promoted as desirable alternatives to low-density, auto-oriented sprawling
development. However, it is unclear whether the ideals of these models are being
translated into reality.
While TOD plans have been widely enacted, there is a lack of research evaluating the
performance and implementation of these plans. Research that has been done focuses
largely on the performance of development in terms of initiating modal shifts and
encouraging transit ridership (Cervero 1994, Boarnet & Sarmiento 1998). In this sense,
implementation research has focused largely on the transit aspect of TOD, with less
attention paid to the quality of the development itself. This highlights transit-oriented
development as a means to creating a node within a regional system, but awards less
attention to its function as a place.
In this research I investigate how effectively the rhetoric of high-density, mixed-use,
equitable TOD policies has been translated into reality. It is crucial to evaluate transit
oriented developments as places in and of themselves. In line with the domestic order
justification of critical pragmatism social theory, if a location is not successful as a place to
live, then it will not be successful as a destination (Bertolini 1998).
Investigation of this topic is conducted via a case study of TOD policy implementation
surrounding the Metro Gold Line, a newly constructed light rail transit corridor in Los
4

Angeles, California. Los Angeles, an area notorious for congestion and car-dependency,
has been witnessing a revival of public transportation. The Metro Gold Line is one of
many initiatives the county has invested in to feed this revival. A surge of transit-oriented
development planning has taken place at federal, state, and local levels to support the
construction, expansion and improvement of the public transit system in the Los Angeles
region.
After decades of transit-oriented policies on the books, little research exists to evaluate
the progress or success of these initiatives in Los Angeles. In a region as socioeconomically divided as Los Angeles, it is also critical to examine who is benefiting from
transit-oriented development that has occurred. Thus, this research seeks to answer two
questions. First, have existing TOD policies been successfully implemented? Furthermore,
for whom have they been beneficial? The Metro Gold Line provides the ideal setting to
conduct such research. The Line was constructed in two phases with phase one completed
and opened in 2003, and phase two opened in 2009. A decade after the opening of phase
one, the time is ripe to evaluate the development that has occurred around the elder line
in order to inform and direct development policies surrounding the newer line.
My research employs a mix of qualitative and quantitative methods to assess if TOD
visions of high-density mixed use development have been successfully implemented
surrounding the Gold Line and for whom they have been successful. A policy review is
first used to assess why TOD implementation has been successful or not. The policy
analysis will identify the intended goals of TOD planning in Los Angeles and the
regulations, standards, and barriers removed to achieve these goals. Each policy
document is graded according to strength in six components: primary goals, housing
concept, housing regulations, affordability component, TOD component, and at the end of
the policy review chapter.
A quarter mile buffer surrounding the 2003 Metro Gold Line stations is then examined to
determine the success of TOD policy implementation. All research aims to describe
selected stations through three characteristics: density, mixed-use and equitable access.
The first two characteristics uncover if TOD implementation has been successful.
Equitable access works towards answering for whom it has been successful.
Density: One of the main visions of transit-oriented development is that it will absorb
urban growth through vertical densification rather than horizontal sprawl. More
importantly, “transit-oriented density results in well-populated streets, ensuring that
station areas are lively, active, vibrant, and safe places where people want to live” (ITDP
2013). Density in the scope of this research focuses on residential density and its
proximity to Gold Line stations within each of the study areas. Each station area is graded
5

according to the experienced change in residential density between 2000 and 2010.
Specific attention is given to the construction or large residential developments during
the study period.
Mixed-Use: A mix of uses and activities within the station area allows for many daily trips
of residents to remain short and walkable. A mix of uses and activities also allow for the
streets and neighborhood to stay lively during both day and night as different uses
stimulate different peak times of activity. Each Gold Line station area is graded according
to the existing mix of appropriate transit adjacent uses, specifically residential,
commercial, and mixed use. Stations receive a lower score for the existence of vacant lots
and other non-pedestrian friendly uses, such as heavy industrial or manufacturing land
uses, near the rail platform. Attention is also given to zoning for appropriate heights and
densities that increase with proximity to the station.
Equitable Access: Transit oriented development has the potential to decrease car
dependency. By removing the necessity of car ownership, and the costs that come with it,
TOD has the ability to provide much needed relief to budget constrained households.
Thus it is critical for TOD to be functional, attractive, and accessible by all. There is also an
existing demand for affordable housing in the Los Angeles area. TOD has the ability to
address both of these pressing issues simultaneously. In this study, station areas are
scored based on the presence of affordable housing units and rents as a percentage of
income. The highest score is awarded to station areas that have both a significant
presence of affordable housing units and an average gross rent that is less than or equal
to 30 percent1 of the median household income of the station area.
Following the policy review and station performance chapters, each station area is
positioned on a scatter plot according their corresponding scores in each component,
with policy strength on the x-axis and station performance on the y-axis. A cross-case
comparison of each of the eleven Gold Line stations highlights a positive relationship
between the strength of TOD policy and the success of its implementation along the
eleven reviewed station of the Gold Line. While many other political and social influences
may also contribute to the success of TOD policy implementation, the findings of this
research can be used to better inform the discussion regarding the successes and
shortcomings of transit-oriented development policy implementation in Los Angeles
County.

See Quigley, J. M., & Raphael, S. (2004). Is housing unaffordable? Why isn't it more
affordable? For justification of why 30 percent was chosen.
1
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METHODOLOGY
SELECTION OF STUDY AREA AND STUDY PERIOD
The Metro Gold Line is situated is the southwest region of Los Angeles County,
Metro Gold Line is situated is the southwest region of Los Angeles County,
running between the northeastern portion of the City of Los Angeles into the City
of Pasadena (Figure 1). The Gold Line was opened in two phases. Phase one
opened in July 2003, running from Sierra Madre Villa station in the City of
Pasadena to Union station in downtown Los Angeles City. Phase one of the Line
includes 12 new stations and terminus at the existing Union station, built in
1939. Phase two was completed in November 2009 with a total of 8 new
stations, extending the Line into East Los Angeles; from Little Tokyo station to
Atlantic station (Figure 2).

City of Pasadena

Figure 1: Locator maps

Population 140,000

City of Los Angeles
Population 3.8 Million

County of Los Angeles
Population 10 Million
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Figure 2: Phase 1 of the Metro Gold Line runs from Chinatown Station to Sierra Madre Villa Station

Phase 1

The 2003 portion of the Line is the focus of this thesis. Phase two of the Line is omitted
from the study due to a lack of sufficient time lapse since its opening 2009. Along the
2003 phase of the line, research focuses on eleven of the thirteen stations. Union station is
omitted due to the fact that it was established and opened long before the study period of
this research. The South Pasadena station is also omitted due to its position within a third
municipality, placing it outside the jurisdictional boundaries of this research. Analysis will
focus on the area encompassed within a quarter mile radius of each of the remaining
eleven rail stations. The study period includes the years from 2000 to 2010 in order to
capture the state of development prior to the opening of the phase one line in 2003.
STAGE ONE: DISCOVERING THE VISION
The objective of stage one of the methodologies is to compile the vision of each station
area as dictated by applicable TOD policies. Once the vision of each station is compiled, I
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then compare and contrast the objectives and standards of the various policy documents
dictating transit-oriented development along phase one of the Metro Gold Line. Only
documents and plans established prior to 2010, and effective during some portion of the
study period, are included within the policy review. Each policy document is reviewed for
six main components. These components include primary goals, housing concept, housing
regulations, affordability, transit-oriented development, and implementation strategies.
These components are reviewed for their influence over the three indicators, residential
density, land use mix, and equitable access, which are used in stage two of the research
methodology.
Reviewed Policy documents include:



















Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Joint Development
Program: Adopted May 2009
Los Angeles General Plan Framework Element: Adopted 1996
Los Angeles General Plan Housing Element: Adopted in 2006
Los Angeles Residential Accessory Services (RAS) Zones: Adopted in 2003
Los Angeles Land Use-Transportation Policy: Adopted by City Council in 1993
Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan
Avenue 57 Neighborhood Specific Plan 2002
Mount Washington/Glassell Park Specific Plan: Adopted 1993
Pasadena General Plan Land Use Element: Updated 2004
Pasadena General Plan Housing Element: Updated 2004
Pasadena Inclusionary Housing Ordinance: Adopted 2001
Pasadena TOD Special District Standards: Adopted 2005
Central District Specific Plan: Adopted 1998
South Fair Oaks Specific Plan: Adopted 1998
East Pasadena Specific Plan: Adopted 2000
East Colorado Boulevard Specific Plan: Adopted 2003
North Lake Specific Plan: Adopted 1997

Analysis of relevant land use and transportation policy will uncover the intended
intensity and vision of transit-oriented development along the Metro Gold Line. Policy
goals and design standards discovered through this process will be used as benchmarks
when evaluating the strength of policy documents.
STAGE TWO: DISCOVERING WHAT EXISTS AND WHAT’S MISSING
Stage two of the methodology consists of a site inventory of a quarter mile radius area
around each of the eleven Gold Line stations. The site inventory will consist of data
analysis and site inventory. Data Analysis includes six maps and one table per station. 2
2

For data sources and detailed methodology of calculations please see Appendix II
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Map 1: Change in Population (2010 Total Population – 2000 Total Population)
Map 2: Change in Residential Units (2010 Total Units – 2000 Total Units)
Map 3: Land Use (2013 Land Use Maps)
Map 4: Zoning (2013 Zoning Maps)
Map 5: Allowable Residential Density 2010 (maximum dwelling units per acre)
Map 6: Built Residential Density 2010 & Affordable Units (existing dwelling units per
acre)
Table:
-

Change in Median Household Income
Change in Median Gross Rent
Change in Average Unit Density (Total housing units per acre of residential land area)
Change in Average Residential Density (Total housing units per acre of total area)
Change in Average Population Density (Total Population per acre of total area)
Change in Vacancy Rate ( (Total Housing Units – Occupied Housing Units)/ Total Housing Units)

A site visit to the selected stations was used in order to supplement the data analysis. The
first portion of site visit will be carried out via physical visits of each of the eleven
stations. A google maps investigation of each station area is also used to compliment the
physical site visit.
DATA LIMITATIONS
The process of joining the 2000 census block shapefile to the 2010 census block shapefile
in order to calculate change in population density and residential unit density posed
significant issues. The number of census blocks varied between the two years, requiring
manual joining and splitting of some census block. The average of information was then
taken for census blocks that were consolidated and divided for those that were split.
Although excessive care was taken when manipulating data, the extent of manual edits
leaves considerable room for errors of data entry and recording nature.
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POLICY REVIEW
Only documents and plans established prior to 2010 were included within this review in
order to capture polices that were in effect during the study period. Each of the policy
documents was reviewed for six main components:
Primary Goal: The primary goal or objectives of the document provide insight into
the overall vision of the planning body, as well as the main issues facing the
community.
Housing Concept: The housing concept uncovers the extent to which housing is
included and incorporated into the land use mix of the plan area. The planning
documents are reviewed for mention of multi-family of high-density housing.
Housing Regulations: The housing regulations component reveals the extent to
which housing density is regulated with in the plan area.
Affordability: The affordability component highlights the plans dedication to
inclusionary and equitable communities. Planning documents are reviewed for
mention of “mixed-income” and “affordability” as well as standards or incentives
placed on the inclusion of affordable housing units.
Transit-Oriented Development: The fifth component reviewed within each
planning document is an explicit transit-oriented development concept or
recognition of specific regulations in areas in close proximity to transit stations.
Implementation Strategies: The final component reviewed reveals to what
extent the planning document sets out an implementation horizon and
mechanisms for turning the planning rhetoric from the other five components into
reality.
While the review has a wide breadth, it certainly does not cover even a majority of the
policies that influence a city’s development. It is important to recognize that nearly every
city policy and procedure ultimately influences the city’s transit orientation. The
comprehensive general plans of both cities, Los Angeles and Pasadena, are first reviewed
to provide the citywide and regional vision for development. The citywide vision is then
used to provide a backdrop against which the more detailed and implementation-oriented
community plans can be compared. For the sake of time and space, a detailed review of all
relevant community and specific plans can be found in Appendix I. A spatial map and
graphical summary of those plans can be found in figures 3 and 4 following the citywide
policy review.
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES GENERAL PLAN AND CITYWIDE POLICY
INITIATIVES
Three citywide policy documents played a direct role in shaping the transit vision of the
City of Los Angeles during the study period of 2000 to 2010. The first document is the City
of Los Angeles General Plan. The two sections of the General Plan reviewed in detail here
are the Framework Element and the Housing Element. The Land Use Element, an obvious
inclusion for the purpose of this research, is a compilation of the City’s 35 Community
Plans. Thus, the applicable community plans are discussed in the local policy review
contained in Appendix I. In addition to the Framework and Housing Element of the
General Plan, the Land Use-Transportation (LU-T) Policy and Residential Accessory
Services (RAS) Zones Policy were also reviewed. Each of the planning documents will be
reviewed for its overall vision, inclusion and strength of housing and transit-oriented
development strategies, equity strategies, and explicit implementation mechanisms to
pursue said strategies in working towards the established vision.
Framework Element: Adopted 1996
Housing Element: Adopted in 2006 (updated version adopted Dec 2013)
Residential Accessory Services (RAS) Zones: Adopted in 2003
Land Use-Transportation Policy: Adopted by City Council in 1993
GENERAL PLAN:
The main issue being addressed by the General Plan is growth, both population and
economic, within the City boundaries. The General Plan does not convey a particularly
pro-growth perspective, but instead exudes the resignation to accommodate the
inevitable. This is not merely my subjective opinion, as the executive summary of the
Framework Element specifically states “the City is not promoting this population
growth… rather, pursuant to conformity requirements, it has developed this Element to
establish policies to best accommodate this growth when and if it should occur” (City of
Los Angeles, 2001). Thus, each subsequent element of the General Plan aims to
accommodate and direct this inevitable growth in such a way as to preserve the existing
character of the City.
The General Plan Framework Element defines policies for various areas of planning, but
only those explicitly relevant to issues of density, land use and housing development are
reviewed here. These chapters include land use, urban forms and neighborhood design,
and housing. Acknowledging that growth will likely occur, the City has chosen the
approach of focusing density towards targeted areas in in coordination with
infrastructure development in order to preserve single-family and low-density
neighborhoods. The General Plan specifically mentions the selection of this approach to
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achieve the desired effect of avoiding “strip commercial development patterns” (City of
Los Angeles, 2001).
Throughout the General Plan, transit corridors and stations are repeatedly identified as
the appropriate areas towards which density is to be directed. Looking specifically at the
land use section within the Framework Element, the primary objective conveyed is to
“encourage growth in high-intensity commercial and mixed-use districts…particularly in
proximity to transportation corridors and transit stations” (2001). In order to
accommodate this direction, new categories of land use were added to the legal planning
vocabulary, including “mixed-use boulevards” that allow for vertical and horizontal mix of
residential and commercial uses, at greater heights (3-6 story) along boulevards served
by a variety of transportation facilities.
The Housing Element established for the 2006-2013 planning period was reviewed since
it is within the study period. The primary goal of the element is housing production and
preservation in an attempt to address the City’s pervasive issue of housing supply. The
equitability of housing provision is targeted by the third stated goal of the element,
“Housing Opportunity,” which sets the objective of not only boosting the supply of
housing by providing that everyone, regardless of socio-economic status, has equal
opportunity to purchase or rent housing within the City. The Housing Element also sets
out the number of housing units each community must plan for and accommodate during
the eight-year period, called the Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) allocation.
The allocation references equitable distribution by stating that a percentage of units
accommodate sufficient density to allow for affordable units. The allocation is calculated
in accordance with population forecasts produced by the Southern California Association
of Governments (SCAG). The Element also references the Citywide Fair Housing Act as a
mechanism for requiring that the provision of housing is non-discriminatory.
While the General Plan is first and foremost a visioning document, some strategies and
recommendations for implementation are mentioned. The two main mechanisms for
implementing the General Plan Framework Element are the 35 Community Plans and the
Municipal Code. For example, the Municipal Code was updated by the Framework
Element to include Mixed Use Development Zones (MXD) as a special purpose zones.
Measures specifically mentioned as tools for implementing the goals of the Housing
Element are the annual progress reports on the Element and the state-mandated Density
Bonus Program. The progress reports assess throughout the planning period the relation
between the production of housing units and the RHNA. The Density Bonus Program has
the ability to actively shape residential density by allowing housing developers to “ build
an additional number of units over the allowable density in exchange for meeting certain
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citywide housing needs, such as including a percentage of affordable housing units,
providing senior housing, or donating land for housing” (City of Los Angeles, 2001).
LAND USE-TRANSPORTATION POLICY:
The vision presented by the Land-Use Transportation Policy is essentially the archetypal
transit-oriented development vision presented by much of the current literature:
By the year 2010, Angelenos are traveling to work, to school, to visit friends and shopping by way
of the newly-built mass transit system. Surrounding the transit stops are high-activity, livable,
pedestrian oriented neighborhoods that are linked to other neighborhoods via rail, bus and other
modes of transportation. These pedestrian-oriented neighborhoods are identified by compact
development that provides for a full range of economic and social services, including housing,
ground-floor retail, community and entertainment facilities, grocery stores and cafes… (p. 2)

The guiding principles embrace all the expected notions, including equitable distribution
of housing and employment for all social and economic groups, increased land-use
intensity, and mixed-use development. As has been common in much of the planning
policy in Los Angeles, it also sets the ever present objective of preserving existing single
family neighborhoods. The Land Use-Transportation Policy contains a section solely
dedicated to housing. The housing concept has the stated intent of “increasing the supply
of new housing for all income groups that is accessible to transit” (City of Los Angeles,
1993, p.9). While equitable access is alluded to in the rhetoric of the guiding principles
and housing concept, the policy document lacks requirements or provisions to regulate
the provision of affordable housing.
The Land Use-Transportation Policy removes many barriers for TOD planning within the
City by simply setting boundaries and creating prototypes for where these zones should
occur and how they should manifest. The Policy designates Transit Oriented Districts at
each station, implementing a primary influence area at a quarter mile radius and
secondary influence area at a half mile radius. The Policy then goes further to establish six
Transit Station Area Prototypes with varying densities and land-use mixtures to
accommodate the diversity needs and existing characteristics surrounding the 80 transit
stations within the region. The Prototypes include Major Urban Center, Urban Complex,
Major Bus Center, Neighborhood Center, Regional/Suburban Center, and Industrial
Complex. Each of the prototypes has specific minimum and maximum densities for
residential and mixed use developments, minimum and maximum discretionary FARs for
each use, recommendations for minimum and maximum parking requirements, and
minimum sidewalk widths. These regulations then vary between the primary and
secondary influence area of each prototype.
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Incentives in the LU-T Policy include:







Reduction in parking requirements
Mixed use development as-of-right (Mixed Commercial/Residential Use Ordinance)
Reduced permit processing fees for all housing development
Expedited environmental and permit processing
FAR and dwelling unit bonuses for community space
For higher density projects that exceed maximum thresholds: 3-10 percent reduction in parking
requirements, 25 percent FAR bonus (or density bonus for housing) for combining lots, and
combined hearing process to expedite project review.

The attractive vision and inclusive principles of the policy are promising. Additionally, as
a cooperative planning effort between the City of Los Angeles and the Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LACMTA), the policy, in theory, has the added
asset of regional coordination that has been historically missing from many planning
initiatives within the region.
RESIDENTIAL ACCESSORY SERVICES (RAS) ZONE POLICY:
The RAS Zone policy was adopted by the City Council in 2003 to encourage mixed-use
development along underutilized commercial and transportation corridors. The impetus
for the Policy came about as the City noticed that many multi-family housing
developments were being built in commercial zones, often requiring variances from the
existing city codes. Communities served by rail and bus are specifically referenced as ideal
locations for RAS zones. It is also stated within the policy document that the zones are
specifically intended to target “poorly performing” commercial corridors served by bus or
rail.
The establishment of a RAS Zone allows for mixed-use developments (commercialresidential) with an FAR of 3.1, reduced setbacks, with a height maximum of 50 feet.
Open space and parking requirements remain the same. Zone changes to RAS can be
initiated by a property owner or the City, both requiring a public hearing and
environmental review of the project proposal. RAS 3 allows medium density housing up
to 54 units per acre, and RAS 4 allows higher density housing up to 108 units per acre.
The RAS Zone Policy was categorized under Housing Policies on the City Planning
Department webpage. Although many other housing policies exist within the City, none
relate as directly to transportation corridors and economically stagnant or depressed
communities. However, while two of the six example projects listed within the document
do contain a proportion of affordable units, the regulations for the RAS zones do not
require the provision of such units.
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SUMMARY:
The cumulative vision of these documents exhibits a solid awareness and commitment to
transit-oriented development. The overall vision conveys recognition of the benefits of
directing development towards targeted areas in order to produce higher density,
compact nodes of activity. Rail stations and transit corridors are also identified as
appropriate and encouraged as target areas that should incorporate a mix of uses
including residential.

CITY OF PASADENA GENERAL PLAN AND POLICY INITIATIVES
The General Plan of Pasadena has several guiding principles that boil down to the vision
of appropriately guiding development to targeted areas in order to achieve a balance
between community and economic development while preserving the historic and
existing character of the City. While the guiding principles do not directly mention
targeting development towards transportation corridors, the fifth of seven principles
states that “Pasadena will be a city where people can circulate without cars” (p. 1). The
reviewed elements include the Land Use Element and Housing Element. There currently
exists a draft for a combined Land Use and Mobility Chapter, but it has not yet been
approved and thus was not effective during the time of the study period. In addition to the
two elements of the General Plan, two pertinent sections of the zoning code will be
reviewed, the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance and the Transit-Oriented Development
Special Land Use District.
Land Use Element: Updated 2004
Housing Element: Updated 2004 (newest version Updated 2014)
Inclusionary Housing Ordinance: Adopted 2001
TOD Special District Standards: Adopted 2005
GENERAL PLAN:
The Land Use Element of the General Plan establishes an overall pattern of development
that directs growth “into specific areas in order to protect residential neighborhoods and
create mixed-use urban environments.” While the Land Use Element provides a vision
and general direction for land use development, the Specific Plans are intended to
implement the General Plan by providing a more detailed vision and appropriate
regulations for the seven “target areas” to which growth is to be directed. Five of the
seven target areas with specific plans include all or portions of the Gold Line stations
within this research. Specifically the Central District, which encompasses four Gold Line
station areas, is based on a concept of higher density, mixed-use environments that
support transit- and pedestrian-oriented mobility strategies.
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The first line of the Land Use Overview section of the General Plan states “to protect
residential neighborhoods and to create mixed-use urban environments oriented to
transit and pedestrian activity, the Land Use Element targets higher density development
into specific areas” (City of Pasadena, 2004, p.4).
The housing section of the Land Use Element predicts that the gradual trend of the
citywide housing mix shifting from single-family to multifamily developments will
continue given land values, the lack of available sites for single-family homes, and the
serious shortage of housing within the region. The Plan projects a total of approximately
59,500 housing units to exist within the City by 2015, an increase of ten percent over the
54,132 units in 2000 (City of Pasadena, 2004, p.6). Furthermore, the City’s Housing Vision
as stated in the Housing Element is to maintain a socially and economically diverse city.
ZONING CODE:
Article 4. 17.42 of the Pasadena Municipal Code Inclusionary Housing Ordinance:
In 2007 the City adopted an Inclusionary Housing Ordinance that requires residential and
mixed-use projects to include a share of housing that is affordable to low and moderate income households. The ordinance applies to projects of ten or more units, and requires
that 15 percent of newly constructed units are affordable. In rental development, 10
percent of units must be affordable to low-income households and 5percent affordable to
moderate-income households. Alternatives are provided for constructing the required
units on-site, including constructing the units on another site, donating another site, or
paying a fee in-lieu of building the units. These provisions ensure development of a range
of housing affordable to households with varying income levels in proportion with the
overall increase in new housing units.
Standards are also included within the code to ensure that inclusionary units are of
“proportional size” to market rate units and “reasonable dispersed” throughout the
project. Additionally, all inclusionary for-sale units are required to remain affordable for
45 years, and rental units are required to remain reserved for the target income level
group in perpetuity. In accordance with the ordinance all new residential development
projects within the City must submit an Inclusionary Housing Plan in order to be issued a
building permit and certificate of occupancy. Projects with discretionary approval are
exempt from the Ordinance.
Article 5 .17.50.340 Transit-Oriented Development (TOD)
In 2005, Pasadena adopted TOD standards to encourage projects within a quarter-mile
radius of a light rail stations. The standards emphasize intensification of development and
apply to new development projects located within a quarter mile radius of a light-rail
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station platform. This has resulted in numerous residential and mixed use projects,
including the popular Del mar station housing development.
The policy directly states that “development near the transit station is to be transit
oriented.” The five criteria, based on General Plan principles, for determining if a
development is transit oriented or not are as follows:
1) Concentrates development near station;
2) Is a use or mix of uses that encourages transit use (daily destinations-housing and work);
3) Enhances access to transit;
4) Encourages pedestrian activity;
5) Reduces dependence on automobiles

The code prohibits drive through businesses and any vehicle service or storage facilities
within transit zones. Requires minor conditional use permits (MCUP) for any large
commercial or industrial developments, over 15,000 square feet in order to maintain a
small, walkable and active pedestrian environment. The code also allots parking
reductions for residential and nonresidential uses. The minimum required parking for
offices is reduced by 25%, then becoming the parking maximum. Furthermore, the code
permits that parking demand study may be done to support arguments for further
reductions. For all new multi-family residential and mixed-use development projects with
at least 48 units per acre, the following reductions apply: reduced parking for small units
(less than 650SF) to a min/max of 1/1.25 spaces per unit; reduced parking for larger
units (greater than 650SF) to a min/max of 1.5/1.75 spaces per unit. These requirements
may also be further reduced with a parking demand study and approval of a minor
conditional use permit (MCUP). Additionally, the code requires that all potential
residents of new development be made aware that city permits for on-street overnight
parking will not be permitted within the TOD area.
SUMMARY:
Pasadena’s General Plan and supporting Zoning Code convey a strong overall vision of
directing new development within the City towards areas with high transportation
connectivity. The notions of transit-oriented development are prominent throughout the
citywide policy documents. In fact, TOD is mentioned within the first line of the Land Use
Element. Further than just mentioning the objective of development near transit stations,
all of the policy documents also specify the appropriate tactics of high density and mixeduse development. The Pasadena citywide policy is also strong in its vision for equitable
communities. The Inclusionary Housing Ordinance provides both a vision strengthened
by concrete requirements for the provision of affordable housing, an aspect lacking from
the Los Angeles citywide policy.
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COMMUNITY AND SPECIFIC PLANS OF LOS ANGELES AND PASADENA
Eight community and specific plans were reviewed to obtain a more detailed view of the
planning documents regulating development and plan implementation around each of the
Gold Line stations. The stations within Los Angeles are regulated by the Northeast Los
Angeles Community Plan, the Mt. Washington and Glassel Park Specific Plan, and the
Avenue 57 Transit Oriented District Specific Plan. The station areas within the City of
Pasadena are subject to the Central District, South Fair Oaks, East Colorado Boulevard,
East Pasadena, and North Lake specific plans. For information regarding the date each
plan was enacted, the responsible department or agency, and analysis of the six graded
components, please see Appendix I.
Figure 3: Spatial orientation of the eigth community plans reviewed in the following policy
comparison chart.
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SCORING RUBRIC FOR POLICY COMPARISON
The score for each component builds upon the lower level of score. For example, a policy
with grade 5 also has the characteristics and aspects listed in grade 3 and 4. Additionally,
half points were allocated in instances where a policy’s strength fell somewhere in
between two grades.
Primary Goals: Reviewed for mention of encouraged development near transit, which include the
following three components: increased density, housing provisions, and affordability.

5
4
3
2
1
0

Development is focused around transit and all three components are highlighted
Development is focused around transit and one or two of the three components is highlighted
Primary goal is to encourage development near transit stations and corridors
Identifies the desire of directing development near transit, but not as primary goal
Mentions density, but is fundamentally restrictive rather than encouraging of higher densities
Does not mention development near transit or any of the three components

Housing Concept: Documents are reviewed for mention of multi-family and/or high density

5
4
3
2
1
0

Encourages considerably higher residential densities than what exists
Mentions high-density and/or multi-family housing near transit
Mentions need for housing near transit
Mentions need for new housing
Focus is placed on preservation of existing housing stock
Little or no reference to housing

Housing Regulations: Documents are reviewed for stipulation of densities
Sets min. desirable densities at level of Major Urban Center (80du/acre)3 or Urban Complex
5
4
4
3
2
1
0

(40du/acre)
Sets min. densities at level of Major Bus Center(20 du./acre)5 or Neighborhood Center (24du/acre)6
Sets min. densities at level of Regional Suburban Center (12du/acre)
Describes the same densities as set forth by the General Plan
References General Plan density regulations; does not go into detail and adds no additional stipulations
Decreases allowable density in station study area or housing projections

Affordable Component: Documents are reviewed for mention of “mixed-income” and
“affordability” and standards or incentives for the inclusion of affordable housing units
Plan creates additional incentives and standards to encourage developers to provide aff. housing
5
Plan recognizes necessity of provisions for low- & very-low incomes; recommendations for further
4
3
2
1

action
Document specifically references the need for “affordable” housing options

Document specifically mentions the importance of a “variety of incomes” in the plan area
Mentions GP or Inclusionary Housing Ordinance, but with vague detail

Los Angeles City Land Use-Transportation Policy (1993) p. 16
Los Angeles City Land Use-Transportation Policy (1993) p. 25
5 Los Angeles City Land Use-Transportation Policy (1993) p. 27
6 Los Angeles City Land Use-Transportation Policy (1993) p. 33
3
4
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Document does not mention General Plan equity recommendations or Inclusionary Housing Ordinance
0
TOD Component: Documents are reviewed for mention of mixed land use surrounding
transit stations
Specific regulations or stipulations for mixed-uses, densities, and pedestrian design
5
Focuses encouragement towards mixed-use development that is pedestrian-friendly
4
Includes TOD component, but focuses on design standards with less detailed reference to mixed-uses
3
References TOD and mentions pedestrian- friendly and mixed-use
2
References TOD without any detail or standards
1
Plan does not contain a TOD component
0

Implementation Strategies
Economic incentives and bonuses are utilized to specifically encourage mixed-use, high density, or
5
4
3
2
1
0

affordable housing
Plan utilizes a number of hard tools including request for proposals, evaluation guidelines, timelines,
etc.
Zoning changes, soft tools and some harder tool such as implementation timeline, project evaluation
guidelines, expedited process, etc
Zoning changes & some soft tools such as annual review and recommendations with weak legal
language; direct development rather than encourage it.
Zoning changes are sole implementation tool; zoning remains same as GP
No Implementation Section
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EVALUATION AND COMPARISON OF POLICY STRENGHTH

Figure 4: Policy Comparison Chart of the eight community specific planning documents shaping transitorinted development around Gold Line station in Los Angeles and Pasadena between 2000 and 2010.
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3.5

7.5

Total

East Colorado Boulevard
Specific Plan

3

2

Implementation
TOD Component Strategies

East Pasadena Specific Plan

1

Primary Goal(s)

North lake Specific Plan
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SUMMARY:
Figure 4 displays the score that each planning document was awarded in each of the six
components. The final column presents an overall score for each document based on the
compilation of each component score. The overall score exists on a scale from 0 to 30
points. The reviewed documents from both jurisdictions received overall scores that
varied widely along the scale, with the lowest score of 3.5 points, and the highest score of
25.5 points. The average score for the reviewed Los Angeles planning documents was 11
points. Two out of the three Los Angeles plans received the lowest scores of all the
reviewed documents. The Los Angeles average score was significantly enlarged by the
Avenue 57 TOD Plan, which received a score more comparable to those of the Pasadena
planning documents. The average score for the reviewed Pasadena documents was 20.4
points. The majority of Pasadena plans scored very well, with the exception of the South
Fairs Oaks Specific Plan, which received a relatively low score of 11.5 due to a weak
housing concept and affordability component. It is also of importance to note that the City
of Pasadena has established a Specific Plan to guide development in at least some portion
of land surround each of the six Gold Line stations within its jurisdiction.

Average Score
City of Los Angeles

11

City of Pasadena

20.4
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STATION PERFORMANCE
A quarter mile buffer surrounding the 2003 Metro Gold Line stations was examined to
determine the success of TOD policy implementation. The site inventory of each station
area consists of data analysis and visual site inventory. The site inventory examines
population change, residential density change, land use, zoning, allowable vs. built
residential density, the presence of affordable housing, median household income and
average gross rent within each station area. These variables are then used to assign
grades for the following three indicators:
Density: Density in the scope of this research focuses on residential density and its
proximity to Gold Line stations within each of the study areas. Each station area is graded
according to the experienced change in residential density between 2000 and 2010.
Specific attention is given to the construction or large residential developments during
the study period.
Mixed-Use: Each Gold Line station area is graded according to the existing mix of
appropriate transit adjacent uses, specifically residential, commercial, and mixed use.
Stations receive a lower score for the existence of vacant lots and other non-pedestrian
friendly uses, such as heavy industrial or manufacturing land uses, near the rail platform.
Attention is also given to zoning for appropriate heights and densities that increase with
proximity to the station.
Equitable Access: Station areas are scored based on the presence of affordable housing
units and rents as a percentage of income. The highest score is awarded to station areas
that have both a significant presence of affordable housing units and an average gross
rent that is less than or equal to 30 percent7 of the median household income of the
station area.
A detailed grading rubric and performance comparison chart (figure 5) are provided at
the end of the chapter following the eleven individual station performance analyses.

See Quigley, J. M., & Raphael, S. (2004). Is housing unaffordable? Why isn't it more
affordable? For justification of why 30 percent was chosen.
7
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CITYWIDE & REGIONAL PERFORMANCE
Los Angeles County
2000
Median Household Income*
Median Gross Rent*
Average Unit Density
Average Residential Density
Average Population Density
Vacancy Rate

2010
54,328
877

N/A

Change
56,266
1,161

N/A

N/A

1.26
3.67
4.19%

Percent Change
3.57%
32.38%
N/A
0.07
5.56%
0.11
3.00%
0.02
41.20%

1,938
284

1.33
3.78
5.92%

Los Angeles City
2000
Median Household Income*
Median Gross Rent*
Average Unit Density
Average Residential Density
Average Population Density
Vacancy Rate

2010
47,243
837

N/A

Change
49,138
1,077

N/A

N/A

4.16
11.48
4.66%

Percent Change
4.01%
28.67%
N/A
0.23
5.53%
0.30
2.61%
0.02
45.49%

1,895
240

4.39
11.78
6.78%

Pasadena City
2000
Median Household Income*
Median Gross Rent*
Average Unit Density
Average Residential Density
Average Population Density
Vacancy Rate

2010
59,251
929

N/A

Change
65,422
1,260

N/A
3.66
9.05
4.23%

Percent Change
10.42%
35.63%
N/A
0.36
9.84%
0.21
2.32%
0.03
69.98%

6,171
331
N/A

4.02
9.26
7.19%

* 2000 and 2010 Median Household Income and Median Gross Rent are in 2009 Inflation-Adjusted Dollars

MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME
The National median household income in 2010 was $51,9148. This is a 4 percent
decrease from the national income in 2000, which was $54,0779. This decrease is in line
with national trends observed during the recession10. In relation to the national average,
Los Angeles County (the County) has maintained a steadily higher median household
income over the past decade. The City of Los Angeles (the City) on the other hand has
been below the national average for the past decade. The city, the primary urban core of
the county, is underperforming in regards to the larger county in terms of median income
of its resident households. Both the county and city household incomes are increasing at
the same rate.
8 U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 American Community Survey
9 U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 SF3 sample data, In 2009 Inflation Adjusted Dollars
10

“Household Incomes Stabilize, but still below 2000 level” Washington Post, September 13,2013
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The City of Pasadena (Pasadena), which contains six of the twelve Gold Line stations
completed in 2003, has historically had a higher median household income than both Los
Angeles County and the City of Los Angeles. In 2000 the median household income within
Pasadena was $46,000, which was $4,000 more than the county and $10,000 more than
that of the city. The City of Pasadena also experienced a greater percent increase in
median household income between 2000 and 2010, further widening the gap.
MEDIAN GROSS RENT
While the median household income in 2010 differed by approximately $7,000 between
the county and the city, the median gross rent for housing differed by only $84. While the
income in the City of L.A. is significantly less than that of the county, the rents are
relatively similar. Thus, residents living in Los Angeles City proper are allocating more of
their household income towards housing costs. Alternatively, despite the trend of a higher
median income, Pasadena maintains a similar median gross rent to that of the county.
POPULATION & RESIDENTIAL UNIT DENSITY
The City of Los Angeles has an average population density of 11.78. Although this density
is higher than the county, it is still extremely low in comparison to the nation and other
cities of its stature. For example, its northern neighbor, San Francisco, has a population
density of 26.94 persons per acre, more than double of the city. Furthermore, the density
of the city has shown no sign of increasing in the past decade, with a percent change of
2.61%. Pasadena has an even lower density of 9.2 persons per acre.
VACANCY
Vacancy rates in the county and city were quite tight in 2000 at 4.19 and 4.66 percent
respectively. Although the vacancy rate in both locales has increased over the past
decade, they remain low. The city of Los Angeles had a vacancy rate of 6.78 percent in
2010. For reference, San Francisco has the sixth-lowest vacancy rate in the nation at 4.5
percent, and San Jose has the lowest at 3 percent (The Examiner, March 18 2014).
Pasadena has a slightly more comfortable vacancy rate 7.19 percent in 2010.
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CHINATOWN STATION
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RESIDENTIAL AND POPULATION DENSITY CHANGE
Despite a handful of census blocks that experienced a decrease in population and
residential units, the Chinatown station area received a small overall increase in both
population and residential density during the study period. As is to be expected, many of
the blocks that experience an increase in residential units experienced a slightly larger
increase in population density due to the occurrence of families of more than one person
moving in to newly added units. The two census blocks that experienced zero increase in
residential units but an increase in population density may indicate the doubling up of
residents within a single household or simply natural increase within families. As is to be
expected, most of census blocks that experienced a decrease in dwelling units per acre
over the study period also experienced a decrease in population as that the removal of
housing units from an area will result in the exit of those who live within the units from
the population count. East of the light rail line, three census blocks decreased in
population without a change in residential units. This may help to explain the increase in
vacancy rate within the station area during the study period.
LANDUSE & ZONING
The Chinatown station area is predominately regional commercial, hybrid industrial and
light manufacturing. There currently exists very little residential land use within the
quarter mile buffer surrounding the station. A public school also exists on the western
edge of the station area. The majority of parcels to the west of the line are zoned as C2. A
C2 zone allows for limited commercial uses and multi-family residential in compliance
with R4 zoning regulations. The MR2 zones to the northeast of the station are restricted
light industrial zones established specifically to “preserve industrial land for light
industrial uses and non-retail businesses which will enhance the City’s employment base”
(Municipal code Article2, Section 12.18). The M2 and M3 allow for light and heavy
industrial uses and prohibit and R zone uses.
ALLOWABLE VERSUS BUILT DENSITY
The majority of the station area is subject to a very low allowable density of 0-10 dwelling
units per acre. This zoning has resulted in a low built density of housing units. There is
one discrepancy in the northwest portion of the study area where one block contains a
higher built density than is allowed by the zoning. This discrepancy could be due to an
error in the data or potentially an existing non-conforming building. Important to notice
is that the allowable residential density is lowest around the station, and the average
number of units per residential acre is 8.47.
MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME & GROSS RENT
The current median household income in the Chinatown station area is less than half of
the city AMI. Furthermore, it has seen a slight decrease over the past decade. In fact, the
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income within the Chinatown station area is the lowest of any of the phase one Gold Line
station areas. Coupled with this, the area also has the lowest median gross rent of any of
the stations in this study. Median gross rent for the station area in 2010 was $585, which
is only a little more than half of the city’s median gross rent.
VACANCY RATE
Vacancy in the station area increased by nearly 60 percent between 2000 and 2010 from
5.6 to 8.9 percent. The fact that the area maintains regionally low rents coupled with a
relatively high vacancy rate indicates the area is not a highly demanded location to live.
Additionally, multiple blocks lost population without a decrease in residential units,
leading to an increase in vacant units within the study area.

Photo: Facing north up Alameda St. from W. College St. A vacant industrial lot is featured to right, directly across the
street from the Chinatown rail station.

Photo: Intersection of W.College St. and Broadway facing east towards station
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Population Change

Unit Change

2000 - 2010

2000 - 2010

< -50

< -50

<0

<0

No Change

No Change

1-50

1-25

50-100

25-50

100-200

50-100

> 200

> 100

0

250

0

500
Feet

250

500
Feet

Zoning

LANDUSE

Minimum Residential
Low Residential
Low Medium Residential
Low Medium I Residential
Low Medium II Residential
High Medium Residential
Limited Commercial
Neighborhood Commercial
Community Commercial
General Commercial
Regional Center Commercial
Regional Commercial
Hybrid Industrial
Commercial Manufacturing
Light Manufacturing
Limited Manufacturing
Open Space
Public Facilities
Public Facilities - Freeways

R1, RE20
R3-R4
C2-C4

C2

PF

OS

CM
M1, MR1,MR 2

OS

M2-M3

M1

PF
OS

PF
M1

PF
CM
MR2
0

0

250

Residential Density

Residential Density
Fw
y
N.

25 - 50

10
y (1

u

Fig

10 - 25
25 - 50

Go

>50

Arr
oyo
S

50 - 100

0
1 - 10

Pkw

.
St
oa
er

1 - 10

eco

0

500
Feet

¯

Built Units Per Acre

)

Max Allowable Units

10 - 25

250

500
Feet

! Affordable Housing Units

lde

nS
tat
eF
ree
wa
y I-

5

ue

en
Av

!

26
!
!
0

250

500
Feet

!

2000
Median Household Income*
Median Gross Rent*
Average Unit Density
Average Residential Density
Average Population Density
Vacancy Rate
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28,317
739
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0.93
3.3
7.02%

Change
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2.75%
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-4.27%
-60.83%

* 2000 and 2010 Median Household Income and Median Gross Rent are in 2009 Inflation-Adjusted Dollars

RESIDENTIAL AND POPULATION DENSITY CHANGE
Population and residential density increased roughly four-fold within the Lincoln Heights
Station Area between 2000 and 2010. The average change within the station area was
largely influenced by development on two census blocks, which experienced an increase
in population and residential units by more than 200 and 100 units, respectively. A site
visit to the station area confirmed that two new housing developments have been
constructed on the blocks immediately southeast of the station. The two developments
include a 165 unit mixed use condominium and retail development and a 146 unit
affordable senior housing apartment complex. Both developments began occupancy in
2006. It is also important to note that residential density in the station area was
extremely low in 2000, at .93 units per acre compared to the city average of 4.16, which
significantly contributed to the large percent change in unit density over the study period.
Interestingly, the only decrease in population occurred within the blocks zoned as
residential.
LANDUSE & ZONING
The station area is dissected by the I-5 and 110 Freeway junction overpass. The majority
of surrounding land is hybrid industrial with some residential, limited manufacturing and
open space. The hybrid industrial land use in the area is comprised of MR1, MR2, M1, and
CM zones. CM zones allow for commercial manufacturing and all residential permitted
within an R3 Multiple Residential Zone. MR1 permit all commercial uses under CM as well as
light industrial. Similar to MR1, MR2 and M1 zones allow for light industrial and some
commercial, but prohibit residential zone uses. A site visit showed that surrounding uses
included automobile repair shops, storage facilities, and that the open space beneath the
freeway overpass is low quality and essentially inaccessible. Additionally, three of the
four retail spaces within the mixed-use condominium building were vacant with “For
Lease” banners surrounding the building.
ALLOWABLE VERSUS BUILT DENSITY
The built density data correctly indicates that the new developments immediately
adjacent to the station contain 25-50 units per acre. In reality, there is an average of 34.5
units per acre on that particular census block. The residential area to the southeast has
10-25 units per acre. The average within the station area is 18.48 dwelling units per acre
of residential land. There are three buildings within the station area the provide special
needs housing with a total of 146 senior housing units and 129 affordable housing units.
MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME & GROSS RENT
The current median household income in the Lincoln Heights station area is $21,752 per
year, and has decreased by 1 percent since 2000. This median income of the station area
is less than half of the city’s median income. It is important to note that the affordable
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senior housing may have a diminishing effect on the median household income of the
area. Although the median gross rent has increased by 35 percent over the past decade, it
is, and has been, lower than the city average. Median gross rent for the station area in
2010 was $804 per month.
VACANCY RATE
The vacancy rate within the station area has gone from a relatively comfortable 7.02
percent in 2000 to a tight 2.75 percent in 2010. In fact, the station area has the lowest
vacancy rate of all the phase one Gold Line stations.

Photo: Puerta del Sol mixed-use condominium and retail development on Avenue 26 constructed in 2006. Looking
northeast along Avenue 26 towards Avenue 26/Cypress Park Station.

Photo: Light industrial uses on Artesian St, facing northeast away from Avenue 26
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Photo: Facing southeast at intersection of Avenue 26 and Freeway onramp. Facing free on-site parking for Gold Line
station (84 spaces).

Photo: Southern station entrance from Avenue 26
**Add site visit picture of “for lease” signs and vacant retail
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RESIDENTIAL AND POPULATION DENSITY CHANGE
The Heritage Square station area experienced an overall decrease in residential and
population densities by 3.3 and 9.4 percent respectively. Three blocks in particular
experience a loss of residential units coupled with a significant loss in population. ZIMAS,
the city’s online zoning and mapping tool, revealed that the parcel at the corner of
Pasadena Ave and the 110 Freeway has an assessor’s use code of 10V indicating vacant
residential land. Same goes for the adjacent parcel at the southeast edge of the station
buffer. Two blocks near Avenue 37 experienced an increase in residential units (1-25
persons) and population (50-100 units). However, while on the site visit I could not
identify any thing that looked like new development. I did notice quite a few single family
lots with back houses and low-density multifamily buildings.
LANDUSE & ZONING
The Heritage Square station area has a diverse mix of land uses. The public facilities land
includes two elementary schools and the Heritage Square Museum. The open space is
actually a river tributary leading into the L.A. River. A pocket of hybrid industrial and
commercial manufacturing exists on the southwest edge of the station area. Roughly fifty
percent of the station area is residential land ranging between low and low-medium
density housing. Finally, a commercial corridor exists along Figueroa St. and the northern
portion of Pasadena Avenue.
The RD1.5 and RD2 zones are designated as restricted density multiple dwelling zones
with a max height of 45ft and a minimum dwelling unit of 1000 square feet. Both require
minimum lots sizes of 5,000 square feet. The other residential zones in the station area
are R1, permitting only single-family residences, and RE20, residential estates with a
minimum lot size of 20,000 square feet. Additionally, there are small patches of
commercial manufacturing (CM) and light limited industrial (M1).
ALLOWABLE VERSUS BUILT DENSITY
Similar to the change in residential density map the built residential density map shows a
10-25 percent increase in units per acre on the similar blocks. These are largely in the
northern portion of the station study area and immediately adjacent to the station site.
According to the allowable residential unit density, even the blocks that show an increase
over the past decade are still somewhat underdeveloped. Many of the blocks allow 25-50
units per acres but currently only have 10-25 percent. The average within the station
area is 8.72 dwelling units per acre of residential land.
MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME
The 2010 median household income of the Heritage Square station area is roughly
$18,000 less than the city average median income and $25,000 less than that of the
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county. In 2010 the median household income in the station study area is just over
$31,000, a 9.5 percent increase from 2000. Similarly, median rent within the station area
is also less than that of the city and county. Median rent in the station area increased by
nearly 50% over the study period, from $618 in 2000 to $903 in 2010.
VACANCY RATE
The vacancy rate remains low in the station area, showing minimal increase over the
study period.

Photo: View of station and on-site parking from north. The station provides 123 free on-site parking spaces and four
bike racks.

Photo: Single story commercial and residential along Figueroa St.

Photo: Commercial at intersection of Figueroa St. and Avenue 37
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Population Change

Unit Change

2000 - 2010

2000 - 2010

< -50

< -50

<0

<0

No Change

No Change

1-50

1-25

50-100

25-50

100-200

50-100

> 200

> 100

0

250

0

500
Feet

250

500
Feet

Zoning

LANDUSE

Minimum Residential
Low Residential
Low Medium Residential
Low Medium I Residential
Low Medium II Residential
High Medium Residential
Limited Commercial
Neighborhood Commercial
Community Commercial
General Commercial
Regional Center Commercial
Regional Commercial
Hybrid Industrial
Commercial Manufacturing
Light Manufacturing
Limited Manufacturing
Open Space
Public Facilities
Public Facilities - Freeways

R1, RE20

RD1.5-RD3

PF

A1

R3-R4
C2-C4
CM
M1, MR1,MR 2
M2-M3

RD2

R1

PF
OS

OS
OS

RD3
RD1.5
RD2

R1

OS

C2
RD1.5
C2

RD2
0

250

C2

500
Feet

Residential Density

RD2

RD3

0

250

Residential Density

Max Allowable Units

¯

Built Units Per Acre

0

500
Feet

0

1 - 10

1 - 10

10 - 25

10 - 25

25 - 50

25 - 50

50 - 100

>50

ion

ay
W

)

Gro
ve P
ark

Fw
y
10

ore

y (1
Pkw
Arr
oyo
S

eco

45

Syc
am

ero
Fig
u

ue

N.

Av
en

!

m

aS
t

M

ar

Syc
am
ore

Gro
ve P
ark

! Affordable Housing Units

0

250

500
Feet

2000
Median Household Income*
Median Gross Rent*
Average Unit Density
Average Residential Density
Average Population Density
Vacancy Rate

0

2010
45,637
735
5.09
4.71
14.09
3.83%

Change
46,680
824
4.96
4.60
13.66
3.74%

250

500
Feet

Percent Change
1,043
2.29%
89
12.11%
-0.13
-2.55%
-0.11
-2.34%
-0.43
-3.05%
-0.09%
-2.35%

* 2000 and 2010 Median Household Income and Median Gross Rent are in 2009 Inflation-Adjusted Dollars

RESIDENTIAL AND POPULATION DENSITY CHANGE
The average residential unit density and average population density within the study area
both experienced a negative percent change over the study period. However, one block in
particular experience an increase in residential units (went from 5 to 72 units) coupled
with a significant increase in population density (18 to 227 persons). This can largely be
explained by the relatively low counts in 2000.
LANDUSE & ZONING
The Southwest Museum station area is predominately low and low-medium residential.
To the west of Marmion Way is largely occupied by single family detached tract housing.
To the east of Marmion Way and along Figueroa Street is low-density multifamily housing.
A commercial strip runs along Figueroa Street, beginning at the southwest edge of the
study area and continuing south. Sycamore Grove Park begins at the eastern edge of the
study area, and beyond that, just outside of the study area lies Ernest E. Debs Regional
Park. Approximately 300 meters north of the station along Marmion Way sits the
museum.
The RD1.5 and RD2 zones are designated as restricted density multiple dwelling zones.
Both require minimum lots sizes of 5,000 square feet and minimum dwelling units of
1,500 and 2,000 square feet respectively. The other residential zones in the station area
are R1, permitting only single-family residences. The commercial areas are designated as
C2, allowing for general commercial uses such as bakeries, barber shops, drugstores,
grocery stores, hospitals, and offices, all limited to 100,000 square feet or less. R4
residential uses are also permitted within C2 zones (Article 2, Section 12.13). In reality,
the commercial uses include a gas station, a super market, an auto repair garage, and a
mix of chain and non-chain restaurants.
ALLOWABLE VERSUS BUILT DENSITY
Land to the west of the rail line is essentially built to current capacity as single-family
housing. However, along the southern portion of Marmion Way within the study area, and
along Figueroa Street, the residential density is slightly under the capacity of that which is
allowable. This represents potential for infill, further development, or slightly higher
density residential structures. Overall, the unit density within the station area is the
lowest of all twelve stations within phase one of the Gold Line. The 2010 unit density was
4.96 units per acre of residential land.
MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME & GROSS RENT
The Southwest Museum study area has the highest median household income of the five
phase one stations within the city of Los Angeles. The median household income of the
station study area is similar to the city average, ranging between $1000 and $2500 less
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over the past decade. While the median gross rent in the Southwest Museum station area
was similar to that of the city in 2000, the area has experienced a minimal increase over
the past decade. Gross rent in 2010 is approximately $250 less than that of the city, and
$300 less than that of the county. However, due to the large proportion of single-family
detached homes in the area, trends in affluence and housing costs of the area may be
better captured by looking at mortgages of owners rather than rent paid by renters.
VACANCY RATE
The vacancy rate in the study area is significantly low and even experienced a slight
decrease between 2000 and 2010. This indicates that the gap between supply and
demand of housing within the area is significantly tight. Since it is a relatively high income
for the city of L.A., demand for the community and services it provides may be high.
However, since the area is dominated by single-family homes, the availability of
affordable rental units may be low.

Photo: Facing South along Marmion Way. Southwest Museum station on the left, and low density housing on right.
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Photo: low-medium density housing in RD1.5 zone along Figueroa St.

Photo: Strip mall commercial development at corner of N. Figueroa and Avenue 44
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RESIDENTIAL AND POPULATION DENSITY CHANGE
The Highland Park station area experienced a very small average decrease in residential
unit density. Although there are a handful of census blocks that show a decrease in
residential density, the absolute numbers indicate that this trend was caused by the loss
of only one or two units, and are thus very small negative percent changes. Overall, the
majority of census blocks experienced no change or a small increase in residential units.
The average population density experienced a slightly larger decrease, largely due to the
loss of over one hundred residents on a census block in the northwest portion of the
station area. According to the CTOD data table, Highland Park station area had the highest
population density in 2010 of all the phase one Gold Line stations at 32.2 persons per
acre.
LANDUSE & ZONING
The Highland station study area is predominately residential with a significant
community commercial corridor along N. Figueroa Street. There are a few public facilities
dotted throughout the study area and open space, including Highland Park at the
northeast edge of the study area. The majority of the residential zones are designated at
low-medium density.
The Avenue 57 Transit Oriented District spans from Avenue 50 to Avenue 61, roughly
from Monte Vista St past Figueroa St. (Appendix I). “Eligible projects” within the mixeduse subareas along Figueroa Street, and Monte Vista St (between Avenue 54 and 56) may
be developed up to a maximum height of 45 feet and with an FAR of 2.00 (City of Los
Angeles, 2002, p10). Development Controls for all new development fronting on Figueroa
Street and new “Mixed-use” projects on Monte Vista Street are as follows; “the maximum
height of three stories or 45 feet imposed by the C2-1VL zone, which was enacted as part
of the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan Revision, remains in full force and effect
and this plan does not convey a right to exceed that height” (City of Los Angeles, 2002,
p.11). New residential development on commercially zoned property shall be limited to
RD1.5 density. RD1.5 density stipulates that the minimum lot area per dwelling unit must
be 1,500 square feet. (Roughly 30 du per acre)
The commercial corridor along Figueroa Street is zoned as C4. This zoning allows for
community oriented commercial, excluding uses such as hospitals, stadiums, pawnshops,
bowling alleys, and R4 residential uses. The aim of this zoning is to achieve small-scale
and active frontages for commercial uses.
ALLOWABLE VERSUS BUILT DENSITY
North of the line allows 25-50 residential units per acre and is currently developed to 1025 units per acre in most of the area, and 0-10 on a few blocks. In general, residential unit
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density is currently at the bottom end of the allowable range, meaning there is room for
higher density development. The study area immediately south of the rail line along
Marmion Way and Figueroa Street has a max allowable residential density of
approximately 30 dwelling units per acre in accordance with the zoning regulations set
forth in the Avenue 57 TOD Plan. Thus, all of the blocks south of the line, which are
currently built out to no more than 25 du/acre, are slightly underdeveloped. Despite this
slight underutilization, Highland Park station area has the highest residential density out
of the five phase one stations within the city of Los Angeles. Additionally, there is one
housing development that contains 22 affordable units within the station area.
MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME & GROSS RENT
Again the station average of median household income is below both the city and county
AMI. The median gross rent of the station area is also lower than that of the county and
city, but has experienced a 62 percent increase since 2000. In fact median gross rent in
the Highland Park station area at $927 per month is the highest of the five phase one
stations within the city of Los Angeles.
VACANCY RATE
Excluding the Chinatown station area, Highland Park station area has a higher vacancy
rate than the other Gold Line stations in Los Angeles City and is increasing. Although the
vacancy rate may be influenced by multiple factors, one hypothesis is that vacancy in the
area is increasing due to fact that rents in the area are increasing at a rate faster than the
median household income. In this scenario, demand is decreasing as rents become
unaffordable. Median gross rent is 32 percent of the median household income.

Photo: Looking northwest along Avenue 58 towards rail station. Walkway to rail platform from Marimon Way is
featured to the right.
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Photo: Multi-family housing on corner of Marmion and Avenue 58. Rail station is directly across the street for the
building featured in the photo

Photo: Residential building with ground floor retail on corner of Avenue 59 and Figueroa Street.

Photo: Small scale commercial along Figueroa Street.
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RESIDENTIAL AND POPULATION DENSITY CHANGE
The Fillmore station area has undergone a small increase in both residential unit and
population density over the study period. The census blocks that experienced increases in
these two areas generally matchup between the two maps except for four census blocks
that show an increase in population density without a complementary increase in
residential units. These increases occurred in what the land use map indicates as a
medium-high density residential zone. Since the increase cannot be explained by the
construction of new units or a reduction in vacant units, as the vacancy rate in the area
increased as well, I hypothesize that “doubling-up” of residents within single-family units
may have occurred in order to manage high and increasing rents within the area. Another
explanation is errors caused by the data limitations discussed in the methodologies
section.
LANDUSE & ZONING
The South Fair Specific Plan covers all land west of the rail line within the station area.
Land within this area is zoned as either General Industrial (IG) or Public/Semi-Public
(PS). The IG zone allows for industrial buildings of 45feet with an FAR of 0.9 (Pasadena
Code 17.24.040). Multifamily residential uses are also permitted at a density of 32
du/acre in the IG zone. IG zones do not typically allow any residential uses under the
normal code, but have been altered under the Specific Oaks Specific Plan. The IG zone also
permits commercial uses such as banks, bars, commercial filming, communication
facilities, restaurants, offices, and retail. Wholesale industrial uses involving distribution
and storage require a conditional use permit within the IG zone. The Public/Semi-Public
land within the station area is occupied by Huntington Hospital (Appendix I).
Land that falls between the rail line and Picher Alley within the station area is regulated
by the Central District Specific Plan of Pasadena. Zoned as CD6 within the Specific Plan,
the maximum building height within the zone is 50 feet with a 1.5 FAR. The plan
designates that land for commercial use and prohibits housing within the area. This land
is also subject to Transit-Oriented Development (17.50.340) which prohibits drivethrough businesses, vehicle services and gas stations, and wholesale, distribution and
storage.
The land east of Picher Alley is medium and medium-high multi-family residential, with
the higher density residential positioned closer to the station. The RM-32 zones require a
minimum lot size of 10,000sf with a minimum width of 60 feet. Maximum density is
dictated by minimum lot area in sf required for each dwelling unit. For RM-32 the zoning
requires 1,369 sf per dwelling unit. Has a range of maximum allowable densities if lot area
is less than 10,000. (17.22.06). The RS zone is single-family low density residential.

46

ALLOWABLE VERSUS BUILT DENSITY
Due to industrial and commercial zoning explained above, residential densities of zero
units per acre are enforced between Fair Oaks Avenue and Picher Alley within the station
area. Higher residential densities are permitted along S. Marengo Avenue. Along this
street, 25-50 units per acre are permitted, and current existing density is 10-25 units per
acre. Might be right at capacity, but might be able to build out a bit more.
MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME & GROSS RENT
The Fillmore station area has the highest median household income of any of the 12
stations within phase one of the Gold Line extension. Income in the Fillmore station area
is much higher than the county average, and even slightly above the Pasadena City
average. Specifically in 2000, the gap was wide; $15,000 greater than county and $10,000
greater than Pasadena. As of 2010, the gap between the station median income and that of
the larger regions in which it sits has narrowed due to the facts that the regional incomes
have been growing at a rate greater than that of the station area. In 2010, median
household income of the station area was now $10,000 greater than LA County and only
$1,000 greater than the city of Pasadena. Although median household income in the area
is greater than the region, the median gross rent is roughly about the same. HypothesisRich mansions as outliers are driving up median income, but affordable or market rate
rentals are keeping down the gross rent. One issue to be aware of is that median
household income captures homeowners, but median gross rent does not.
VACANCY RATE
The vacancy rate within the station area doubled over the study period. Very similar to
South Pasadena station, the Fillmore station had a comparably low vacancy rate of 3.4
percent in 2000. By 2010 the rate had more than doubled to 7.4 percent.

Photo: Multifamily town homes and single-family residence along S.Marengo Ave.

47

Photo: Multi-family apartments (left) and single-story multifamily development (right) on S Marengo Ave.

Photo: Station entrance and new parking garage with ground floor retail looking south on S. Raymond Ave.
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RESIDENTIAL AND POPULATION DENSITY CHANGE
The Del Mar station area experience over a 50 percent increase in both population and
residential unit density between 2000 and 2010. Additionally, the blocks that experienced
the most significant increase in densities are clustered around the station site. These
blocks are examined in the following site pictures. Despite the average increase, two
blocks experienced a minor decrease in the number of residential units. A handful of
blocks also experienced a decrease in population.
LANDUSE
Nearly the entire Del Mar station area is zoned under the Central District Specific Plan.
Within the Specific Plan, the Memorial Park station area also sits within the Old Pasadena
sub-district. This sub district is specifically identified as the “regional employment center”
and emphasizes office and mixed-use land use designations. The CD1 zone allows
3.00FAR and specifically encourages “regional retail and entertainment attractions
through the development of complementary uses, including medium to highdensity housing near light rail stations.” The CD2 zone is the Civic Center/Midtown subdistrict of the Central District Specific Plan, which allows for civic and cultural uses with
an FAR of 2.25. The CD-6 zone has an FAR of 2.50 and allows for community and
restricted work-live uses.
Outside of the Central District Specific Plan area is a large park designated as open space
and a residential zone designated as RM 32. The RM 32 zone allows for medium-high
density residential developments
ALLOWABLE VERSUS BUILT DENSITY
The built residential density map closely resembles that of the change in residential
density, indicating that a large portion if the built density likely occurred during the study
period. According to the Central District Specific Plan, the allowable residential density is
87 dwelling units per acre to the north, south and east of Memorial Park. To the west of
the park, the maximum allowable residential density is 60 dwelling units per acre.
Although the station area has experienced significant increases in residential density, and
has a high average unit density of 21 units per residential acre, none of the lots are
developed past 50 dwelling units per acre, indicating an amount of unutilized building
capacity.
MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME & GROSS RENT
The median household income of the station area was smaller than both LA County and
the city of Pasadena in 2000. Since 2000, median household income in the station area
experienced a 60 percent increase, and now falls between that of Pasadena and the
county at approximately $60,000. Mirroring this trend in income, median gross rent in
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the area doubled since 2000, and is currently $200 more than the Pasadena city average
and $300 more than the LA county average. In fact, the Del Mar station area has the
highest median gross rent of any of the phase one stations.
VACANCY RATE
Despite the significant increase in both median household income and median gross rent,
vacancy rate in the area increased by a marginal amount. However, it has been historically
high in comparison to the area, and remains so.

Photo: New multi-family housing developments on either side of S.Arroyo Pkwy, facing north from Del Mar Blvd.

Photo: Multi-family housing and commercial development at corner of Green St. and Fair Oaks Ave. (facing south down
Fair Oaks Ave.)
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Photo: Multi-family housing developments along Cordova Ave, facing east from S.Marengo Ave

Photo: Joint Development project by LA Metro directly over Gold Line tracts. Completed in 2007 with 347 units, 15% of
which are affordable
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Photo Source: Moule&Polyzoides Architects and Urbanists
http://www.mparchitects.com/site/projects/del-mar-station-transit-village
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RESIDENTIAL AND POPULATION DENSITY CHANGE
Overall, the station area experienced an increase in residential and population density
over the study period, specifically, 62 and 55 percent respectively. Most of this increase
occurred in on a census block immediately to the east of the station area and one to the
North. The three blocks that experienced a decrease in residential units also experienced
a decrease in population. A handful of blocks also experienced a decrease in population
without a change in number of units. This could potentially help to explain the increasing
vacancy rate discussed below.
LANDUSE & ZONING
The majority of land within the station area is zoned under the Central District Specific
Plan. Within the Specific Plan, the Memorial Park station area also sits within the Old
Pasadena sub-district. This sub-district is specifically identified as the “regional
employment center” and emphasizes office and mixed-use land use designations. (See
figures in Appendix 1). The CD1 zone allows 3.00FAR and specifically
encourages “regional retail and entertainment attractions through the development of
complementary uses, including medium to high-density housing near light rail stations.”
The CD2 zone is the Civic Center/Midtown sub-district of the Central District Specific
Plan, which allows for civic and cultural uses with an FAR of 2.25.
ALLOWABLE VERSUS BUILT DENSITY
The built residential density in the station area follows the same pattern as the
longitudinal data in the change in residential density map. For example, the census block
surrounding the station has a built density of 25-50 units per acre, and the same block
experienced a 25-50 percent increase since 2000. This trend leads to the assumption that
development took place within the study period and occurred on largely unused or
under-utilized lots. Allowable residential density in the station area under the Central
District Specific Plan is 87 DU/Acre in the entire station area, except for a small portion of
land north of Walnut and east of Marengo Ave, where the allowable density is 48 DU/Acre
(See Appendix I).
MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME & GROSS RENT
The median household income of the area is nearly 50 percent less than the City of
Pasadena average, and significantly less than the LA county AMI. While median income
has increased by approximately 11 percent, the gross rent in the study area decreased by
5%. Rent in the area was nearly $200 more than the county and Pasadena in 2000,
making the local rent in the area 33 percent of the local median household income.
However, rent has decreased over the past decade, allowing it to fall below the city and
county averages, but still 28 percent of the local median income.

55

VACANCY RATE
Historically high rents when compared to the region and in comparison to local income of
the area may explain the high vacancy rate. Rents may have decreased over the past
decade as a way to combat regionally high vacancy rates within the station area. However,
this seems to have been largely unsuccessful. The vacancy rate in 2000 was 9.8 percent
and has increased by 85 percent since then, and recorded as 17.24 percent in 2010. This
is the highest vacancy rate of any of the stations.

Photo: Mixed-use developments along S.Raymond Ave. between Colorado Blvd. and Union St.
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Photo: New mixed use developments on NW and SW corners of Holly St. and Raymond Ave. intersection.

Photo: Mixed housing typologies- Acappella Apartments (143 units with 12 affordable to very low income) next to
single family home and duplex.
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RESIDENTIAL AND POPULATION DENSITY CHANGE
The average population density of the station area experienced an increase of nearly 40
percent between 2000 and 2010. The residential density grew at double that rate,
increasing by nearly 80 percent in the same time period. Two blocks in particular, south
of the station, between Hudson Ave. and Lake Ave., experienced significant increases in
population and residential units. A majority of the blocks north of the station decreased in
population despite a slight increase in residential units.
LANDUSE
The portion of the station area within the North Lake Specific Plan is residential with a
commercial overlay along N. lake Avenue (See Appendix I). The southern portion of the
study area falls within the Central District Specific Plan, and furthermore, within the Lake
Avenue sub-district of the specific plan. This portion of the Specific Plan is seen primarily
as an office corridor, featuring uses with an office and mixed-use emphasis. Housing is not
permitted on parcels facing N. Lake Avenue (See Appendix I). Two high density residential
zones exist at the eastern edge of the station area. Medium-high density residential zones
also exist in the area, as well as a general commercial block on corner of E. walnut street
and N. Lake street, continuing east on Walnut Street.
ZONING
Zoning with in the North Lake Specific Plan is mostly RM 48 with a corridor of CL along N.
Lake Avenue (Appendix I). CL- (Limited Commercial) permits all uses appropriate for the
area but excludes certain uses which impair the relationship between the Specific Plan
area and neighboring residential areas. For example, automotive equipment and repair
shops are not permitted within CL zones. RM48 zones allow for multi-family residential
developments up to 48 units per acre. There is also a small zone of public space at the
corner of Maple St. and N. Lake Avenue. In the Central District Specific Plan section, 3.00
FAR buildings are allowed between Hudson St and N. Mentor Ave. To the west of that,
2.25 FAR buildings are permitted (Appendix I).
ALLOWABLE VERSUS BUILT DENSITY
Again, the existing built residential density map follows a similar pattern to that of the
longitudinal change in residential unit density map from 2000 to 2010. This indicates that
much of the existing built density likely occurred within the study period. Interestingly,
the areas zoned as high-density residential land use only have 10-25 dwelling units per
acre. Allowable unit density in these areas is 25-50 dwelling units per acre. In accordance
with the Central District Specific Plan, the area along Lake Avenue, between Hudson St
and N. Mentor Ave, has an allowable residential density of 0DU/Acre. The potion of land
west of the commercial corridor still within the CD specific plan has a maximum allowable
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residential unit density of 87 DU/Acre. Need to update map to reflect residential densities
permitted by the specific plans.
MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME & GROSS RENT
Although the median household income is less than the current Pasadena and County
averages, the current median gross rent is more than both of the regional average rents.
Rent as a percentage of income in the station area is 28 percent. This is a significant
change from the beginning of the study period, when rent was half of the current cost.
One potential explanation for this increase is the four large luxury condominium
developments that opened during the study period. These four developments are all
located on the 3 census blocks that experienced significant increase in residential units
and population.
VACANCY RATE
In 2010 the vacancy rate was just under 15 percent, which is extremely high and more
than two-fold of what it was in 2000.

Photo: City Place Luxury Condominiums development occupies nearly 2/3rds of the block south of Locust
St. between Hudson Ave. and N. Lake Ave. (block with significant increase in units and population) Built in
2001.
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Photo: Lake @ Walnut luxury condos built in 2009 on corner of Walnut St. and Mentor Ave.

Photo: Facing south on N. Lake Avenue looking towards station platform and new commercial developments.

Photo: Facing North from Corson St. and Lake Avenue intersection towards station.
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RESIDENTIAL AND POPULATION DENSITY CHANGE
Allen Station experienced a small increase in residential density and a very slight
decrease in population density over the study period. This is reflected by the maps which
show only three census blocks experienced a 1-25 unit increase, with the rest
experiencing no change. Concerning population, a third of the blocks in the station area
experienced no change. The remaining census blocks were nearly spilt, half with a 1-50
person increase in population and half with a 1-50 person decrease.
LANDUSE & ZONING
North of the Gold Line is predominately an RS zone, which is single-family low-density
residential. There is a pocket of RM12, which allows for 2 dwelling units per lot, but is
mostly single-family detached homes on 0.2 acre lots. There is also a pocket of
neighborhood commercial consisting of two gas stations, an automotive repair shop, a
liquor store, a family owned restaurant, a barbershop, and a few other small service
businesses. An elementary school and recreation center sit at the western edge of the
station area in the public/semi-public (PS) zone.
The area south of the line is comprised of medium density residential (RM16), mediumhigh density residential (RM32) and general commercial (CL & CG). The CG and CL zones
allow for commercial, medium-high density residential and mixed-use buildings.
ALLOWABLE VERSUS BUILT DENSITY
Northern portion of the station area is built to capacity, although it should be noted that
the allowable density is lowest in this portion of the station area. Blocks to the south-west
of the station have underutilized capacity. The East Colorado Specific Plan specifically
calls out the difficulty of additional development regardless of rezoning due to the areas
existing build out and lack of site availability to accommodate future development.
(p.110)
MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME & GROSS RENT
In 2000 the median household income in the Allen station area was over $47,000, which
was greater than the County and slightly higher than the average median income in
Pasadena. Despite the fact that income in the area experienced a positive percent change
over the study period, in 2010 it is slightly less than the County and $10,000 less than that
of Pasadena. Rent, which was higher than the regional counterparts in 2000, is now $100
and $200 less than the county and city median gross rents, respectively, as of 2010.
VACANCY RATE
Vacancy in the station area was and remains average. In fact, the rate remains essentially
even with the County and City vacancy rates over the study period.
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Photo: Housing in RM16 Zone south of Carson St.; Mostly single-family detached but on smaller lots.

Photo: Commercial strip at intersection of Allen Avenue and Carson Street.
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RESIDENTIAL AND POPULATION DENSITY CHANGE
The average residential unit density increased by 78 percent during the study period.
Population density in the station area also increased by 60 percent within the time period.
The one block that seems to be driving the area average increased from 0 to 190
residential units and from 0 to 311 residents. This is the result of a project by the Metro
Joint Development Program, Sierra Madre Villa (phase one), that was completed in 2007
with 188 apartments. All other census blocks in the station area experienced no change in
residential units. Most blocks south of East Colorado Blvd experienced a marginal
increase in population. Only one census block experienced a decrease in population.
LANDUSE & ZONING
The northern portion of the station area above Foothill Fwy falls into the East Pasadena
Specific Plan. The Specific Plan area is comprised of four designated zones: General
Industrial (IG), General Commercial (CG), Limited Commercial (CL), and Commercial
Office (CO). The zones of CG, CO, and IG surround the station platform. The max FAR of CG
zone is 2.00. The max FAR of CO is 1.50 and IG is 1.20. Additionally CG and CO zones
within .25 miles of the rail station require the submittal and approval of conceptual site
plans and cross-sections for all new development. (Appendix I). Land outside of the
specific plan area in the top northwest corner is low-density residential.
Within the East Colorado Specific Plan the areas to the south of the Gold Line is zoned as
CG (General Commercial) around the Light Rail Transit Station, and the FAR is set at 2.00,
a higher FAR than parcels located away from the station” … “in order to provide mixeduse development such as retail, housing, and commercial” (Appendix I). Within the CG
zone FAR bonuses of 1.0 additional gross SF of retail space shall be allowed for each 1.5SF
of residential space constructed. There is also a large swath of a low-density single-family
zone in the southern portion of the station area.
ALLOWABLE VERSUS BUILT DENSITY
Built residential density within the station area is entirely less than or equal to 10 units
per acre. Even though the new Metro development is 24.7DU/Acre on a 7.6 acre plot, a
large portion of the same census block is completely vacant. According to the county
zoning map, this is the allowable density, so the station area is technically built to
capacity.
MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME & GROSS RENT
Median household income is essentially equal to the Pasadena City average, except that in
2010 it is approximately $6,000 less. It has remained higher than the County average over
the study period. Although median gross rent was higher than both the County and City
averages in 2000, it has increased at a slower rate slightly less.
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VACANCY RATE
Vacancy in the station area was and remains average. Remains essentially even with the
County and City vacancy rates over the study period.

Photo: New parking garage and housing development attached to station platform on corner of Halstead and Foothill
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SCORING RUBRIC FOR STATION PERFORMANCE
Residential Development: The score is based upon a station area’s built density versus
allowable density (extent of meeting capacity), as well as the extent of new housing
development that occurred during the study period.
5
4
3
2
1

Significant overall increase with a few new large developments (>75% increase)
Overall increase with 1-2 large new developments (30-75% increase)
Moderate overall increase, no noticeable new/large developments (15-30% increase)
Small overall increase, no noticeable new/large developments (0-15% increase)
Overall decrease in residential density

Land Use: Station areas are graded on their mix of appropriate transit adjacent uses,
specifically residential, commercial, and mixed use. Attention is also given to zoning for
appropriate heights and densities and existence of vacant lots (site visit)
5
4
3
2
1

Good vertical and horizontal mix of residential and commercial; zoned for high residential densities near
station
Mix of residential and commercial; some low-density residential
Horizontal mix of retail/commercial corridors w/nearby low density residential
Mostly residential with minimal commercial, retail, or other uses.
Significant proportion of non-pedestrian friendly uses (i.e. industrial, manufacturing, vacant)

Affordability: Stations are scored based on the presence of affordable housing units, and rents
as a percentage of income. The characteristics of score 3 are higher than those of score 2
because in the prior scenario the community recognizes the need for affordable housing due
to high rents and is working towards its provision.
5
4
3
2
1

Average rent is less than or equal to 30% of household income; significant presence of affordable units
Average rent is less than or equal to 30% of household income; some affordable units provided
Average rent is greater than 30% of household income, but affordable units are provided
Average rent is less than or equal to 30% of household income, but no affordable units
No affordable units, and average rent greater than 30% of median household income
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EVALUATION AND COMPARISON OF STATION PERFORMANCE
Figure 3: Station Performance Comparison Chart
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FINDINGS
VISION AND STRENGTH OF TOD POLICIES: CITYWIDE AND COMMUNITY SPECIFIC
A transit-oriented development vision does exist for the Los Angeles region, and a pretty
good strong one at that. The City of Los Angeles and The City of Pasadena each have
citywide policy and planning documents guiding development within their jurisdictions
towards transit orientation. Furthermore, each City possesses a policy document
specifically oriented towards better coordination between transportation and land use.
The Land Use-Transportation Policy, which has been on the books for over two decades,
creates an ideal, albeit it somewhat ambitious, vision for a transit-oriented Los Angeles
where Angelenos have put aside their beloved automobiles and abandoned the region’s
congested freeways, to instead be “traveling to work, to school, to visit friends and
shopping by way of the newly-built mass transit system” (City of Los Angeles, 1993, p.2).
In short, both the City of Los Angeles and the City of Pasadena have embraced the transitoriented development vision within their citywide planning policies.
In addition to possessing a vision, both the Los Angeles General Plan and the Pasadena
Comprehensive Plan contain many of the criteria that establish a “good comprehensive
plan quality” (Berke & Godschalk, 2006). Each plan includes an assessment of major
trends and issues within their respective jurisdictions, builds solutions to explicitly
address the stated issues, and then present a vision for what the manifestation of such
solutions would look like if implemented successfully. Specific policies are then utilized to
directly support the guiding vision of the comprehensive plan. In the case of Pasadena, the
Inclusionary Housing Ordinance and Transit-Oriented Development Ordinance are
presented as policy mechanisms to further the vision of creating a “mixed-use urban
environment oriented to transit and pedestrian activity… while maintaining a socially and
economically diverse city” set forth by the comprehensive plan. Likewise, in the city of Los
Angeles the vision of compact and dense development directed towards specific target
areas explicitly addresses the issue of a shortage of developable land in Los Angeles
proper, as well as the every present concern about preserving the character of existing
single-family low-density communities.
While the overarching vision of both municipalities embraces the merit and
appropriateness of transit-oriented development, there exists a wide variation
concerning the transfer of this vision to the more hyper-local, community specific plans
within each region. Variation of policy strength exists between the specific plans of each
jurisdiction, as well as within. A total of eight community specific plans were reviewed
from the City of Los Angeles and the City of Pasadena. The strength of these planning
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documents was rated on a scale from 0 to 30 points, taking into consideration primary
stated objective, housing concept and regulation, TOD component, affordability measures,
and implementation strategies. The reviewed documents from both jurisdictions received
overall scores that varied widely along the scale, with the lowest score of 3.5 points, and
the highest score of 25.5 points. These findings highlight lack of vertical consistency
between the vision set out by the city-wide comprehensive plans and the regulations set
forth by some of the community specific planning documents. Horizontal inconsistency is
also an issue on both the inter- and intra-jurisdictional scale. Despite the common
objective of high-density mixed-use development around the same light-rail line, zero
collaboration, or even acknowledgement, of this shared objective was conveyed by either
of the citywide planning documents. Furthermore, within the boundaries of the same
jurisdiction, one could argue a lack of collaboration and acknowledgement between
community specific plans, even in instances when multiple plans were established within
the same station study area (i.e. Fillmore Station).
STATION PERFORMANCE
The eleven Gold Line stations considered in this research were evaluated on the existing
characteristics of three indicators within a quarter mile radius of each station platform.
The three evaluated indicators include residential density, mix of land uses and
appropriate zoning, and equitable access. The first two indicators aim to uncover if TOD
implementation has been successful within the station area. Equitable access works
towards answering for whom it has been successful. The performance of each station was
rated on a scale from 1 to 5 for each indicator, allowing for an overall score on a scale
from 3 to 15 points. The overall scores of the eleven reviewed stations ranged from a low
of 5 points to a high of 14 points. The average score of the five Los Angeles Gold Line
stations was 7points, and the average score of the six Pasadena Gold Line stations was
10.75 points.
In terms of residential density and new development, the Pasadena stations on average
performed better than the Los Angeles stations. On a grading scale of 1 to 5, the average
performance in terms of residential development in Pasadena was 3.7, compared to the
Los Angeles average of 2.2. It is important to note that the City of Los Angeles also
recognized its underperformance in the provision of housing, especially the supply of
below market rate units. The 2013 update of the City of Los Angeles General Plan Housing
Element reported that building permits for a net addition of 46,738 had been issued
between 2006 and 2012. However, this was only 48 percent of the estimated new housing
construction need as determined by the RHNA allocation (p.5-3). The majority of which,
83 percent, was for market rate housing (p. 5-4).
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Both cities saw better performance from their stations in terms of an appropriate mix of
land uses and appropriate zoning. All stations had some combination of commercial and
residential, although the proportions and densities varied. In terms of mixed-use and
increasing densities with proximity to station, the six stations in Pasadena outperformed
the stations within Los Angeles’ boundaries with an average of score of 4.2 and 2.6 points
respectively.
On average, the stations in both cities performed quite poorly in the provision of
affordable housing units. Again, the stations within the boundaries of the City of Pasadena
obtained a higher average score than their Los Angeles counterpart. It is important to
note however that most of the stations in Pasadena received a score of 2, and the average
was brought up by two high performing stations. In this case, although the overall
provision was good, affordable housing units are concentrated in a few locations rather
than evenly dispersed throughout the municipality. The large majority of newly
constructed affordable housing units were located with the two Downtown station areas
in Pasadena. In the City of Los Angeles, the 2013 Housing Element again reported
underperformance in the provision of affordable housing on a citywide scale.
“The new construction of housing units for all income levels fell short of meeting the
RHNA goals. The RHNA goals target 57 percent of all new units for households with
moderate incomes or below, whereas only 17 percent of the actual new units produced in
the prior RHNA [term] served these households. The gap was particularly large at the
extremely low income and moderate-income levels. These are two income ranges that are
particularly difficult for a City like Los Angeles to reach given the lack of housing funding
sources that address production needs at these levels” (City of Los Angeles, 2013, p. 4)

Similar to the findings from the policy strength evaluation, there is variation between
station performances on both an inter- and intra-jurisdictional scale. However, in terms of
overall performance, as well as performance within each individual indicator, the Gold
Line stations that fall within the jurisdiction of the City of Pasadena performed best.
Furthermore, the two Gold Line stations located in Downtown Pasadena received the
highest performance ratings out of the eleven reviewed stations
CONNECTIONS BETWEEN PLAN STRENGTH AND STATION PERFORMANCE
Each of the eleven Gold Line stations was then placed on a scatter plot according to their
performance score (y-axis) and the strength of their governing community specific plan
(x-axis). In cases where more than one community specific plan governed land within a
single station study area the average score of all applicable plans was used. The scatter
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plot (Figure 4) uncovers interesting trends. One phenomenon that immediately stands
out is the clustering of Pasadena Gold Line stations within the top right quadrant of the
graph. Positioning within this quadrant indicates a high score in both station performance
and policy strength. Conversely, the majority of Los Angeles Gold Lines stations are
clustered within the bottom right corner of the graph, indicating the occurrence of a low
score in both station performance and policy strength. The second observable trend is
that the points are loosely organized in a positive linear fashion on the graph. A positive
linear slope on a scatter plot can be interpreted as positive correlation between two
variables. The calculated correlation coefficient for the dataset is 0.66, indicating a
moderately strong positive linear relationship between station performance and policy
strength.
Figure 4: Station Performance Plotted Against Policy Strenghth

*In instances when one station was equally regulated by two planning documents the average policy
strength was used.
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Despite the positive liner trend of the plotted points, a few interesting outliners require
attention. The Lincoln Heights, Highland Park, and Allen station all diverge slightly from
the observable trends. The Lincoln Heights station, despite similar policy strength,
received a higher score than the other stations within the City of Los Angeles in terms of
station performance. In other words, despite a relatively weak guiding policy, the Lincoln
Heights station still managed to perform well in terms of increasing residential density
and new development, active mix of land use, and equitability. Conversely, despite
relatively strong guiding policy, the Highland Park station only exhibited moderate
performance. Similarly to the Highland Park station, the Allen station under-performed in
terms of density, mixed-use, and economic accessibility from what could be expected
judging by the relative strength of the governing policy.

CONCLUSIONS & SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
The main conclusions I draw from the findings of this research are two-fold. In general, a
relationship does exist between station performance and policy strength for the eleven
Gold Line stations analyzed within the study. A calculated correlation coefficient of 0.66
indicates a moderately strong positive liner relationship between station performance
and policy strength. Making no assumptions of causation, it can be stated that a strong
TOD policy is moderately correlated with high station area performance in terms of
residential density, mixed land use, and equitability. However, a second conclusion to be
drawn is that this positive linear relationship does not always hold true. This study of
eleven Gold Line stations also produced examples of cases in which a station area
performed well despite weak guiding policy. The opposite was also exhibited in some
cases where strong policy alone was not sufficient to produce high station area
performance.
These two conclusions set the foundation for further research into the socio-political
dynamics at work surrounding the Gold Line. First, what are community and political
dynamics in the City of Pasadena and the City of Los Angeles? How are differences in
these dynamics driving one municipality to have stronger community specific policies and
station performance in the realm of transit-oriented development planning, despite a
relatively similar citywide vision? Similarly, this research in to the planning culture and
civic society of the two jurisdictions may also uncover explanations for the outlier
stations, which did not follow the general positive correlation found amongst the other
stations.
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Another conclusion to be drawn from this research points to the value of a TOD vision and
station area branding. The Del Mar and Memorial Park station, the two best performing
stations within the study, fall within the Central District Specific Plan of Pasadena. The
Central District Specific Plan differed from most other plans reviewed in that it was
broken down even further into sub-districts. Each sub-district was characterized by its
own planning concept and somewhat of a “theme.” The sub-districts included “Old
Pasadena,” “Civic Center/ Midtown,” “In-Town Housing,” and “Pasadena Playhouse.” I
hypothesize that the branding of these stations and their surrounding areas may have had
a positive effect in attracting new development. Plenty of research exists exploring the
use of branding in revitalizing decaying neighborhoods (“What makes a successful
place”). For example, he Center of Community Progress argues that “the purpose of
neighborhood marketing is to build a positive image that attracts the desired investments
of time, money and energy that support the neighborhood’s revitalization goals.” (Center
for Community Progress)
Finally, the findings also highlight the need for horizontal consistency to be investigated
on multiple scales. This recommendation is prompted by a demonstrated lack of regional
prioritization of goals and objectives, as well as, intra-jurisdictional coordination. On the
local scale, future research into the reason why many of Los Angeles’ existing policies
contain good ideas but focus on goals and objectives without designating owners who are
mandated to implement discrete tasks. Comparable to an unfunded mandate, the this
results essentially in the City is producing policies and plans with strong and progressive
visions, but without any actual mechanisms and tools for the plans to be successfully
implemented. There are many potential explanations for the production of planning
documents with weak standards and regulations. However, I believe a pertinent direction
to target future research is the political-economic relationships between the public realm
and private sector. Cities across the country, especially since the blow of the recession in
2008, have been significantly desperate to attract new development and business to their
jurisdictions. This climate often results in plans and policies that exhibit lax regulations in
an attempt to allow for a business friendly environment and developer flexibility.
Another potential explanation may be community resistance to the density and change
associated with TOD. As a native of Los Angeles County, born and raised in a suburban
community, I can personally attest to the existence of strong community contingents that
fiercely demand the preservation of “suburban community character.” Future research
would be best directed towards the role of community participation surround TOD along
the Gold Line in Los Angeles County.
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APPENDIX I
COUNTY-WIDE PLANNING
JOINT DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Agency/Department: Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
Date Enacted: Revised October 2009 (original May 2005)
Primary Goal(s):
The primary goal of the Metro Joint Development Program is to "secure the most
appropriate private and/or public development on Metro-owned property at and adjacent
to transit stations and corridors" (www.metro.net). Within the official policies and
procedures document it is also stated that the program aims to respect the overall planning
of the LA region by “encourage comprehensive planning and development around station
sites and along transit corridors” and “reduce auto use and congestion through
encouragement of transit-linked development” (p.1). With respect to developing individual
sites, the aim of the program is to engage with development projects that “promote and
enhance transit ridership; Enhance and protect the transportation corridor and its
environs; Enhance the land use and economic development goals of surrounding
communities and conform to local and regional development plans; and Generate value to
Metro based on a fair market return on public investment” (p.1).
Housing Concept:
Within the criteria used for selection between projects, “responsiveness to community
needs for housing” is listed. The final of the thirteen development policies states that
“projects with a residential component are encouraged to provide a range of housing types
to meet the need of a diversity of household income, sizes, and ages particularly is such
diversity of housing is not currently provided within walking distance of the transit system.
Housing Regulations:
No specific regulations are stated for housing development except that all developments
must be in compliance with any applicable comprehensive or specific plans.
Affordable Component:
As mentioned in the housing concept, the land use policy section states that a range of
housing types to meet the needs of different household sizes and incomes are encouraged
by the program. However, no specific regulations or incentives are created for projects that
incorporate the provision of affordable housing.
TOD Component:
All projects within the program take place on LACMTA owned right-of-way and rail
adjacent land. Thus, all projects are, at the very least, transit-adjacent development.
Implementation Strategies:
The strongest implementation strategies of the program are use of Request for Proposals
(RFP) and guidelines for project evaluation. The document states that periodic market
feasibility studies for LACMTA-owned land coupled with “consultation of local government
development plans” will be used to direct future projects in the program by creating
development guidelines that will then be used when soliciting proposals through RFPs. The
guidelines will be used in project evaluation and selection processes. Unsolicited proposals

are only accepted in limited case, and developers are subject to an “Exclusive Negotiation
Agreement.”
Additional:
It is important to note that the development policies section states that “projects must
demonstrate, at minimum, fair market value to LACMTA” (p.2)
Metro Transit Oriented Development Planning Grant
This grant program provides funding for local governments to plan for transit-oriented
development in anticipation of new transit service.

CITY OF LOS ANGELES PLANNING
NORTHEAST LOS ANGELES COMMUNITY PLAN
Agency/Department: City of Los Angeles- General Plan
Date Enacted: 1979, Revision 1999
Primary Goal(s):
While the General Plan sets out a long-range vision and guide to future development, the 35
Community Plans within the City of Los Angeles are intended to provide the specific,
neighborhood-level detail, relevant policies, and implementation strategies necessary to
achieve the General Plan objectives. The main objective set forth within the Northeast Los
Angeles Community Plan is the “preservation of existing residential character while
providing a variety of compatible new housing opportunities, improving commercial
design and economic vitality.” Focus is placed on preservation of character, maximization
of economic potential of future rail expansion, and job producing uses. However, a notion
that is pervasive throughout the document is to “limit land use intensities and population
densities to those which can be accommodated by the transportation system, public service
facilities, utilities, and topography.”
Housing Concept:
The plan aims to maintain existing housing character, which are mostly single-family, lowdensity developments. The development of multi-family housing is only to occur where it
can be supported by existing infrastructure and services (p.25). Plan specifically states that
it wants to avoid large multi-family structure like those developed in the late 1980’s that
were “out of scale” and “eroded neighborhood character”(p.19). This has caused the
community to be weary of overly permissive zoning and the enactment of an Interim Plan
Revision Ordinance in 1990 that has largely reduced housing developments to the RD2
zone density (1 unit for each 2000 square feet of lot area). One of the main issues identified
by the residential section of the plan is potential “encroachment of incompatible uses and
inappropriately-scaled development into single-family and low density neighborhoods”
(11).
Housing Regulations:
The Plan presents a chart that designates residential land use densities from minimum to
high-Medium. The allowable median density for the “minimum” residential land use
category is .5 dwelling units per net acre. The allowable median density for the “highmedium” residential land use category is 82 dwelling units per net acre. However, the Plan

Map re-designates all high-medium density residential uses to medium density or lower
density residential designations and reclassifies R4-zoned properties to R3 or more
restrictive zone classifications. The next level down is “medium” which allows for 42
du/acre. The majority of dwelling units fall into the low and low medium II categories,
predicting 35,107 and 29,712 units respectively. These allow for median densities of 6.5
and 23.5 du/acre, respectively (p.25). Housing projections by the Citywide General Plan
included 89,118 housing units by 2010, 47,586 of which are multi-family and 41,532 to be
single-family. However, the Community Plan predicts a significantly smaller number at
76,551 units.
Affordable Component:
The plan states that City Planning “should” continue to assist City Housing Department
(CHD) in identifying vacant or underutilized city-owned properties for affordable housing
(p.26), and that low- and moderate-income housing should be equitably distributed
throughout the Plan area predicated on a fair share basis in relationship to all other
planning areas (p.63). Besides stated intent of assisting CHD, no incentives or standards are
presented for the development of affordable housing. Allow for the assembly and trade of
public land in order to encourage new housing in appropriate locations within the Plan
area (IV-4). The language is weak, suggesting that this action “should” be done or is
allowed.
Within the residential section of the policies and procedures plan there is an objective “to
promote and ensure the provision of fair and equal housing opportunities for all persons
regardless of income and age groups or ethnic, religious, or racial background” (p. 29).
Ensure that low- and moderate-income housing is equitably distributed throughout the
Plan area predicated on a fair share basis in relationship to all other planning areas (IV-4).
TOD Component:
“A light rail system to link Los Angeles and Pasadena adjacent to the historic Figueroa
Street Corridor has been proposed and designed. Planned station stops in Highland Park
are seen as an opportunity to spur commercial revitalization and rehabilitation of
residential structures. A specific plan is being prepared to regulate development near the
station stops and guide development so that the mistakes of the recent past are not
repeated.” (p.7)
A specific plan(s) will be developed in connection with the development of light rail station
stops to minimize the conflicts between automobile, train, and pedestrian traffic, and
encourage development of pedestrian-oriented activities and mixed-commercialresidential developments (p.33)
Goal 12 is a coordinated, integration of development around transit stations in order to
improve services, access, and economic vitality of the community. (III-28)
Implementation Strategies:
The principal method for the implementation of the Land Use Map drafted with the
Community Plan is the companion zoning actions. In addition, the special zoning
ordinances are also used as plan implementation tools to provide detailed development
controls in areas with unique attributes, problems, or resources. For the purpose of this
study these include The Mount Washington/Glassell Park Plan, the Avenue 57 Transit
Oriented District Plan, and the Lincoln Heights Community Design Overlay. The Northeast
Community Plan also identifies pedestrian oriented zones and compiled a list of
coordination opportunities for public agencies to further the objectives of the Plan.

Additional:
This plan encompasses the following stations: Chinatown, Lincoln/Cypress, Heritage
Square, Southwest Museum, and Highland Park
CORNFIELD ARROYO SECO SPECIFIC PLAN
Agency/Department: Los Angeles Department of City Planning
Date Enacted: Draft issued October 2012
This plan encompasses the following stations: Lincoln Heights
http://cityplanning.lacity.org/EIR/CornfieldArroyo/Ord_Adopt/Web02_CASP.pdf
MOUNT WASHINGTON / GLASSELL PARK (SPECIFIC PLAN)
Agency/Department: Los Angeles Department of City Planning
Date Enacted: Effective May 10, 1993
Primary Goal:
There is no clear statement of the goals or vision of the Specific Plan. Not even an
introduction or executive summary. A vague mention that the plan seeks to create and
maintain a diverse environment, with balanced growth, and historical continuity (P.3).
Within this there is mention of preserving the single-family residential neighborhood
character by limiting land use intensities and population densities. As the Mount
Washington and Glassell Park is hilly with canyons, natural/native vegetation, and
substantial wildlife habitat, there is an objective of preserving that.
Housing Concept:
The introduction of the plan references issues of recent years of the construction of singlefamily and multi-family developments that have been “inconsistent with the scale and
character of the community” (p.2).
Housing Regulations:
Within the Plan area, no building or grading permits are to be issued for One-Family or
Multi-Family projects without meeting the requirements of the Specific Plan or approval by
the Director of Planning of his/her designee. These are the only two prohibitions listed in
the Plan. The standards for single-family projects include restrictions on FAR depending on
lot size, maximum building height of 45 feet, and quite a few landscaping regulations
concerning native trees and fire hazards. Multi-family projects standards include fence and
wall standards, and refuse storage standards to protect surrounding properties from noise,
odor and debris impacts. Approval of project permits for both are based on architectural
design and building façade modulation (p9-10). Approval of multi-family project permits
also takes into consideration a minimum of 100 SF of usable open space for each dwelling
unit, inclusion of common open space areas (minimum of 400 SF each) that incorporate
recreational amenities “to the satisfaction of the Department of Planning, and landscaping.
There is no mention modifications to allowable residential densities within the Specific
Plan area, leading to the conclusion that the existing Zoning Code remains unaltered.
Affordable Component:
None
TOD Component:
None
Implementation Strategies:

The existing zoning within the plan area remains largely unaltered; however, the plan
utilizes a special review process as an implementation tool to direct new development. The
Director of Planning, or his/her designee, has authority of all project permits for single- and
multi- family housing developments within the Plan area. All decisions can be appealed to
the City Planning Commission, and further appealed to City Council.
Additional Comments:
 This plan encompasses the following stations: Southwest Museum
AVENUE 57 TRANSIT ORIENTED DISTRICT (SPECIFIC PLAN)
Agency/Department: City of Los Angeles; General Plan- Specific Plan
Date Enacted: Aug. 2002
Primary Goal(s):
The stated objective of the Avenue 57 TOD special district is to implement the goals set
forth by the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan and the Los Angeles General Plan,
which aim to “provide commercial and economic development, and maintain the historic
character, diverse community, and open space within the community.” The attempt to
strike a balance between preservation of what exists and encouragement of new
development is largely done through restrictions on new development densities.
Housing Concept:
Within the six stated goals of the transit-oriented district, two portray the vision for
housing provision within the area. The plan aims to "encourage a range of housing types to
allow a diversity of income ranges" and "promoting development of family-friendly
affordable homes available to local residents" (p.3 E-F). These objectives address both the
family structure and economic status/capacity of households to be accommodated or
encouraged within the area.
Housing Regulations:
The housing component of the Avenue 57 transit-oriented district provides regulations for
the use and density of housing within the area. Joint living/working quarters are permitted
within the district. All mixed use housing in a project may be developed to max height of 45
feet with FAR 2:1. Any new residential development within the TOD is limited to RD1.5
density to maintain consistency with existing densities within the area (allowable density
largely depends on lot size). Additionally all multi-family developments are allowed to
remain and be rebuilt non-conforming.
Affordable Component:
Although the housing goals portion of the document specifically as states an objective of
providing housing for a diversity of income ranges and homes that are suitable for families,
the Plan fails to acknowledge levels of affordability (medium, low-, very-low, etc), and lacks
any substantial incentives or standards to encourage such development. There are no
specific incentives for affordable housing within the "development incentives" section of
the document.
TOD Component: The entire plan may be considered a TOD component. The plan
specifically outlines and designates areas for mixed use and activity centers, which
highlight the importance of and encourage a vertical and horizontal mix of residential and
commercial uses. The plan incorporates an “Artwalk” and active ground floor uses in order
to make the plan area inviting and entertaining for pedestrians.
Implementation Strategies:

The Plan outlines development incentives including permitted inclusion of joint living and
working quarters; FAR bonus for the inclusion of pedestrian amenities, “targeted uses,” and
community facilities; reduced parking for new projects; parking exemptions and RD 1.5
densities for adaptive reuse projects; and 2:1FAR and various incentives for façade
improvements for mixed use development projects. Any new project within the district is
entitled by right to any two of the previously listed incentives.
Additional:
This plan encompasses the following stations: Highland Park

CITY OF PASADENA PLANNING
CENTRAL DISTRICT SPECIFIC PLAN
Agency or Department: The City of Pasadena
Date Enacted: April 1998
Primary Goal:
The primary goal of the Central District Specific Plan is to create a vibrant urban core
within Pasadena by working to “diversify the Downtown economy” and “build housing.”
The document lists ten priorities as guiding principles, three of which relate to the topics of
this thesis. These priorities include: Provide for new development consistent with the scale,
density, and urban design features of the historic districts; Maximize the use of transit and
transit corridors; and Provide a wide variety of housing options in Downtown in terms of
type, location, size, and price.
Housing Concept:
The plan states that each of the Downtown sub-districts should provide for multi-family
housing and/or mixed-use developments featuring residential above ground floor
commercial as a permitted use. Additionally, it is further recommended that strategies that
encourage the development of urban scale housing in proximity to rail stations be adopted.
However, limitations on housing development are advised for select locations where a
commercial and/or employment character is especially desired. As shown in Appendix 1-a
map, housing is permitted in most of the Central District. The intent of the housing concept
within the plan is to “create an integrated and healthy Downtown environment and fulfill
the following objectives: 1) develop urban land patterns; 2) build housing Downtown; 3)
conserve in-town neighborhoods; and 4) offer suitable housing (including affordable
housing)” (Section 4, 47).
Housing Regulations:
As mentioned within the housing concept, the plan states that residential should be the
principal use within the areas that benefit from proximity to rail stations and permit
“urban scale” densities of 60 - 87 dwelling units per acre. This specifically includes the Old
Pasadena Transit Village and Memorial Park Urban Village, affecting the Del Mar and
Memorial park station areas respectively (See Appendix 1-b). Total development within the
Central District is restricted by caps assigned from the 1994 Land Use Element of the
General Plan, which allows for an additional 5,095 residential units and 6,217,000 square
feet of non-residential development.
Appendix 1-c and 1-d depict maximum residential densities within the entire district and
the change in maximum residential density enacted by the specific plan. Appendix 1-e

indicates the maximum parcel FAR for areas within the district showing where intensity of
development is intended to be highest.
Affordable Component:
The only regulation over the provision of affordable housing that is provided by the Central
District Specific Plan document is a stated support and compliance with the Inclusionary
Housing Ordinance enacted by the Pasadena Comprehensive General Plan.
TOD Component:
The main objective of the plan, to encourage vibrant and diverse development near transit
stations is exemplary TOD rhetoric encouraging a mixed and engaging pedestrian
environment. Locations near Downtown rail stations and along the 210 Freeway are
typically assigned an FAR of at least 2.25 to promote transit-oriented development,
including high density, urban housing. Exceptions are a response to existing character that
requires a lower FAR.
Implementation Strategies:
As is required by all specific plans, the Central District plan contains a chapter dedicated to
implementation strategies. Within this chapter there are specific sections containing
recommendations for land use and zoning recommendations. The strategies relevant to
this research area as follows. A “review conducted every five years to examine the balance
of housing and commercial construction in the Central District, as well as the construction
of affordable housing.” The chapter also sets forth a recommendation to establish
standards for higher density urban housing within the Central District that uphold and
reinforce the Urban Residential Design guidelines. Finally, the Plan requires the
maintenance of an inventory of vacant building space and development opportunity sites,
so that the City may market these sites to prospective occupants and developer
Additional Comments:



This plan encompasses portions of the following stations: Fillmore, Del Mar, Memorial Park,
North Lake
A significant portion of the document, four chapters out of twelve, is dedicated to design
guidelines.

Map. District-wide Housing Concept:
Indicates where housing is
permitted, not permitted, and
permitted with certain restrictions
within the district.

Map. Central District
Specific Plan
Sub-Districts

Map. Central District
Specific Plan
District-wide Maximum
Residential Density
Concept

Map. Central District
Specific Plan
Change in Maximum
Residential Density

Map. Central District
Specific Plan
District-wide Maximum
FAR

SOUTH FAIR OAKS SPECIFIC PLAN
Agency or Department: City of Pasadena
Date Enacted: Adopted April 1998
Primary Goals:
The majority of stated goals in the South Fair Oaks Specific Plan center on economic
development by providing an attractive environment for businesses, retaining and
enhancing local business, and promoting research coalitions. The second stated goal of the
plan is to coordinate land use and transportation programs with the Fillmore light rail
station (Chapter1, p.6).
Housing Concept:
There is no real vision for housing within the district. Mention of housing is only included
within the permitted uses section of the land use chapter.
Housing Regulations:
In compliance with the General Plan, the Specific Plan permits the addition of 300 multifamily dwelling units. Multifamily residential uses are permitted at a density of 32 dwelling
units per acre. Specific Plan also allows that one unit of multifamily residential use may be
converted to 1,000 square feet of institutional uses so long as it is a residential type use
(p.62). The only direction given to the location of multifamily housing is that new
developments that wish to take advantage of proximity to the Fillmore station are
encouraged to locate east of the rail right-of-way (p.63)
Affordable Component:
The plan contains no significant mention of affordable or inclusionary housing.
TOD Component:
The emphasis of the TOD component is on streetscape and station design.
Implementation Strategies:
The implementation strategies comprise a total of two pages out of an eighty page
document. Similar to the theme of the Plan, the majority of implementation strategies
include financing sources, business assistance and programs, and program management to
facilitate economic development within the area. One implementation strategy that is
potentially useful for housing development is that the plan calls for an inventory of
available sites and leasing opportunities to identify sites for marketing.
Additional Comments:


This plan encompasses portions of the following stations: Fillmore
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EAST COLORADO BOULEVARD SPECIFIC PLAN
Agency or Department: City of Pasadena
Date Enacted: Adopted November 2003
Primary Goals:
The vision for East Colorado Boulevard, simply stated, is to “create a vibrant mix of land
uses, a unified streetscape and a series of distinctive places along the boulevard.”
Mirroring the objectives of the city-wide General Plan, the Specific Plan also sets out to
retain the vitality of small businesses within the area.
Housing Concept:
There is no mention of housing specifically in the “Plan Goals and Objectives” section, but
within the “land Use and Development Standards” Chapter it is highlighted that the
addition of housing in the area is an important component in “achieving a pedestrianoriented, mixed use, urban environment that helps to create a sense of place and 24-hour
life to the street” (124). Although the corridor is largely commercial and the plan pays the
majority of focus towards business and commercial uses, it recognizes that even a
“constrained” addition of residential use is an opportunity to accommodate the city’s
significant need for housing. Residential development is likely to occur in two different
formats due to the built-out nature of the planning area: Medium density mixed use and
high density mixed-use residential. The Plan specifically calls for high density mixed-use
residential buildings in transit node areas
Housing Regulations:
The planned maximum of new housing units within the area is 750 units. The Specific Plan
modifies this General Plan projection of 750 units by permitting the potential for units to
be transferred to commercial square footage at a rate of 1000 square feet per unit. The
stated intention behind this allowance is to provide flexibility in future development to
build both residential units and new commercial square footage. Multi-family housing is
permitted in all transit nodes, however, only within mixed use developments or buildings
within the Sierra Madre Villa station area. Uniquely, the plan is the first reviewed within
this thesis to mention that higher allowable densities are alone seen as an incentive for
housing development since high density is essentially equivalent to higher revenue, which
is necessary to attract private investment given relatively high land values within the Plan
area.
Affordable Component:
The Plan will enforce Policy 3.1 of the General Plan, which exempts affordable housing
units from the allotted unit maximum. This exemption applies to moderate, low, and very
low-income households, low/very low rental units, and senior housing. The Plan also
applies the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance of the General Plan; stating that 15% of units
must be affordable to low and moderate income households for building over 10 units.
However, the Plan specifically recognizes that while the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance is
helpful, it might not have a huge impact since the Specific Plan area is largely built out, and
new development will likely be small infill projects with less than 10 units (p.126). The
specific plan supports the need for these incentives and recommends pursuit of an
aggressive campaign to achieve the15% affordable threshold within the Specific Plan area.
Additional incentives should be considered by the City for housing projects of less than 10
units.
TOD Component:

The Plan mentions the importance of taking advantage of the transit-related environment
surround multiple Gold Line stations within the Plan area. These areas are recognized as
presenting opportunities for revitalization and intensification through the application of
pedestrian and transit-oriented design principles including “mixing residential and/or
office above street level retail commercial uses, designing around transit nodes where
access is provided by public bus or transit, and designing pedestrian-oriented development
where shared parking offers the ability for patrons to visit several destinations on one
vehicle trip.” Consequently, the following specific development standards are set for areas
within 0.25 mile of a station: allowable residential density is raised to 60 units per acre;
allowable building height limit is 60 feet; and a 25% parking reduction may be applied to
non-residential uses.
Implementation Strategies:
The first strategy for implementation is to revise the municipal code to reflect zoning and
land use changes established by the Specific Plan. Interestingly, the Plan makes it a point to
express:
“Simply changing zoning on a map will not attract development unless there is an underlying market
demand for a particular land use. On the other hand, if there is immediate demand for a desirable
land use that is not permitted under existing zoning, a change in zoning can bring about very
significant results. Moreover, appropriate zoning changes can be made more effective if coupled with
policies that address other existing barriers to development (e.g., insufficient infrastructure).”
(p.182)

A key barrier towards development that is removed by the Specific Plan is that it provides a
vehicle for expedited approval of development proposals that are consistent with the
community vision established by the Plan. Since developers consistently cite this type of
provision as a key factor in selecting the communities where they will pursue projects, it is
essential that a plan remove to the maximum degree possible the need for discretionary
approvals for projects that fall within the development “envelope” established by the Plan.
Finally, within the Implementation Action Plan each action is associated with a responsible
agency or party, estimated “order of magnitude” costs associated with each action and
potential timing of the action.
Additional Comments:




This plan encompasses portions of the following stations: Allen, Sierra Madre Villa
Due to the lack of vacant properties and the built-out condition of the Specific Plan Study
Area, opportunities to increase land use intensities will be limited primarily to
redevelopment of existing under-utilized properties. (p108)
Drive-thru not permitted in Allen, maintenance and repair shops permitted in both,
Industrial not permitted, except for small-scale in SMV with conditional use permit
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EAST PASADENA SPECIFIC PLAN: SUBAREA D2
Agency/Department: City of Pasadena
Date Enacted: October 2000
Primary Goal:
The primary goal in Subarea D2 of the Specific Plan is to encourage additional industrial
and office development with restricted provision of supporting retail and commercial
development. Additionally, the Plan also states that “transit oriented development will be
encouraged around the proposed light rail station at Sierra Madre Villa and the 210
freeway” (3-2).
Housing Concept:
The housing component follows the projections of the General plan, allocating a total of 400
new housing units within Subarea D2, 300 of which are recommended to be at or near the
light rail station. While the plan recognizes that housing near the station would be an asset,
the surrounding suburban character is specifically mentioned in order to defend densities
lower than those recommended around the Del Mar and Lake Stations.
Housing Regulations:
Multifamily residential development is permitted in all CO and CG zones north of Foothill
Boulevard at 32 and 48 dwelling units per acre (See Appendix 3-a). South of Foothill
Boulevard and within a quarter mile radius of the Sierra Madre Villa Light Rail station,
housing developments up to densities of 60 units per acre, but are restricted to a height
limit of 60 feet in order to preserve view-sheds of the mountains. (Thus, ability to meet
maximum du/acre will be restricted by lot size)
Affordable Component:
The affordable housing requirements and density bonuses set forth by the specific plan are
the same as those set forth by the City-wide program for inclusionary zoning (6-19 Table
6.4). The requirements set forth by the zoning code will be applicable to all multifamily and
mixed use residential projects within the Specific Plan area.
TOD Component:
The plan states that “any project within, or partially within, a radius of one quarter mile
from the light rail boarding area must be determined by the decision maker to be transitoriented development according to all five criteria, in order for the project to be found
consistent with the General Plan. The plan then goes a step further than what the General
Plan requires and states that the five criteria should also be considered for all projects
within a half mile radius of a station site. This Specific Plan is the first of any within
Pasadena to specifically apply the General Plan requirement.
Implementation Strategies:
The Plan has a relatively robust implementation chapter. Although the implementation
chapter is heavy on financing, some of the main implantation strategies effecting densities
and housing provisions are described below. First, the Plan implements a zone change from
IG to CG immediately east and west of station. Housing is permitted as of right in CG zones
but not in IG, thus, the zone change opens up land for potential residential development. To
encourage transit-oriented and mixed-use development, a bonus of 1 SF of retail space will
be awarded for each 1.5SF of residential space constructed. Additionally, a bonus of 5SF

will be awarded for each 1SF of child or elderly care space constructed. Finally, a five-year
review of the specific plan is established in order to monitor implementation of the Plan.
Additional Comments:
The land use chapter of the Plan mentions that Subarea D2 is anticipated to absorb the
largest amount of new development over in the decade following the plan because it has
some of the largest “underutilized parcels (p. 3-5). Specifically, “parcels located south of
Foothill Boulevard are some of the most desirable (and largest) parcels in the city and the
value of the land is high” (p.3-12).

Map. East Pasadena
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NORTH LAKE SPECIFIC PLAN
Agency/Department: City of Pasadena
Date Enacted: June 1997
Primary Goal:
The primary goal of the North Lake Specific Plan is to protect the character of residential
areas from impacts of commercial development. In addition to preserving residential
character, the Plan aims to strengthen it by directing development away from autooriented uses in order to provide a pleasant pedestrian-friendly environment. Within all
the stated goals and objects the Plan places a specific emphasis on the importance of
designing for “community cohesion and neighborhood identity” (p.A-5). This emphasis is
conveyed through significant design standards dictating landscape and streetscape
regulations and suggestions regarding trees, sidewalks, street width, street lights, public
art, signage, fencing, etc.
Housing Concept:
The housing concept within the Plan is to protect existing residential communities from the
negative pressures and side effects of commercial development. However, some provisions
are made for new housing, specifically that the Plan allows for a maximum of 500 new
housing units within the plan area and increased allowable densities within areas
specifically appropriate for future housing development.
Housing Regulations:
The Plan changes existing density from RM-32 to RM-48 in the residential zones between
Maple Street and Villa Street (E-5). Within this high density residential area between maple
and Villa St, the Specific Plan also reiterates provisions of the General Plan, stating the
possibility for further density bonus in exchange for affordable housing provisions within a
development (A-6).
Affordable Component:
In addition to supporting the city-wide inclusionary housing ordinance, phase two of the
Specific Plan includes implementation actions for the Housing and Development
Department to develop a four unit affordable townhouse project (Rio Grande Housing site)
on an underutilized parking lot, funded by the Housing Trust Fund (J-5).
TOD Component:
The majority of the document focuses on scale and design in order to make pleasant
pedestrian environment in the area surrounding the light rail station. Additionally, the
implementation section of the document states the intent of “transform[ing] the area into a
vibrant place for people to live work and play together,” which is the key justification
behind the necessity of mixed-use development within the general TOD vision.
Implementation Strategies:
A phasing and sequencing schedule is put forth within the implementation chapter of the
Specific Plan that also identifies potential funding sources for each action. However, it is
important to note that the majority of implementation actions within the schedule regard
design components such as façade improvements, tree planting and the installation of
historic street lights. Other implementation actions include a zoning ordinance revision to
reflect changes made by the Specific Plan, “development processing assistance” for the Rio

Grande Affordable Housing Project, and identification of vacant parcels to be marketed to
the development community.
Additional Comments:


This plan encompasses portions of the following stations: Lake

Map. North Lake
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Appendix II
VARIABLES AND INDICATORS
From CTOD Database:
Center for Neighborhood Technology. Center for Transit-Oriented Development. TOD
database. http://toddata.cnt.org/
MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME
Income 2000:
Median household income in 1999- Census 2000 Summary File 3 p053001
- weighted average from Census 2000 Block Groups
- In 2009 Inflation-Adjusted Dollars
Income 2010:
Median Household Income in the Past 12 Months (In 2009 Inflation-Adjusted Dollars) –
American Community Survey 2005-2009 5-Year Estimate b19013_001 aggregated from
Census 2009 Block Groups
MEDIAN GROSS RENT
Rent 2000:
Specified renter-occupied housing units paying cash rent: median gross rent – Census 2000
Summary File 3 h063001
- weighted average from Census 2000 Block Groups
- In 2009 Inflation Adjusted Dollars
Rent 2010:
Median Gross Rent (Dollars): renter-occupied housing units paying cash rent - American
Community Survey 2005-2009 5-Year Estimate b25064_001 aggregated from Census 2009
Block Groups
UNIT DENSITY (Unit Density on Residential Land)
Total housing units/ residential land area (acres)
Units 2000: Census 2000 Summary File 1 h001001 aggregated from Census 2000 Blocks
Units 2010: Census 2010 Summary File 1 h00010001 aggregated from Census 2010 Blocks
Residential area: Census 2010 Summary File 1 arealand (in acres) aggregated from Census
2010 Blocks (for blocks with greater than 1 household per acre)
RESIDENTIAL DENSITY
Total housing units/ total area (acre)
Units 2000: Census 2000 Summary File 1 h001001 aggregated from Census 2000 Blocks
Units 2010: Census 2010 Summary File 1 h00010001 aggregated from Census 2010 Blocks
Total area: Census 2010 Summary File 1 arealand (in acres) aggregated from Census 2010
Blocks

POPULATION DENSITY
Total Population/ total area (acre)
Population 2000: Census 2000 Summary File 1 p001001 aggregated from Census 2000
Blocks
Population 2010:Census 2010 Summary File 1 p0010001 aggregated from Census 2010
Blocks
VACANCY RATE
(Total Housing Units – Occupied Housing Units)/ Total Housing Units
Total Units 2000: Census 2000 Summary File 1 h001001 aggregated from Census 2000
Blocks
Total Units 2010: Census 2010 Summary File 1 h00010001 aggregated from Census 2010
Blocks
Occupied Units: Census 2000 Summary File 1 h004001 aggregated from Census 2000
Blocks
Occupied Units: Census 2010 Summary File 1 h0040001 aggregated from Census 2010
Blocks
What does vacancy rate mean for a city? When it is really low, the market is tight within
the city and landlords can often get away with charging higher rents at times of low
vacancy; supply is low and demand is high.
From Census.gov and GIS maps:
PERCENT CHANGE IN RESIDENTIAL DENSITY
PERCENT CHANGE IN POPULATION DENSITY
2000 SF3Sample Data
2010 ACS 5 year estimates
County Census Block. TIGER Files
U.S. Census Bureau. American FactFinder. <http://factfinder2.census.gov> (2 February
2014).
ALLOWABLE DENSITY
BUILT DENSITY
ZONING
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). (2009)

LAND USE
County of Los Angeles Department of City Planning. http://egis3.lacounty.gov/dataportal/\

