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MISSION STATEMENT 
The City of Pasadena is dedicated to delivering exemplary municipal services, 

responsive to our entire community and consistent  
with our history, culture and unique character. 

 
Public meeting begins at 4:00 p.m.  

 
Agendas and supporting documents are available on the Internet at 

http://ww5.cityofpasadena.net/commissions/city-council-municipal-services-committee/ 
 
 
 

Materials related to an item on this Agenda submitted to the Municipal Services Committee after 
distribution of the agenda packet are available for public inspection in the City Clerk’s Office at 100 N. 

Garfield Avenue, Room S-228, 
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POSTING STATEMENT: 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that this Agenda, in its entirety, was posted on the Council Chamber Bulletin Board S249, the bulletin board in the rotunda area at City Hall, 100 North 
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REGULAR MEETING OF THE  
MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE  
Tuesday, February 14, 2017 4:00 P.M. 

100 North Garfield Avenue, Pasadena, Council Chambers 
 

AGENDA 

 

 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL 

2. PUBLIC COMMENTS ON MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
 

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES -   November 8, 2016 - Regular meeting* 
November 22, 2016 - Cancelled meeting* 
 

4. INFORMATION ITEMS 

A. North Hollywood to Pasadena Bus Rapid Transit Corridor Technical Study  
B. Upcoming Major Utility Initiatives* 
C. Energy Efficiency Goals* 
D. Pasadena Non-Potable Water Project Update* 

 

5. ADJOURNMENT 

*Attachment 

 
NEXT MEETING 
February 28, 2017     
 
  
 
       Margaret McAustin, Chair 
       Municipal Service Committee
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   CITY OF PASADENA 
MEETING OF THE CITY COUNCIL 

MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE  
NOVEMBER 8, 2016   

COUNCIL CHAMBER 
100 N. GARFIELD AVENUE (2

ND
 FLOOR) 

REGULAR MEETING 
 

OPENING The Chair called the regular meeting of the Municipal Services 
Committee to order at 4:03 p.m. 

  
ROLL CALL: 
 
 
 

Staff: 
 

Councilmember Margaret McAustin, Chair  
Mayor Terry Tornek  
Councilmember Tyron Hampton (Arrived at 4:08 p.m.) 
Councilmember Andy Wilson  
 
Julie Gutierrez, Assistant City Manager 
Lisa Hosey, Deputy City Attorney 
Eric Klinkner, Assistant General Manager of Water and Power 
Ursula Schmidt, Water Conservation Program Manger  
Wendy De Leon, Marketing Manager, Water and Power 
Amanda Stevens,  Project Manager, Water and Power 
Art Silva, Power Production Superintendent, Water and Power 
Ana Bailey, Parks Superintendent, Public Works 
Kenneth Graham, Public Works Supervisor (Forestry Operations) 
Charles Peretz, Parks Administrator, Public Works 
Valerie Flores, Recording Secretary 

  
PUBLIC COMMENT No one appeared for public comment. 
  
NEW BUSINESS ADOPT A RESOLUTION TO AUTHORIZE THE APPLICATION FOR A 

WATER-ENERGY GRANT FROM THE CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT 
OF WATER RESOURCES FOR FISCAL YEARS 2017 AND 2018 

  
Councilmember Hampton 
arrived at 4:08 p.m. 

Ursula Schmidt, Water Conservation Program Manager, summarized the 
agenda report as part of a PowerPoint presentation, and responded to 
questions.  
 
Following discussion, Councilmember Hampton expressed his support 
for the Water and Energy Direct Install Program (“WeDIP”) and gratitude 
to staff for their work in assisting small businesses. 
 
Following additional discussion, it was moved by Councilmember 
Hampton, and seconded by Councilmember Wilson, to approve staff’s 
recommendation, and move the item forward to the full City Council for 
consideration. (Motion unanimously carried) (Absent: None) 

  
 AUTHORIZE A CONTRACT WITH DNV GL ENERGY SERVICES USA, 

INC., FOR THE PROVISION OF RESIDENTIAL ENERGY AND WATER 
DIRECT INSTALLATION PROGRAM SERVICES 

  
 Amanda Stevens, Project Manager, Water and Power Department, 

reviewed the agenda report as part of a PowerPoint presentation, and 
responded to questions.  
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Eric Klinkner, Assistant General Manager, and Wendy De Leon, 
Marketing Manager, Water and Power Department, responded to 
questions regarding the Water Conservation Fund budget, funding 
sources, program overview and marketing.  
 
Chair McAustin requested staff to provide a better snapshot of the Water 
Conservation funding, including the balance after applying program 
costs. 
 
Following discussion, and in response to issues raised by the 
Committee, the Chair requested staff to report back to the Committee 
with additional information on the following items/programs:   
 

 Develop and provide the criteria for the proposed program 
 Water Conservation Fund Budget  
 Low Income Conservation Programs 
 Under One Roof Program 
 Marketing strategies (including outreach to fixed and low-income 

residents) 
 Comparison of the Hero program to the proposed program 
 Program goals 

 
Following discussion, on the order of the Chair, and by consensus of the 
Committee, staff to report back to the Committee with the information 
requested above. 

  
INFORMATION ITEMS GT-5 REPOWERING PROJECT UPDATE 
  
 Art Silva, Power Production Superintendent, Water and Power, provided 

a PowerPoint presentation summarizing the current activities and status 
of the Glenarm (“GT-5”) Repowering project, and responded to 
questions. 
 
Following a brief discussion on liquidated damages owed to the City, the 
Chair indicated that she intends to follow-up with Gurcharan Bawa, 
Interim General Manager of Water and Power Department, regarding the 
matter.  
 
On the order of the Chair, and by consensus of the Committee, the 
information was received and filed.  

  
 PARKS AND NATURAL RESOURCES DROUGHT UPDATE  
  
 Ana Bailey, Parks Superintendent, and Kenneth Graham, Public Works 

Supervisor (Forestry Operations), reviewed the agenda report as part of 
a PowerPoint presentation, and responded to question.  
 
Councilmember Hampton expressed concerns regarding the unsightly 
appearance of Area “H” at the Rose Bowl, and asked that staff work with 
the Rose Bowl Operating Company (RBOC) to determine a schedule that 
will provide an opportunity for Public Works Department staff to renovate 
Area “H”.    
 
Chair McAustin stated the importance for staff to examine the use of 
Area “H” as it relates to the whole of the Arroyo (including athletic fields) 
and how intense some of the uses should be, and mentioned that the 
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Mayor plans to bring the matter forward to the Committee for discussion 
in the future.    
 
Charles Peretz, Parks Administrator, responded to questions regarding 
tree maintenance, services, and procedures. 
 
Councilmember Hampton asked staff to provide a breakdown of the 600 
trees removed, and how many of the trees were mature versus new.  
 
Councilmember Wilson expressed concerns with the backlog of tree 
pruning to remove deadwood on trees in Madison Heights, and asked 
staff to provide an update on the schedule for pruning Conifer trees in the 
aforementioned area.  
 
Chair McAustin requested staff to provide general information on the 
process (and associated timeframes) related to identifying dead trees, 
removal/replacement, and pruning.     
 
The Mayor inquired about the status of the Tree Master Plan and 
expressed disappointment with its delay, as well as staff’s inability to 
appropriately respond to several of the questions asked by the 
Committee.  
 
Following discussion, the Chair requested staff to report back to the 
Committee with a schedule on the reemergence of the Tree Master Plan 
and information on how the work has been bifurcated, as well as a 
schedule for the two components, and to provide the information 
requested by the Committee above. 
 
Following additional discussion, on the order of the Chair, and by 
consensus of the Committee, the information was received and filed. 

  
COUNCIL COMMENTS Chair McAustin briefly reported on a conference she attended entitled, 

“Fostering Resilience: Leading on Sustainable Water Solutions,” and 
noted that information on the matter will be brought to the Committee for 
discussion in the future, including an update on the Municipal Separate 
Storm Sewer System (MS4) permit and how it relates to the City’s 
Integrated Resource Plan on water.  

  
ADJOURNMENT 
 
 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
____________________ 
Valerie Flores 
Recording Secretary  

On the order of the Chair, the regular meeting of the Municipal Services 
Committee was adjourned at 5:45 p.m. 
 
 
 
_________________________ 
Margaret McAustin, Chair  
Municipal Services Committee 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 



  

  11/22/2016  

CITY OF PASADENA 
REGULAR MEETING OF THE CITY COUNCIL 

MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE  
NOVEMBER 22, 2016  

COUNCIL CHAMBERS – ROOM S-249 
100 N. GARFIELD AVENUE (2 ND FLOOR) 

 
 

 The regular meeting of the Municipal Services Committee, 
scheduled for Tuesday, November 22, 2016 at 4:00 p.m., 
was cancelled as ordered on November 17, 2016, and 
posted as required by law. 

  
  

 
 
____________________________________ 

 
Margaret McAustin, Chair 
Municipal Services Committee 

ATTEST: 
 
 

 

  
  
Valerie Flores   
Recording Secretary  
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MEMORANDUM 
 

February 14, 2017 
 

To: Municipal Services Committee 
 
From: Gurcharan S. Bawa 
 Interim General Manager 
 
Subject: Upcoming Major Utility Initiatives 
 
 
 
This item is for information only. 
 

BACKGROUND: 

The Municipal Services Committee (“MSC”) provides oversight of matters pertaining to 
electric and water services provided by Pasadena Water and Power (“PWP”).   
 
This memo lists major projects and policy initiatives with challenging issues expected to 
be considered by the MSC in the coming year.  
 
By putting such initiatives on the MSC agenda early in their development process, the 
MSC has the opportunity to provide feedback, identify potential community concerns, 
and seek input from the community as deemed appropriate. 
 
Please note the schedule and list of issues are dynamic, and will be adjusted over time 
to accommodate additional issues as they arise and changing priorities. 
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Water and Power Major Initiatives for Calendar Year 2017 

 

Power Division 

• 2015 Power Integrated Resource Plan (IRP)  Implementation: GT-2 Action Plan* 

• Adopt 2016/2017 RPS Enforcement Program and Procurement Plan * 

• Adopt New Ten-Year Energy Efficiency Goals* 

• Power Distribution Master Plan 

• Local Renewables Programs: Proposals for PSI, Feed in Tariff, Community Solar 

• Electric Vehicle Charging, Battery Storage, and Distributed Resources Update 

• State of the Electric Industry  
 

Water Division 

• Update Water Waste Prohibitions and Water Shortage Plans* 

• Water Master Plan  

• Water Integrated Resource Plan  

• State of the Water Industry 
 

Finance/Systems 

• Complete Water Cost of Service and Water Rate Redesign Recommendation* 

• Electric Rate Updates 

• Billing and Customer Information System Assessment and Replacement Plan 

• Develop Advanced Metering and Data Collection System Plan 

• Fraud and Risk Assessment 
 
 
* Priorities for remainder of FY2017 (first half of CY2017) 
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PASADENA WATER AND POWER 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 

February 14, 2017 
 
 
To: Municipal Services Committee  
 
From: Gurcharan S. Bawa  
 Interim General Manager 
 
Subject: ENERGY EFFICIENCY GOALS UPDATE 
 
 
This report is for information only. 
 
BACKGROUND: 

The City Council must adopt new ten-year energy efficiency and demand reduction 
goals for Pasadena Water and Power Department (“PWP”) by March 15, 2017 in order 
to meet statutory deadlines. This report is intended to provide the Municipal Services 
Committee (“MSC”) with background information in advance of staff developing final 
recommendations for City Council adoption. 
 
Legislative Requirements 

California Assembly Bill 2021 (“AB-2021”), signed into law in September 2006, requires 
that the governing bodies of public utilities adopt 10-year energy efficiency and demand 
reduction goals every three years beginning in 2007. Assembly Bill 2227 (2012) 
changed the adoption timeline to every four years beginning in 2013. These statutes 
also require that utilities report their energy efficiency goals, spending, and progress 
regularly to the California Energy Commission (“CEC”).  
 
Achieving energy efficiency helps PWP support the goals of other state laws, including:  

• Assembly Bill 32 (“AB-32”) and Senate Bill 32 (“SB-32”), which lay out statewide 
goals to reduce California’s greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions to 1990 levels by 
2020 and to 40% below 1990 levels by 2030;  

• Senate Bill 350 (“SB-350”) which requires a doubling in the statewide energy 
efficiency savings by 2030; and,  

• Senate Bill 1037 (“SB-1037”), which requires each local Publicly Owned Electric 
Utility (“POU”) to acquire all cost effective, reliable, and feasible energy efficiency 
and demand response prior to other energy supply resources. 
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Pursuant to SB-350, the CEC is conducting proceedings to determine how to achieve 
the doubling of energy efficiency by January 1, 2030. PWP, in coordination with other 
California POUs, is actively engaged in these regulatory proceedings. The CEC has 
recently signaled it may set annual targets for utilities as part of these proceedings, 
though PWP does not yet have enough information to estimate what PWP’s individual 
target might be if in fact utility-specific targets are established. 
  
City of Pasadena Sustainability Policies 

On September 18, 2006, the City of Pasadena adopted the United Nations Urban 
Environmental Accords (“Urban Accords”) and endorsed the US Mayors’ Climate 
Protection Agreement. These policies are aimed to provide leadership to develop 
sustainable urban centers and promote a clean, healthy and safe environment for all 
members of society. Urban Accords policies relevant to the recommendations herein 
include: (i) Reduce greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions by 25% by 2030; (ii) Reduce the 
City’s peak electric load by 10% by 2012; and, (iii) Increase the use of renewable 
energy to meet 10% of the City’s peak electric load by 2012. 
 
In addition to supporting the Urban Accords goals, the energy efficiency goals adopted 
by the City Council are incorporated into the Power Integrated Resource Plans that 
provide PWP’s long-range blueprint for providing customers with reliable and 
environmentally responsible electric service at competitive rates. 
 
Municipal Utility Collaborative Process  

Since the enactment of AB-2021, the California Municipal Utilities Association 
(“CMUA”), the Northern California Power Agency (“NCPA”) and the Southern California 
Public Power Authority (“SCPPA”) have worked in collaboration to develop and report 
individual utility energy efficiency and demand reduction targets, spending, and 
progress of 36 publicly owned utilities in California. SCPPA and NCPA retained the 
Rocky Mountain Institute to assist the participating utilities in developing the first set of 
ten-year goals in 2007, and retained Navigant Consulting (formally called Summit Blue) 
in 2010 and 2013 to develop a new model to support the development of new ten year 
energy efficiency and demand reduction goals. The same consulting team from 
Navigant has been retained again to support this process for the fourth round of energy 
efficiency goal analysis. 
 
In addition to model development, Navigant is responsible for collecting and assessing 
individual utility data to determine the appropriate model inputs for each utility. Navigant 
will then evaluate overall energy efficiency and demand reduction potential using the 
updated model. This information will guide each participating utility in establishing their 
respective energy efficiency goals. 
  
Each member utility’s governing board must adopt their respective utility’s goals by 
March 15, 2017, to meet statutory requirements.  
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ENERGY EFFICIENCY MODEL: 

The California Publicly Owned Utility Energy Efficiency Resource Assessment Model 
(“EERAM”) developed by Navigant for the 2010 and 2013 processes has been updated 
and will be utilized again for the 2017 update. The EERAM is an energy efficiency 
potential model designed to estimate technical, economic, and market energy efficiency 
potential for a utility’s service area. The model forecasts energy savings and demand 
reduction potential within the residential, commercial, and industrial sectors through 
2027. Using data supplied by each participating CMUA member, Navigant has 
configured unique versions of the model to reflect each individual service territory. The 
2017 EERAM also includes projected savings from statewide appliance standards and 
building codes (“Codes and Standards”).  
 
The EERAM is a spreadsheet model based on the integration of energy efficiency 
measure impacts and costs, utility customer characteristics, utility load forecasts, and 
utility avoided costs and rate schedules. The model utilizes a “bottoms-up” approach in 
that the starting points are the study area building stocks and equipment saturation 
estimates, forecasts of building stock decay and new construction, energy efficiency 
technology data, past energy efficiency program accomplishments, and decision maker 
variables that help drive the market scenarios. The model calculates market potential 
based on a decision maker adoption rate algorithm. 
 
The EERAM estimates energy efficiency resource potential for three perspectives. Each 
perspective provides “net” estimates of resource potential: 

• Technical energy efficiency potential represents the amount of energy efficiency 
savings that could be achieved when not considering economic and market 
barriers to customers installing energy efficiency measures.  

• Economic energy efficiency potential represents the portion of the technical 
energy efficiency potential that is “cost-effective,” from a societal perspective, as 
defined by the total resource cost test.  

• Market energy efficiency potential is an estimate of the achievable portion of the 
economic energy efficiency potential that could be attributed to a utility energy 
efficiency program, recognizing the effect of a limited set of market barriers.  

 
Caveats and Limitations 

Energy efficiency potential models are invaluable tools for utility program planners to 
use when establishing efficiency program targets. They provide a credible and 
technically rigorous approach to estimating the potential energy efficiency savings 
attributable to a utility’s energy efficiency program. However, it is understood that there 
are many limitations to utilizing a technical model to forecast real world results. In 
particular, customer willingness and awareness assumptions in potential models do not 
sufficiently explain consumer behavior, lifestyle, or decision-making styles that 
ultimately drive the success of voluntary efficiency programs. Such limitations create 
uncertainty that utility program planners must consider when setting realistic yet 
aggressive goals for efficiency programs tailored to the communities they serve. 



Energy Efficiency Goals Update 
February 14, 2017 
Page 4 
 
EERAM Model Changes for 2017  

The 2017 EERAM model incorporates forecasted savings from Codes and Standards 
that are periodically updated by the CEC. The building codes are encouraged and 
enforced by the City’s Building Department. PWP and other publically owned utilities 
have recently begun to participate in development of new Codes and Standards 
proposals. Considering this, PWP began to count Pasadena’s share of the statewide 
Codes and Standards savings in 2015, in addition to the savings that directly accrue 
from PWP’s energy efficiency programs.  
 
New Codes and Standards generally reduce energy-efficiency program savings 
opportunities, since programs have historically only been able to count savings that 
accrue from efficiency upgrades that exceed minimum code requirements. Yet, to 
achieve long term energy efficiency goals, efficiency programs and Codes and 
Standards are complementary efforts in the sense that efficiency programs can 
incentivize newer technologies that are often more expensive, helping to support market 
growth and cost reductions. Once new products or technologies have gained a sufficient 
foothold and are cost-effective, new standards will then permanently lock in those 
savings by establishing a minimum “floor” for efficiency.  
 
Model Results and Recommended Goals:  

Figure 1 depicts the annual energy efficiency market potential for 2018 – 2027 averages 
14,350 MWh per year, or 1.34% of forecast retail sales volume based on results of the 
EERAM. The figure also shows the goals adopted in 2010 (14,500 MWh per year in the 
first three years) and 2013 (12,750 MWh per year). The market potential from efficiency 
programs alone averages 12,240 MWh per year, or 1.14% of retail sales, with the 
remainder from anticipated Codes and Standards impacts.  
  

Figure 1 - PWP’s Annual Energy Efficiency Goals (MWh per Year) 
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The increase in market potential in the 2017 model versus the 2013 model is primarily 
due to the inclusion of Codes and Standards. Other contributing factors include 
inclusion of new emerging technologies and other changes to the model. The savings 
potential declines after 2022, primarily due to a forecast of there being fewer savings 
opportunities remaining within the commercial building stock and diminishing savings 
from adopted Codes and Standards.  
 
Using the average market potential for energy efficiency as a guide, staff anticipates 
recommending the City Council adopt a ten year energy efficiency goal to achieve 
13,500 MWh of energy savings and 2.3 MW of demand reduction, inclusive of 
anticipated savings from Codes and Standards, each year from FY2018 through 
FY2027. This equates to approximately 1.25% of forecasted retail sales and 0.7% of 
PWP’s peak demand. As shown in Figure 2, PWP’s FY2027 annual electric energy 
sales are expected to be about 8% less than it otherwise would have been as a result of 
achieving the proposed energy efficiency goals. 
 

Figure 2 – Forecast Retail Energy Sales (MWh per Year) 
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MEMORANDUM 

February 14, 2017 
 

To: Municipal Services Committee 
 
From: Gurcharan S. Bawa  
 Interim General Manager  
  
Subject: Pasadena Non-Potable Water Project Update 
 
 

This item is for information only.  
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 

On February 22, 2016, the City Council certified the Environmental Impact Report 
(“EIR”) for the Pasadena Non-Potable Water Project (“Project”) and directed staff to 
return with additional analysis for two alternative pipeline routes prior to awarding any 
contracts for the Project. The direction was in response to concerns expressed by 
Pasadena residents during the public comment period regarding impacts from 
construction of Phase I of the Project, including potential damage to existing trees and 
the temporary issues of noise, traffic, dust and limited access to properties along the 
planned pipeline route.  
 
Pasadena Water and Power (“PWP”) and the consultant responsible for the design of 
the Project completed an evaluation of the two alternative pipeline routes (“Alternative”) 
suggested by some residents.  The evaluation concluded that both the originally 
approved (“Approved”) and Alternative routes pose “less than significant” environmental 
impacts. Furthermore, the Approved routes are superior to the Alternative routes mainly 
in terms of cost and project duration.  While it was noted that there are more trees along 
the Approved routes, it was the opinion of the Project’s certified arborist that 
construction along these routes poses low potential for impact to trees including the 
Canary Island Pine trees on Laurel Street. 
 
PWP presented the findings of the evaluation to the Municipal Services Committee 
(“MSC”) on October 25, 2016 (see Attachment A for memorandum to MSC).  On 
October 31, 2016, PWP posted the Alternative route evaluation, cost estimates, arborist 
report, environmental and archeological reports on its website. Subsequently, PWP 
conducted two community meetings on December 6, 2016 and January 12, 2017 to 
focus on west-side and east-side alternative routes respectively.  At these two 
community meetings, residents provided comments both in support of and against the 
Approved routes. PWP also received some comments through e-mails.  
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After considering all the public comments, findings of the reports, requirement of 
revising the CEQA documents if Approved route(s) were changed and the current status 
of the application for grants and loans; in the overall interest of the Pasadena 
community, PWP proposes to pursue the Phase I alignment which was approved by the 
City Council upon certifying the EIR. 
 
BACKGROUND: 

Phase I of the Project includes approximately five miles of new 20-inch diameter 
pipeline installed below ground beginning at Scholl Canyon Landfill in Glendale and 
extending to the west side of Pasadena within residential areas along Afton Street, 
Linda Vista Avenue, Laurel Street, Parkview Avenue, Arroyo Boulevard, and Rose Bowl 
Drive among other streets.  (See Attachment B for Phase I map.) 
 
During the public comment period and at the February 22, 2016 public hearing for the 
EIR, two groups of residents expressed concerns with the pipeline alignment. Pasadena 
residents on the west side of the Arroyo Seco were concerned that pipeline construction 
could potentially impact mature Canary Island Pine trees that line both the north and 
south sides of Laurel Street and suggested the pipeline be relocated from Linda Vista 
Avenue, Laurel Street and Parkview Avenue (“Approved West Route”) to Salvia Canyon 
and West Drive (“Alternative West Route”). They also emphasized that temporary 
construction impacts to residents associated with noise, traffic, dust and access 
restrictions would be minimized along the Alternative West Route.  
 
Residents in the vicinity of the Sheldon Reservoir stated their preference for the pipeline 
alignment to be changed from North Arroyo Boulevard and Rose Bowl Drive (“Approved 
East Route”) to Rosemont Avenue (“Alternative East Route”) to minimize temporary 
construction impacts to the residents. Attachment C shows both the Approved and 
Alternative routes on the east and west sides.  
 
Upon certifying the Project’s EIR in February 2016, City Council directed staff to return 
with additional analysis for the two alternative pipeline routes prior to awarding any 
contracts for the Project.  Since then, PWP expanded the scope of work for the Project’s 
design consultant, RMC Water and Environment, to evaluate the Alternative routes 
suggested by the residents.  Also during this period, PWP responded to the State Water 
Resources Control Board’s (“SWRCB”) request for additional project information to 
support PWP’s application for funding from Proposition 1 and State Revolving Fund 
Loan programs.  The information included an archaeological report documenting the 
findings of an investigation at the Sheldon Reservoir site and updated biological 
surveys.  Recognizing that these findings would also be of interest to residents, PWP 
decided to include the information with the alternative route evaluation findings, even 
though this effort delayed the alignment evaluation deliverables by two to three months.  
 
PWP completed the evaluation of the Alternative routes including a comparison to the 
Approved alignments and preparation of a report with the findings in October. On 
October 25, 2016, PWP presented the MSC with the preliminary results of the 
evaluation, and outlined the steps that would be taken to disseminate this information to 
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the interested public.  This included publication of the evaluation reports on PWP’s 
website (http://www.PWPweb.com/recycledwater/) since October 31, 2016. PWP also 
coordinated with City Council District Liaisons for District 1 and 6 for the scheduling of 
two community meetings.  The December 6th meeting focused on the findings of the 
Alternative West Route evaluation, while the January 12, 2017 meeting focused on the 
Alternative East Route.  
 
SUMMARY OF EVALUATION: 

PWP thoroughly examined the Alternative routes and prepared a report that detailed the 
findings on the comparison of the Approved vs. Alternative routes.  Several documents 
were prepared to support the evaluation including a contractor’s construction cost 
estimate and the arborist report.  Two other reports were developed for the purpose of 
the Project’s grant funding application and were made available for the public to review 
along with the evaluation.  The reports include: 
 

 Alignment Evaluation Technical Memorandum 

 Arborists Report 

 CEQA Technical Memorandum with Appendices 

 Archaeological Testing Report 

 Gnatcatcher Survey 
 
The criteria for comparing the alignments included environmental impacts such as air 
quality, traffic, recreation, biological and cultural resources, impacts to trees based on a 
tree survey conducted by a certified arborist, geohazard conditions, construction 
challenges and change order risk, project capital cost (including a construction cost 
estimate provided by a pipeline contractor), operation and maintenance costs, schedule 
delay and potential loss of state grant funding. Impacts to residents and recreational 
users were considered in the assessment of the Alternative Routes for CEQA 
compliance. 
 
The alignment evaluation confirmed the original analysis in the EIR that environmental 
impacts would be less than significant under either of the Approved or Alternative 
routes. The evaluation report concluded that, taking into account overall construction 
challenges, change order risk, operations and maintenance cost, capital costs, and risk 
of schedule delay and loss of funding, the Approved routes are superior to the 
Alternative routes.  
 
If one or both the Alternative pipeline routes are selected, CEQA will have to be revised 
and approved by the City which may take approximately four to five months. The 
revised CEQA would create a window of 30-day statute of limitations period when the 
validity of the CEQA documents can be challenged.  
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.pwpweb.com/recycledwater/
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STATUS OF STATE AND FEDERAL FUNDING APPLICATIONS 

State Funding - In December 2015, PWP submitted an application for a grant of 35% of 
the project cost (approx. $8.5 million) and low interest loan for the remaining project 
cost (approx. $16 million) to the SWRCB. PWP believes that the application is in quite 
advanced stage of the approval process. As the SWRCB is reviewing the 
documentation further clarifications are being sought. PWP is working with Glendale 
Water and Power, the supplier of non-potable water, to submit responses.  
 
Changes to CEQA would put the grant application back in queue of applicants and may 
jeopardize the City’s opportunity to receive the grant. The total available grant amount is 
not sufficient to meet cumulative demand of applicants. 
 
Federal Funding - In December 2016, PWP submitted an application for a 25% grant 
from the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (“USBR”) FY 2017 Title XVI program. By July 
2017, USBR will announce the grant awards. If Pasadena’s project is selected for 
funding, the funding agreement would have to be finalized by September 30, 2017 and 
construction completed by September 30, 2019. 
 
RAYMOND BASIN SALT & NUTRIENT MANAGEMENT PLAN 

The Raymond Basin Salt & Nutrient Management Plan (“SNMP”) was prepared by the 
Raymond Basin Management Board as a tool for ensuring that new water applied to the 
basin is in compliance with its water quality objectives. Pasadena’s Project at buildout, 
which includes 2,700 AFY of recycled water to be used for irrigation, falls within the 
limits established in the SNMP.  The SNMP was approved by the SWRCB following a 
public hearing in December 2016. Details of the SNMP are included with PWP’s 
response to questions from interested residents which was provided through the City 
Manager Newsletter on December 15, 2016 (Attachment D).  
 
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: 

PWP presented the findings of the evaluation report at two community meetings.  A 
summary of the comments from those attending the meetings, along with PWP’s 
responses, are listed below.  The comments, which included both support and 
opposition to the project, are organized by community meeting under headings that 
describe their general subject.  Subsequent to the first meeting, three comments 
supporting the Approved alignment were received through e-mails by City 
Councilmember Steve Madison’s office. 
 
Linda Vista Community Meeting – December 6, 2016 

Impacts During Construction – A question was raised about the construction notification 
process, and a statement was made that the construction impacts to the residents along 
the Approved route were more important than impacts to the recreational users along 
the Alternative route. (This sentiment was shared by residents at the 2nd meeting).  It 
was further suggested that residents should receive some compensation for the 
inconvenience: a reduction in water rates or no future water restrictions.  Another 
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resident acknowledged the temporary impacts during construction but suggested the 
project’s greater good was more important.  

PWP response: It is standard procedure to provide notification letters to 
potentially affected residents two weeks prior to construction. Generally notices 
provided too far in advance are often forgotten.  PWP will closely coordinate and 
keep community informed all along the project. 

PWP also explained that the Project will benefit all PWP customers, not just 
those directly receiving the recycled water because it will make more potable 
supplies available to the rest of the City for other uses.  PWP also noted that it 
does not have the authority to provide rate reduction or lift the water restrictions 
to resident’s requesting it. 

Impacts to Trees – During PWP’s presentation, the certified arborist explained that roots 
encountered within the pipeline routes would be small, up to 2 inches in diameter and 
would make up a very small portion, up to 3% of the trees’ total root mass. A substantial 
number of the comments during the meeting were regarding the Canary Island Pines on 
Laurel Street.  One resident expressed that the trees are fragile and was not convinced 
by the Arborist’s Report that the trees will not be affected by construction.  Another 
resident, however, expressed his experience planting Canary Island Pines, said they 
were hardy, and agreed with the assessment that trenching for the pipeline would not 
cut very many roots.  He also noted that the street had been trenched many times 
before without damage to the trees.  There were questions about the root protection 
measures during construction and whether the structural integrity of the trees would be 
affected if roots were pruned.  Another comment was that the trees should not stop the 
project, but that the City should seek ways to mitigate the risk, including not only having 
an arborist on site during construction but monitoring the tree health after the 
construction is completed. 

PWP response: The arborist surveyed and assessed the health of 160 trees and 
documented the findings in the report including the condition of the Canary Island 
Pine trees.   A certified arborist will be present during construction to closely 
monitor the trenching for the pipeline and ensure that trees are not impacted.  
Measures will include shifting the pipe slightly to avoid major roots and pruning 
roots when necessary.  Cutting limited portions of the root mass will not affect the 
structure of the trees, since only a small fraction of the total circumference of 
roots would be affected.  Also, during the presentation to City Council for the 
certification of the EIR, PWP committed to a 1-year post construction monitoring 
plan.  According to the arborist, it will be known within that period whether trees 
have been impacted during construction.  

Geohazard Considerations – PWP explained the Alternative West Route would have 
more pipeline length in potentially liquefiable zones than the Approved West Route, and 
the LA County’s proposal for increasing water storage behind Devil’s Gate Dam may 
increase the risk due to a higher water table.  As a result, the Approved West Route 
was deemed superior because it is associated with less geohazard risk.  One resident 
contended that preference should not be given to the Approved West Route from a 



Pasadena Non-Potable Water Project  
MSC Update, February 14, 2017 
Page 6 of 8 
 
geologic perspective because the project EIR states that the pipeline will be designed to 
limit liquefaction risks.  Another resident questioned whether water levels in the Rose 
Bowl area would ever rise to a high enough level to contribute to liquefaction and that 
LA County could not store water because of seismic concerns. Other residents 
questioned the project’s effect on slope stability and the previous slope stabilization 
project. 

PWP Response: The Approved West Route’s higher rating was a result of having 
less pipe installed within hazard zones.  Also, LA County completed a seismic 
retrofit of the Devil’s Gate Dam to support additional storage which has the 
potential to increase the groundwater level.  PWP’s geotechnical consultant 
noted that the previous slope repair project where geofabric was installed for 
reinforcement will not be significantly impacted by the project, if at all.  If 
geofabric is encountered during construction, it would only be at the edges and 
the issue can be addressed in the field without negative effect. 

Cost - Based on the contractor’s cost estimate included in the evaluation, the Alternative 
West Route will cost about $1 million more to construct than the Approved West Route.  
Some residents viewed the incremental cost as minimal when compared to the overall 
project cost, while others felt that the incremental cost was high and changes to the 
route could not be justified.  One resident suggested that the Project overall was costly 
and asked whether desalination had been considered.  Another resident noted that the 
City had settled a claim for damage caused by a pine tree in the past, and that a similar 
claim would approximate the incremental cost of the alternative. PWP responded that all 
reasonable precautions will be taken to avoid damage to trees.  

Operations – A resident noted that a pipe break along the approved route presents an 
increased risk to residents over a pipeline in a non-residential area.  It was further noted 
that although it may not be possible to assign a monetary figure to the risk, it should be 
factored into the evaluation of alternatives. 

PWP response:  While there is always a risk for a main break, PWP will 
incorporate several safeguards in the project’s design, construction, and 
operations that will minimize the risk regardless of its location.  The measures will 
include shutdown of the water supply through automatic valves, battery backup 
as a power source for critical equipment, and instrumentation that will monitor 
conditions and signal alarms when needed.  The pipeline will be constructed of 
steel with welded joints and will be cathodically protected against corrosion.  Its 
construction will be inspected and tested by certified specialists prior to its 
operation, and it will undergo continuous maintenance for the life of the Project.   

Sheldon Reservoir Area Community Meeting – January 12, 2017 

Cost and Water Rates – A resident questioned the higher unit cost for constructing the 
Alternative route which is longer then the Approved route.  There was also a comment 
regarding the various funding sources to finance the project, and a question about 
whether the project costs had increased from the original estimate.  The discussion also 
included residents’ reactions to PWP’s opening remarks that all PWP customers would 
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be affected by the Project’s cost and not limited to the customers receiving the recycled 
water.  
 

PWP response:  The evaluation studies include a detailed construction cost 
estimated by a reputable pipeline contractor with a breakdown of the costs for all 
the routes.  Other factors besides pipeline length that aren’t reflected in a simple 
unit cost comparison, such as traffic control and utility congestion, are accounted 
for in the estimates.  PWP also responded to residents’ concerns about rate 
impacts to its water customers by stating that the issue of cost allocation will be 
evaluated in depth as part of a future water rates study.   

 
Trees – Several residents expressed their concerns with the City’s management of 
trees, including tree trimming and tree removals, in the area.  It was clarified that Public 
Works, not PWP, maintains the City’s trees and Councilmember Hampton, who was in 
attendance, offered to coordinate a meeting with Public Works to further address the 
issue.  One resident from the Linda Vista community stated that PWP’s hiring of an 
arborist during Project construction would be a conflict of interest, and that the 
community would want to hire its own arborist. 
 

PWP response: The Alignment Evaluation and the Arborists Report, in particular, 
found that the risk to trees as a result of construction is very minimal.  
Regardless, PWP is committed to the monitoring by a certified arborist of the 
pipeline construction in areas with trees for the sole purpose of protecting the 
existing trees.   

 
Salt Content of Water – A resident expressed concern that there is already a high salt 
issue with the soil in Pasadena based on an observed pattern in plant growth, and that 
the Project would only exacerbate the issue.   
 

PWP response: Historically, the Colorado River Aqueduct has been a significant 
contributor to the salinity of PWP’s imported water supply.  By comparison, the 
salinity of the recycled water will not be significantly higher and the amounts 
proposed for the Project fall within the limits imposed by the State’s Recycled 
Water Policy and the Raymond Basin Management Board. 
 

Operations/Miscellaneous – A resident asked if there would be an increase in noise 
levels at the Sheldon Reservoir site as a result of the Project. There were also 
suggestions for using the existing tunnel water piping instead of a new section of piping, 
realigning the pipeline to allow irrigation of Brookside Golf Course with recycled water 
ahead of Project completion, and a comment that the design was outdated because 
some of the initially identified customers have changed. 
 

PWP response: Water will flow in and out of the reservoir by gravity.  
Consequently, the Project will not add to the current noise levels.  PWP also 
explained why the suggested design changes were nonviable.   
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PROJECT NEXT STEPS  

Since PWP’s Project update to MSC on October 25, 2016, the alternative route 
evaluation report was finalized, and public meetings were conducted.  It is anticipated 
that after a thoughtful discussion on the Alternative routes with the Committee, staff will 
prepare an Agenda Report for information for the City Council. Staff will continue 
pursuing grant funding, design and permitting processes, and anticipates that future City 
Council action to approve contracts would occur after July 2017. Remaining steps for 
the Project include: 

 Complete design - September 2017 

 Permitting - 2017 

 Begin construction - Late 2017/early 2018 
 
SUMMARY  

The evaluation of the various pipeline routes found that the Approved routes are 
superior to the Alternative routes. When PWP presented the findings at two public 
meetings, residents provided comments both in support of and against the Approved 
routes.  After considering all the public comments, findings of the reports, requirement 
to revise the CEQA documents if Approved route(s) were changed and the current 
status of the application for grants and loans; in the overall interest of the Pasadena 
community, PWP proposes to pursue the Phase I alignment which was approved by the 
City Council upon certifying the EIR. 
 
 
 
  
 
 
Attachments:  

Attachment A - MSC Memo “Pasadena Non-Potable Water Project Update”, October 25, 2016 
Attachment B - Map of Phase I Project 
Attachment C - Map of Approved and Alternative Pipeline Routes 
Attachment D - City Manager Newsletter - Raymond Basin SNMP  
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MEMORANDUM 
October 25, 2016 

 
To: Municipal Services Committee 
 
From: Gurcharan S. Bawa  
 Interim General Manager  
  
Subject: Pasadena Non-Potable Water Project Update 
 
 

This item is for information only.  
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 

Alternate Route Study 
On February 22, 2016, the City Council certified the Environmental Impact Report 
(“EIR”) for the Pasadena Non-Potable Water Project (“Project”) and directed staff to 
return to City Council with additional analysis for two alternative pipeline routes prior to 
awarding any contracts for the Project. During the public comment period, residents of 
Pasadena expressed concerns of the impacts of the pipeline construction along the 
planned route, including potential damage to existing trees and the temporary issues of 
noise, traffic, dust and limited access to properties along the pipeline route during 
construction of Phase 1 of the Project.  
 
Pasadena Water and Power (“PWP”) and the consultant responsible for the design of 
the Project have completed the evaluation of the two alternative pipeline routes 
suggested by the residents. The criteria for comparing the alignments included 
environmental impacts such as air quality, traffic, recreation, biological and cultural 
resources, impacts to trees based on a tree survey conducted by a certified arborist, 
geohazard conditions, construction challenges, project capital cost (including a 
construction cost estimate provided by a pipeline contractor), operation and 
maintenance costs, impacts to schedule and potential loss of state grant funding.  
 
The evaluation indicates that both originally approved (“Approved”) and alternative 
(“Alternative”) routes pose “less than significant” environmental impact. The 
evaluation concluded the Approved routes are superior to the Alternative routes mainly 
in terms of cost and project duration.  Approved routes posed low potential impact to 
trees including Canary Island Pine trees on Laurel Street. 
 
 
 
 

Attachment A
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Grant and Low Interest Application 
 
In December 2015, PWP submitted an application for state funding. The Project was 
placed on an eligibility list to receive up to 35% of the Project cost in a state grant and 
up to 65% in state loans. At this time PWP has satisfied all of the State’s application 
requirements and is awaiting final confirmation of the funding award. Any changes to 
the approved EIR, such as implementing Alternative routes, would likely jeopardize this 
funding as the total demand by applicants exceed the funding available for grants. 
 
PWP is proceeding with the proposed routes in the EIR Phase 1 Alignment.   
 
Next Steps 

• PWP will hold two public meetings, one in each affected district and will accept 
public comments.   

• Staff will make a recommendation to the City Council through the Municipal 
Services Committee. 

• Staff will continue to pursue grant and low interest application. 
 
BACKGROUND: 

Phase 1 of the Project includes approximately five miles of new 20-inch diameter 
pipeline, installed below ground beginning at Scholl Canyon Landfill in Glendale to the 
west side of Pasadena within residential areas along Linda Vista Avenue, Laurel Street, 
Parkview Avenue, Arroyo Boulevard, and Rose Bowl Drive among other streets, and 
ending at PWP’s Sheldon Reservoir site on Arroyo Boulevard. See attached map. 
 
During the public comment period and at the February 22nd City Council public hearing 
for the EIR, two groups of residents expressed concerns with the pipeline alignment. 
Pasadena residents on the west side of the Arroyo Seco were concerned that pipeline 
construction could potentially impact mature Canary Island Pine trees that line both the 
north and south sides of Laurel Street and suggested the pipeline be relocated from 
Linda Vista Avenue, Laurel Street and Parkview Avenue (“Approved West Route”) to 
Salvia Canyon and West Drive (“Alternative West Route”). They also emphasized that 
temporary construction impacts to residents associated with noise, traffic, dust and 
access restrictions would be minimized along the Alternative West Route.  
 
Residents in the vicinity of the Sheldon Reservoir stated their preference for the pipeline 
alignment to be changed from North Arroyo Boulevard and Rose Bowl Drive (“Approved 
East Route”) to Rosemont Avenue (“Alternative East Route”) to minimize temporary 
construction impacts to the residents.  
 
PWP expanded the scope of work for the Project consultant, RMC Water and 
Environment, responsible for the design of the Phase 1 Project to evaluate the 
Alternative routes suggested by the residents, compare them to the Approved 
Alignments, and prepare a report with the findings. Since the Approved Alignments on 
the west and east sides of the Arroyo are independent, the evaluation of these sections 
were analyzed independent of each other. 
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The criteria for comparing the alignments included environmental impacts such as air 
quality, traffic, recreation, biological and cultural resources, impacts to trees based on a 
tree survey conducted by a certified arborist, geohazard conditions, construction 
challenges and change order risk, project capital cost (including a construction cost 
estimate provided by a pipeline contractor), operation and maintenance costs, schedule 
delay and potential loss of state grant funding. 
 
Environmental Impacts  
The evaluation concluded that the environmental impacts resulting from all of the routes 
considered would be less than significant. The Alternative West Route will have a 
greater impact on recreational users near the Rose Bowl along West Drive or Rosemont 
Avenue; whereas the Approved West Route will have a greater impact on residents. 
These impacts are temporary, occurring only for the duration of the construction, and 
can be mitigated to less than a significant level. Construction of the 5-mile long pipeline, 
the reservoir at Sheldon, the pressure reducing station and other facilities is estimated 
to take approximately 18 months. The construction in front of each home is estimated to 
take from 1 to 3 days. Work in streets is estimated to be from 80 to 200 feet per day and 
1 to 3 weeks per street. The streets will be re-opening at the end of each workday. 
 
If either of the Alternative routes were selected, a subsequent Negative Declaration or a 
Mitigated Negative Declaration (“ND/MND”) would need to be prepared, advertised for 
public review and approved by the City. The time to complete the ND/MND process 
would be approximately four to five months. The timing impact will be a significant factor 
with the approval for grant and loan financing for the Project, as completion of the 
environmental process is required for completion of the application. Until the ND/MND is 
approved the environmental package for the state funding application will be 
incomplete.  
 
The environmental impacts are important to the City and its residents, but because the 
environmental impacts for all routes are only temporary and construction related, this 
criterion is given a medium priority. 
 
Potential Impact to Trees 
The findings of the certified arborist include a summary of the trees along the routes 
with root zones potentially located within the pipeline trench. Each tree is rated with a 
low, medium or high probability of roots being encountered in the trench zone based on 
a number of observable factors such as the distance of the tree’s canopy to the pipeline 
(roots are generally believed to extend to the edge of the canopy), exposed surface 
roots, cracking or lifting of soil or pavement, and substantial tree leaning towards the 
direction of the pipeline.  
 
In general, the Approved routes have more trees with roots potentially extending into 
the trench zone than the Alternative routes; however, tree roots within roadways are 
typically limited due to soil compaction, water and oxygen availability. The pipeline will 
be installed near the center of the street or at the edge of the tree canopy (and 
anticipated root zone) to the greatest extend possible. It is expected that roots 
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encountered within the pipeline routes would be small, up to 2 inches in diameter and 
would make up a very small portion, up to 3% of the trees’ total root mass. Structural 
roots are typically 4 inches in diameter and larger. The pipeline on Laurel Street has 
been designed to be installed between existing underground pipes in the street, at 10 
feet from the curb close to the centerline of the street, and approximately 12-18 feet 
from the trunks of the Canary Island Pines with the smallest encroachment within the 
canopies as possible. During construction a certified arborist will be present and 
responsible for minimizing the potential to impair the structural integrity of the trees. 
 
The potential to encounter structural tree roots is low and the trees can be adequately 
protected during construction using the measures described in the arborist report, but 
because trees are very important to the City and the residents this criterion is given a 
high priority in considering the alignments.  An artist rendering of Laurel Street with the 
existing underground utilities is attached.  
 
Geohazard Conditions 
The Alternative routes would require longer lengths of pipeline installed in areas 
identified as potentially liquefiable zones compared to the Approved routes. Soil 
liquefaction is a phenomenon where saturated, loose, sandy soils substantially lose 
strength and stiffness usually due to an earthquake, causing it to behave like a liquid. 
Liquefaction-induced ground settlement historically has been a major cause of 
earthquake damage in southern California.  According to the American Lifelines Alliance 
Seismic Guidelines for Water Pipelines when feasible, pipeline engineers should 
attempt to locate the pipeline facilities away from potential liquefaction hazards.  
 
Under current groundwater conditions liquefaction and seismically induced settlement 
potential is considered low, and subsequently this criterion would be given a low priority 
in considering the alignments. However, if groundwater rises as a result of planned 
water storage behind Devil’s Gate Dam in the future, this criterion would be given a high 
priority. As a result of the unknown future condition, RMC recommends this criterion be 
given a medium priority. 
 
Construction Challenges  
Construction challenges and change order risk were assessed for each route based on 
existing buried utility congestion and service connection crossings, existing trees and 
the extent of root protection that may be required, and impacts from digging in 
previously repaired slopes. Change orders for unforeseen work during construction can 
add significant costs to the Project; therefore, this criterion was given more weight than 
some of the other criteria when evaluating the alignments. 
 
The Approved West Route has heavier utility congestion, potentially more tree 
protection measures and higher risks of change orders and impact to trees than the 
Alternative West Route. On the east side both alignments have similar utility congestion 
and trees, and are equal in terms of construction challenges and change order risk.  
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Project Capital Costs  
A licensed contractor with extensive pipeline construction experience provided 
construction cost estimates for the four alignments. These costs were found to be two 
million dollars higher for the Alternative routes, with an estimated 82% cost increase for 
the Alternative West Route and 67% increase for the Alternative East Route, as 
summarized in Table 1. 

Table 1: Capital Costs for Pipeline Alignments 

 Proposed West 
Route 

Salvia Canyon 
West Route 

Proposed East 
Route 

Rosemont Ave 
East Route 

Total Cost $1.32 million $2.41 million $1.5 million $2.5 million 
Difference  + 1.09 million  + $1 million 

Schedule 
Delay 

 + 5 months  + 5 months 

 
Operation and Maintenance Costs 
The Approved routes are shorter and considered superior to the Alternative routes. This 
criterion has a low ranking because generally the incremental Operation and 
Maintenance (“O&M”) costs for pipelines are relatively low and one pipeline route in 
comparison to the other did not reveal any significant differences. 
 
Project Schedule and Grant Funding  
In December 2015, PWP submitted applications for grant and loan funding under the 
State Water Resources Control Board (“SWRCB”) Proposition 1 and State Revolving 
Loan, and Title XVI under the United States Bureau of Reclamation. In June 2016, PWP 
was informed that the Title XVI grant was not approved due to a higher priority placed 
on projects that were shovel-ready. In July 2016, SWRCB informed staff that the Project 
was potentially eligible to receive up to 35% of the project cost in grant funding with a 
potential for 65% loan funding pending submittals of additional information and 
documentation. PWP has fulfilled all required submittals as requested by the SWRCB 
and is awaiting final approval.  
 
The Approved Alignments are part of the Project included in the certified EIR and 
tentatively approved for state funding. The construction is anticipated to begin in late 
2017 and be completed by mid-2019. Selecting the Alternative routes would require 
substantial redesign, environmental work, and add additional time for completion of the 
funding application, thus jeopardizing the grant funding opportunities. 
 
Table 2 summarizes the results of the evaluation. The alignment in the EIR is shown 
below as Approved East or West route; the alignment recommended by the residents is 
shown as Alternative West or East route. 
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Table 2 - Alignment Evaluation Summary 

Criteria 
 

Priority/ 
Importance 

 Linda Vista Community  Sheldon Reservoir 
Community 

Approved 
West 
Route 

Alternative 
West 
Route  

Approved 
East Route 

Alternative 
East Route 

Environmental Impacts Medium Equal Equal Equal Equal 
Impacts to Trees 
(including the Canary 
Island Pine Trees) 

High Low Lower  Equal Equal 

Geohazard Conditions Medium Low Higher  Low Higher  
Construction 
Challenges  High Higher  Lower  Equal Equal 

Capital Cost Impacts High Lower Higher Lower Higher 
Operations and 
Maintenance  Cost Low Lower  Higher Lower Higher 

Schedule Impact High Lower Higher Lower Higher 
Potential Loss of State 
Funding High Lower Higher Lower Higher 

  The Low(er) and High(er) ranking in the Table 2 are relative.  
 
 
Project Next Steps  

• Finalize the alternative route evaluation report - 10/2016 
• Conduct public meetings with Linda Vista and Sheldon communities - 11/2016 
• Submit permit applications - 12/2016  
• Obtain state funding - 12/2016 
• Obtain permits - 2016 – 2017 
• Obtain federal grant – 2017  
• Begin construction - late 2017 

 
Summary  
The evaluation of the various pipeline routes confirmed the original analysis in the EIR 
that environmental impacts would be less than significant under either the Approved or 
Alternative routes. The evaluation concluded that, taking into account overall 
construction challenges, change order risk, operations and maintenance cost, capital 
costs, and risk of schedule delay and loss of funding, the Approved routes are superior 
to the Alternative routes.  
  
Timely completion of the state funding application has placed the Project in a good 
position to receive the grant and loans, which are distributed on a first-come first served 
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basis. The total amount of all applications received by the State exceed the available 
funding by approximately $50 million. Continuing to move the Project forward with the 
Approved routes will maintain PWP’s position in the funding queue and therefore 
increase the chance of securing the grant funding and the low interest loans from the 
State. 
 
 
Attachments  

Attachment 1: Map of Pipeline Routes 
Attachment 2: Map Rendering on Laurel Street 
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Attachment D



http://cityofpasadena.net/HumanServices/


http://www.cityofpasadena.net/
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