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MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE
***SPECIAL MEETING NOTICE***
OCTOBER 27, 2020
PUBLIC MEETING 4:00 P.M.
MEMBERS
Margaret McAustin, Chair, District 2
Terry Tornek, Mayor
Tyron Hampton, Vice Mayor, District 1
Andy Wilson, District 7
STAFF
Gurcharan Bawa, General Manager
Valerie Flores, Recording Secretary
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.
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, Assistive Listening Devices
are available from the City Clerk’s Office with a 24-hour advance notice.
Please call (626) 744-4124 to request use of a listening device.

Language translation services are available for this meeting by calling
(626) 744-4124 at least 24 hours in advance.
Habrá servicio de interpretación disponible para éstas juntas llamando al
(626) 744-4124 por lo menos con 24 horas de anticipación.
Items on the agenda may not be called in order listed.
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 will be posted online and listed as: “Supplemental Agenda Material
Received after the Posting of the agenda”.

PURSUANT TO EXECUTIVE ORDER N-29-20 ISSUED BY GOVERNOR GAVIN
NEWSOM ON MARCH 17, 2020, THE SPECIAL MUNICIPAL SERVICES
COMMITTEE MEETING FOR OCTOBER 27, 2020, AT 4:00 P.M. WILL TAKE
PLACE SOLELY BY VIDEOCONFERENCE/TELECONFERENCE.
TO ACCESS THE MEETING:
http://pasadena.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?publish_id=9
AND
WWW.PASADENAMEDIA.ORG
In order to facilitate public participation at meetings held solely by electronic means,
the City will accept public comment in the following manner:
1.

Members of the public may submit comments of any length up to two hours
prior to the start of the meeting, at the following email address:
vflores@cityofpasadena.net
Please be aware that, while these comments will be provided to the members
of the body and will become part of the meeting record, they will not be read
aloud. Any comment submitted in this fashion will be forwarded to the
legislative body prior to the start of the meeting.

2.

During the meeting, members of the public may submit up to 200 words
regarding items on the agenda, at the following webpage:
www.cityofpasadena.net/commissions/public-comment
If you wish your comments to be read aloud during the meeting, please
indicate so on the form. If you submit more than one form, only the first one
received will be read aloud. The City reserves the right to summarize
comments if necessary for the orderly and timely flow of the meeting. All
comments in their entirety will become part of the meeting record and will be
forwarded to the legislative body.

3.

If assistance is needed by phone, please call the City Clerk’s Office at:
(626) 744-4124.

IF YOU NEED A REASONABLE MODIFICATION OR ACCOMMODATION
PURSUANT TO THE AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT
BECAUSE YOU ARE UNABLE TO PARTICIPATE ELECTRONICALLY AS SET
FORTH ABOVE, CONTACT THE CITY CLERK’S OFFICE
AS SOON AS POSSIBLE AT (626) 744-4124
OR CITYCLERK@CITYOFPASADENA.NET.
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SPECIAL MEETING OF
THE MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE
OCTOBER 27, 2020
PUBLIC MEETING: 4:00 PM
PASADENA CITY HALL, COUNCIL CHAMBER
100 NORTH GARFIELD AVENUE, ROOM S249
Note to the Public: City Hall is closed to the public until further notice.
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the meeting of the Municipal Services Committee
will be held by video conference on Tuesday, October 27, 2020 at 4:00 p.m., to
discuss matters on the attached agenda. This virtual meeting is held pursuant to
Executive Order N-29-20 issued by Governor Gavin Newsom.

MARGARET MCAUSTIN, Chair
Municipal Services Committee
I HEREBY CERTIFY that this agenda in its entirety, was posted on the Internet at
https://www.cityofpasadena.net/commissions/city-council-public-safety-committee/ and on the Council
Chamber Bulletin Board, Room S249, and the Bulletin Board in the rotunda area; City Hall, 100 North
Garfield Avenue, this 22nd day of October 2020 by 6:00 p.m. and that copies hereof were faxed,
emailed or delivered to each member of the City Council and to each local newspaper of general
circulation, radio or television station requesting notice in writing, all of which recipients are identified
on the distribution herein below.

Susana Castro
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In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990,
listening assistive devices are available from the City Clerk's Office with a 24-hour advance notice.
Please call (626) 744-4124 to request use of a listening device. Language translation services may be requested with
24-hour advance notice.
Habra servicio de interpretacion disponible para estas juntas llamando al (626) 744-4124 por lo menos con 24 horas de
anticipación.

SPECIAL MEETING AGENDA
MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE
OCTOBER 27, 2020

Public Meeting: 4:00 P.M.
Council Chamber, Pasadena
City Hall 100 North Garfield Avenue, Room S249

PUBLIC MEETING - 4:00 P.M.
ROLL CALL
PUBLIC COMMENT – LIMITED TO ITEMS ON THIS SPECIAL AGENDA
AND WILL BE HEARD AT THE TIME THE ITEM IS CONSIDERED
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
NEW BUSINESS

INFORMATION ONLY
1. INTERMOUNTAIN POWER PLANT PROJECT UPDATE
2. ARROYO SECO CANYON PROJECT UPDATE
3. 2019 WATER QUALITY CONSUMER CONFIDENCE REPORT
4. UPDATE AND PROGRESS ON THE TIER 2/TIER 3 AREAS IN THE PASADENA
WATER AND POWER DEPARTMENT’S WILDFIRE MITIGATION PLAN

ADJOURN
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PASADENA W ATER AND POW ER

MEMORANDUM
October 27, 2020
To:

Municipal Services Committee

From:

Gurcharan S. Bawa
General Manager

Subject: Intermountain Power Plant Project Update
This report is for information only.
BACKGROUND:
This report is to provide an update on the Intermountain Power Plant (“IPP”) project. In
1987, the IPP coal facility began providing power to Pasadena Water and Power
(“PWP”) along with the cities of Anaheim, Burbank, Glendale, Los Angeles, Riverside,
and a number of cities and co-ops in the state of Utah. The existing IPP contract expires
in June 2027. IPP is owned by Intermountain Power Agency (“IPA”) and operated by the
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (“LADWP”).
In 2015, IPA, in partnership with LADWP, decided to pursue a new 50-year contract,
post-June 2027, referred to as the “renewal” contract. All existing participants in the IPP
contract were invited to opt-in the renewal contract. Under the renewal contract, the IPP
facility will be converted to natural gas-fueled electric generation by 2025 and
concurrently, the coal-fueled power plant will shut down. As part of the 2018 Power
Integrated Resource Plan (“IRP”) recommendation, with the overall goal of moving away
from fossil fuels, the City Council decided not to pursue the IPP renewal contract.
However, since the renewal project will start generating power in 2025, and the existing
IPP contract expires in 2027, Pasadena and other participants are liable for two years of
costs associated with the renewal project. Based on negotiations with LADWP and IPA,
the estimated cost of Pasadena’s share for the decommissioning of the coal generation
facility along with the transmission system is approximately $3.6 million. The
decommissioning cost is expected to be paid by any one or a combination of funding
sources such as Pasadena’s share of reserves held by IPA (approximately $8 million),
reserve stranded investment in accordance with Pasadena Municipal Code Section
13.04.175 (approximately $60.7 million), and operating budget for the power fund. The
IPP contract also includes rights to the Southern Transmission System (“STS”), which
allows the IPP power to flow into California. Currently, IPP makes up about one-third of
Pasadena’s total power supply.
As the renewal project is developed, several technical and financial issues have not
been resolved between the renewal contract participants and the non-renewal
participants. PWP staff has worked closely with IPA and LADWP to understand the
3

IPP Project Update
October 27, 2020
Page 2 of 4
dynamics of the IPP renewal project and limit Pasadena’s potential cost exposure. This
update provides details of the renewal project to date, Pasadena’s estimated annual
costs, and next steps with the renewal project.
PWP meets regularly with IPA, LADWP and other IPP participants, to discuss the IPP
renewal project, projected costs, liabilities, as well as many other items, including the
existing coal facility. PWP staff represents Pasadena’s concerns through the IPP
Coordinating Committee, the IPP Renewal Coordinating Committee, the Generation and
Transmission Subcommittee, the Facilities Retirement Subcommittee and other
meetings as necessary to represent Pasadena’s interest in the IPP facility.
Below are details of the IPP contract.
Item
Fuel

Existing Contract
(1987 – 2027)
Coal

Renewal Contract
(2027 – 2077)
Natural Gas, Hydrogen and compressed air
energy storage (“CAES”).
*At this time, Hydrogen and CAES are not
considered to be renewable resources, but
Hydrogen is considered a zero carbon
emissions resource.

Location

Delta, Utah

Delta, Utah

MW Capacity

1800 MW

840 MW

Commercial
Operation Date

June 1986 (Unit 1) July 2025-2045 (switching from natural gas
and May 1987 (Unit 2) to hydrogen and compressed air)

Termination
date

June 15, 2027

June 15, 2027 for Pasadena, 2077 for IPP
Renewal Participants (note, post-2045 the
goal is for the facility to be renewable, but the
cost of that conversion is unknown)

PWP Share % *

6%

6% to June 2027

PWP MW Share

108 MW

50.4 MW to June 2027

*The PWP share includes the Entitlement Share of 4.409% and Excess Share of 1.591%, for a total of 6%

Update on the IPP Renewal Project
For the IPP renewal project, the natural gas pipeline contract and the original equipment
manufacturer, also referred to as the main generator equipment contract, have been
awarded. The generation unit for the renewal is being contracted to handle a maximum
of 30% hydrogen capability, starting in June 2025. The cost estimates for the additional
components to ensure hydrogen capability is at least $5 million. PWP is not liable for
4
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these costs and only the renewal contract participants (LADWP, Burbank and Glendale)
will receive the hydrogen energy as well as pay for it. Burbank and Glendale’s
participation in the renewal project does not impact Pasadena and it is important to note
that both Burbank and Glendale are part of the LADWP transmission network, while
Pasadena is part of the California Independent System Operator transmission network.
The renewal project participants are also working on the potential for a compressed air
energy storage (“CAES”) project, on site, since the IPP site is adjacent to a large salt
mine. The details of the CAES project are not yet public.
Update on PWP’s Costs Associated with the IPP Renewal Project
A majority of the cost associated with PWP’s share of power from the renewal project is
the debt service and operating costs between June 2025 and June 2027. The total
capital cost for the renewal project is estimated at $2.426 billion. Pasadena will be liable
for 6% of the debt service from 2025 to 2027. As mentioned earlier, PWP is also
responsible for a small portion of decommissioning costs associated with the IPP coal
facility as well as the decommissioning of the STS. These costs are included in the chart
below, and are amortized.

Note: FY 2019 and FY 2020 are based on actual data. The FY 2021 budget is based on PWP’s expected
costs, not our share of the IPP preliminary budget. The FY 2022 – FY 2025 budget is taken directly from
PWP’s share of IPA budget projections. The FY 2026-2027 is based on estimates provided by LADWP on
9/11/20 on the IPP renewal costs (this includes debt service and decommissioning costs).
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IPP Renewal Next Steps
PWP continues to work with LADWP and IPA to understand costs associated with the
IPP renewal project and to limit liabilities associated with the decommissioning of the
coal plant. PWP reviews each IPP Resolution closely to understand how the renewal
project will be built, how costs will be allocated, and to understand the project share.
PWP (along with the non-renewal participants) have worked together to develop
resolutions that set aside money for the Hydrogen project, decommissioning of the plant,
and to specify long-term costs associated with the IPP renewal project. In setting up a
“transition project indebtedness” (TPI) designation, costs allocated with the TPI
designation are the responsibility of the long-term IPP renewal project participants and
create a path forward to separate out costs from the non-renewal participants and the
renewal participants.
PWP has engaged legal and technical experts jointly with other non-renewal participants
to protect its operational and financial interests.
PWP will continue to provide periodic updates to the Municipal Services Committee and
the City Council.
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IPP Coal Contract and Renewal
Contract Details
Pasadena Water and Power
Item

Details of Original IPP
Contract (Coal Plant)

Details of Renewal Contract
(Natural Gas Plant)

Resource Type

Coal

Natural Gas, Hydrogen and CAES

Location

Delta, Utah

Delta, Utah

MW Capacity

1800 MW

840 MW

PWP Share (6%)

108 MW

50.4 MW

Commercial Operation
Date

June 1986 (Unit 1) and
May 1987 (Unit 2)

June/July 2025-2045

Termination date

June 15, 2027

2045

2
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IPP Coal Contract and Renewal
Contract Details
Pasadena Water and Power
Item

Details of Coal Plant

Details of Renewal Project

Owner

Intermountain Power Agency
(“IPA”)

IPA

Operating Agent

Los Angeles Department of
Water and Power (“LADWP”)

LADWP

SCPPA
Participants

Anaheim, Burbank, Glendale,
LADWP, Pasadena and
Riverside

Burbank, Glendale and LADWP

3

IPP Contract and Renewal
Pasadena Water and Power

• SB 1368 eliminated long-term fossil fuel commitments
or expansions
• IPA and LADWP developed a plan to cease coal
generation by 2025 and transition to serving as a
regional energy hub that integrates natural gas and
renewable sources with emerging clean energy
technologies (i.e. compressed air and hydrogenbased energy)
> IPP Renewal will be an 840 MW natural gas facility, coming
online in June 2025
 The IPP renewal contract ends in 2077
 SB 100 requires a 100% carbon-free portfolio by 2045

• Non-Renewal Cities
> Pasadena, Anaheim and Riverside
4
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IPP Contract and Renewal
Pasadena Water and Power

• Southern Transmission System (“STS”)
> The IPP contract also includes rights to the STS
> Once the contract terminates, non-renewal
participants lose their right son the STS

• Replacing IPP
> IPP provides energy and resource adequacy
products
> PWP is looking at securing (primarily) renewable
resources to fill the gap left by IPP
 This will be a mix of long term and short term
agreements
5

IPP Project Costs in millions (PWP)
Pasadena Water and Power

• Below is PWP’s share of estimated IPP costs
until the contract terminates
$45
$40
$35

$38

$38
$33

$30
$25

$24

$25

$25
$20

$20

$25

$17

$15
$10
$5
$FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024 FY 2025 FY 2026 FY 2027

Note: these costs do not include carbon costs

6

9

Next Steps
Pasadena Water and Power

• PWP Management is actively engaged with
various IPP Committees, taking part in
decisions dealing with the coal plant and the
renewal project
> PWP Management meets monthly with IPA, LADWP
and other participants to represent PWP on future
costs and limit potential liabilities with the coal plant
and renewal project
> PWP has engaged legal and financial experts, in
order to limit PWP’s exposure with the IPP renewal
project
7
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PASADENA W ATER AND POW ER

MEMORANDUM
October 27, 2020
To:

Municipal Services Committee

From:

Gurcharan S. Bawa
General Manager

Subject: Arroyo Seco Canyon Project Update
This item is for information only.
INTRODUCTION
Pasadena has long recognized the value of its significant investment in local water
supply from the Arroyo Seco and taken measures to protect this resource, including the
purchase of 850 acres of the watershed in the 1930’s. With the State’s direction to
reduce dependency upon the Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta and other factors which
reduced the reliability of imported water supplies, Pasadena’s goal is to use its local
resources to the fullest sustainable level possible. The Arroyo Seco Canyon Project
(“ASCP”) is an investment in infrastructure that will increase local reliance, while also
enhancing recreation and habitat, by better using Pasadena’s long-standing water rights
and land, and adding management tools to enhance the groundwater basin.
PROJECT CONCEPT
Facilities in the upper Arroyo Seco were first built in the early 1900’s to divert
Pasadena’s 25 cfs surface water rights, and have been in operation for water supply
ever since. Spreading basins are a proven tool to improve infiltration beyond natural
stream flows and have been used in this area since at least the 1930’s to enhance
water management. This effort occurred even as water was being diverted upstream
for direct use because it was recognized that spreading basins added to the
groundwater recharge.
The existing diversion structure and intake are over 90 years old. Additionally, these
structures were severely damaged by floods following the 2009 Station Fire, affecting
PWP’s ability to manage sediment for water diversion operations. The diversion
consists of a weir spanning the width of the stream, causing water to pool upstream and
enter the intake located along the side of the channel. The accumulation of sediment
behind the weir, however, has greatly reduced the pooling capacity reducing the amount
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of water that can be diverted. From the intake, water is conveyed through a series of
pipes to spreading basins.
Even with damaged facilities, the City diverts essentially all the flows from the stream
during low flow periods and moderate proportions during the wet season. The proposed
ASCP will continue to divert low flows, but the real benefit will be realized during the wet
winter months of the year when there will be an increased capacity to divert flows from
the larger storm events consistent with the City’s water rights.
The ASCP includes construction of a replacement diversion weir and intake in the same
location as the current facility (Area 2 of the ASCP). The proposed structure will span
the width of the existing channel and feature an operable weir crest gate that can be
raised for diversion to the intake structure and lowered to bypass diversions. An
engineered roughened channel will be constructed in the section of stream directly
downstream of the diversion structure for future fish passage. The new intake will be
equipped with a trash rack and fish screens.
The proposed project also reconfigures two ponds and two basins with expansion into a
previously paved area to accommodate the increased diversions for infiltration into the
Raymond Basin (Area 3 of the ASCP). Asphalt was removed from the JPL parking area
in 2016 in anticipation of the spreading basin expansion. PWP has re-imagined the
spreading basin design from the original rectangular concept through the use of
curvilinear basin features that more closely resemble natural channel and stream
functions with shading and vegetation. (This concept is included in the Environmental
Impact Report (“EIR”) as Alternative B.)
The ASCP is projected to increase diversions during average stream flow conditions by
about 1,000 acre-feet per year (“AFY”) from current diversions which average about
2,000 AFY. Even with the project, most of the stream flows will remain in the Arroyo
Seco on an annual basis. The Raymond Basin Judgment allows Pasadena to divert its
surface water rights to spreading basins for groundwater recharge, and to then pump a
portion of the recharged volume. Currently, PWP receives 60% or 80% pumping credits
for water diverted from the Arroyo Seco and spread in basins, which would equate to an
additional 600 to 800 AFY in local supplies from the ASCP.
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
As a result of litigation, in July 2017, City Council rescinded approval of the Conditional
Use Permit and the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (“IS/MND”) for
components of the ASCP that would allow for the increased use of the City’s existing
surface water rights. These project elements were not allowed to proceed unless and
until the City prepared an EIR in accordance with the California Environmental Quality
Act (“CEQA”). Elements of the project not related to water supply remained approved
under the IS/MND and are not included in the EIR.
Based on the outcome of the litigation and the permit process with the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (“CDFW”), it was necessary for the City to define the
13
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potential impacts to habitat due to the project’s increase in diversions. Therefore, before
embarking on the EIR, PWP performed a technical study on the effects of increased
flow diversion and the corresponding reduction in stream flow. The work utilized
hydraulic tools and modeling to link the established hydrology and ecology to determine
the ecosystem response to the change in flows. The study was completed in 2018 and
concluded that “…downstream reduced flows associated with the ASCP are not
expected to result in any measurable effects on downstream riparian
vegetation/habitat.” It should be noted that the study used a conservative approach of
comparing the project with diversion to a no-diversion scenario to consider maximum
potential impact, despite existing operations that include year-round diversions.
Summary
The EIR is a document intended to inform public agency decision makers and the public
of the potentially significant environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to
mitigate these effects, and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the Project
that have the potential to reduce or avoid the project’s potential significant
environmental effects while feasibly accomplishing most the Project’s basic objectives.
The objectives for the ASCP as stated in the EIR are as follows:
Objective 1: Fully divert and utilize the City’s 25 cubic feet per second surface water rights
while operating in a manner objectively consistent with the Raymond Basin Judgment
(“Judgment”).
Objective 2: Increase the capacity and functionality of the spreading basins to increase
PWP’s ability to recharge the groundwater basin, as envisioned by the 2011 Water
Integrated Resources Plan with its recommendation to maximize the value of the
groundwater basin and non-potable supplies.
Objective 3: Provide opportunities for increased aquatic biological functions within
the Arroyo Seco by: (1) protecting aquatic animals from passing into the conveyance
system, and (2) reducing existing impediments to fish passage at the diversion weir
structure.
Objective 4: Increase PWP’s ability to rely upon local water for its potable water
supply to reduce reliance upon imported water supplies from the Metropolitan Water
District of Southern California.
The EIR process for the ASCP started with the preparation of an Initial Study (“IS”) and
Notice of Preparation (“NOP”) where it was determined which environmental
considerations under CEQA the Project would either have no impact or a less than
significant impact; these topics would not require further analysis. The remaining CEQA
topics that could result in significant impacts were analyzed within the EIR and include:
Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Greenhouse Gas Emissions,
Hydrology and Water Quality, Noise, Recreation, Transportation, and Tribal Cultural
Resources. Within these environmental topics, all potentially significant impacts were
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reduced to a less than significant level with applicable mitigation measures. The one
exception was the impact to cultural resources as a result of keeping in place the
structural overlay on historical Bridge No. 3 along the Gabrielino Trail. The overlay was
constructed to support construction loads for the ASCP, as the historic bridge continues
to deteriorate. The City’s desire to retain the overlay bridge and defer repair or
rehabilitation of the historic bridge was determined in the EIR to be a significant
unavoidable impact.
The EIR included the analysis of three project alternatives: Alternative A - No Project/No
Action, Alternative B – Redesigned Spreading Basins in Area 3, and Alternative C –
Historic Bridge Rehabilitation. Due to the single significant unavoidable impact relating
to Bridge 3, Alternative C which would call for its repair was found to be the
environmentally superior alternative.
Outreach
A 30-day public comment period for the IS and NOP began on November 4, 2019, and
concluded on December 6, 2019. A Scoping Meeting was held during this period
(November 21) at the Robinson Park Recreation Center. Several means were utilized to
notify the public of the Scoping Meeting and solicit input on the content of the EIR. This
included radio announcements, Star News ads, a Pasadena in Focus write-up, postings
on social media and PWP’s website, E-mail blasts, and mailings to the Planning
Department’s environmental document distribution list and to property owners within a
500-foot radius of the project boundary.
The 46-day public comment period for the Draft EIR began June 15, 2020, during the
Governor’s Executive Order N-54-20 which temporarily suspended CEQA noticing
procedures, and ended July 31. Outreach to the public for the Notice of Availability
(“NOA”) and Draft EIR included ads in the Star-News and Pasadena Journal, postings
on social media and on the PWP and Planning Department webpages, digital ads on
KPAS and Pasadena Now, E-mail blasts, and similar mailings as for the NOP.
Public Comments
In response to the IS and NOP, a total of eight comment letters were received by the
City. Concerns included, but were not limited to, impacts to biological resources
primarily due to the project’s increased diversion of flows from the Arroyo Seco,
cumulative impacts related to LA County’s on-going sediment removal project at Devil’s
Gate Reservoir, and consideration of alternatives that would rely more on the natural
stream hydrology.
A total of nineteen comment letters were received in response to the NOA and Draft
EIR, including five from state and local agencies, and the remainder from organizations
and individuals. Many of the comments were similar to those received for the NOP,
including:
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•

•
•

Advocating for restored stream flows for groundwater percolation instead of
diverting to spreading basins, and modifying the Judgment to allow for pumping
credits under this scenario.
Maintaining minimum stream flows for habitat including fish.
Questioning the project’s effect on the sustainability of the Raymond
Groundwater Basin.

Each of the comments received during the public review period will be addressed with
the preparation of the Final EIR. The responses will emphasize the existing condition
where low and moderate flows are already diverted, as well as the results of the habitat
impact study demonstrating no measurable impacts to downstream habitat, including to
the County’s restoration area for their Devil’s Gate project, as a result of the ASCP. It
will be further shown that water spread into the basins augments recharge of the aquifer
with stream flows that would otherwise be released through the dam and lost from the
basin. It will also be explained that although the spreading basins will be expanded into
an area identified in the project’s geotechnical report as having “excellent permeable
materials”, the rate at which the spreading basins recharge the aquifer is secondary to
the volume/amount of recharge which is the basis for the project’s increase in supply.
NEXT STEPS
Final EIR: The application for the CUP Modification is currently being completed and will
be submitted to Planning Department with the goal of seeking approval of the permit
and the final EIR from the City’s Hearing Officer in December.
Permits and Approvals: Coordination with the regulatory agencies has been on-going.
Once the EIR has been certified and the design is substantially complete, applications
for the Streambed Alteration Agreement from CDFW and the Nationwide Permit from
the U.S. Army Corps can be finalized. The Water Quality Certification which was
previously obtained from the Regional Water Quality Control Board will be updated.
Final Design: Upon approval of the EIR and permits, the project plans and specifications
will be finalized and advertised for bid. Separate bid packages will be prepared for Area
2 (the diversion and intake upgrades) and Area 3 (spreading basin
reconfiguration/expansion)
Contracts and Construction Management: Contracts for the construction of the ASCP
will be competitively bid. The construction of Area 2 and Area 3 improvements is
estimated to take 3 and 9 months, respectively, targeting a late spring to early fall
construction window. Consultant services will be required for environmental compliance
and engineering support during construction; construction management will be
performed by staff.
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In consideration of the multiple steps required to complete the ASCP, it is estimated that
the facilities may be operational by the end of 2022.
In conclusion, science and policy support the ASCP as a project that will allow PWP to
increase local water reliance in a sustainable and environmentally responsible manner.

Attachment A: Arroyo Seco Canyon Project Area 1, 2, and 3 Location Map
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Former JPL
Parking Lot

Former JPL Parking Lot/
Proposed Spreading Basins

Windsor Avenue

D:\Projects\3PAS\010700\GRAPHICS\Ex_PLA_123_20180705.ai

Source: Google

Source: Carollo 2013, Psomas 2018
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Exhibit 2

Arroyo Seco Diversion Hydraulics Analysis

Map not to scale
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Value of Local Water
Pasadena Water and Power

• Reduced reliability of imported water supplies
> Drought, environmental compliance, infrastructure
deficiencies

• Enhanced local supplies
> Emergency response
> Economic and environmental benefits

• Arroyo Seco Canyon Project (ASCP) is
reinvestment in local supplies
> Long-standing water rights
> Added tools for managing the groundwater basin
> Captures water lost to the
2 ocean
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Existing Intake and Diversion Dam
Pasadena Water and Power

3

Existing Operations
Pasadena Water and Power

• Divert all low flow stream flows to spreading
basins.
• Divert moderate flows during wet season.
• No diversion during larger storm events due to
high turbidity/high sediment.
• Spreading basins currently sized for 18 cfs.
• Diversions average 2,000 acre-feet per year.
• Pumping credit = 60% or 80% of diversion.
4
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Arroyo Seco Canyon Project
Pasadena Water and Power

• Area 2 - New diversion weir with operable gate.
> Reconstruct intake structure in same location as existing
> Gate raised for intake, lowered for bypass and to manage
sediment
> Incorporates elements for fish passage and protection

• Area 3 - Reconfiguration of existing basins with expansion
into previously paved JPL parking lot.
>
>
>
>

Pavement removed as early start
Sized to accommodate projected diversions
Settling basin for managing sediment
Curvilinear basins to emulate natural
channel and stream functions
(Alternative B of EIR)
> Trees and vegetation for shade
and habitat
5

Water Supply Benefits
Pasadena Water and Power

Incremental
volume of
stream flow
captured with
the Project
shown in
green. Primary
benefits during
the winter/wet
months with
little change the
remainder of
the year.
6
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Environmental Impact Report
Pasadena Water and Power

• EIR focuses on issues with potentially significant
impacts:
>
>
>
>

Air Quality
Biological Resources
Cultural Resources
Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

˃ Noise
˃ Recreation
˃ Transportation
˃ Tribal Cultural Resources
˃ Hydrology & Water Quality

• All potentially significant impacts can be reduced
to a less than significant level with applicable
mitigation measures, except impact to cultural
resources (Bridge 3). 7

Project Alternatives
Pasadena Water and Power

• Alt. A - No project/No action
> No increased diversions or spreading
> Impacts less than or the same as for Project
> More impactful to biological resources because of the lack
of protections for future fish

• Alt. B - Redesigned Spreading Basins
> Similar impacts as Project but would improve design with
more natural looking features for recreational appeal.

• Alt. C – Historic Bridge Preservation
> Only alternative to eliminate significant impact to cultural
resource.
8

22

Public Comments
Pasadena Water and Power

• 8 comment letters responding to NOP/IS
• 19 comments letter responding to NOA/DEIR:
> Advocating for restored stream flows instead of
diverting to spreading basins, and modifying
Judgment to allow for pumping credit
> Concerns with cumulative impacts from LA County’s
sediment removal project
> Maintaining minimum stream flows for habitat
including fish
> Questioning project’s effect on sustainability of the
Raymond Basin
9

Responses
Pasadena Water and Power

• Diversion of low and moderate flows is an existing
condition; projected increase is during wet months
with majority of water remaining in stream.
• No measurable impacts to downstream habitat,
including to LA County’s Devil’s Gate restoration
area.
• Spreading basins augment recharge with water
that would otherwise be released from dam.
• The rate of recharge is secondary to the volume
of recharge.
10
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Restoring Stream Flows
Pasadena Water and Power

• The Raymond Basin Judgment does not allow
pumping credit for this alternative.
• Project does not change existing condition of
diverting low flows during dry months of the year;
increase is primarily during wet/winter months…
• Same period when surface flows reach Devil’s
Gate and majority of County’s releases occur.
• Flows diverted to spreading basins = less water
released as outflow = more recharge
• Is not mitigation for impacts.
11

Questions?
Pasadena Water and Power

Visit www.PWPweb.com/Arroyo for the Arroyo Seco
Canyon Project webpage and to review related
environmental documents.

12
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ITEM #3
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PASADENA WATER AND POWER

MEMORANDUM
October 27, 2020
To:

Municipal Services Committee

From:

Gurcharan Bawa
General Manager

Subject: 2019 Water Quality Consumer Confidence Report
Attached is a final draft of the Consumer Confidence Report on Water Quality (CCR) for
Pasadena Water and Power (PWP) as an informational item for the Municipal Services
Committee (MSC).
Once again, PWP’s tap water met all drinking water quality standards set by the United
State Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and the California Department of
Public Health.
The final 2019 CCR is available for direct download in Adobe PDF format at
http://www.PWPweb.com/CCR2019. It is also available for electronic viewing, along
with more information about PWP’s water quality and state and federal reporting
requirements on the web at www.PWPweb.com/WaterQuality.
CCR’s contains mandatory language on important health information such as Nitrates,
data within the report indicates that Nitrates within the Pasadena system are maintained
at levels much lower than required by blending with other water in our reservoirs to
achieve levels less than half of the established standards.
Since 1989, PWP produced and mailed water quality information directly to its
customers in the form a CCR as mandated by State and Federal law. In 2013, the
USEPA revised its guidance enabling water purveyors to provide the annual CCR in
electronic format. This saves local water purveyors, including PWP, thousands of
dollars in printing and mailing costs in addition to reducing the environmental impact of
producing printed CCRs.
Under the new system, PWP must post the CCR on its webpage in such a way that it
may be opened with a single click of a mouse or return key stroke. PWP promotes the
direct web link in publications such as the City Manager’s Weekly Newsletter, utility bill
insert (circulated July/August), residential e-newsletter, Watts Current, slide on public
access TV channel (KPAS), social media channels, and through the City Council
Liaisons. A hard copy of the CCR is available at City Hall, as well as 150 S. Los Robles,
Ste 200.
Attachment – 2019 Consumer Confidence Report
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Raymond Basin, San Gabriel Valley Mountains
The Raymond Basin, a groundwater aquifer,
is the source of local supply for
Pasadena Water and Power.
Learn more at PWPweb.com/Water

2019

Consumer
Conf idence
Report
On Water Quality
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Message from the General Manager

P

that Pasadena has a sufficient, safe and
asadena Water and Power (PWP) is
high quality water supply. Pasadena
pleased to present the 2019
receives water from two types of sources:
Consumer Confidence Report on Water
Local groundwater in the Raymond Basin
Quality and inform you that Pasadena’s
tap water is monitored daily and assessed
aquifer, and imported water from the
by the standards established by the U.S
Colorado River and Sacramento Delta. Over
Environmental Protection Agency
the past year, PWP has been focused on
(USEPA) and the State Water Resources
identifying capital investments that will
Control Board, Division of Drinking
improve and create infrastructure necessary
Water (DDW).
to capture more local water, and use it
PWP’s mission continues to be about
more efficiently throughout the city. These
Gurcharan Bawa
providing safe, healthy drinking water
efforts are also outlined in the new Water
General Manager
while preserving environmental vitality,
System and Resources Plan, which will guide
planning for future generations and maintaining public
PWP in the coming years to ensure local water reliance.
confidence. Our Water Quality Laboratory is state-certified,
This report is provided annually and includes information
and monitors the water system every day, drawing samples
about your drinking water sources, constituents found in
from 200 locations throughout Pasadena to test for more
your drinking water and how the quality of water compares
than 170 constituents, ensuring that high standards are
to regulatory standards. I am proud to share that Pasadena’s
maintained.
water complies with all federal and state drinking standards.
Our community uses approximately 26 million gallons of
To learn more, visit
water each day, and it is the responsibility of PWP to ensure
PWPweb.com/WaterQuality

Questions about your water?
PWP welcomes your comments, questions, and
participation.
For information about this report, or your water quality
in general, please contact:
David E. Kimbrough, Ph.D. (626) 744-3704 (in English),
or Tony Estrada (626) 744-3838 (en Español).
Public comments are also welcomed at the weekly
Pasadena City Council meetings, held every Monday at
6:30 p.m. at City Hall, 100 N. Garfield Avenue.
This report is available electronically at
PWPweb.com/CCR2019. Previous years’ reports and
additional water quality information are available at
PWPweb.com/WaterQuality.
If you would like a copy of this report mailed to you,
please call (626) 744-3704.

Pasadena Citizen Service Center: (626) 744-7311
Water Waste Hotline
(626) 744-8888
ww5.CityofPasadena.net/311
Rebates and Conservation Tips
(626) 744-6970 • PWPweb.com/SaveWater
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
(213) 217-6000 • mwdh2o.com
State Water Resources Control Board,
Division of Drinking Water
(818) 551-2004
www.waterboards.ca.gov/drinking_water/certlic/
drinkingwater/publicwatersystems.shtml
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Safe Drinking Water Hotline
(800) 426-4791 • epa.gov/safewater
Hazardous Waste Disposal and Recycling
(888) CLEAN-LA • 888CleanLA.com
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The Quality of Your Water Is Our Priority
Pasadena’s Water Supply

Water Quality
To ensure that tap water is

In 2019, PWP provided 27,271 acre-feet or 8.89 billion gallons of
water annually, to serve more than 168,000 consumers in Pasadena,

safe to drink, the USEPA and

portions of the unincorporated areas of Altadena, East Pasadena

the DDW prescribe regulations

and San Gabriel. Historically, approximately 35 percent of the water

that limit the amount of certain

supply was pumped from local ground-

contaminants in water provided

water, whereas 65 percent came from

by public water systems.

imported surface water purchased from
the Metropolitan Water District (MWD).

Drinking Water Contaminants
Drinking water, including bottled water, may reasonably be

Less than 1 percent was purchased from
neighboring agencies that combine

expected to contain at least small amounts of some contaminants.

surface water and groundwater.

The presence of contaminants does not necessarily indicate that

The Monk Hill Treatment Facility

water poses a health risk.
More information about contaminants and potential health

continues to operate and successfully
remove perchlorate and volatile organic

effects can be obtained by calling the USEPA’s Safe Drinking Water

compounds from two groundwater wells

Hotline, (800) 426-4791.
The sources of drinking water (both tap water and bottled water)

in the northwest portion of Pasadena. The treatment system,
combined with continued conservation and strategic local supply

include rivers, lakes, streams, ponds, reservoirs, springs, and wells.

planning, helped decrease Pasadena’s reliance on imported water.

As water travels over the surface of the land or through the ground,

PWP continues to explore possible opportunities to maximize use

it dissolves naturally-occurring minerals and, in some cases,

of local water supplies.

radioactive material, and can pick up substances resulting from the

PWP’s groundwater is pumped

presence of animals or from human activity.

from the Raymond Groundwater

Contaminants that May be Present in Source Water include:

Basin, a natural water-bearing zone

• Microbial contaminants such as viruses and bacteria that may

underlying the communities of

come from sewage treatment plants, septic systems, agricultural

Pasadena, Altadena, La Cañada

livestock operations, and wildlife.

Flintridge, and portions of San
Marino, Arcadia and Sierra Madre.

• Inorganic contaminants such as salts and metals, that can be
naturally-occurring or result from urban stormwater runoff,

Surface water from streams and

industrial or domestic wastewater discharges, oil and gas

precipitation enters the basin area
through the natural water cycle. As surface water slowly percolates
through the ground to the basin, the ground acts as a natural filter

production, mining, or farming.
• Pesticides and herbicides that may come from a variety of
sources such as agriculture, urban stormwater runoff, and

to strip the water of most contaminants. PWP’s water is disinfected

residential uses

with chlorine and chloramines (chlorine plus ammonia) prior to
being distributed to customers.

• Organic chemical contaminants, including synthetic and volatile
organic chemicals that are by-products of industrial processes

MWD is a consortium of 26 cities and water agencies that import
water from the Colorado River and from Northern California (State

and petroleum production, and can also come from gas stations,

Water Project) to serve nearly 19 million people in Southern

urban stormwater runoff, agricultural application, and septic

California. MWD supplies PWP with water treated at the Weymouth

systems.

Filtration Plant in La Verne. MWD also uses chloramines to disinfect

• Radioactive contaminants can be naturally-occurring or be the
result of oil and gas production and mining activities.

its water.
~3~
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Water Quality Issues that Could Affect Your Health
FEDERAL AND STATE REGULATIONS THAT IMPACT HEALTH & WATER QUALITY

Important Health Information

The results of our testing indicate that the water does not
exceed the Action Levels set in the LCR.

Some people may be more vulnerable to contaminants in

If you are concerned about the presence of lead or copper in

drinking water than the general population. Immuno-compromised

your tap water, you can minimize the potential for lead and copper

persons such as those undergoing chemotherapy, persons who

exposure by flushing your tap for 5 seconds before using water for

have undergone organ transplants,

drinking or cooking.

people with HIV/AIDS or other immune

Nitrates

system disorders, some elderly, and
infants can be particularly at risk from

Nitrate in drinking water at levels above 10 mg/L is a health risk

infections. These individuals should

for infants of less than six months of age. Such nitrate levels in

seek advice from their health care

drinking water can interfere with the capacity of the infant’s blood

providers about drinking tap water.

to carry oxygen, resulting in a serious illness; symptoms include

USEPA/Centers for Disease Control

shortness of breath and blueness of the skin. Nitrate levels above

(CDC) guidelines on appropriate means

10 mg/L may also affect the ability of the blood to carry oxygen in

to lessen the risk of infection by

other individuals, such as pregnant women and those with certain

Cryptosporidium and other microbial contaminants are available

specific enzyme deficiencies. If you are caring for an infant, or you

from the Safe Drinking Water Hotline, (800) 426-4791.

are pregnant, you should ask advice

Fluoride

from your health care provider.

Your purchased water is fluoridated. MWD, which supplies

Hardness

about 65 percent of PWP’s drinking water, adds fluoride to their

Water becomes hard as it passes

water supply to the level of 0.6 to 0.9 parts per million (ppm).
Before drinking water is delivered to your home or business tap, the

over or through certain geological

fluoridated water is blended with PWP's groundwater. Since

formations that contain calcium or

PWP’s groundwater has naturally occurring fluoride levels of

magnesium. For example, ground-

0.5 to 1.5 ppm, the resulting concentration of fluoride is an average

water becomes hard as it percolates

of 0.8 ppm. At this range, fluoride has been proven to be effective

down to the water table through

in preventing tooth decay.

limestone deposits containing calcium, or through dolomite and

For more information about fluoridation, oral health, and current

other magnesium bearing minerals that dissolve into water. Surface

issues, please visit PWPweb.com/WaterQualityFAQ.

water imported to Pasadena is hard because it has passed over

Lead and Copper

similar formations as it flows hundreds of miles from the Colorado

Under the Lead and Copper Rule (LCR),
PWP tests the water at the tap of dozens of
its customers every three years.
Most testing occurs at the source of
drinking water, such as wells, streams, and

River and Northern California. Hard water causes white, scaly
deposits on plumbing fixtures, cooking utensils, and dishwashers.
It reduces the cleaning power of soap and detergent and causes
buildup in water heaters, thus reducing its effective lifetime. PWP’s
water hardness ranges from 100 to 400 ppm or 5.8 to 23 grains

lakes. However, LCR samples are collected

per gallon. The average is approximately 250 ppm or 14.5 grains

at the tap because lead and copper are

per gallon.
Though hardness causes aesthetic disadvantages, our bodies

almost never found in source waters and they occur most
frequently in tap water because of the corrosion of household

require calcium and magnesium and therefore there is no known

fixtures, such as brass in faucets.

negative health effect that is caused by hard water.
~4~
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Pasadena’s
Watering Schedule
In Pasadena, ongoing conservation is
essential and we appreciate each
person’s efforts to use water efficiently.

Save Money and Water
with PWP’s Residential Programs
As a community utility, PWP encourages customers to transform
their landscapes and homes into water-efficient spaces. With a
variety of robust offerings, there are many different programs
designed to help Pasadena customers save water and money.
Replacing in-home appliances? Consider upgrading to a waterefficient appliance, PWP offers many rebates to offset the cost of

Did you know that outdoor water use
makes up approximately 30 percent of
residential use for the average American
home? In an effort to combat waterwaste outdoors, Pasadena has a set of
regulations to help residents be mindful
of their outdoor watering habits.
As stated by the Pasadena Watering

these alternatives. Rebates are provided for high-efficiency toilets,

Schedule, outdoor watering is limited to

clothes washers, irrigation systems and more.

three days per week (Tuesday, Thursday

PWP also offers many programs and tools to transform your

and Saturday) during the Spring and

home’s outdoor space. Our online landscape guide provides

Summer, which is recognized as April 1

inspiration for gardening, while also educating customers on

through October 31. In the Fall and

California-native, fire wise and drought-tolerant plant options.

Winter (November 1 through March 31),

Additionally, customers interested in projects like Greywater or

outdoor watering is limited to one day

Drip Irrigation can receive free tools and assistance from PWP

per week, Saturday. All watering should

experts.

be done before 9 AM and after 6 PM, as

Learn more about programs, rebates and resources that help
you save water at

this helps prevent water loss due to
evaporation and high heat; unless using a

PWPweb.com/SaveWater

hand-held container or hose with a shutoff nozzle.
Customers can read more about the

Important Information

Water Schedule at
PWPweb.com/Schedule

This report contains important information about your drinking water.
Translate it, or speak with someone who understands it.
Este informe contiene información
muy importante sobre su agua
potable. Tradúzcalo o hable con
alguien que lo entienda bien.

Mahalaga ang impormasyon
na nilalaman nito.
Mangyaring ipasalin ito.
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City of Pasadena 2019 Groundwater and MWD Treated Surface Water Data
Parameter

MCL

PHG /
MCLG

DLR /
MRL

Pasadena Sources
Typical
Range

MWD Weymouth Plant
Typical
Range

MCL
Violation

Typical Source of Contaminant

Primary Standard (Monitored for health concerns)
Radiologicals (pCi/L)(1)
Gross Alpha Particle Activity

15

n/a

3

8

5 – 11

ND

ND

No

Erosion of natural deposits

Uranium

20

0.43

1

10

3 – 15

ND

ND

No

Erosion of natural deposits

Combined Radium

5

0

1

ND

ND – 1.4

ND

ND

No

Erosion of natural deposits

5

0.06

0.5

ND

ND – 1.2

ND

ND

No

Discharge from factories, dry cleaners,
and autoshops

150

150

0.5

ND

ND

0.6

0.6

No

Discharge from petroleum and chemical refineries

5

1.7

0.5

ND

ND – 1.3

ND

ND

No

Discharge from metal degreasing sites
and other factories

1000

600

50

ND

ND

Highest Average
(RAA)= 122

ND – 110

No

Erosion of natural deposits

Arsenic (ppb)

10

0.004

2

ND

ND

ND

ND

No

Erosion of natural deposits,
runoff from orchards and industrials process

Barium (ppb)

Erosion of natural deposits

Organic Compounds
Tetrachloroethylene (PCE) (ppb)
Toluene (ppb)
Trichloroethylene (TCE) (ppb)
Inorganic Compounds
Aluminum (ppb)

1000

2000

100

ND

ND – 160

ND

ND

No

Chromium (ppb)

50

100

10

3

0.5 – 7.5

ND

ND

No

Erosion of natural deposits

Fluoride (ppm)

2

1

0.1

0.8

0.5 – 1.5

0.7

0.6 – 0.9

No

Water additive for dental health,
erosion of natural deposit

Nitrate as N (ppm)

10

10

0.4

4.9

ND – 7.8

0.5

0.5

No

Runoff and leaching from fertilizer use,
erosion of natural deposits

Perchlorate (ppb)(2)

6

1

4

ND

ND – 2.1

ND

ND

No

Industrial waste discharge

Secondary Standard (Monitored for aesthetic qualities such as taste, color, odor)

(3)

Chloride (ppm)

500

n/a

n/a

60

18 – 108

50

46 – 55

No

Runoff and leaching from natural deposits

Color (Units)

15

n/a

n/a

0

0

0

0–1

No

Naturally-occurring organic materials

Iron (ppb)

300

n/a

100

ND

ND – 220

243

243

No

Erosion of natural deposits;industrial wastes

3

n/a

1

1

1

1

1

No

Naturally-occurring organic materials

Odor (Units)
Specific Conductance (µS/cm)

1600

n/a

n/a

681

490 – 970

469

435 – 503

No

Substances that form ions when in water

Sulfate (ppm)

500

n/a

0.5

100

32 – 259

73

65 – 81

No

Runoff and leaching from natural deposits

Total Dissolved Solids (ppm)

1000

n/a

n/a

399

260 – 630

266

244 – 289

No

Runoff and leaching from natural deposits

5

n/a

0.1

0.3

ND – 1.7

ND

ND

No

Soil runoff

Alkalinity (ppm)

n/a

n/a

n/a

172

87 – 210

68

67 – 70

No

n/a

Calcium (ppm)

n/a

n/a

n/a

68

28 – 98

25

23 – 27

No

n/a

Corrosivity (LSI)

n/a

n/a

n/a

0.2

-0.4 – 0.5

0.4

0.3 – 0.4

No

n/a

Magnesium (ppm)

n/a

n/a

n/a

20

12 – 37

12

11 – 12

No

n/a

pH (pH Units)

n/a

n/a

n/a

7.6

7.2 – 7.9

8.5

8.5

No

n/a

Potassium (ppm)

n/a

n/a

n/a

2.6

2.0 – 3.1

2.4

2.2 – 2.7

No

n/a

Sodium (ppm)

n/a

n/a

n/a

38

22 – 54

50

46 – 54

No

n/a

Total Hardness (ppm)

n/a

n/a

n/a

255

124 – 394

108

101 – 116

No

n/a

Turbidity (NTU)
Other Parameters

Understanding the Water Quality Chart
As in previous years, the Water Quality Report compares the
quality of your tap water to state and federal drinking water
standards. The report includes information on all regulated
and unregulated drinking water contaminants that were
detected during calendar year 2019. More than 100 regulated
contaminants that were tested for, but not detected, are not
included in this report. A number of regulated chemicals and
other compounds do not require annual monitoring. Their
most recent test results and corresponding test year are
footnoted, if applicable. DDW allows PWP to monitor for
some contaminants less than once per year because the
concentrations of these contaminants do not change
frequently. Some of our data, though representative, are more
than one year old.
Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL): The highest level of a
contaminant that is allowed in drinking water. Primary MCLs
are set as close to the PHGs (or MCLGs) as is economically
and technologically feasible. Secondary MCLs are set to
protect the odor, taste, and appearance of drinking water.

Maximum Contaminant Level Goal (MCLG): The level of a
contaminant in drinking water below which there is no known or
expected risk to health. MCLGs are set by the USEPA.
Public Health Goal (PHG): The level of a contaminant in drinking
water below which there is no known or expected risk to health.
PHGs are set by the California Environmental Protection
Agency.
Maximum Residual Disinfectant Level (MRDL): The highest
level of a disinfectant allowed in drinking water. The addition
of a disinfectant is necessary for the control of microbial
contaminants.
Primary Drinking Water Standard (PDWS): MCLs and MRDLs
for contaminants that affect health along with their monitoring
and reporting requirements, and water treatment requirements.
Maximum Residual Disinfectant Level Goal (MRDLG): The
level of a drinking water disinfectant below which there is no
known or expected risk to health. MRDLGs do not reflect the
benefits of the use of disinfectants to control microbial
contaminants.
Detection Limits for Purposes of Reporting (DLR): The DLR is
a parameter that is set by regulation for each reportable analyte.

It is not laboratory specific and it is independent of the analytical
method used (in cases where several methods are approved).
It is expected that a laboratory can achieve a Reporting Limit
that is lower than or equal to the DLR set by the DDW. This is
also known as the Minimum Reporting Level (MRL).
NA: Contaminant or property was not analyzed.
n/a: Not applicable.
ND: Contaminant was not detected. The contaminant is less than
the DLR.
Action Level (AL): The concentration of a contaminant which,
if exceeded, triggers treatment or other requirements that a
water system must follow.

Units of Measurement:
ppm = parts per million
ppb = parts per billion
pCi/L = picocuries per liter
LSI = Langelier Saturation Index
µS/cm = microsiemens per centimeter
NTU = Nephelometric Turbidity Units.
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City of Pasadena Water Distribution System
Parameter

MCL

Pasadena Water System
Highest Average
Range

DLR /
MRL

PHG

MCL
Violation

Typical Source
of Contaminant

Disinfection By-Products and Disinfectant Residuals (D/DBP)(4)
TTHM [Total Trihalomethanes] (ppb) 80
HAA5 [Haloacetic Acids] (ppb)
60
Bromate (ppb)
10
Total Chlorine Residual (ppm)
MRDL = 4

n/a
n/a
0.1
MRDLG = 4

n/a
n/a
1
n/a

Highest Average (LRAA) = 29
Highest Average (LRAA) = 8
n/a
Highest Average (RAA) = 1.32

4.4 – 36.7
ND – 11
n/a
ND – 2.7

No
No
No
No

By-products of drinking water disinfection
By-products of drinking water disinfection
By-products of drinking water oxonation
Drinking water disinfectant added for treatment

0

n/a

Highest Monthly Average = 0.0%

0

No

Naturally present in the environment

Microbiological (%)
Total Coliform Bacteria (%)

5

City of Pasadena Water Distribution System – Lead and Copper Levels at Residential Taps(5)
Pasadena Water System
90th Percentile
Number of Sites Exceeding AL

Parameter

AL

PHG

DLR /
MRL

MCL
Violation

Typical Source
of Contaminant

Lead (ppb)

15

0.2

5

ND

0 out of 62

No

Internal corrosion of household
water plumbing system

Copper (ppm)

1.3

0.3

0.05

0.35

0 out of 62

No

Internal corrosion of household
water plumbing system

Detection of Unregulated Contaminants
Parameter
Hexavalent Chromium (ppb)(6)

MCL

PHG /
MCLG

DLR /
MRL

n/a

0.02

1

Pasadena Water System
Typical
Range
3.1

MWD Weymouth Plant
Typical
Range

1.9 – 5.8

ND

ND

MCL
Violation
n/a

Typical Source of Contaminant
Erosion of natural deposits,
industrial waste discharge

Federal Unregulated Contaminants Monitoring Rule (UCMR 4)
Pasadena Water System
Average
Range

MCL

PHG /
MCLG

DLR /
MRL

Total Microcystins (ppb)
Microcystin-LA (ppb)
Microcystin-LF (ppb)
Microcystin-LR (ppb)
Microcystin-LY (ppb)
Microcystin-RR (ppb)
Microcystin-YR (ppb)
Nodularin (ppb)
Anatoxin-a (ppb)
Cylindrospermopsin (ppb)
Germanium (ppb)
Manganese (ppb)
Alpha-hexachlorocyclohexane (ppb)
Chlorpyrifos (ppb)
Dimethipin (ppb)
Ethoprop (ppb)
Oxyfluorfen (ppb)
Profenofos (ppb)
Tebuconazole (ppb)
Total permethrin (cis- & trans-) (ppb)
Tribufos (ppb)
HAA6Br (ppb)
HAA9 (ppb)
1-butanol (ppb)
2-methoxyethanol (ppb)

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a

0.30
0.008
0.006
0.02
0.009
0.006
0.02
0.005
0.03
0.09
0.3
0.4
0.01
0.03
0.2
0.03
0.05
0.3
0.2
0.04
0.07
n/a
n/a
2.0
0.4

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
10.4
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
2.05
2.08
ND
ND

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND – 30
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND – 5.1
ND – 6.1
ND
ND

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a

2-propen-1-ol (ppb)
Butylated hydroxyanisole (ppb)
O-toluidine (ppb)
Quinoline (ppb)

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a

0.5
0.03
0.007
0.02

ND
ND
ND
ND

ND
ND
ND
ND

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a

Total Organic Carbon (TOC) (ppm)
Bromide (ppm)

n/a
n/a

n/a
n/a

n/a
n/a

2.2
150

2.2
150

n/a
n/a

Parameter

Footnotes:
1) The data for Pasadena is collected on a monitoring
schedule based on radionuclide Rule (Section
64442, Title 22, California Code of Regulations) .
Results are based on 2018 monitoring.
2) Although all results were below the DLR of 4 ppb,
trace data is included because there is historic
public interest in this topic.

MCL
Violation

3) There are no PHGs, MCLGs or mandatory standard health
effects language for these constituents because secondary
MCLs are set on the basis of aesthetics.
4) The MCL for TTHM and HAA5 are based on the Location
Running Annual Average (LRAA) and the MRDL for bromate
and total chlorine residual are based on the Running Annual
Average (RAA)
5) Lead and Copper values are based on triennial monitoring
at residential taps. Results are based on 2017 monitoring.

~7~

Typical Source
of Contaminant
Produced from cyanobacterial cells
Produced from cyanobacterial cells
Produced from cyanobacterial cells
Produced from cyanobacterial cells
Produced from cyanobacterial cells
Produced from cyanobacterial cells
Produced from cyanobacterial cells
Produced from cyanobacterial cells
Produced from cyanobacterial cells
Produced from cyanobacterial cells
Naturally present in the environment
Naturally present in the environment
Formerly used as an insecticide
Used as an insecticide, acaricide and miticide
Used as an herbicide and plant growth regulator
Used as an insecticide
Used as an herbicide
Used as an insecticide and acaricide
Used as a fungicide
Used as an insecticide
Used as an insecticide and cotton defoliant
By-products of drinking water disinfection
By-products of drinking water disinfection
Used as a solvent, food additive and in production of other chemicals
Used in a number of consumer products, such as synthetic cosmetics,
perfumes, fragrances, hair preparations and skin lotions
Used in the production flavorings, perfumes and other chemicals
Used as a food additive (antioxidant)
Used in the production of dyes, rubber, pharmaceuticals and pesticides
Used as a pharmaceutical (anti-malarial) and flavoring agent;
produced as a chemical intermediate; component of coal
By-product of decaying natural organic matter
By-products of drinking water disinfection

6) The previous MCL of 10 ppb was withdrawn on September 11,
2017. There is currently no MCL for hexavalent chromium.
Results are based on 2018 monitoring.

For more information or questions about this report, or your water
quality in general, please contact David E. Kimbrough, Ph.D.
(626) 744-3704 (in English), or Tony Estrada (626) 744-3838
(en Español).
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Improving
the Local
Water
Supply

W

ith the creation of PWP’s
Water System and
Resource Plan, work is being
done to improve how Pasadena
uses local supply within the city,
and how we can preserve and
improve the Raymond Basin so it is a viable water
source for generations to come. These efforts include
enhancing current infrastructure in the city,
examining ways to better the environmental
conditions of the Raymond Basin, working in partnership
with other organizations to formulate a plan, and ultimately
moving towards a more independent future that doesn’t
require as much imported supply.
As PWP continues to improve infrastructure and plans in
order to support more efficient use and capture of local
water supply, we also encourage our customers to consider
what each resident and business can do on a parcel-level.

Since our local supply, the
Raymond Basin, is a
groundwater aquifer, each
personal landscape or
commercial garden in
Pasadena can affect the
water supply as a whole.
PWP encourages
customers to be creative
when it comes to parcellevel water reclamation and groundwater recharge. Greywater systems,
bioswales and landscaping permaculture techniques allow for water to
remain in the ground and become part of the aquifer. Additionally,
please be mindful of what products are going into a landscape — avoid
dumping chemicals, oils, or other toxic materials on the ground as these
items can negatively affect our aquifer.
To learn more about our local supply, visit
PWPweb.com/Water

Depend On Us To Deliver QualityWater
Turn the tap and the water flows, as if by magic. Or so it
seems. The reality is considerably different, however.
Delivering high-quality drinking water to our customers is a
scientific and engineering feat requiring considerable effort
and talent to ensure the water is always available to drink.
Because tap water is highly regulated by state and federal
laws, water treatment and distribution operators must be
certfied and are required to complete on-the-job training
and technical education before becoming a state certified operator.
Our certified water professionals have an understanding of a wide
range of subjects, including mathematics, biology, chemistry, physics,
and engineering. Some of the tasks they complete on a regular basis
include:
S Operating and maintaining equipment to maintain water quality;
S Monitoring and inspecting machinery, meters, gauges, and
operating conditions;
S Conducting tests and inspections on water and evaluating the
results;
S Documenting and reporting test results and system operations to
regulatory agencies; and
S Serving our community through customer support, education,
and outreach.
So, the next time you turn on your faucet, think of the skilled
professionals who stand behind every drop.

Drinking
Water
Source
Assessment
An assessment of the drinking water sources for Pasadena’s
water system was completed in August 2002. The wells in
Pasadena were found to be most vulnerable to contamination
from automobile gas stations, repair shops and body shops;
and underground storage tanks. A copy of the complete
assessment is available at Pasadena Water and Power,
150 S. Los Robles Avenue, Suite 200.
In 2012, MWD completed its source water assessment of
its Colorado River and State Water Project supplies. Based
upon the vulnerability assessments, the Colorado River and
State Water Project supplies are most vulnerable to contamination resulting from recreation, urban/storm water runoff,
increasing urbanization in the watershed, and waste water.
A copy of the assessment can be obtained by contacting MWD
at praadministration@mwdh2o.com.

150 South Los Robles Avenue S Suite 200 S Pasadena, California 91101
(626) 744-4005 S PWPweb.com
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Pasadena Water and Power

2019 Consumer Confidence Report

Municipal Services Committee
October 27, 2020
Item #3

Consumer Confidence Report
Pasadena Water and Power
• In 2005 the United States Environmental Protection Agency required
all community water systems in the United States to inform their
customers regarding the nature of the systems and the quality of the
water annually.
• The Consumer Confidence Reports (CCRs) or the Annual Water
Quality Report (AWQR) are published for our Customers without the
need for a public hearing.
• The CCR presents data and relevant information regarding both
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCL) and Public Health Goals (PHG).
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Public Health Goals
Pasadena Water and Power
• The California Environmental Protection Agency has an Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA).
• OEHHA has the responsibility of determining the lowest concentration
of chemicals found in drinking water which present no excess risk to
the public.
• This concentration is called the Public Health Goal (PHG).
• PHGs are not legally enforceable standards, they are risk assessment
tools.
• The United States Environmental Protection Agency using the
Maximum Contaminant Level Goal (MCLG) which is similar to the
PHG

Maximum Contaminant Levels
Pasadena Water and Power
• The California Environmental Protection Agency also has the State
Water Resource Control Board – Division of Drinking Water (DDW).
• DDW has the responsibility of determining the lowest concentration of
chemicals found in drinking water which are as close to the PHG as is
economically and technologically Feasible.
• This concentration is called the Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL).
• MCLs are Legally Enforceable Standards, they are Risk Management
tools.
• Most MCLs are set the United States EPA but Some are set by DDW
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Webpage
Pasadena Water and Power

The PWP
water
quality
page on
its
website
has CCRs
from 2001

Bill Insert
Pasadena Water and Power

PWP sends bill inserts
to all of its customers
to let them know about
the CCR.
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Consumer Confidence Report 2019
Pasadena Water and Power

PWP’s water met
all of the federal
and state MCLs in
2019.
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ITEM #4
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PASADENA W ATER AND POW ER

MEMORANDUM
October 27, 2020
To:

Municipal Services Committee

From:

Gurcharan S. Bawa
General Manager

Subject:

Update and Progress on the Tier 2/Tier 3 Areas in the Pasadena
Water and Power Department’s Wildfire Mitigation Plan

Background:
The Pasadena Water and Power (“PWP”) staff made a presentation to the
Municipal Services Committee (“MSC”) on November 12, 2019 regarding the
utility’s Wildfire Mitigation Plan (“Plan”). The Plan is a requirement of the State to
describe the utility measures and strategies to mitigate the likelihood of a wildfire.
MSC was told that several wildfire mitigation projects were being considered and
PWP Staff was asked to return to present these projects as a follow-up to the
initial meeting.
On November 18, 2019, City Council approved the Plan. The Plan fully complies
with the California Public Utilities Code (“CPUC”) Section 8387 which requires
public utilities to prepare a wildfire mitigation plan and an annual approval.
Attached is an informational item to discuss the projects that were reviewed
following the initial presentation of the Plan, an overview on completed projects,
and different options for proposed projects in the Tier 2 and Tier 3 areas of the
Plan.
The 2020 Plan will be presented to City Council for approval before December
31, 2020.
Staff will also answer questions and describe the projects in detail as needed.
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Pasadena Water and Power

UPDATE OF THE WATER AND
POWER DEPARTMENT’S
WILDFIRE MITIGATION PLAN
Municipal Services Committee
October 27, 2020
Item #4

Background
Pasadena Water and Power

• Wildfire Mitigation Plan
> The Department of Water and Power (“PWP”) has established
a wildfire mitigation plan (“Plan”) which includes various
programs, policies, and range of activities taken to mitigate the
threat of power-line ignited wildfires
> The Plan fully complies with the California Public Utilities Code
(“CPUC”) Section 8387 which requires public utilities to prepare
a wildfire mitigation plan by January 1, 2020 and update it
annually thereafter.
> City Council approved the original Plan on November 18, 2019.
> The 2020 Plan update will be presented to City Council for
approval before December 31, 2020.
2
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Objectives
Pasadena Water and Power

The Plan has three main objectives:
1. Minimizing Sources of Ignition of Wildfires
2. Improving Resiliency of the PWP Electric Grid
3. Identifying Unnecessary and Ineffective Actions

3

CPUC Fire Threat Map
Pasadena Water and Power

Tier 3 - Extreme

In Tier 2
62,232 feet OH wires
435 transformers
5,177 structures

In Tier 3
4,371 feet OH wires
21 transformers
254 structures
Two water facilities

Altadena

Tier 2 - Elevated

Pasadena

Tier 1 – High Hazard

4

42

Updates – Projects in Progress
Pasadena Water and Power

> Tier 2 Zone
> Have begun analyzing and
mitigating the overhead
conductors and power poles for
fire threat improvements such
as covered conductors and pole
replacements.
> UG Conversion not being
considered

5

Updates – Completed Project
Pasadena Water and Power

> Millard Canyon (Tier 3) – De-energize
high voltage
> In order to minimize the sources of ignition
in the canyon, converted the existing
services to low voltage (covered
conductor) and de-energized the high
voltage overhead system.

6
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Proposed Projects – Florecita (Tier 3)
Pasadena Water and Power
LA VINA

Millard Canyon

Pasadena Water and Power
Fire Threat Areas
North West Pasadena
O
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City of
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Los
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County

Los Angeles County

Water Facility
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E

GIDDINGS

Water Facility

CANYONDELL

¯

ECITA

Tier 2 - Elevated
LOMA ALT

FLORECITA

OR
ESTF
CR

VIEW

LINCOLN

IDG
E

PALM
E NA

ALT
AD
ENA

PASAD

Overhead Primary
Conductor

D

ARROYO SECO

La
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7

Proposed Project Approaches – Florecita
(Tier 3)
Pasadena Water and Power

> Option 1: High Voltage Overhead to Underground Conversion (Poles,
overhead low voltage and telecom lines remain)
> Cost ~ $2.1 million
> Duration ~ 2 years
> Option 2: All Electrical Overhead to Underground Conversion (Poles
and telecom wires remain)
> Cost ~ $2.6 million
> Duration ~ 3 years
> Option 3 (Recommended): Underground Utility District (All poles,
electrical and telecom wires removed)
> Cost ~ $2.7 million
> Duration ~ 4 years

8
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Proposed Projects – PWP Northeast (Tier 3)
Pasadena Water and Power

9

Proposed Project Approaches – PWP
Northeast (Tier 3)
Pasadena Water and Power

> Option 1: High Voltage Overhead to Underground Conversion (Poles,
overhead low voltage and telecom lines remain)
> Cost ~ $2.4 million
> Duration ~ 2 years
> Option 2: All Electrical Overhead to Underground Conversion (Poles
and telecom wires remain)
> Cost ~ $4.75 million
> Duration ~ 3 years
> Option 3 (Recommended): Underground Utility District (All poles,
electrical and telecom wires removed)
> Cost ~ $4.97 million
> Duration ~ 4 years

10

45

Summary
Pasadena Water and Power

• PWP has begun the implementation of its fire prevention
efforts and is continuing to investigate and determine the
best methods for mitigating the risk of catastrophic fire
within it’s service territory
• PWP is seeking direction on options presented for the
proposed projects.
> Note: All proposed options will result in no energized overhead high
voltage power lines in Tier 3 areas

11
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