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6 ALTERNATIVES 

This section of the Draft EIR describes and evaluates alternatives to the Arroyo Seco Canyon Project (ASCP) 

Areas 2 and 3 (Project). This section implements the requirements set forth in the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 

15000 et seq.), and identifies the Environmentally Superior Project Alternative, as required by California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2).  

6.1 Introduction 

Pursuant to Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) “shall describe 

a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain 

most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects 

of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every 

conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible 

alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public participation.” 

Pursuant to Section 15126.6(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, an alternatives discussion must focus on 

“alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any 

significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of 

the project objectives, or would be more costly.” 

Pursuant to Section 15126.6(c) of the CEQA Guidelines, “the range of potential alternatives to the proposed 

Project shall include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could 

avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects. The EIR should briefly describe the rationale 

for selecting the alternatives to be discussed. The EIR should also identify any alternatives that were 

considered by the lead agency but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and briefly explain 

the reasons underlying the lead agency’s determination.” 

The inclusion of an alternative in an EIR does not constitute definitive evidence that the alternative is in fact 

“feasible.” The final decision regarding the feasibility of alternatives lies with the decision maker(s) for a given 

project, who must make the necessary findings addressing the potential feasibility of an alternative, including 

whether it meets most of the basic project objectives or reduces the severity of significant environmental 

effects pursuant to CEQA (California Public Resources Code, Section 21081; see also 14 CCR 15091). 

This Draft EIR includes the analysis of three alternatives to the proposed Project:  

• Alternative A- No Project/No Action 

• Alternative B- Redesigned Spreading Basins in Area 3 

• Alternative C- Historic Bridge Rehabilitation 

6.2 Project Overview and Objectives 

As described in Section 3, Project Description, the City owns the right to divert up to 25 cubic feet per second 

(cfs) of surface water from the Arroyo Seco for direct use or for spreading into its existing spreading basins for 

groundwater pumping credits from the Raymond Basin. Of the total amount of water that is infiltrated into the 

groundwater through the existing spreading basins, PWP has the right to pump between 60 and 80% of that 

amount for beneficial use in the City’s water supply. According to PWP, the current spreading basins reach an 
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equilibrium during recharge events of 18 cfs, meaning that sustained diversions equaling 18 cfs would fill the 

basins to capacity, with water percolating at generally the same rate as entering the basins; however, higher 

flows beyond 18 cfs would not be able to be infiltrated due to capacity constraints (Carollo Engineers 2013). 

However, improvements in the diversion weir and intake structure in Area 2 and the expansion of the spreading 

basins in Area 3 would allow for diversion of PWP’s right to up to 25 cfs during high storm flow events, which 

would allow for the diversion, spreading and infiltration of approximately 1,035 acre feet per year (acre-ft/yr) 

of additional diverted flows into the spreading basins beyond the current condition.  

These proposed increased diversions would result in a measurable increase beyond existing conditions only during 

larger wet-weather flows. There would be little to no difference in the amount of diversions between the current 

condition and the proposed Project during the drier periods of the year, as discussed in detail in Section 4.5, 

Hydrology and Water Quality. In summary, the proposed Project would increase diversion of flows from the Arroyo 

Seco almost exclusively during wet winter months when high stream flows occur because the new diversion/intake 

structure would be able to better manage the higher flows without damaging the infrastructure. 

The Project Objectives include the following: 

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. 

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 (MWD). 

6.3 Alternatives Considered But Not Carried Forward 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) recommends that an EIR identify alternatives that were considered for 

analysis but rejected as infeasible and briefly explain the reasons for their rejection. According to the CEQA 

Guidelines, among the factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an 

EIR are (i) failure to meet most of the basic project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant 

environmental impacts. With regard to feasibility, Section 15126.6(f)(1) states, “among the factors that may 

be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site suitability, economic viability, 

availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plan or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional 

boundaries, and whether the applicant can reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the 

alternative site.” Two alternatives for the Project were considered, but ultimately rejected from further analysis 

in the Draft EIR, consistent with Section 15126.6(c) of the CEQA Guidelines. A description of the potential 

alternatives considered, but not carried forward, and the rationale for rejection is provided below. 

• Reduced Diversion with In-Stream Spreading 

• Consolidated Facility Below JPL Bridge 
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6.3.1 Reduced Diversion with In-Stream Spreading 

As discussed in Section 1, Introduction of this Draft EIR, an Initial Study and Notice of Preparation (NOP) for 

the proposed Project were distributed on November 4, 2019, to federal, State, regional, and local agencies 

and interested parties for a 30-day review period to solicit comments and to inform agencies and the public 

of the proposed Project. The 30-day Initial Study/NOP public review period ended December 6, 2019. The City 

received nine comment letters in response to the Initial Study/NOP. Comments received in response to the 

NOP are summarized in Table 1, Notice of Preparation and Scoping Comment Letters Summary, included in 

Section 1, Introduction of this Draft EIR. A copy of the NOP and Initial Study is included in Appendix A-1, and 

the comment letters received in response to the NOP are included in Appendix A-3 of this Draft EIR. 

Several of the letters received during the NOP public review period suggested that the proposed Project not 

be implemented in favor of an alternative approach that involves in-stream spreading and percolation. The 

“Public Comment on Initial Study for Arroyo Seco Canyon Project” submitted on December 4, 2019 (see 

comment letter included in Appendix A-3), provides a thorough articulation of this proposed alternative, which 

was similarly suggested by several comment letters. The alternative suggested in the December 4, 2019 

comment letter is excerpted and summarized as follows: 

1. Measure percolation capacity of the stream from the USGS gauging station down to the dam. RBMB 

[Raymond Basin Management Board] then allows PWP to claim credit for the full percolation of water in the 

“natural stream channel” before it hits the dam. Flows not absorbed by the stream up to PWP’s surface water 

right (25 cfs) are diverted into the existing spreading basins. E.g. if the stream can absorb 15 cfs before water 

hits the dam, PWP diverts the remaining 10 cfs into the existing spreading basins. 

2. If there is an issue with “natural stream channels” not leading to “existing or new spreading grounds”, 

calculate the percolation rate for the natural stream up to the last of the spreading ponds, Johnson 

Field. All flows in the natural stream channel up to Johnson Field provide for PWP pumping credit. Most 

of the year flows, if left in the stream, will not reach Johnson Field. 

3. Use the Prop 84 funds to construct new “spreading grounds” that allow for maximization of the high 

percolation provided by the stream. This includes engaging LACFD to ensure they maximize the 

percolation capacity of the stream under their clean-out project.  

4. If “the law” proves inflexible, challenge the ongoing use of a 75 year old document that dictates an 

out-dated mechanism of water conservation — science and public attitudes have moved on. The 

environment and our fragile water supply require better. It is unreasonable to believe that the 

stakeholders in our local aquifer are not interested in replenishing the same as efficiently as possible. 

In summary, this proposed alternative set forth in the NOP comment letter was for the City to consider either: (1) 

leaving the flows in the “natural stream” and allowing them to be naturally absorbed within the stream, with the City 

taking credit for up to the calculated natural stream percolation capacity, and diverting the remainder into the 

spreading basins to achieve the 25 cfs; or (2) installing a low berm facility within the Arroyo Seco near Johnson Field 

that would “spread” the flows within the stream bed and slow water to allow percolation.  



 6 – Alternatives 

Arroyo Seco Canyon Project Areas 2 and 3 Dudek Project Number 11884 

June 2020 6-4 

The City took the suggested alternative into consideration, analyzing its feasibility from legal, administrative and 

technical standpoints. It appears that the suggestion for this alternative comes from the language in the Raymond 

Basin Judgment, which is attached in Appendix A-2 of this Draft EIR. In relevant part, the Judgment reads:  

“(1) The water shall be spread for percolation into the underground in the existing water 

conservation facilities of the Los Angeles County Flood Control District, or in such additional 

spreading grounds as the parties may acquire or construct, or in any natural stream channels 

leading to such existing or future spreading grounds, provided that all such spreading locations 

shall be located within the Monk Hill Basin or Pasadena Subarea hydrologic subdivisions of 

the Western Unit of the Raymond Basin Area.”  

Regarding the potential “natural stream” approach, it is important to note that the “natural stream channels” 

noted above are only those “leading to such existing or future spreading grounds”, and do not include the 

existing natural stream in isolation. The Judgment distinguishes between water taken for pumping credit, and 

water taken directly from the stream as follows:  

“(8) The right to divert for spreading and recapture is an alternative, in whole or in part, to the right 

to make direct use of such diversions, and does not preclude the direct use of such water, provided 

that the total amount of water diverted, either for spreading or direct use, does not exceed the 

respective rights of the parties set forth above.”  

In other words, in the absence of direct use of the water (i.e. diversion into a treatment plant rather than 

infiltration into the groundwater basin), the only way for the City to earn pumping credit is by diversion from 

the natural stream, and for that diverted water to end up in spreading grounds. As such, leaving the flows in 

the “natural stream” is not an option set forth in the Raymond Basin Judgment and is therefore infeasible.  

This scenario would require a re-negotiation of the adjudicated agreement, as there is no ability in the 

Judgment for the City to take pumping credit for water left in the stream. This interpretation and conclusion 

has been determined by the PWP as well as the City Attorney. This is similarly concluded by the Flood Hazard, 

Sediment Management, and Water Feature Analyses, Hahamongna Watershed Park, prepared by Phillip 

Williams & Associates (PWA), which is referenced several times in the comment letter. As stated in that report, 

leaving the flows in the “natural stream” would require a “significant adjustment to the adjudication of water 

rights for the City of Pasadena,” and “should be understood that any recommended significant changes to the 

way the City uses this water right and gains groundwater credit may necessitate a re-negotiation of the City’s 

original adjudicated agreement, which could be a lengthy and difficult process” (PWA 2000). The Raymond 

Basin and its producers are governed by a stipulated Judgment. The process for changing any of the 

components of the Judgment would require legal action beginning with a petition to the Court. All parties to 

the Judgment would have an opportunity to remark, including on any other aspects of the Judgment. For these 

reasons, the City has been consistent in its rejection of this potential alternative in the past, and therefore has 

eliminated it as a potential alternative to the proposed Project.  

Much of the rationale for the alternative project set forth in the NOP comment letter is based on findings from the 

PWA report. However, it should be noted that PWA’s stated objective was to preliminarily examine the feasibility of 

implementing and maintaining a recreational water feature in the Hahamongna Watershed Park, and they 

acknowledged “conflicting resource management objectives” such as those of the City’s for groundwater recharge. 
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While the report suggests that restoring natural flows to the park would increase groundwater recharge, it does not 

address the practical matter of implementing the recommendations for water supply.  

In addition to the administrative and legal challenges to implementing the alternative project set forth in the 

NOP comment letter, there are practical/technical challenges as follows: 

1. Even in the hypothetical scenario in which the Judgment is amended to allow pumping credit for water 

not diverted from a stream, the alternative project would require measurement of the stream’s 

percolation capacity in order calculate the corresponding pumping credits the City should receive. 

Hydraulic conductivity, (i.e., percolation), is a soil property that can be quantified for a general soil type, 

or tested for a specific soil location, but its true value will vary spatially as well as over time. 

Additionally, percolation potential varies with the channel discharge (PWA 2000), (i.e. percolation 

decreases with lower stream flows and vice versa). Because of these variables, any quantification of 

percolation in the natural stream would, therefore, only be an estimate for a specific stream flow, and 

therefore not accurate enough to be defensible in terms of the requirements of the Judgment.  

In contrast, the proposed Project would measure the volume of water diverted for groundwater 

recharge through a flow metering device. Also, the proponent suggests that the boundaries for the 

alternative project would be the natural stream from the USGS gauging station to the dam. It is 

assumed that this reach is suggested because of the current ability to measure stream flows at the 

gauging station. However, the boundaries of the Monk Hill sub-basin do not extend this far north. 

Therefore, a measurement of surface flows as they enter the northern boundary of the sub-basin would 

require a new gauging station at this location, or another estimate for flows.  

The alternative project approach also does not account for other sources of water, including surface 

run-off and discharge from storm drains that contribute to the stream flows and either percolate in the 

natural stream or collect behind Devil’s Gate Dam. In other words, these other waters are either 

consuming fully or in part the streambed’s capacity for natural recharge. So, while these flows could 

be estimated (although there are no measuring devices on the several storm drain outlets) they would 

need to be discounted from the stream’s estimated percolation capacity to ascertain the remaining 

capacity for percolating the City’s water rights. The Raymond Basin Judgment does not include 

provisions for the City to take credit for stormwater flows percolating in the basin. With so many 

variables, and the inability to obtain any actual measurements, “measuring the percolation capacity 

of the stream” to claim credit for water “spread in the natural stream” would be a guess at best, and 

therefore not accurate enough to be defensible in terms of the requirements of the Judgment. 

Additionally, leaving flows in the natural stream reduces overall recharge of the basin under the 

conditions that the Project seeks to benefit from. Under the alternative project, stream flows that are 

not diverted to spreading basins “compete” for the stream’s limited capacity for natural percolation 

and would displace flows from other sources that would otherwise percolate into the groundwater 

basin via the streambed. Flows that are not able to percolate in the streambed collect in the Devil’s 

Gate Reservoir. As the water level in the reservoir rises, the Los Angeles County Flood Control District 

(LACFCD) follows a dam operation plan to release water. By not diverting to spreading basins this 

outflow would increase and overall recharge of the basin would be diminished. 

2. Since the percolation capacity of the natural streambed is variable, excess flows up to the City’s 25 

cfs water right that are diverted into the spreading grounds would also vary. However, there is no 

feasible way to control the diversion and limit the flows so that the aggregate recharge does not exceed 

25 cfs without a new diversion and intake structure in the stream. It is not uncommon to insert a 
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barrier in a channel for the purpose of diverting water elsewhere, but this type of operation requires 

infrastructure that would seem contrary to the goals of the alternative project. The Project’s diversion 

and intake structure in Area 2 is further example of the infrastructure that is required for controlling 

flows left in the stream and diverted to spreading basins, although its goal is to first allow for intake of 

the stream flows with flows in excess of the City’s water rights remaining in the stream. 

3. The LACFCD’s Devil’s Gate Reservoir Sediment Removal and Management Project will remove 1.7 

million cubic yards (MCY) of sediment for flood control. The amount of sediment to be removed 

includes 1.3 MCY brought into Devil’s Gate Reservoir by storms following the 2009 Station Fire, and 

helps LACFCD prepare for a future major debris storm event. While percolation rates may be higher 

initially following the sediment removal project, the LACFCD has questioned an actual long-term 

increase in percolation rates to groundwater from ponding behind Devil’s Gate Dam based on their 

experience from managing other reservoirs and deep pit spreading basins (PWA 2000). In line with 

this experience and as part of their mission to conserve as much stormwater as practicable, LACFCD 

has developed a concept for conserving the water behind the dam by diverting it elsewhere for 

spreading (and not by retaining it behind the dam). The LACFCD has built dams and spreading ground 

facilities to store and conserve stormwater throughout Los Angeles County. This common practice of 

spreading stormwater has typically allowed over 270,000 AFY of recharge into various groundwater 

basins. The LACFCD’s analysis of 63 years of historical records shows that Devil’s Gate Reservoir has 

an average annual outflow of 6,900 acre-feet which passes through the dam and is currently wasted 

to the ocean. The LACFCD conservation concept for Devil’s Gate Dam would redirect a portion of the 

outflow to spreading basins. Therefore, it is unreasonable to expect that engagement with LACFCD 

would “ensure they maximize the percolation capacity of the stream under their clean-out project”; 

LACFCD is already thinking of how best to conserve water and their answer is through spreading. Also, 

for the record, Proposition 84 funds that were once available to the City to partially fund the Project, 

had to be forfeited as a result of the lawsuit. 

4. Regarding the potential “seasonal low-berm near Johnson Fields” approach, the intent set forth in the NOP 

comment letter would be to “spread” the flows and slow the water to allow percolation within the Arroyo 

Seco stream bed. A seasonal berm at the lower end of Johnson Field, or anywhere before the Devil’s Gate 

Dam, would be considered a new “spreading ground,” allowing PWP to claim credit for all natural flows up 

to that berm. However, this potential scenario is also infeasible for the following reasons.  

It is not clear that such a seasonal berm would be considered a “spreading basin” in a manner that 

would satisfy the Raymond Basin Judgment. The construction of a “seasonal” berm would not provide 

for a permanent facility that could reliably serve to capture PWP’s 25 cfs. The highly dynamic alluvial 

soils within the Arroyo Seco and Devil’s Gate Reservoir are subject to sedimentation and scour activity 

as the active channel alignment migrates across the alluvial fan area and where sediment is regularly 

changing the channel capacity. The combination of flash flood conditions and high volumes of 

sediment create a highly dynamic flow condition that could cause extensive damage to development 

located within the alluvial fan flood inundation zones. The evaluation of a permanent structure within 

the stream bed of the Arroyo Seco is discussed under 6.3.3 below. 

Importantly, such a berm would be within the limits of the LACFCD Devil’s Gate Sediment Removal 

Project’s Phase I Restoration area as well as within the limits of the 42-acre Annual Maintenance 

Area that is subject to regular sediment removal/maintenance, as identified in Figure 3-5, 

Cumulative Projects, in Section 3, Project Description of this Draft EIR. As shown, the land between 

the alluvial streambed of the Arroyo Seco and the western edge of the spreading basins within 
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Area 3 have been revegetated as a part of the LACFCD’s required restoration efforts  from 

approximately Basin 2 to Basin 12. As of January 2020, the LACFCD has conducted weed 

abatement, installed irrigation facilities, and has seeded the area and planted a combination of 

container plants and coast live oak acorns (LACFCD 2020).  

This potential alternative would require construction of facilities within the stream, where infrastructure 

currently does not exist, and where the LACFCD has jurisdiction to conduct their flood control operations 

associated with Devil’s Gate Dam. Similar to the proposed Project, the alternative would be subject to the 

California Fish and Game Code, including the requirement to not prevent or impede the passing of fish. 

Further, this alternative would have potentially significant biological impacts greater than the proposed 

Project given the construction within the streambed that it would necessitate. For these reasons, the City has 

eliminated it as a potential alternative to the proposed Project. 

Additionally, the proposed Project’s only unavoidably significant environmental impact is related to impacts to 

the historic Bridge No. 3, and these potential alternative scenarios would have the same impacts as the proposed 

Project thereon.  

6.3.2 Consolidated Facility Below JPL Bridge  

A version of this potential alternative was preliminarily evaluated in the Upper Arroyo Seco Watershed Integrated 

Spreading Grounds Concept Report prepared by CDM Smith in 2012. A portion of the alternative considered in 2012 

included restoration of Area 1, which as discussed in Section 2, Environmental Setting of this Draft EIR, has been 

approved to proceed through the 2015 Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration and associated Settlement 

Agreement. Therefore, this potential alternative considers implementation of most of the remaining portions of 2012 

design recommendation.  

This potential alternative includes relocating the diversion capabilities of the diversion weir and intake structure 

within Area 2 and the sedimentation function of the former settlement ponds in Area 1 to a consolidated facility 

downstream of the JPL Bridge. The potential location of this combined facility is illustrated on Figure 6-1, 

Consolidated Facility Below JPL Bridge, and is at the site of the former “breakaway” dam used by the LACFCD 

when they operated the spreading basins for water conservation. The consolidated facility would include a 

diversion structure and a sediment forebay to simplify sediment management and maintenance activities by 

replacing scattered diversion and sedimentation facilities, presently located within the Arroyo Seco Canyon and 

accessed by canyon roads, which are difficult to navigate and maintain, to a consolidated facility downstream of 

the mouth of the canyon (CDM Smith 2012).  

This potential alternative would demolish the existing facilities in Area 2 and abandon the conveyance system, and 

would restore that portion of the Arroyo Seco. Stream flows would be captured behind the new consolidated diversion 

dam located just downstream of the JPL Bridge adjacent to Area 3 and diverted into the expanded spreading basins, 

as set forth in the proposed Project. The impoundment area created by the dam would be much larger than the 

pooling of water at the intake in Area 2 of the Project, where grading would be limited to the immediate area 

of the diversion. 

Although this alternative would satisfy the proposed Project Objectives, this alternative does not avoid any 

significant environmental impacts of the proposed Project and would increase the environmental impacts in 

comparison to the proposed Project. This potential alternative would create a new engineered facility within 

the Arroyo Seco where none currently exists, rather than replacement in-kind of an existing facility within largely 

the same footprint as the current facility (i.e. proposed Project Area 2). 
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Impacts related to the recreational setting would be substantial due to the creation of a new structure within the 

Arroyo Seco at a location that would be much more visible to recreational users than the proposed replacement of 

the existing structure in Area 2. New permanent impacts would result to the topics of biological resources, cultural 

and tribal cultural resources, geology and soils, and hydrology due to the creation of a new structure that requires 

permanent alterations to a previously undisturbed area. A new dam at this location would also have the potential to 

disturb the downstream alluvial and sediment transport dynamics because the facility would retain sediment behind 

its fixed crest. The accumulation of sediment would have to be routinely addressed in order to maintain the intended 

diversion capacity, presumably by removing the sediment from the streambed, thereby altering the natural 

morphology of the stream. In comparison, the proposed Project with its operable weir concept would have the 

advantage of managing sediment and minimizing effects on the channel morphology. All environmental topics would 

have increased impacts, rather than reduced environmental impacts, with is contrary to the intent of an alternatives 

analysis pursuant to Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines. 

Additionally, creation of a new dam structure that would span the width of the Arroyo Seco would involve a more 

complex set of regulatory permitting requirements, not only for the construction but for the routine maintenance that 

would be required for operation of the project. A new permanent engineered structure would require permanent 

vegetation removal and annual maintenance requirements in the streambed, including the removal of sediment in 

the water impoundment area; whereas, the proposed Project would not require additional permitting for routine 

maintenance. The permitting requirements for the potential alternative would include but not be limited to application 

to and permitting by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), 

and Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and possibly by the California Department of Water Resources 

(DWR), Division of Safety of Dams (DSOD), if the structure would be more than 6 feet tall and impound 50 acre-feet 

or more of water. DSOD oversight, for example, would require detailed design review and approval in conformance 

with the agency’s standards, and subsequent periodic inspections, fees and permissions for work within their 

jurisdiction. Likewise, CDFW’s permission and the payment of fees would be required beyond initial construction for 

on-going maintenance, likely imposing restrictions on timeframes for the work, and the allowable scope of work in the 

streambed. The new structure would also need to incorporate a fish screen facility, as required for the proposed 

Project, and considerations for future fish passage. For these reasons, this alternative was considered but not carried 

forward for further analysis. Additionally, the proposed Project’s only unavoidably significant environmental impact is 

related to impacts to the historic Bridge No. 3, and this potential alternative scenario would have the same impacts 

as the proposed Project thereon.  

6.4 Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

This section discusses the alternatives to the Project, including the No Project Alternative, under consideration. 

However, the range of alternatives analyzed is limited, as discussed above, based upon the Project site’s 

location and purpose. The No Project/No Action Alternative, which is a required element of an EIR pursuant to 

Section 15126.6(e) of the CEQA Guidelines, examines the environmental effects that would occur if the Project 

were not to proceed and no development activities were to occur. The other alternatives are discussed as part 

of the “reasonable range of alternatives” selected by the City, as Lead Agency, that would attain most of the 

basic objectives of the Project, would be potentially feasible to implement, and would avoid or substantially 

lessen one or more of the significant effects of the Project. Accordingly, the following alternatives to the Project 

were selected for consideration in this Draft EIR: 

• Alternative A- No Project/No Action 
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• Alternative B- Redesigned Spreading Basins in Area 3 

• Alternative C- Historic Bridge Rehabilitation 

Pursuant to Section 15126.6(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, each alternative is evaluated in sufficient detail to 

determine whether the overall environmental impacts would be less than, similar to, or greater than the 

corresponding impacts of the Project. Each alternative is also evaluated to determine whether the Project 

objectives would be substantially attained.  

6.4.1 Alternative A – No Project/No Action 

Under Alternative A, the proposed Project would not be implemented as discussed in Section 3 of this Draft 

EIR. The Areas 2 and 3 of the Project site would remain unchanged, and no development activity would occur. 

Operations and maintenance activities would continue to occur into the future, as in the current condition. 

Ability to Meet Project Objectives 

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.). 

 Alternative A would partially satisfy this Project Objective. Alternative A would maintain the 

current condition in which the existing facilities in Area 2 are damaged, regularly clogged with 

sediment, and incapable of efficiently diverting the City’s full surface water rights. Similarly, 

with no expansion of the existing spreading basins in Area 3, the 18 cfs capacity for spreading 

and infiltration would remain unchanged. However, the current system does operate in 

compliance with the Raymond Basin Judgment and would continue to do so in the No 

Project/No Action Alternative.  

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. 

 Alternative A would not satisfy this Project Objective. Alternative A would not expand the 

existing spreading basins in Area 3, and the 18 cfs capacity for spreading and infiltration would 

remain unchanged. This would be inconsistent with the Water System and Resources Plan’s 

objective for enhancing local water supplies for sustainable and reliable water service. 

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.  

 Alternative A would not satisfy this Project Objective. Alternative A would maintain the current 

damaged condition of the existing facilities in Area 2. These existing facilities do not contain 

any fish screen mechanism or ability to protect future fish populations from being stranded in 

the conveyance system and spreading basins. Additionally, the existing diversion dam is a 

barrier to both upstream and downstream fish migration. 
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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 (MWD). 

 Alternative A would not satisfy this Project Objective. Alternative A would not allow for the local 

water supplies to be augmented and the City would not be able to off-set the use of imported 

MWD water with the additional local water supply.  

Comparison of the Effects of Alternative A to the Project 

Air Quality 

Short-Term Impacts: Alternative A would not alter the existing condition of the Project site or require 

any construction activities, and, therefore, would not result in any construction emissions associated 

with construction worker and construction truck traffic, or the use of heavy-duty construction 

equipment. As such, construction-related regional and localized air quality impacts would not occur. 

Even though no significant impacts would result and no mitigation was required for the proposed 

Project, because Alternative A would result in no short-term impacts to air quality, impacts under 

Alternative A would be less than those anticipated from the proposed Project. 

Long-Term Impacts: Under Alternative A, operations and operational emissions would remain in the 

current condition. The proposed Project would not generate any additional air emissions of criteria 

pollutants when compared to the current condition. Therefore, operational impacts on air quality under 

this alternative would be the same as those anticipated from the proposed Project.  

Biological Resources 

Short-Term Impacts: Under Alternative A, the Project site would remain in its existing condition and potential 

temporary impacts to biological resources would not occur. Implementation of the proposed Project would 

result in significant direct and indirect temporary impacts to biological resources prior to mitigation; however, 

all Project-related impacts would be mitigated to levels less than significant under the proposed Project. 

Because Alternative A would result in no impacts to biological resources, short-term impacts under Alternative 

A would be less than anticipated under the Project. None of the mitigation measures set forth in Section 4.2, 

Biological Resources, would be required under Alternative A. 

Long-Term Impacts: Under Alternative A, the Project site would remain in its existing condition and the 

potential benefits of the proposed Project related to implementation of fish protections would not 

occur. Under current conditions, there is no potential for future fish migration because of the fixed 

barrier at the diversion/weir structure, and there is no screening for fish protection to prevent future 

fish populations from entering the conveyance system and being stranded in the spreading basins. 

Additionally, there is no capacity for managing sediment and minimizing the effects on the channel 

morphology. In contrast, the proposed Project would minimize the drop to the downstream channel 

and provide a roughened channel for future fish passage (if present), would provide screens for future 

fish protection, and would reduce the structure’s effects on hydraulic and sediment transport in the 

stream. Implementation of the proposed Project would result in significant direct and indirect 

permanent impacts to biological resources prior to mitigation; however, all Project-related impacts 
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would be mitigated to levels less than significant under the proposed Project and the proposed Project 

would be beneficial for future fish populations within the Arroyo Seco.  

Because Alternative A would be more impactful to biological resources, specifically due to the potential to 

sustain future fish populations when compared to the benefits of the proposed Project, long-term impacts 

under Alternative A would be greater than anticipated under the Project. None of the mitigation measures set 

forth in Section 4.2, Biological Resources, would be required under Alternative A. 

Cultural Resources 

Short-Term Impacts: Alternative A would not impact culturally significant resources because no ground 

disturbance would occur on the Project site. The Project site would remain as is and potential 

construction impacts (including ground-disturbing activities such as grading or other earthwork) that 

could risk potential disturbance of previously unknown resources, would not occur. However, Alternative 

A would be similar to the proposed Project regarding the historic Bridge No. 3. As discussed in Section 

4.3, there are no plans for the future rehabilitation or replacement of the historic Bridge No. 3 at the 

time of the preparation of this Draft EIR. The timing of the ultimate rehabilitation or replacement of Bridge 

No. 3 is unknown, and it is unknown whether the new permanent bridge would be constructed in such a 

manner that would allow for its preservation as a historical resource. As such, it is reasonably foreseeable 

that implementation of the proposed Project as well as Alternative A (No Project/No Action), which would 

retain the bridge overlay structure until funding is available for the design and construction of a new 

permanent bridge: (1) would allow for the continued deterioration of the existing Bridge No. 3, and (2) 

would not guarantee its future rehabilitation or replacement in accordance with the U.S. Department of 

the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. Therefore, even with implementation of 

mitigation measures, the Project-related impacts to cultural resources would be significant and 

unavoidable. Both the No Project Alternative and the proposed Project would keep the existing structural 

bridge overlay on top of Bridge No. 3 into the foreseeable future, and short-term impacts to historic 

resources would be the same as the proposed Project. For archaeological and paleontological resources, 

impacts under this alternative would be less than those anticipated from the proposed Project. None of 

the mitigation measures set forth in Section 4.3, Cultural Resources, related to archaeological or 

paleontological resources would be required under Alternative A.  

Long-Term Impacts: Under Alternative A, operations would remain in the current condition, and would 

not have any long-term impacts on archaeological or paleontological resources. However, due to 

potential significant impacts to historic Bridge No. 3 under both Alternative A and the proposed Project, 

even after the inclusion of mitigation measures, impacts on historic resources (a subset of “cultural 

resources”) under this alternative would remain because the bridge overlay structure is anticipated to 

remain in place for the foreseeable future. Therefore, impacts to historic resources under Alternative 

A would be the same as those anticipated from the proposed Project. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Short-Term Impacts: Alternative A would not alter the existing condition of the Project site or require 

any construction activities, and, therefore, would not generate any short-term construction-related 

GHG emissions, nor result in an increase in construction-related energy use. Even though no significant 

impacts would result and no mitigation was required for the proposed Project, because Alternative A 
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would result in no short-term impacts to greenhouse gas emission, impacts under Alternative A would 

be less than those anticipated from the proposed Project. 

Long-Term Impacts: Under Alternative A, operations and operational emissions would remain the same 

as in the current condition. Under the proposed Project, operational conditions would be similar to that 

of existing conditions, with the exception of the new intake service building, which would be 

constructed in Area 2 to house the electrical controls for the diversion structure. However, the 

proposed Project would further reduce City’s reliance upon purchased imported water supplies from 

the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD). The City is a member agency of MWD, 

which serves wholesale treated water to the City imported from the Colorado River Aqueduct and the 

State Water Project (SWP). Because the Project would increase the supply of local groundwater in 

replacement of imported water, there would be a reduction in electricity associated with the water 

source. For imported water, electricity is needed to supply and transport the water from sources in 

other parts of California, which is a very energy-intensive process to pump the water across the State 

through topographical elevation changes. However, for local groundwater, electricity is only needed for 

pumping. Accordingly, electricity associated with supply of water from MWD is avoided as a result of 

replacing the some of the City’s reliance on imported water source with local groundwater supplies. 

Under Alternative A, the Project site would remain in its existing condition and the potential benefits of 

the proposed Project related to reductions in greenhouse gas emissions would not occur. No 

significant impacts would result and no mitigation was required for the proposed Project. Although 

Alternative A would have no long-term impact on GHG emissions, impacts under Alternative A would 

be greater than those anticipated from the proposed Project. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Short-Term Impacts: Alternative A would not alter the existing condition of the Project site or require 

any construction activities, and, therefore, would not generate any short-term construction-related 

hydrology or water quality impacts, including no need for temporary diversion coffer dams or other 

activities that could generate construction-related pollutants. Even though no significant impacts 

would result and no mitigation was required for the proposed Project, because Alternative A would 

result in no short-term impacts to hydrology and water quality, impacts under Alternative A would be 

less than those anticipated from the proposed Project. 

Long-Term Impacts: Under Alternative A, the operational state would remain the same as in existing 

conditions and no additional diversions from the Arroyo Seco would occur. Even though no significant 

impacts would result and no mitigation was required for the proposed Project, because Alternative A 

would result in no long-term impacts to hydrology or water quality, impacts under Alternative A would 

be less than those anticipated from the proposed Project. 

Noise  

Short-Term Impacts: Alternative A would not involve construction that could result in noise from 

the temporary use of heavy-duty construction equipment or generation of construction traffic,  

including worker and haul truck trips to the Project site. Because Alternative A would result in no 

long-term impacts to noise, impacts under Alternative A would be less than those anticipated from 
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the proposed Project. None of the mitigation measures set forth in Section 4.6, Noise, would be 

required under Alternative A. 

Long-Term Impacts: Under Alternative A, the operational state would remain the same as in existing 

conditions. Under the proposed Project, there would be no new sources of operational noise. 

Therefore, operational impacts on noise under this alternative would be the same as those anticipated 

from the proposed Project. 

Recreation 

Short-Term Impacts: Alternative A would not require temporary closure of portions of surrounding trails 

due to construction activities. Because Alternative A would not affect recreational activities or facilities 

in the Arroyo Seco, short-term impacts to recreation under this alternative would be less than those 

anticipated from the proposed Project. None of the mitigation measures set forth in Section 4.7, 

Recreation, would be required under Alternative A. 

Long-Term Impacts: Alternative A would not result in permanent changes to recreational activities or 

the use of trails within the Arroyo Seco. However, upon completion of the proposed Project, all 

temporarily impacted trail connections would be restored and there would be no long-term impacts to 

recreation. Therefore, long-term impacts to recreation under this alternative would be the same as 

those anticipated from the proposed Project. 

Transportation 

Short-Term Impacts: Alternative A would not generate short-term traffic or transportation impacts 

because no construction would occur. Because Alternative A would not generate construction traffic 

in the Arroyo Seco, short-term impacts to transportation under this alternative would be less than those 

anticipated from the proposed Project. None of the mitigation measures set forth in Section 4.8, 

Transportation, would be required under Alternative A. 

Long-Term Impacts: Under Alternative A, the operational state would remain the same as in existing 

conditions. Under the proposed Project, there would be no new sources of operational traffic. 

Therefore, operational impacts on transportation under this alternative would be the same as those 

anticipated from the proposed Project. 

Tribal Cultural Resources 

Short-Term Impacts: Alternative A would not impact culturally significant tribal cultural resources 

because there would be no ground-disturbing activities. Because this alternative would not affect tribal 

resources in the Arroyo Seco, short-term impacts under this alternative would be less than those 

anticipated from the proposed Project. None of the mitigation measures set forth in Section 4.9, Tribal 

Cultural Resources, would be required under Alternative A. 

Long-Term Impacts: Under Alternative A, operations would remain in the current condition, and would 

not have any long-term impacts on tribal cultural resources. The proposed Project, once in operation, 

would not involve additional ground-disturbing activities that could impact potential unknown tribal 

cultural resources. Therefore, operational impacts on tribal cultural resources under this alternative 

would be the same as those anticipated from the proposed Project.  
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6.4.2 Alternative B – Redesigned Spreading Basins in Area 3 

Under Alternative B, all activities proposed within Area 2 would continue to be implemented, as set forth in the 

proposed Project. The alternative design of Area 3 would mimic the primary design objectives and operational 

characteristics of the Project, including: use of a settling basin to facilitate removal of debris and sediment 

from water prior to conveyance to the spreading basins, use of a concrete flume to meter flow into the 

infiltration basins, and use of stepped basins with gravity flow interconnection pipes. Figure 6-2A, Alternative 

B, Redesigned Spreading Basins and Figure 6-2B, Alternative B, Landscaping Palette depict a conceptual 

design for Alternative B. 

The infiltration capacity of the alternative would maintain the full 25 cfs capacity, utilizing a total of 5 infiltration 

basins with a total basin bottom square footage of approximately 4.5 acres. This alternative would relocate 

some of the parking stalls from the future recreational parking lot located just south of the JPL Bridge to the 

eastern edge of Area 3 near the Explorer Well site to provide for the altered configuration of the spreading 

basin design. The relocated parking stalls would be intermittent angled along the Explorer Road. 

The objective of Alternative B would be to provide an improved design with more appeal for recreational users 

by eliminating the rectangular shapes of the existing condition, as well as the proposed Project design, through 

use of curvilinear basin features that more closely resemble natural channel and stream functions. The 

recreational amenities would be further improved through the use of native, drought-tolerant landscape 

plantings around the basins, as shown in Figure 6-2B. The Alternative B basin layout and landscaping would 

have the added benefit of enhancing the proposed trail network for pedestrians and equestrian usage, with 

incorporation of educational kiosks, benches, interpretive signage, and shade structures adjacent to the 

spreading basins along the proposed pedestrian trails/maintenance roads. Alternative B would replace the 

enclosed concrete sedimentation basin (Basin A) with an open settlement pond. Alternative B would also 

include a slight realignment of Explorer Road to reflect the more curvilinear contours of the spreading basins 

and to allow for the future Explorer Well site to be east of the recreational trail amenities. Relocating the well 

site to the east would make it less prominent when viewing the area from the Gabrielino Trail above.  

Ability to Meet Project Objectives 

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. 

 Alternative B would satisfy this Project Objective. Alternative B would be designed to include 

the same capacity as the proposed Project, thereby allowing for the same anticipated 

spreading and infiltration into the Raymond Basin as the proposed Project. This Alternative 

would not alter the City’s ability to operate in compliance with the Raymond Basin Agreement 

and the 1984 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. 
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 Alternative B would satisfy this Project Objective. Alternative B would be designed to include 

the same capacity as the proposed Project, thereby allowing for the same anticipated 

spreading and infiltration into the Raymond Basin as the proposed Project, which is consistent 

with the Water System and Resources Plan. 

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.  

 Alternative B would satisfy this Project Objective. Alternative B does not involve any changes 

to the proposed facilities in Area 2. Therefore, the design of Area 2 would continue to include: 

(1) a fish screen to prevent future fish from entering the intake, and (2) an engineered 

roughened channel downstream of the new diversion structure and operable weir to allow 

return passage upstream should fish pass during periods of high flows. 

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 (MWD). 

 Alternative B would satisfy this Project Objective. Alternative B would allow for the local water 

supplies to be augmented and the City would be able to off-set the use of imported MWD water 

with the additional local water supply.  

Comparison of the Effects of Alternative B to the Project 

Air Quality 

Construction: The design of Alternative B is anticipated to require a similar amount of earthwork 

because the spreading basins would be within the same construction footprint and would be designed 

to obtain the same spreading capacity. It is possible that less export of sediment would be required 

due to the jetties (earthen projections) into the spreading basins that facilitate the more organic and 

curvilinear design. However, for the purposes of comparison to the proposed Project, it is anticipated 

that construction-related impacts on air quality under Alternative B would be the same as those 

anticipated from the proposed Project.  

Operation: Neither the proposed Project nor Alternative B would generate any additional air emissions 

of criteria pollutants when compared to the current condition. Therefore, operational impacts on air 

quality under Alternative B would be the same as those anticipated from the proposed Project.  

Biological Resources 

Short-Term Impacts: Under Alternative B, the components in Area 3 would be implemented within the 

same construction footprint and would not result in any additional impacts to biological resources that 

were not already considered and analyzed in this Draft EIR. Implementation of the proposed Project 

would result in significant direct and indirect temporary impacts to biological resources prior to 

mitigation; however, all Project-related impacts would be mitigated to levels less than significant. All 

of the mitigation measures set forth in Section 4.2, Biological Resources, would still be required under 

Alternative B. Therefore, short-term impacts on biological resources under Alternative B would be the 

same as those anticipated under the Project. 
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Long-Term Impacts: Under Alternative B, the operational conditions would be similar to that of the proposed 

Project. Implementation of the proposed Project would result in significant direct and indirect permanent 

impacts to biological resources prior to mitigation; however, all Project-related impacts would be mitigated 

to levels less than significant. All mitigation measures set forth in Section 4.2, Biological Resources, would 

still be required under Alternative B. Therefore, long-term operational impacts on biological resources under 

Alternative B would be the same as those anticipated under the Project.  

However, Alternative B includes various landscape plantings, including native vegetation plants, trees, 

and seed mixes, which would contribute to the biological resources and habitat in the area. Therefore, 

long-term benefits to biological resources of Alternative B would not occur under the Project. 

Cultural Resources 

Short-Term Impacts: Under Alternative B, the components in Area 3 would be implemented within the 

same construction footprint and would not result in any additional impacts to cultural resources that 

were not already considered and analyzed in this Draft EIR. Implementation of the proposed Project 

would result in significant impacts to cultural resources prior to mitigation. All Project-related impacts 

would be mitigated to levels less than significant, with the exception of impacts to the historic Bridge 

No. 3, which would remain significant and unavoidable. All of the mitigation measures set forth in 

Section 4.3, Cultural Resources, would still be required under Alternative B. Therefore, impacts on 

cultural resources (i.e. historic, archaeological and paleontological resources) under Alternative B 

would be the same as those anticipated from the proposed Project. 

Long-Term Impacts: Under Alternative B, the operational state would be similar to that of the proposed 

Project. The proposed Project, once in operation, does not propose any long-term operational 

earthwork that could disturb or cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a cultural 

resource. All of the mitigation measures set forth in Section 4.3, Cultural Resources, would still be 

required under Alternative B, and the significant unavoidable impact associated with the proposed 

Project would also result from implementation of Alternative B. Therefore, operational impacts to 

cultural resources (i.e. historic, archaeological and paleontological resources) under this Alternative B 

would be the same as those anticipated from the proposed Project.  

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Short-Term Impacts: The design of the Alternative B is anticipated to require a similar amount of 

earthwork because the spreading basins would be within the same construction footprint and would 

be designed to obtain the same spreading capacity. It is possible that less export of sediment would 

be required due to the jetties (earthen projections) into the spreading basins that facilitate the more 

organic and curvilinear design. However, for the purposes of comparison to the proposed Project, it is 

anticipated that construction-related impacts on greenhouse gas emissions under Alternative B would 

be the same as those anticipated from the proposed Project. 

Long-Term Impacts: Under Alternative B, operations and operational emissions would be the same as 

under the proposed Project. Therefore, operational impacts on greenhouse gas emissions under 

Alternative B would be the same as those anticipated from the proposed Project. 
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Hydrology and Water Quality 

Short-Term Impacts: Alternative B would require a similar amount of construction activities as the 

proposed Project, and would be located within the same impact areas as the proposed Project. Under 

Alternative B, short-term construction-related earthmoving and operation of heavy construction 

equipment would be required in comparable intensity and duration as the proposed Project, and the 

same regulatory requirements for construction-related best management practices for sediment and 

pollution control would be required to address potential hydrology or water quality impacts, including 

the need for a temporary diversion coffer dam and coverage under appropriate National Pollutant 

Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits to maintain water quality standards. Neither the 

proposed Project nor Alternative B would require mitigation for short-term impacts to hydrology or 

water quality. Therefore, construction impacts on hydrology or water quality under Alternative B would 

be the same as those anticipated from the proposed Project. 

Long-Term Impacts: Operations under Alternative B would be the same as under the proposed Project 

conditions (i.e. diverting up to 25 cfs for storm flows <100 cfs), which would add approximately 1,035 

acre-ft/yr of diverted flows into the spreading basins. The new spreading basin design under 

Alternative B would accommodate the proposed diversion of 25 cfs. At infiltration rates currently 

observed in the existing spreading basins (2.7 ft/day), approximately 18 acres of effective recharge 

area in the Project basins would be required to maximize the utilization of PWP’s surface water rights. 

At higher percolation rates, such as those observed during the Geotechnical Feasibility Study 

(Converse 2013), less basin acreage would be required to accommodate the full 25 cfs. In addition to 

the approximately 13 acres of spreading basins that currently exist in the Arroyo Seco, both the 

proposed Project and Alternative B would construct approximately 4.5 acres of spreading, which 

includes replacement of 1.6 existing acres and expansion of 3 new acres. This total, 16 acres, would 

be large enough to percolate approximately 22 cfs at a percolation rate of 2.7 ft/day. A percolation 

rate of 3.1 ft/day would be required to accommodate the full 25 cfs within this 16 acres of spreading 

basins, which is anticipated to be achievable under both the proposed Project and Alternative B. 

Therefore, operational impacts on hydrology and water quality under this alternative would be the 

same as those anticipated from the proposed Project. 

Noise  

Short-Term Impacts: The design of the Alternative B is anticipated to require a similar amount of 

earthwork because the spreading basins would be within the same construction footprint and would 

be designed to obtain the same spreading capacity. It is possible that less export of sediment would 

be required due to the jetties (earthen projections) into the spreading basins that facilitate the more 

organic and curvilinear design. All of the mitigation measures set forth in Section 4.6, Noise, would 

still be required under Alternative B. For the purposes of comparison to the proposed Project, it is 

anticipated that construction-related noise impacts under Alternative B would be the same as those 

anticipated from the proposed Project. 

Long-Term Impacts: Neither the proposed Project nor Alternative B would generate any additional 

sources of long-term noise when compared to the current condition. Therefore, operational impacts 

on noise under Alternative B would be the same as those anticipated from the proposed Project.  
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Recreation 

Short-Term Impacts: Alternative B would require a similar amount of construction activities as the 

proposed Project and would be located within the same impact areas as the proposed Project. Under 

Alternative B, short-term construction-related heavy construction equipment and haul trucks would be 

required in comparable intensity and duration as the proposed Project and would require use of the 

Gabrielino Trail/Access Road. Similarly, during construction, trail closures around the spreading basins 

would be required. All of the mitigation measures set forth in Section 4.7, Recreation, would still be 

required under Alternative B. Therefore, impacts on recreation under Alternative B would be the same 

as those anticipated from the proposed Project. 

Long-Term Impacts: Under Alternative B, the operational conditions would be similar to that of the 

proposed Project because trail connectivity in Area 3 would be re-established through the spreading 

basins under Alternative B. Implementation of the proposed Project would result in less than significant 

impacts to recreation. Therefore, long-term operational impacts on recreation under Alternative B 

would be the same as those anticipated under the Project.  

However, Alternative B includes various landscape plantings, including native vegetation plants, trees, 

and seed mixes, which would contribute to the biological resources and habitat in the area. Alternative 

B would incorporate a network of trails through the spreading basins and would incorporate interpretive 

overlooks within the basins, including benches, interpretive signage, and/or shade structures to enhance the 

recreational experience. As shown on Figure 6-2a, Alternative B includes a broader network of trails and 

recreational amenities that also connect to the Altadena Crest Trail and allow for improved connectivity from 

the east to the west sides of the spreading basins. Additionally, native vegetation plantings would 

enhance the recreational experience for pedestrians, bicyclists, and equestrians through Area 3. These 

proposed amenities would expand recreational opportunities beyond the proposed Project, which 

consist of one trail connection to the Altadena Crest Trail as shown in Figure 4.7-4 in Section 4.7, 

Recreation of this Draft EIR. The long-term benefits to recreation from Alternative B would not occur 

under the Project. 

Transportation 

Short-Term Impacts: Alternative B would require a similar amount of construction activities as the 

proposed Project and would be located within the same impact areas as the proposed Project. Under 

Alternative B, short-term construction-related earthmoving and operation of heavy construction 

equipment would be required in comparable intensity and duration as the proposed Project and would 

require a similar number of workers commuting to and from the worksite. All of the mitigation 

measures set forth in Section 4.8, Transportation, would be required under Alternative B. Therefore, 

construction impacts related to transportation under Alternative B would be the same as those 

anticipated from the proposed Project. 

Long-Term Impacts: Neither the proposed Project nor Alternative B would generate any additional sources 

of long-term traffic when compared to the current condition. Therefore, operational impacts on 

transportation under Alternative B would be the same as those anticipated from the proposed Project. 
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Tribal Cultural Resources 

Short-Term Impacts: Under Alternative B, the components in Area 3 would be implemented within the 

same construction footprint and would not result in any additional impacts to tribal cultural resources 

that were not already considered and analyzed in this Draft EIR. Implementation of the proposed 

Project would result in significant impacts to cultural resources prior to mitigation. All of the mitigation 

measures set forth in Section 4.9, Tribal Cultural Resources, would still be required under Alternative 

B. Therefore, short-term impacts on tribal cultural resources under Alternative B would be the same 

as those anticipated from the proposed Project. 

Long-Term Impacts: Under Alternative B, the operational state would be similar to that of the proposed 

Project. The proposed Project, once in operation, does not propose any long-term operational 

earthwork that could disturb or cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an unknown 

tribal cultural resource. Therefore, operational impacts to tribal cultural resources under this 

alternative would be the same as those anticipated from the proposed Project.  

Utilities and Service Systems (see Initial Study) 

Short-Term Impacts: The topic of Utilities and Service Systems was scoped out of the Draft EIR through 

the Initial Study (see Appendix A-1). However, Alternative B includes various landscape plantings, 

including native wetland vegetation plants, trees, and seed mixes, which would contribute to the 

biological diversity in the area and would require irrigation water until established. The proposed 

vegetation would require an additional approximately 1.4 acre-feet per year of temporary water use 

until the vegetation is established, which is anticipated to require approximately 3 to 5 years. Irrigation 

would be designed in compliance with the City’s guidelines and standards for landscape planting and 

irrigation plans and the State’s Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance. This temporary use of 

water for landscape irrigation would not negatively impact the City’s ability to maintain sufficient water 

supplies during normal, dry, and multiple dry years. Under the proposed Project, there would be no 

landscaping and, therefore, no temporary irrigation required. Therefore, short-term impacts related to 

utilities and service systems (i.e. water supplies) would be greater than those anticipated from the 

proposed Project, but would remain less than significant. 

Long-Term Impacts: Under Alternative B, the operational state would be similar to that of the proposed 

Project. The proposed Project, once in operation, does not require the use of any potable water 

supplies. Therefore, operational impacts to utilities and service systems under this alternative would 

be the same as those anticipated from the proposed Project.  

6.4.3 Alternative C – Historic Bridge Preservation 

Under Alternative C, all activities proposed within Areas 2 and 3 would continue to be implemented, as set forth in the 

proposed Project. Alternative C also includes the implementation of the recommendations of the Arroyo Seco Bridge 

(B3) Assessment Deterioration Comparison prepared by TJC Associates Inc. in 2018 (TJC 2018) as they relate to the 

reconstruction or replacement of primary structural features on historic Bridge No. 3, which is located within the 

Project’s study area along the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road. The location of Bridge No. 3 is identified on Figure 2-4A 

within Section 2, Environmental Setting, of this Draft EIR. Alternative C would remove the bridge overlay deck on 

historic Bridge No. 3 and repair or replace the structural elements of the bridge in accordance with the U.S. 

Department of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.  
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All of the primary structural elements of the bridge--specifically, the joists below the bridge deck, the heavy 

timber support element at mid-span, the A-frame trusses on the east and west sides of the bridge, and the 

steel elements of the bridge--are deteriorated and subject to fail, and would be replaced under Alternative C. 

The heavy timber mid-span member that is the primary structural element of the bridge appear to have 

significant bearing failure under the supported members. If the mid-span support continues to deteriorate and 

fail, catastrophic failure of the bridge will occur; therefore, replacement of the heavy timber mid-span support 

beam(s) would be a priority. Replacement of the center support member would require temporary supports to 

be placed in the Arroyo Seco to relieve the load on the beam while the deteriorated beam was replaced. 

Additionally, portions or all of the joists would be removed.  

Ability to Meet Project Objectives 

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. 

 Alternative C would satisfy this Project Objective. Alternative C would be designed to include 

the same capacity as the proposed Project, thereby allowing for the same anticipated 

spreading and infiltration into the Raymond Basin as the proposed Project. This Alternative 

would not alter the City’s ability to operate in compliance with the Raymond Basin Agreement 

and the 1984 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. 

 Alternative C would satisfy this Project Objective. Alternative C would be designed to include 

the same capacity as the proposed Project, thereby allowing for the same anticipated 

spreading and infiltration into the Raymond Basin as the proposed Project, which is consistent 

with the Water System and Resources Plan. 

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.  

 Alternative C would satisfy this Project Objective. Alternative C does not involve any changes 

to the proposed facilities in Area 2 or Area 3. Therefore, the design of Area 2 would continue 

to include: (1) a fish screen to prevent future fish from entering the intake, and (2) an 

engineered roughened channel downstream of the new diversion structure and operable weir 

to allow return passage upstream should fish pass during periods of high flows. 

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 (MWD). 

 Alternative C would satisfy this Project Objective. Alternative C would allow for the local water 

supplies to be augmented and the City would be able to off-set the use of imported MWD water 

with the additional local water supply.  
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Comparison of the Effects of Alternative C to the Project 

Air Quality 

Short-Term Impact: Alternative C would require additional short-term construction activities to remove 

the existing bridge overlay deck and to repair or replace components of the historic Bridge No. 3. 

Additional equipment would be required, although no substantial grading or earthwork would be 

anticipated to replace the existing structure. As shown in Table 4.2-7 in Section 4.1, Air Quality, the 

estimated maximum daily construction emissions of criteria air pollutants would be well below the 

thresholds of significance.  

The addition of equipment required to conduct bridge rehabilitation would not be expected to increase 

emissions such that thresholds would be exceeded due to the relatively minimal amount of emissions 

when compared to the significance thresholds (see Table 4.2-7 in Section 4.1, Air Quality). Additionally, 

construction activity overlap is unlikely given that the bridge structure would be required to remain 

intact for the transport of construction equipment and materials until the completion of construction, 

and additional bridge-related construction activities would not occur simultaneously on the peak day 

with other Project components. Therefore, short-term construction impacts on air quality under 

Alternative C would be slightly greater than those anticipated from the proposed Project, but would be 

less than significant. 

Long-Term Impact: Neither the proposed Project nor Alternative C would generate any additional air emissions 

of criteria pollutants when compared to the current condition. Therefore, operational impacts on air quality 

under Alternative C would be the same as those anticipated from the proposed Project.  

Biological Resources 

Short-Term Impact: Under Alternative C, in addition to the impacts assessed in Section 4.2, Biological 

Resources for the proposed Project, additional short-term impacts within the Arroyo Seco streambed would 

occur to allow for construction of bridge components, equipment access, and equipment staging. This would 

result in additional impacts to vegetation communities beneath and adjacent to Bridge No. 3. This would also 

result in additional impacts to agency jurisdictional resources to be covered under the regulatory permits, 

including the USACE, CDFW, and RWQCB. Implementation of the proposed Project would result in significant 

direct and indirect temporary impacts to biological resources prior to mitigation; however, all Project-related 

impacts would be mitigated to levels less than significant. All of the mitigation measures set forth in Section 

4.2, Biological Resources, would still be required under Alternative C. Therefore, impacts on biological 

resources under Alternative C would be slightly greater than anticipated under the Project, but would be less 

than significant after mitigation. 

Long-Term Impact: Under Alternative C, the operational state would be similar to that of the proposed 

Project. The proposed Project, once in operation, does not propose any long-term earthwork or other new 

operational and maintenance activities beyond the current condition that could disturb or cause a 

substantial adverse change in the significance of biological resources. All of the mitigation measures set 

forth in Section 4.2, Biological Resources, would still be required under Alternative C. Therefore, impacts 

on biological resources under Alternative C would be the same as anticipated under the Project. 
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Cultural Resources 

Short-Term Impact: Under Alternative C, in addition to the impacts assessed in Section 4.3, Cultural 

Resources for the proposed Project, additional temporary and/or permanent impacts within the Arroyo 

Seco streambed would occur to allow for construction of bridge components, equipment access, and 

equipment staging. This could result in additional impacts to previously unknown archaeological and 

paleontological resources. Implementation of the proposed Project would result in significant impacts 

to cultural resources (i.e. archaeological resources) and paleontological resources prior to mitigation; 

however, all Project-related impacts would be mitigated to levels less than significant. All of the 

mitigation measures set forth in Section 4.3, Cultural Resources, would still be required under 

Alternative C. Therefore, impacts on archaeological and paleontological resources under Alternative C 

would be slightly greater than anticipated under the Project, but would be less than significant after 

mitigation. Short-term impacts to historic resources would be the same as the proposed Project. 

Long-Term Impacts: Under Alternative C, the operational state would be similar to that of the proposed 

Project. The proposed Project, once in operation, does not propose any long-term operational 

earthwork that could disturb or cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an unknown 

cultural resource. Therefore, operational impacts to cultural resources under this alternative would be 

the same as those anticipated from the proposed Project.  

However, Alternative C would eliminate the significant and unavoidable impact associated with the 

proposed Project. The historic Bridge No. 3 would be restored in accordance with the U.S. Department of 

the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, which would mitigate potential impacts to 

less than significant. Therefore, Alternative C would eliminate the significant unavoidable impact 

anticipated under the proposed Project and impacts to historic resources would be less than significant. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Short-Term Impacts: Alternative C would require additional short-term construction activities to remove 

the existing bridge overlay deck and to repair or replace components of the historic Bridge No. 3. 

Additional equipment would be required, although no substantial grading or earthwork would be 

anticipated to replace the existing structure. As shown in Table 4.4-2, Climate Action Plan Consistency 

Checklist in Section 4.2, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the Project is consistent with the City’s Climate 

Action Plan (CAP) and would therefore not interfere with implementation of GHG reduction goals for 2030 

or 2050 identified in Senate Bill (SB) 32 and Executive Order S-3-05. It is assumed that replacement of 

the Bridge No. 3 would also be consistent with the CAP. Therefore, short-term construction impacts on 

greenhouse gas emissions under Alternative C would be the same as those anticipated from the 

proposed Project.  

Long-Term Impacts: Under Alternative C, operations and operational emissions would be the same as 

under the proposed Project. Therefore, operational impacts on greenhouse gas emissions under 

Alternative C would be the same as those anticipated from the proposed Project. 
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Hydrology and Water Quality 

Short-Term Impacts: Under Alternative C, in addition to the impacts assessed in Section 4.5, Hydrology 

and Water Quality for the proposed Project, additional temporary and/or permanent impacts within 

the Arroyo Seco stream bed would occur to allow for construction of bridge components, equipment 

access, and equipment staging. Additional short-term construction-related earthmoving and operation 

of heavy construction equipment would be required within the Arroyo Seco stream bed, and the same 

regulatory requirements for construction-related best management practices for sediment and 

pollution control would be required to address potential hydrology or water quality impacts. An 

additional temporary diversion coffer dam may be required, including coverage of impacts under 

appropriate National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits to maintain water 

quality standards. Therefore, impacts on hydrology and water quality under Alternative C would be 

slightly greater than anticipated under the Project, but would be less than significant.  

Long-Term Impacts: Under Alternative C, the operational components of the proposed Project that 

involve the diversion, spreading and infiltration of flows from the Arroyo Seco would be unchanged. 

Operation of a bridge at the same location as an existing bridge would not result in any additional long-

term impacts to hydrology or water quality. Therefore, operational impacts on hydrology and water 

quality under Alternative C would be the same as those anticipated from the proposed Project. 

Noise  

Short-Term Impacts: Alternative C would require additional short-term construction activities to remove 

the existing bridge overlay deck and to repair or replace components of the historic Bridge No. 3. 

Additional equipment would be required, although no substantial grading or earthwork would be 

anticipated to replace the existing structure. The addition of equipment required to conduct bridge 

rehabilitation would not be expected to increase noise such that thresholds would be further exceeded, 

even if they were to occur simultaneously during other construction activity within Area 2. Such overlap 

is unlikely given that the bridge structure would be required to remain intact for the transport of 

construction equipment and materials until the completion of construction. Implementation of the 

proposed Project would result in significant temporary impacts to noise prior to mitigation; however, 

all Project-related impacts would be mitigated to levels less than significant. All of the mitigation 

measures set forth in Section 4.6, Noise, would still be required under Alternative C. Therefore, short-

term construction impacts on noise under Alternative C would be slightly greater than those 

anticipated from the proposed Project, but would be less than significant after mitigation. 

Long-Term Impacts: Neither the proposed Project nor Alternative C would generate any additional 

sources of long-term noise when compared to the current condition. Therefore, operational impacts 

on noise under Alternative C would be the same as those anticipated from the proposed Project.  

Recreation 

Short-Term Impacts: Alternative C would require additional short-term construction activities to remove the 

existing bridge overlay deck and to repair or replace components of the historic Bridge No. 3, which would 

require extended closure of the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road during bridge replacement. It is unlikely that 

construction in Area 2 and the bridge construction would occur at the same time given that the bridge 

structure would be required to remain intact for the transport of construction equipment and materials 
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until the completion of construction. Therefore, trail closures would likely be extended under Alternative C. 

Implementation of the proposed Project would result in significant temporary impacts to recreation prior to 

mitigation; however, all Project-related impacts would be mitigated to levels less than significant. All of the 

mitigation measures set forth in Section 4.7, Recreation, would still be required under Alternative C. 

Therefore, short-term construction impacts on recreation under Alternative C would be slightly greater than 

those anticipated from the proposed Project, but would be less than significant after mitigation. 

Long-Term Impacts: Upon completion of the repair or replacement of historic Bridge No. 3, Alternative C 

would have no impacts on long-term recreational activities or facilities. Therefore, operational impacts on 

recreation under Alternative C would be the same as those anticipated from the proposed Project. 

Transportation 

Short-Term Impacts: Alternative C would require additional short-term construction activities to remove 

the existing bridge overlay deck and to repair or replace components of the historic Bridge No. 3, which 

would require additional workers and equipment transport to the Area 2. It is unlikely that construction 

in Area 2 and the bridge construction would occur at the same time given that the bridge structure 

would be required to remain intact for the transport of construction equipment and materials until the 

completion of construction, therefore, the peak day of traffic activity would be unlikely to change. 

Implementation of the proposed Project would result in significant temporary impacts to transportation 

prior to mitigation; however, all Project-related impacts would be mitigated to levels less than 

significant. All of the mitigation measures set forth in Section 4.8, Transportation, would still be 

required under Alternative C. Therefore, short-term construction impacts on transportation under 

Alternative C would be slightly greater than those anticipated from the proposed Project, but would be 

less than significant after mitigation. 

Long-Term Impacts: Neither the proposed Project nor Alternative C would generate any additional sources of 

long-term traffic when compared to the current condition. Therefore, operational impacts on transportation 

under Alternative C would be the same as those anticipated from the proposed Project. 

Tribal Cultural Resources 

Short-Term Impacts. Under Alternative C, additional temporary and/or permanent impacts within the Arroyo 

Seco stream bed would occur to allow for construction of bridge components, equipment access, and 

equipment staging. This could result in additional impacts to previously unknown tribal cultural resources. 

Implementation of the proposed Project would result in significant impacts to tribal cultural resources prior to 

mitigation; however, all Project-related impacts would be mitigated to levels less than significant. All of the 

mitigation measures set forth in Section 4.9, Tribal Cultural Resources, would still be required under 

Alternative C. Therefore, impacts on tribal cultural resources under Alternative C would be slightly greater than 

anticipated under the Project, but would be less than significant after mitigation. 

Long-Term Impacts. Under Alternative C, the operational state would be similar to that of the proposed 

Project. The proposed Project, once in operation, does not propose any long-term operational earthwork that 

could disturb or cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an unknown tribal cultural resource. 

Therefore, operational impacts to tribal cultural resources under this alternative would be the same as those 

anticipated from the proposed Project.  
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Wildfire (see Initial Study) 

Short-Term Impacts. The topic of Wildfire was scoped out of the Draft EIR through the Initial Study (see 

Appendix A-1). Reconstruction of the existing bridge under Alternative C would not result in increased 

impacts related to wildfire. Therefore, wildfire impacts under Alternative C would be the same as 

anticipated under the Project. 

Long-Term Impacts. Replacement of the historic Bridge No. 3 to the U.S. Department of the Interior Standards 

for the Treatment of Historic Properties is not currently planned, designed, or funded. Because there are no 

plans for the future reconstruction/replacement of the Bridge No. 3 at the time of the preparation of 

this Draft EIR, it is anticipated that the existing Bridge No. 3 may continue to deteriorate, and although 

not anticipated at this point, may even be removed to protect public safety. Further, restoration of the 

wooden-timber bridge would not be as protective of public safety as retaining the bridge overlay deck, which 

is designed to accommodate heavy loads. The temporary structural overlay bridge spanning the length of 

Bridge No. 3 was constructed in 2017 to accommodate the loading from heavy equipment needed during 

construction of the Arroyo Seco Canyon Project.  

Decreased precipitation and droughts that are anticipated to be exacerbated by climate change may result 

in increased numbers of wildfires through drier natural landscapes in close proximity to communities nearby 

the ANF. Given the history of wildfires in the region, and specifically within the San Gabriel Mountains and 

Arroyo Seco subwatershed that leads to the Project site, PWP will keep in place the current overlay bridge and 

will not repair or rehabilitate the historic Bridge No. 3, because the current overlay bridge can accommodate 

firefighting equipment and large fire trucks into the Arroyo Seco Canyon and the ANF. It is anticipated that the 

historic Bridge will continue to deteriorate, and as a result PWP will need to remove dangerous elements of 

the historic Bridge (rotting timbers failed joists, for example) and even partially or fully demolished to protect 

public safety as it continues to deteriorate. Reconstruction of a narrow and wooden bridge structure would 

not facilitate the City’s objective to create climate change resilient infrastructure. This concept is especially 

important given the location of Bridge No. 3 at the interface with the ANF and within the Very High Fire Hazard 

Severity Zone. Furthermore, a concrete and steel bridge to the north of Bridge No. 3 was constructed in 2008 

to replace another A-frame bridge (Bridge No. 4) after it collapsed. Its utility for accommodating firefighting 

equipment in the long term is limited if Bridge No. 3 does not have the same load-bearing capacity. 

In summary, under Alternative C, the re-creation of a timber bridge structure would not provide the 

protections related to wildfire preparedness to the extent that the proposed Project would allow for the 

possible future construction of an all-weather concrete bridge. Therefore, operational impacts to 

wildfire under this alternative would be greater than those anticipated from the proposed Project, but 

would be less than significant.  

6.5 Summary of Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines stated above, as well as the Project objectives, a range of alternatives to the 

Project are considered and evaluated in this Draft EIR. To summarize these Project alternatives, as suggested 

in CEQA Section 15126.6(d), a matrix was prepared to summarize and compare the impacts of each Project 

alternative (see Table 6-1).  



 6 – Alternatives 

Arroyo Seco Canyon Project Areas 2 and 3 Dudek Project Number 11884 

June 2020 6-26 

Table 6-1. Comparison of Project and Alternatives Impacts 

Environmental 

Issue Area 

Proposed 

Project 

Alternative A - 

No Project 
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Air Quality LTS ▼ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▲ ▬ 

Biological 

Resources 
LTS-MM ▼ ▲ ▬ ▬ / + ▲ ▬ 

Cultural 

Resources 

(historic) 

LTS-MM 

and 

SU 

(historic) 

▼ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▲ ▬ 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▼ 

Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions 
LTS ▼ ▲ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ 

Hydrology and 

Water Quality 
LTS ▼ ▼ ▬ ▬ ▲ ▬ 

Noise LTS-MM ▼ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▲ ▬ 

Recreation LTS-MM ▼ ▬ ▬ ▬ / + ▲ ▬ 

Transportation LTS-MM ▼ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▲ ▬ 

Tribal Cultural 

Resources 
LTS-MM ▼ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▲ ▬ 

Utilities and 

Service Systems 

(water supply) 

(Initial 

Study) 
N/A N/A ▲ ▬ N/A N/A 

Wildfire 
(Initial 

Study) 
N/A N/A N/A N/A ▬ ▲ 

Meets Most 

Project 

Objectives? 

Yes No Yes Yes 

▬ Alternative is likely to result in similar impacts when compared to Project. 

▼ Alternative is likely to result in reduced impacts when compared to Project.  

▲  Alternative is likely to result in greater impacts when compared to Project. 

+ Alternative is likely to result in greater environmental benefits when compared to Project. 

LTS = less than significant impact; LTS-MM= less than significant impact with mitigation; SU = significant, unavoidable impact 
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6.6 Environmentally Superior Alternative 

Table 6-1 above compares the environmental impacts of each alternative to those of the proposed Project. As 

shown, Alternative A would result in reduced environmental impacts to almost all environmental topics in the 

short-term because construction activity would not occur. Alternative A would also result in reductions to 

impacts associated with long-term Hydrology. However, Alternative A would not avoid or reduce the Project’s 

significant impact on historical resources. Additionally, the proposed Project would result in benefits to the 

topics of Biological Resources and Greenhouse Gas Emissions that would not occur under Alternative A, such 

that maintaining the current condition would be more impactful to the environment in the long-term to these 

two topics. Therefore, Alternative A would not be the environmentally superior alternative. 

Alternative B would result in similar short-term construction-related impacts when compared to the proposed 

Project for all environmental topics with the exception of a temporary increase in water supply for landscaping 

irrigation. For long-term operational impacts, all environmental factors would have similar impacts under 

Alternative B to the proposed Project. However, Alternative B would result in benefits to the environment that 

would not occur under the proposed Project. Alternative B would develop curvilinear grading contours at the 

spreading basins to facilitate a more naturalized appearance consistent with a park setting, improved 

recreational amenities, such as connective trails and interpretive signage, and natural native landscaping to 

enhance the recreational experience. Alternative B would not increase any new long-term environmental 

impacts and would increase long-term benefits to Biological Resources and Recreation. However, Alternative 

B would not eliminate the significant unavoidable impact to cultural resources. 

Alternative C would result in slightly increased short-term construction impacts to most environmental topics. For long-

term impacts, Alternative C would not provide the protections related to wildfire preparedness as it pertains to the 

City’s ability to accommodate firefighting equipment into and out of the Arroyo Seco Canyon and the ANF and would 

result in increased long-term wildfire risks when compared to the proposed Project. However, this Alternative would 

eliminate the significant unavoidable impact related to historic resources and would be considered to be the 

environmentally superior alternative to the proposed Project.  

In summary, Alternative C, Historic Bridge Preservation in Area 3, is considered the environmentally superior 

alternative.  
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CONNECTIONS TO ALTADENA CREST TRAIL

Alternative B, Redesigned Spreading Basins
Arroyo Seco Canyon Project Areas 2 and 3

FIGURE 6-2ASOURCE: DUDEK 2020
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PLANT LISTS: SEED MIXES:

PLANTING NOTES:

1. LANDSCAPE PLANTINGS AND IRRIGATION HAVE BEEN DESIGNED IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE CITY
OF PASADENA GUIDELINES AND STANDARDS FOR LANDSCAPE PLANTING AND IRRIGATION PLANS
AND THE STATE'S MODEL WATER EFFICIENT LANDSCAPE ORDINANCE.

2. ALL UPLAND PLANING AND SEEDING AREAS WILL BE TOP-DRESSED WITH WALK-ON-FIR BARK
MULCH AND WILL BE IRRIGATED FOR 3 TO 5 YEARS BY WAY OF A WATER EFFICIENT
ABOVE-GROUND TEMPORARY IRRIGATION  SYSTEM.

3. ALL DISTURBED AREAS WILL BE SEEDED WITH AN EROSION CONTROL MIX FOLLOWING
CONSTRUCTION.

4. DETAILED PLANTING AND IRRIGATION PLANS ARE ANTICIPATED TO BE ON 22" X 34" SHEETS AT A
SCALE OF 1" = 20'.

IRRIGATION CONCEPT SUMMARY:

PLANTINGS ARE COMPRISED OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA NATIVES OR CULTIVARS OF NATIVES THAT ARE
EXPECTED TO SURVIVE WITH MINIMAL SUPPLEMENTAL IRRIGATION ONCE ESTABLISHED. THE
IRRIGATION SYSTEM WILL BE A TEMPORARY ABOVE-GROUND IRRIGATION SYSTEM INSTALLED TO HELP
ESTABLISH THE PLANT MATERIALS. SUPPLEMENTAL WATER WILL BE PROVIDED DURING THE DRY
SEASON FOR THREE TO FIVE YEARS UNTIL PLANT ROOT SYSTEMS ARE SUFFICIENT TO SUPPORT PLANTS
WITHOUT REGULAR WATER. TO WEAN PLANTS FROM SUPPLEMENTAL WATER BY THE END OF YEAR 3,
IRRIGATION WILL BE SCALED BACK AFTER THE FIRST YEAR FOLLOWING CONSTRUCTION. ONCE
ESTABLISHED, PLANTINGS WILL ONLY BE WATERED DURING EXCEPTIONALLY HOT AND DRY WEATHER
AS NEEDED FOR PLANT SURVIVAL. THE IRRIGATION SYSTEM WILL BE REMOVED ONCE THE PLANTINGS
ARE DEEMED SELF-SUSTAINABLE.

Alternative B, Landscaping Palette
Arroyo Seco Canyon Project Areas 2 and 3

FIGURE 6-2BSOURCE: DUDEK 2020
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