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State of California - Natural Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE 
South Coast Region 
3883 Ruffin Road 
San Diego, CA 92123 
(858) 467-4201 
www.wildlife.ca.gov 

December 3, 2019 

Elisa Ventura 
City of Pasadena 
150 S. Los Robles Ave., Suite 200 
Pasadena, CA 91101 
(626) 744-4465 

GAVIN NEWSOM. Governor 

Subject: Comments on the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact 
Report for the Arroyo Seco Canyon Project Areas 2 and 3, Los Angeles County 

Dear Ms. Elisa Ventura: 

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) has reviewed the above-referenced 
Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Arroyo Seco Project Areas 2 and 3 (Project) Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and recommendations regarding those 
activities involved in the Project that may affect California fish and wildlife. Likewise, we 
appreciate the opportunity to provide comments regarding those aspects of the Project that 
CDFW, by law, may be required to carry out or approve through the exercise of its own 
regulatory authority under the Fish and Game Code. 

CDFW's Role 

CDFW is California's Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources and holds those resources 
in trust by statute for all the people of the State [Fish & Game Code, §§ 711.7, subdivision (a) & 
1802; Public Resources Code, § 21070; California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines, § 15386, subdivision (a)]. CDFW, in its trustee capacity, has jurisdiction over the 
conservation, protection, and management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and habitat necessary 
for biologically sustainable populations of those species (Id., § 1802). Similarly, for purposes of 
CEQA, CDFW is charged by law to provide, as available, biological expertise during public 
agency environmental review efforts, focusing specifically on projects and related activities that 
have the potential to adversely affect state fish and wildlife resources. 

CDFW is also submitting comments as a Responsible Agency under CEQA (Public Resources 
Code,§ 21069; CEQA Guidelines,§ 15381). CDFWexpects that it may need to exercise 
regulatory authority as provided by the Fish and Game Code, including lake and streambed 
alteration regulatory authority (Fish & Game Code, § 1600 et seq.). Likewise, to the extent 
implementation of the Project as proposed may result in "take" (see Fish & Game Code, § 2050) 
of any species protected under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA; Fish & Game 
Code, § 2050 et seq.) or the Native Plant Protection Act (NPPA; Fish & Game Code, §1900 et 
seq.), CDFW recommends the project proponent obtain appropriate authorization under the 
Fish and Game Code. 

Project Location: The Project site is located within the Arroyo Seco Canyon adjacent to North 
Arroyo Boulevard (i.e., Gabriellino Trail/Access Road), located in Township 1 North, Range 12 
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West. The proposed Project consists of two primary areas, including Area 2, Diversion and 
Intake Replacement and Area 3, Spreading Basin Improvements. 

Project Description/Objectives: The Project involves a requested modification to Conditional 
Use Permit #6222 in order to construct and operate proposed water infrastructure 
improvements in Areas 2 and 3. Improvements in Area 2 include the removal of the existing 
diversion/weir structure and the intake structure. This would be replaced with a new 
diversion/weir structure that could be operated to divert up to 25 cubic feet per second (cfs) of 
creek flows through the new intake structure and into the existing conveyance system (a 
combination of tunnels and pipelines). Improvements in Area 3 include the reconfiguration and 
expansion of the spreading basins in order to accommodate the increased flows for infiltration 
into the Raymond Basin. Various facilities would be demolished, including inlet/outlet structures, 
pipes and valves, fencing, and other small appurtenant structures, to allow for the reconstructed 
basins. 

The Project objective is to increase the beneficial use of the City's surface water rights and to 
improve biological functions within the Arroyo Seco. 

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

CDFW offers the following comments and recommendations to assist the City of Pasadena 
Department of Water and Power (DWP) in adequately identifying and/or mitigating the Project's 
significant, or potentially significant, direct and indirect impacts on fish and wildlife (biological) 
resources. 

Specific Comments 

1) Regional Setting. CEQA Guidelines section 151 25(c) require the Lead Agency to include 
information on the regional setting that is critical to an assessment of environmental 
impacts, with special emphasis placed on resources that are rare or unique to the region. 
The DEIR should include measures to fully avoid and otherwise protect Sensitive Natural 
Communities from Project-related impacts. The Initial Study addresses three Threatened or 
Endangered plant species as well as impacts to riparian habitat that includes "sensitive 
vegetation communities". CDFW considers these communities as threatened habitats 
having both regional and local significance. Plant communities, alliances, and associations 
with a state-wide ranking of S1, S2, S3, and S4 should be considered sensitive and 
declining at the local and regional level. These ranks can be obtained by visiting 
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/VegCAMP/Natural
Communities#sensitive%20natural%20communities. 

2) LSA: The Project would directly impact the Arroyo Seco. As a Responsible Agency under 
CEQA, CDFW has authority over activities in streams and/or lakes that will divert or obstruct 
the natural flow; or change the bed, channel, or bank (including vegetation associated with 
the stream or lake) of a river or stream; or use material from a streambed. For any such 
activities, the project applicant (or "entity") must provide written notification to CDFW 
pursuant to section 1600 et seq. of the Fish and Game Code. Based on this notification and 
other information, CDFW determines whether an LSA Agreement (Agreement) with the 
applicant is required prior to conducting the proposed activities. CDFW's issuance of an 
Agreement for a project that is subject to CEQA will require related environmental 
compliance actions by CDFW as a Responsible Agency. As a Responsible Agency, CDFW 
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may consider the CEQA document prepared by the local jurisdiction (Lead Agency) for the 
Project. To minimize additional requirements by CDFW pursuant to section 1600 et seq. 
and/or under CEQA, the DEIR should fully identify the potential impacts to the stream or 
riparian resources and provide adequate avoidance, mitigation, monitoring and reporting 
commitments for issuance of the LSA (available at www.wildlife.ca.gov/habcon/1600). 

a) The Project area supports aquatic, riparian, and wetland habitats; therefore, a 
preliminary jurisdictional delineation of the streams and their associated riparian 
habitats should be included in the DEIRThe delineation should be conducted 
pursuant to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) wetland definition 
adopted by the CDFW (Cowardin et al. 1970). Some wetland and riparian 
habitats subject to CDFW's authority may extend beyond the jurisdictional limits 
of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' section 404 permit and Regional Water 
Quality Control Board section 401 Certification. 

b) In areas of the Project site which may support ephemeral streams, herbaceous 
vegetation, woody vegetation, and woodlands also serve to protect the integrity 
of ephemeral channels and help maintain natural sedimentation processes; 
therefore, CDFW recommends effective setbacks be established to maintain 
appropriately-sized vegetated buffer areas adjoining ephemeral drainages. 

c) Project-related changes in upstream and downstream drainage patterns, runoff, and 
sedimentation should be included and evaluated in the DEIR 

d) As part of the LSA Notification process, CDFW requests the 100, 50, 25, 10, 5, and 
2-year frequency storm event for existing and proposed conditions. CDFW 
recommends the DEIR evaluate the results and address avoidance, minimization, 
and/or mitigation measures that may be necessary to reduce potential significant 
impacts. 

3) Fish Habitat. Project implementation may result in substantial adverse effect to biological 
function for fish species during flow periods. Fish and Game Code section 5901 makes it 
unlawful to construct or maintain in any streams any device that prevents, impedes, or tends 
to prevent or impede the passing of fish up and downstream. CDFW recommends the DEIR 
include a thorough and complete survey by a qualified biologist during the spawning season 
(spring/summer) to determine that Project activities do not prevent or impede fish passage 
during low flow conditions. 

Fish and Game Code section 5937 requires the owner of any dam to allow sufficient water 
at all times to pass through a fishway or in the absence of a fishway, allow sufficient water to 
pass over, around or through the dam, to keep in good condition any fish that may be 
planted or exist below the dam. CDFW also recommends the DEIR provide a thorough 
discussion of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts expected to adversely affect biological 
resources, especially fish species, with specific measures to offset such impacts, the 
following should be addressed in the DEIR 

a) A discussion of potential adverse impacts from human activity, exotic species, and 
drainage should also be included. The latter subject should address: project-related 
changes on drainage and sedimentation patterns on and downstream of the project 
site; the volume, velocity, and frequency of existing and post-project 
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surface flows; polluted runoff; soil erosion and/or sedimentation in streams and 
water bodies; and post-project fate of runoff from the project site. Impact analysis 
should also address any interruption of sediment transport caused by the dam 
structure. Impeding sediment transport within the stream can have impacts to fish 
habitat both upstream and downstream of the dam structure. 

b) The discussions should also address the proximity of the extraction activities to the 
water table, whether dewatering would be necessary, and the potential resulting 
impacts on the habitat, if any, supported by the groundwater. Mitigation 
measures proposed to alleviate such impacts should be included. 

c) Impacts on, and maintenance of, fishway/movement areas, should be fully evaluated 
in the DEIR. 

General Comments 

1) Project Description and Alternatives. To enable CDFW to adequately review and comment 
on the proposed Project from the standpoint of the protection of plants, fish , and wildlife, we 
recommend the following information be included in the DEIR: 

a) A complete discussion of the purpose and need for, and description of, the proposed 
Project, including all staging areas and access routes to the construction and staging 
areas; and, 

b) A range of feasible alternatives to Project component location and design features to 
ensure that alternatives to the proposed Project are fully considered and evaluated. The 
alternatives should avoid or otherwise minimize direct and indirect impacts to sensitive 
biological resources and wildlife movement areas. 

2) Wetlands Resources. CDFW, as described in Fish and Game Code section 703(a), is 
guided by the Fish and Game Commission's policies. The Wetlands Resources policy 
(http://www.fgc.ca.gov/policy/) of the Fish and Game Commission " ... seek[s] to provide for 
the protection, preservation, restoration, enhancement and expansion of wetland habitat in 
California. Further, it is the policy of the Fish and Game Commission to strongly discourage 
development in or conversion of wetlands. It opposes, consistent with its legal authority, any 
development or conversion that would result in a reduction of wetland acreage or wetland 
habitat values. To that end, the Commission opposes wetland development proposals 
unless, at a minimum, project mitigation assures there will be 'no net loss' of either wetland 
habitat values or acreage. The Commission strongly prefers mitigation which would achieve 
expansion of wetland acreage and enhancement of wetland habitat values." 

a) The Wetlands Resources policy provides a framework for maintaining wetland 
resources and establishes mitigation guidance. CDFW encourages avoidance of 
wetland resources as a primary mitigation measure and discourages the 
development or type conversion of wetlands to uplands. CDFW encourages activities 
that would avoid the reduction of wetland acreage, function, or habitat values. Once 
avoidance and minimization measures have been exhausted, the Project must 
include mitigation measures to assure a "no net loss" of either wetland habitat 
values, or acreage, for unavoidable impacts to wetland resources. Conversions 
include, but are not limited to, conversion to subsurface drains, placement of fill or 
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building of structures within the wetland, and channelization or removal of materials 
from the streambed. All wetlands and watercourses, whether ephemeral, intermittent, 
or perennial, should be retained and provided with substantial setbacks, which 
preserve the riparian and aquatic values and functions for the benefit to on-site and 
off-site wildlife populations. CDFW recommends mitigation measures to compensate 
for unavoidable impacts be included in the DEIR and these measures should 
compensate for the loss of function and value. 

b) The Fish and Game Commission's Water policy guides CDFW on the quantity and 
quality of the waters of this state that should be apportioned and maintained 
respectively so as to produce and sustain maximum numbers of fish and wildlife; to 
provide maximum protection and enhancement of fish and wildlife and their habitat; 
encourage and support programs to maintain or restore a high quality of the waters 
of this state; prevent the degradation thereof caused by pollution and contamination; 
and, endeavor to keep as much water as possible open and accessible to the public 
for the use and enjoyment of fish and wildlife. CDFW recommends avoidance of 
water practices and structures that use excessive amounts of water, and 
minimization of impacts that negatively affect water quality, to the extent feasible 
(Fish & Game Code,§ 5650). 

3) CESA. CDFW considers adverse impacts to a species protected by CESA to be significant 
without mitigation under CEQA. As to CESA, take of any endangered, threatened, candidate 
species, or State-listed rare plant species that results from the Project is prohibited, except 
as authorized by state law (Fish and Game Code, §§ 2080, 2085; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, 
§786.9). Consequently, if the Project, Project construction, or any Project-related activity 
during the life of the Project will result in take of a species designated as endangered or 
threatened, or a candidate for listing under CESA, CDFW recommends that the Project 
proponent seek appropriate take authorization under CESA prior to implementing the 
Project. Appropriate authorization from CDFW may include an Incidental Take Permit (ITP) 
or a consistency determination in certain circumstances, among other options [Fish & Game 
Code,§§ 2080.1 , 2081 , subds. (b) and (c)]. Early consultation is encouraged, as significant 
modification to a Project and mitigation measures may be required in order to obtain a 
CESA Permit. Revisions to the Fish and Game Code, effective January 1998, may require 
that CDFW issue a separate CEQA document for the issuance of an ITP unless the Project 
CEQA document addresses all Project impacts to CESA-listed species and specifies a 
mitigation monitoring and reporting program that will meet the requirements of an ITP. For 
these reasons, biological mitigation monitoring and reporting proposals should be of 
sufficient detail and resolution to satisfy the requirements for a CESA ITP. 

4) Biological Baseline Assessment. To provide a complete assessment of the flora and fauna 
within and adjacent to the project area, with particular emphasis upon identifying 
endangered, threatened, sensitive, regionally and locally unique species, and sensitive 
habitats, the DEIR should include the following information: 

a) Information on the regional setting that is critical to an assessment of environmental 
impacts, with special emphasis on resources that are rare or unique to the region 
[CEQA Guidelines, § 15125(c)]; 

b) A thorough, recent, floristic-based assessment of special status plants and natural 
communities, following CDFW's Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to 



Ms. Elisa Ventura 
City of Pasadena 
December 3, 2019 
Page 6 of 10 

Special Status Native Plant Populations and Natural Communities ( see 
https://n rm. dfg. ca. gov/Fi le Handler .ashx?Documentl D= 18959&i nline ); 

c) Floristic, alliance- and/or association-based mapping and vegetation impact 
assessments conducted at the Project site and within the neighboring vicinity. The 
Manual of California Vegetation, second edition, should also be used to inform this 
mapping and assessment (Sawyer, 2008). Adjoining habitat areas should be 
included in this assessment where site activities could lead to direct or indirect 
impacts offsite. Habitat mapping at the alliance level will help establish baseline 
vegetation conditions; 

d) A complete, recent, assessment of the biological resources associated with each 
habitat type on site and within adjacent areas that could also be affected by the 
project. CDFW's California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) in Sacramento 
should be contacted to obtain current information on any previously reported 
sensitive species and habitat. CDFW recommends that CNDDB Field Survey Forms 
be completed and submitted to CNDDB to document survey results. Online forms 
can be obtained and submitted at 
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/submitting data to cnddb.asp: 

e) A complete, recent, assessment of rare, threatened, and endangered, and other 
sensitive species on site and within the area of potential effect, including California 
SSC and California Fully Protected Species (Fish & Game Code, §§ 3511, 4700, 
5050 and 5515). Species to be addressed should include all those which meet the 
CEQA definition of endangered, rare or threatened species (CEQA Guidelines, § 
15380). Seasonal variations in use of the project area should also be addressed. 
Focused species-specific surveys, conducted at the appropriate time of year and 
time of day when the sensitive species are active or otherwise identifiable, are 
required. Acceptable species-specific survey procedures should be developed in 
consultation with CDFW and the USFWS; and, 

f) A recent, wildlife and rare plant survey. CDFW generally considers biological field 
assessments for wildlife to be valid for a one-year period, and assessments for rare 
plants may be considered valid for a period of up to three years. Some aspects of the 
proposed project may warrant periodic updated surveys for certain sensitive taxa, 
particularly if build out could occur over a protracted time frame, or in phases. 

5) Biological Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impacts. To provide a thorough discussion of 
direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts expected to adversely affect biological resources, 
with specific measures to offset such impacts, the following should be addressed in the 
DEIR: 

a) A discussion of potential adverse impacts from lighting, noise, human activity, exotic 
species, and drainage. The latter subject should address Project-related changes on 
drainage patterns and downstream of the project site; the volume, velocity, and 
frequency of existing and post-Project surface flows; polluted runoff; soil erosion 
and/or sedimentation in streams and water bodies; and, post-Project fate of runoff 
from the project site. The discussion should also address the proximity of the 
extraction activities to the water table, whether dewatering would be necessary and 
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the potential resulting impacts on the habitat (if any) supported by the groundwater. 
Mitigation measures proposed to alleviate such Project impacts should be included; 

b) A discussion regarding indirect Project impacts on biological resources, including 
resources in nearby public lands, open space, adjacent natural habitats, riparian 
ecosystems, and any designated and/or proposed or existing reserve lands (e.g. , 
preserve lands associated with a Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP, 
Fish & Game Code,§ 2800 et. seq.). Impacts on, and maintenance of, wildlife 
corridor/movement areas, including access to undisturbed habitats in adjacent areas, 
should be fully evaluated in the DEIR; 

c) An analysis of impacts from land use designations and zoning located nearby or 
adjacent to natural areas that may inadvertently contribute to wildlife-human 
interactions. A discussion of possible conflicts and mitigation measures to reduce 
these conflicts should be included in the DEIR; and, 

ct) A cumulative effects analysis, as described under CEQA Guidelines section 15130. 
General and specific plans, as well as past, present, and anticipated future projects, 
should be analyzed relative to their impacts on similar plant communities and wildlife 
habitats. 

6) Compensatory Mitigation. The DEIR should include mitigation measures for adverse Project
related impacts to sensitive plants, animals, and habitats. Mitigation measures should 
emphasize avoidance and reduction of Project impacts. For unavoidable impacts, on-site 
habitat restoration or enhancement should be discussed in detail. If on-site mitigation is not 
feasible or would not be biologically viable and therefore not adequately mitigate the loss of 
biological functions and values, off-site mitigation through habitat creation and/or acquisition 
and preservation in perpetuity should be addressed. Areas proposed as mitigation lands 
should be protected in perpetuity with a conservation easement, financial assurance and 
dedicated to a qualified entity for long-term management and monitoring. Under 
Government Code section 65967, the lead agency must exercise due diligence in reviewing 
the qualifications of a governmental entity, special district, or nonprofit organization to 
effectively manage and steward land, water, or natural resources on mitigation lands it 
approves. 

7) Long-term Management of Mitigation Lands. For proposed preservation and/or restoration, 
the DEIR should include measures to protect the targeted habitat values from direct and 
indirect negative impacts in perpetuity. The objective should be to offset the Project-induced 
qualitative and quantitative losses of wildlife habitat values. Issues that should be addressed 
include (but are not limited to) restrictions on access, proposed land dedications, monitoring 
and management programs, control of illegal dumping, water pollution, and increased 
human intrusion. An appropriate non-wasting endowment should be set aside to provide for 
long-term management of mitigation lands. 

8) Nesting Birds. CDFW recommends that measures be taken to avoid Project impacts to 
nesting birds. Migratory nongame native bird species are protected by international treaty 
under the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 (Title 50, § 10.13, Code of 
Federal Regulations). Sections 3503, 3503.5, and 3513 of the California Fish and Game 
Code prohibit take of all birds and their active nests including raptors and other migratory 
nongame birds (as listed under the Federal MBTA). Proposed Project activities including 
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(but not limited to) staging and disturbances to native and nonnative vegetation, structures, 
and substrates should occur outside of the avian breeding season which generally runs from 
February 1 through September 1 (as early as January 1 for some raptors) to avoid take of 
birds or their eggs. If avoidance of the avian breeding season is not feasible, CDFW 
recommends surveys by a qualified biologist with experience in conducting breeding bird 
surveys to detect protected native birds occurring in suitable nesting habitat that is to be 
disturbed and (as access to adjacent areas allows) any other such habitat within 300-feet of 
the disturbance area (within 500-feet for raptors). Project personnel, including all contractors 
working on site, should be instructed on the sensitivity of the area. Reductions in the nest 
buffer distance may be appropriate depending on the avian species involved, ambient levels 
of human activity, screening vegetation, or possibly other factors. 

9) Translocation/Salvage of Plants and Animal Species. Translocation and transplantation is 
the process of moving an individual from the Project site and permanently moving it to a new 
location. CDFW generally does not support the use of, translocation or transplantation as 
the primary mitigation strategy for unavoidable impacts to rare, threatened, or endangered 
plant or animal species. Studies have shown that these efforts are experimental and the 
outcome unreliable. CDFW has found that permanent preservation and management of 
habitat capable of supporting these species is often a more effective long-term strategy for 
conserving sensitive plants and animals and their habitats. 

10) Moving out of Harm's Way. The proposed Project is anticipated to result in clearing of 
natural habitats that support many species of indigenous wildlife. To avoid direct mortality, 
we recommend that a qualified biological monitor approved by CDFW be on-site prior to and 
during ground and habitat disturbing activities to move out of harm's way special status 
species or other wildlife of low mobility that would be injured or killed by grubbing or Project
related construction activities. It should be noted that the temporary relocation of on-site 
wildlife does not constitute effective mitigation for the purposes of offsetting project impacts 
associated with habitat loss. If the project requires species to be removed, disturbed, or 
otherwise handled, we recommend that the DEIR clearly identify that the designated entity 
shall obtain all appropriate state and federal permits. 

11) Tree Replacement: To compensate for any loss of trees, CDFW recommends replacing 
all non-native trees removed as a result of the proposed work activities at a 1: 1 ratio with 
native trees. CDFW recommends replacing native trees at a 3: 1 ratio with a combination 
of native trees and/or appropriate understory and lower canopy plantings. CDFW 
recommends that any loss of oaks shall be replanted at a minimum 10: 1 ratio. 
Replacement oaks shall come from nursery stock grown from locally sourced acorns, or 
from acorns gathered locally, preferably from the same watershed in which they were 
planted. 

12) Revegetation/Restoration Plan: Plans for restoration and re-vegetation should be prepared 
by persons with expertise in southern California ecosystems and native plant restoration 
techniques. Plans should identify the assumptions used to develop the proposed restoration 
strategy. Each plan should include, at a minimum: (a) the location of restoration sites and 
assessment of appropriate reference sites; (b) the plant species to be used, sources of local 
propagules, container sizes, and seeding rates; (c) a schematic depicting the mitigation 
area; (d) a local seed and cuttings and planting schedule; (e) a description of the irrigation 
methodology; (f) measures to control exotic vegetation on site; (g) specific success criteria; 
(h) a detailed monitoring program; (i) contingency measures should the success criteria not 
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be met; and U) identification of the party responsible for meeting the success criteria and 
providing for conservation of the mitigation site in perpetuity. Monitoring of restoration areas 
should extend across a sufficient time frame to ensure that the new habitat is established, 
self-sustaining, and capable of surviving drought. 

a) CDFW recommends that local on-site propagules from the Project area and nearby . 
vicinity be collected and used for restoration purposes. On-site seed collection should be 
initiated in the near future to accumulate sufficient propagule material for subsequent 
use in future years. On-site vegetation mapping at the alliance and/or association level 
should be used to develop appropriate restoration goals and local plant palettes. 
Reference areas should be identified to help guide restoration efforts. Specific 
restoration plans should be developed for various Project components as appropriate. 

b) Restoration objectives should include providing special habitat elements where feasible 
to benefit key wildlife species. These physical and biological features can include (for 
example) retention of woody material, logs, snags, rocks and brush piles. 

13) Fuel Modification. The DEIR should include information as to how the Project or adjacent 
land may be affected by fuel modification requirements. A discussion of any fuel 
modification requirements for this Project should be included in the DEIR to allow CDFW to 
assess potential impacts to biological resources. CDFW recommends all fuel modification 
requirements be met on the Project, and not in mitigation lands or habitat adjacent to the 
Project. Habitat being subjected to fuel modification (e.g., thinning, trimming, removal of 
mulch layer) should be considered an impact to these vegetation communities and mitigated 
accordingly. CDFW also recommends any irrigation proposed in fuel modification zones 
drain back into the development and not onto natural habitat land as perennial sources of 
water allow for the introduction of invasive Argentine ants. 

14) Rodenticide Use. Impacts to biological resources can occur from wildlife directly consuming 
poison. Impacts can also occur through secondary poisoning where an animal consumes 
another organism that has consumed poison. CDFW confirmed anticoagulant rodenticide in 
14 of 14 mountain lions necropsied in 2013 (McMillin, 2013). Lima et al. (2010), tested 96 
birds (11 raptor species) in California and found 86 out of 96 raptors tested positive for 
second generation anticoagulant rodenticides. CDFW recommends the DEIR contain 
language disallowing the use of rodenticides that could result in direct or secondary 
poisoning to native mammals, birds, and raptors. 

15) Landscaping. CDFW recommends using native, locally appropriate plant species for 
landscaping on the Project site. CDFW recommends invasive/exotic plants, including pepper 
trees (Schinus genus) and fountain grasses (Pennisetum genus), be restricted from use in 
landscape plans for this Project. A list of invasive/exotic plants that should be avoided as 
well as suggestions for better landscape plants can be found at https://www.cal
ipc.org/solutions/prevention/landscaping/. 

CONCLUSION 

CDFW appreciates the opportunity to comment on the NOP to assist the City of Pasadena DWP 
in identifying and mitigating Project impacts on biological resources. If you have any questions 
or comments regarding this letter, please contact Felicia Silva, Environmental Scientist, at (562) 
430-0098 or by email at Felicia.Silva@wildlife.ca.gov. 
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Erin Wi 
Environmental Program Manager I 

cc: CDFW 
Erinn Wilson - Los Alamitos 
Victoria Tang - Los Alamitos 
Andrew Valand - Los Alamitos 
Felicia Silva - Los Alamitos 
Kelly Schmoker - Glendora 

Scott Morgan (State Clearinghouse) 
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SENT VIA USPS AND E-MAIL:                               December 3, 2019  

eventura@cityofpasadena.net 

Elisa Ventura, P.E. 

City of Pasadena, Water and Power Department 

150 South Los Robles Avenue, Suite 200 

Pasadena, CA 91101 

 

Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed 

Arroyo Seco Canyon Project Areas 2 and 3 

 

South Coast Air Quality Management District (South Coast AQMD) staff appreciates the opportunity to 

comment on the above-mentioned document. South Coast AQMD staff’s comments are recommendations 

regarding the analysis of potential air quality impacts from the Proposed Project that should be included 

in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Please send South Coast AQMD a copy of the EIR upon its 

completion. Note that copies of the EIR that are submitted to the State Clearinghouse are not forwarded to 

South Coast AQMD. Please forward a copy of the EIR directly to South Coast AQMD at the address 

shown in the letterhead. In addition, please send with the EIR all appendices or technical documents 

related to the air quality, health risk, and greenhouse gas analyses and electronic versions of all air 

quality modeling and health risk assessment files1. These include emission calculation spreadsheets 

and modeling input and output files (not PDF files). Without all files and supporting 

documentation, South Coast AQMD staff will be unable to complete our review of the air quality 

analyses in a timely manner. Any delays in providing all supporting documentation will require 

additional time for review beyond the end of the comment period. 
 

Air Quality Analysis 

South Coast AQMD adopted its California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Air Quality Handbook in 

1993 to assist other public agencies with the preparation of air quality analyses. South Coast AQMD 

recommends that the Lead Agency use this Handbook as guidance when preparing its air quality analysis. 

Copies of the Handbook are available from South Coast AQMD’s Subscription Services Department by 

calling (909) 396-3720. More guidance developed since this Handbook is also available on South Coast 

AQMD’s website at: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/ceqa-

air-quality-handbook-(1993). South Coast AQMD staff also recommends that the Lead Agency use the 

CalEEMod land use emissions software. This software has recently been updated to incorporate up-to-

date state and locally approved emission factors and methodologies for estimating pollutant emissions 

from typical land use development. CalEEMod is the only software model maintained by the California 

Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) and replaces the now outdated URBEMIS. This 

model is available free of charge at: www.caleemod.com. 

 

South Coast AQMD has also developed both regional and localized significance thresholds. South Coast 

AQMD staff requests that the Lead Agency quantify criteria pollutant emissions and compare the results 

to South Coast AQMD’s CEQA regional pollutant emissions significance thresholds to determine air 

                                                 
1 Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15174, the information contained in an EIR shall include summarized technical data, 

maps, plot plans, diagrams, and similar relevant information sufficient to permit full assessment of significant environmental 

impacts by reviewing agencies and members of the public. Placement of highly technical and specialized analysis and data in the 

body of an EIR should be avoided through inclusion of supporting information and analyses as appendices to the main body of 

the EIR. Appendices to the EIR may be prepared in volumes separate from the basic EIR document, but shall be readily available 

for public examination and shall be submitted to all clearinghouses which assist in public review. 

mailto:eventura@cityofpasadena.net
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/ceqa-air-quality-handbook-(1993)
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/ceqa-air-quality-handbook-(1993)
http://www.caleemod.com/
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quality impacts. South Coast AQMD’s CEQA regional pollutant emissions significance thresholds can be 

found here at: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/scaqmd-air-quality-significance-

thresholds.pdf. In addition to analyzing regional air quality impacts, South Coast AQMD staff 

recommends calculating localized air quality impacts and comparing the results to localized significance 

thresholds (LSTs). LSTs can be used in addition to the recommended regional significance thresholds as a 

second indication of air quality impacts when preparing a CEQA document. Therefore, when preparing 

the air quality analysis for the Proposed Project, it is recommended that the Lead Agency perform a 

localized analysis by either using the LSTs developed by South Coast AQMD staff or performing 

dispersion modeling as necessary. Guidance for performing a localized air quality analysis can be found 

at: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/localized-significance-

thresholds.  

 

The Lead Agency should identify any potential adverse air quality impacts that could occur from all 

phases of the Proposed Project and all air pollutant sources related to the Proposed Project. Air quality 

impacts from both construction (including demolition, if any) and operations should be calculated. 

Construction-related air quality impacts typically include, but are not limited to, emissions from the use of 

heavy-duty equipment from grading, earth-loading/unloading, paving, architectural coatings, off-road 

mobile sources (e.g., heavy-duty construction equipment) and on-road mobile sources (e.g., construction 

worker vehicle trips, material transport trips). Operation-related air quality impacts may include, but are 

not limited to, emissions from stationary sources (e.g., boilers), area sources (e.g., solvents and coatings), 

and vehicular trips (e.g., on- and off-road tailpipe emissions and entrained dust). Air quality impacts from 

indirect sources, such as sources that generate or attract vehicular trips, should be included in the analysis. 

 

In the event that the Proposed Project generates or attracts vehicular trips, especially heavy-duty diesel-

fueled vehicles, it is recommended that the Lead Agency perform a mobile source health risk assessment. 

Guidance for performing a mobile source health risk assessment (“Health Risk Assessment Guidance for 

Analyzing Cancer Risk from Mobile Source Diesel Idling Emissions for CEQA Air Quality Analysis”) can 

be found at: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/mobile-source-

toxics-analysis. An analysis of all toxic air contaminant impacts due to the use of equipment potentially 

generating such air pollutants should also be included.  

 

In addition, guidance on siting incompatible land uses can be found in the California Air Resources 

Board’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, which can be found at: 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf. CARB’s Land Use Handbook is a general reference guide for 

evaluating and reducing air pollution impacts associated with new projects that go through the land use 

decision-making process. Guidance2 on strategies to reduce air pollution exposure near high-volume 

roadways can be found at: https://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/rd_technical_advisory_final.PDF.  

 

Mitigation Measures 

In the event that the Proposed Project generates significant adverse air quality impacts, CEQA requires 

that all feasible mitigation measures that go beyond what is required by law be utilized during project 

construction and operation to minimize these impacts. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 

(a)(1)(D), any impacts resulting from mitigation measures must also be discussed. Several resources are 

available to assist the Lead Agency with identifying potential mitigation measures for the Proposed 

Project, including: 

                                                 
2 In April 2017, CARB published a technical advisory, Strategies to Reduce Air Pollution Exposure Near High-Volume 

Roadways: Technical Advisory, to supplement CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective. 

This technical advisory is intended to provide information on strategies to reduce exposures to traffic emissions near high-volume 

roadways to assist land use planning and decision-making in order to protect public health and promote equity and environmental 

justice. The technical advisory is available at: https://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/landuse.htm.   

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/scaqmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/scaqmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/localized-significance-thresholds
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/localized-significance-thresholds
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/mobile-source-toxics-analysis
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/mobile-source-toxics-analysis
http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf
https://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/rd_technical_advisory_final.PDF
https://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/landuse.htm
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 Chapter 11 “Mitigating the Impact of a Project” of South Coast AQMD’S CEQA Air Quality 

Handbook South Coast AQMD’s CEQA web pages available here: 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/mitigation-measures-

and-control-efficiencies 

 South Coast AQMD’s Rule 403 – Fugitive Dust, and the Implementation Handbook for 

controlling construction-related emissions and Rule 1403 – Asbestos Emissions from 

Demolition/Renovation Activities 

 South Coast AQMD’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) for the 2016 Air 

Quality Management Plan (2016 AQMP) available here (starting on page 86): 

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Governing-Board/2017/2017-mar3-035.pdf  

 CAPCOA’s Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures available here:  

http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-9-14-

Final.pdf 

 
Alternatives 

In the event that the Proposed Project generates significant adverse air quality impacts, CEQA requires 

the consideration and discussion of alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding 

or substantially lessening any of the significant effects of the project. The discussion of a reasonable 

range of potentially feasible alternatives, including a “no project” alternative, is intended to foster 

informed decision-making and public participation. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d), 

the EIR shall include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, 

analysis, and comparison with the Proposed Project. 

 

Permits 

If implementation of the Proposed Project requires a permit from South Coast AQMD, South Coast 

AQMD should be identified as a Responsible Agency for the Proposed Project in the EIR. For more 

information on permits, please visit South Coast AQMD’s webpage at: 

http://www.aqmd.gov/home/permits. Questions on permits can be directed to South Coast AQMD’s 

Engineering and Permitting staff at (909) 396-3385. 

 
Data Sources 

South Coast AQMD rules and relevant air quality reports and data are available by calling South Coast 

AQMD’s Public Information Center at (909) 396-2001. Much of the information available through the 

Public Information Center is also available at South Coast AQMD’s webpage at: http://www.aqmd.gov. 

 

South Coast AQMD staff is available to work with the Lead Agency to ensure that project’s air quality 

and health risk impacts are accurately evaluated and mitigated where feasible. If you have any questions 

regarding this letter, please contact me at lsun@aqmd.gov. 

 

Sincerely, 

Lijin Sun 
Lijin Sun, J.D. 

Program Supervisor, CEQA IGR 

Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources 
 

 

LS 

LAC191105-01 

Control Number 
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http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/Agendas/Governing-Board/2017/2017-mar3-035.pdf
http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-9-14-Final.pdf
http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-9-14-Final.pdf
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December 6, 2019 

 

Elisa Ventura, P.E. 

City of Pasadena Department of Water and Power (PWP) 

150 South Los Robles Avenue, Suite 200 

Pasadena, California 91101  

E-mail: eventura@cityofpasadena.net 

 

RE: Comments on Arroyo Seco Canyon Project Environmental Impact Report Initial Study and Scoping 

Document 

 

Dear Ms. Ventura: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on scoping issues for the EIR for the Arroyo Seco Canyon 

Project. 

The Arroyo Seco Foundation (ASF) has long been interested in this project which is important to 

enhance local water supplies and to do so in an integrated way that also protects and promotes habitat, 

wildlife, conservation and long-term sustainability. 

ASF regrets that many of the environmental and recreational benefits previously proposed have 

dropped from the revised version of the project. 

We believe the scope of the project is deficient regarding biology, hydrology and other important 

concerns. 

The project needs to: 

1) carefully evaluate stream flow requirements to assure the continued viability of stream-related 

fish, aquatic and wildlife resources; 

2) establish an environmental flow or instream flow for the Arroyo Seco stream, which identifies a 

low-flow threshold to protect and ensure the long-term persistence of fish and aquatic species. 

The establishment of a seasonally appropriate low-flow threshold helps protect fish and aquatic 

species during critically low-flow time periods by supporting stream channel forms and riparian 

communities that directly affect aquatic life. Conditions such as barriers, sedimentation and 

invasive species both above and below PWP’s water diversion structure need to be carefully 

considered and addressed. 

We urge PWP to evaluate a project alternative that would rely primarily on the sandy alluvial conditions 

in the Hahamongna basin and the natural stream hydrology rather than the expansion of spreading 

basins, which are not the most efficient and environmentally appropriate method of capturing and 

conserving streamflow. Natural stream hydrology over the centuries is what has filled up and 
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replenished the Raymond Basin. Engineered efforts have proven to be less effective and rather 

destructive of the natural values of the Hahamongna basin. 

In addition to being inefficient methods of local water retention, spreading basins occupy and 

substantially destroy large patches of alluvial scrub habitat that is increasingly rare in Southern 

California. Important endangered and threatened bird and plant species rely on this habitat, When the 

JPL parking lot was permitted by Pasadena for the area at the mouth of the canyon thirty years ago, it 

was promised that it would only be a temporary use. Now that the parking lot has been removed, the 

environmental richness of that area should be restored. The expansion of the PWP spreading basins 

would guarantee permanent destruction of the vital habitat that nature would provide at the key 

interface between the mountain watershed and the urban stretch of the Arroyo Seco. 

PWP needs to document the need for expanded spreading basins in the light of the long recent drought 

and the probability of more erratic rainfall patterns caused by the impacts of climate change. Most 

climate experts are predicting somewhat similar overall precipitation amounts that would be contained 

in longer drier periods and more intense but less frequent storms. The percolation basins have rarely 

been full in recent decades, only about once every ten years, so the most likely prospect is that 

expanded spreading basins would rarely be used for water retention and could not be justified on a cost 

or environmental basis. 

If PWP determines to go ahead with an expansion of the spreading basins, it needs to explore methods 

to make them less destructive and more environmentally sustainable. Altering their configuration and 

size, reducing compaction and sedimentation in the basins, and the use of appropriate native habitat 

should all be utilized, 

The maintenance of a seasonal pool at the bottom of the Hahamongna basin above Devil’s Gate Dam 

could be used in conjunction with a pump-back pipeline that would send excess streamflow back to the 

top of the natural stream percolation zone. Such a system would also benefit capture and retention of 

local water if PWP choses to rely on spreading basins and an expansion of spreading basins. It is 

disappointing that the pump-back program previously included in Hahamongna planning has been left 

out of the current ASCP program since it is so clearly and directly related to the goals of ASCP and of 

improved water management. 

We hope you will consider these concerns carefully and positively. The Arroyo Seco Foundation looks 

forward to working collaboratively with Pasadena Water & Power Department to enhance local water 

supply while protecting the Arroyo Seco’s rich natural resources. 

 

Sincerely yours, 

 

Tim Brick 

Managing Director 

Arroyo Seco Foundation 



To: Elisa Ventura, City of Pasadena, Department of Water and Power 
eventura@cityofpasadena.net 

 
From: Betsy Bour, Friends of Hahamongna 
 bourel@sbcglobal.net 
  
  
RE:  Scoping Comments: Environmental Impact Report for the Arroyo Seco Canyon Project  
  
Introduction:  
 
The Friends of Hahamongna (FOH) is an advocacy group of Pasadena, La Canada Flintridge and 
Altadena residents working together for the protection of Hahamongna Watershed Park, one of 
Pasadena’s last great open spaces. Our members are united in our support of this environmental 
treasure. We have attended hundreds of meetings over the past 20 years monitoring Pasadena’s 
Hahamongna master planning. We have been working cooperatively with the Spirit of the Sage 
Council, the Hahamongna Watch Group and other park advocacy groups as the City of Pasadena 
moves forward to implement the Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan, a component of the 
Arroyo Seco Master Plan.  We plan to be active participants with the Arroyo Seco Canyon Project 
(ASCP) scoping effort as well as project review and implementation. Our request for general 
considerations for project development as well as required environmental review categories are 
outlined below: 
 
General Considerations: 
 

 FOH maintains the position that the adequacy of the various project Environmental Impact 
Reports may be challenged if there isn’t accurate evaluation of the cumulative impacts from all 
the current and near-future projects in the area.  The Los Angeles County Department of Public 
Works their significant sediment removal initiative and Pasadena Department of Public Works 
has started their Oak Grove Area Improvements (OGAI) Berkshire Creek restoration, both of 
which will contribute to cumulative impacts in the Arroyo. It is important that implementation of 
any project fully evaluate and minimize through mitigation all cumulative impacts.   
 

 Hahamongna Watershed Park once provided significant habitat for many species including 
Egrets, Blue Heron, Mallard Ducks, and numerous reptile species. Since the habitat destruction 
from the sediment removal project and the temporary reduction of habitat resulting from the 
Berkshire Creek restoration, the need for habitat has become more significant, if not critical.  
FOH asks that the preservation of the habitat be given consideration while developing project 
scope and environmental impact statements. 

 
 The Initial Study for the ASCP appears to be sufficient for the public and the decision makers to 

understand and to comment effectively toward scope of and consideration points for the 
environmental impacts of the project within Hahamongna.  However, it is important to make sure 
that impact scope includes the Central and Lower Arroyos which could be impact by changes in 
quality and volume of available water necessary to support habitat and natural stream 
restoration areas.  

Required Environmental Review Categories: 
 Air quality 

o Impacts, including airborne dust from grading, and dirt hauling and gaseous emissions 
from heavy equipment, delivery and dirt hauling trucks, and employee vehicles. 

o Impacts from pollutant concentrations, primarily carbon monoxide, resulting from traffic 
increases in the immediate vicinity of a project 
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o Impact of the degraded air quality on schools, athletic fields and residences in the 
immediate area. 

 Biological Resources 
o The potential adverse effect from habitat modifications impacting any of the species 

currently found in the basin.  The EIR must address how various species that thrive in 
the existing habitat would return to and survive in the “restore” habitat after construction. 

o The potential adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, 
including the natural stream areas below the dam in the Central and Lower Arroyo areas 
that may result from water diversion. 

o The potential adverse effect on migratory wildlife species or with established migratory 
wildlife corridors, including those in the Central and Lower Arroyo that may result from 
water diversion. 

 Cultural resources 
o Impact to cultural resources in the project vicinity due to the potential disruption to 

human remains during excavation. 
 Hydrology and Water Quality 

o Potential impacts from alteration of existing drainage patterns in the site area, including 
the alteration of the course of the stream. 

o Potential impacts from construction activity to stream flows and water quality  
o Potential impacts to water quality and/or volume to the natural stream areas in the 

Central and lower Arroyo 
 Noise 

o The potential increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity resulting from 
construction and construction related vehicles. 

o The impacts to park users and wildlife resulting from temporary or permanent increase to 
ground-borne vibration. 

 Recreation 
o The temporary disruption of existing recreation uses during construction.  
o The impacts caused by a any temporary or permanent relocation or removal of the 

hiking / equestrian trails in the basin and in the canyon. The primary concern for 
equestrians is to have safe access through the north crossing trail leading to the 
Gabrielino Trail during non-construction hours.  The north crossing runs between ponds 
1 and 2, roughly following the SCE Easement through the old JPL parking lot and across 
Explorer Road. 

o The safety and feasibility of trail use, especially for equestrians, immediately adjacent to 
construction areas during non-construction hours. 

 Transportation/traffic  
o Impacts from the number of truck trips in and out of the basin using the same freeway 

routes as the sediment removal project.  
o Impacts to normal traffic flows to area schools, JPL and the Rose Bowl during weekday 

events.  
o Cumulative impact of construction vehicles in conjunction with the sediment removal 

project. 
  
FOH members have extensive historical knowledge on Hahamongna Watershed Park, the projects 
planned for the area and the controversies that have arisen over the past 20 years. Please feel free to 
use us as a knowledge source and please feel free to contact us with any questions regarding our 
scoping comments.  
  
Sincerely, 
Betsy Bour 



Andrew Salas, Chairman                                                  Nadine Salas, Vice-Chairman                                                           Dr. Christina Swindall Martinez, secretary                        

Albert Perez, treasurer I                                                  Martha Gonzalez Lemos, treasurer II                                             Richard Gradias,   Chairman of the council of Elders  
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      GABRIELENO BAND OF MISSION INDIANS - KIZH NATION 
Historically known as The San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians 

   recognized by the State of California as the aboriginal tribe of the Los Angeles basin 

 

 

 

Project Name: Arroyo Seco Project Areas 2 and 3 located at 3420 to 3500 North Arroyo Boulevard 

in the City of Pasadena 

Dear Elisa Ventura, 
 
Thank you for your letter dated November 7, 2019 regarding AB52 consultation. The 

above proposed project location is within our Ancestral Tribal Territory; therefore, our 

Tribal Government requests to schedule a consultation with you as the lead agency, to 

discuss the project and the surrounding location in further detail.  
 

Please contact us at your earliest convenience.   Please Note:AB 52, “consultation” 
shall have the same meaning as provided in SB 18 (Govt. Code Section 65352.4). 
 

Thank you for your time, 
 

 

 

 

Andrew Salas, Chairman 

Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation 

1(844)390-0787 

 

http://www.gabrielenoindians@yahoo.com


Bill Christian 
1450 Arroyo View Drive  
Pasadena, CA 91103 
 
December 6, 2019 
 
Elisa Ventura, P.E.  
City of Pasadena Department of Water and Power  
150 South Los Robles Avenue, Suite 200 Pasadena, California 91101  
E-mail: eventura@cityofpasadena.net  
 
Sent via email  
 
Re:  Scoping comments on the initial Study (IS) for the Environmental Impact Report of the 
Arroyo Seco Canyon Project (ASCP) Areas 2 and 3 
 
Dear Ms. Ventura: 
 
I am a Linda Vista, Pasadena resident who frequently walks in and enjoys the area subject to 
the City’s Arroyo Seco Canyon Project proposal.  I am also a (retired) California lawyer who long 
practiced and taught environmental law.  I work for the Nature Conservancy, although these 
comments are my own, and not those of my employer.   
 
My comments focus on three related subjects.  First, the need to fully address viable 
alternatives to the proposed course of action. Second, the requirement that the EIR include a 
thorough cumulative effects analysis.  Third, the requirement that the EIR use the best available 
information.    
 
Alternatives 
 
The stated purpose of this phase of the ASCP is to divert more water (up to 25 cubic feet per 
second) from the Arroyo Seco stream for diversion to existing and new spreading basins. The 
basis for the city’s proposed action is the apparent contention that increased diversions and a 
significant expansion of spreading areas will increase percolation into the subsurface aquifer(s) 
allowing Pasadena to claim additional water.   
 
However, the city states that the proposed restructured/rebuilt diversion will be used to take 
all of the water in the Arroyo Seco stream, apart from flow during major storm events. The 
Arroyo Seco stream rarely reaches 25 CFS, even during rains. While the city’s pursuit of more 
local water supplies is creditable, the removal of all of the water from the Arroyo Seco stream 
would be ecologically highly destructive.  
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An alternative exists.  Leaving water in the natural stream bed, which is ordinarily significantly 
more permeable than the spreading basin sediments, would both increase percolation and 
support water dependent ecosystems.  
 
Other alternatives to satisfy the city’s primary goal—to use surface water to increase legally 
extractable groundwater—also exist. If the pool behind Devil’s Gate dam were allowed to fill—
as it has been in the past—that water, once the sediment settles, could be pumped back up to 
either the natural stream or to existing spreading basins, or both.   The water that could be 
stored in a pool behind the dam is a valuable resource, the use of which the city should 
examine fully in the EIR for this project.  
 
Too, the need to greatly expand spreading basin area must be examined against the need to 
enhance natural areas in the Arroyo Seco.  The County’s removal of significant habitat behind 
Devil’s Gate Dam without providing for adequate in-basin mitigation points out the need to 
replace ecologically important habitat in the arroyo. An alternative that is less environmentally 
destructive would return all or most of the area proposed for new spreading basins to habitat. 
 
Cumulative Impacts 
 
The LA County Flood Control District’s Devil’s Gate Dam multi-year sediment removal project 
when combined with the city’s proposed plan wipes out much of the habitat value of the upper 
Arroyo Seco. The city’s diversion of all of the water from the stream would exacerbate the 
impacts of the county’s project.  The city’s claim that the diversion would enhance potential fish 
habitat is not a credible or worthy response to the overall impacts of the complete desiccation 
of the arroyo stream. The EIR should analyze in detail how these two projects would operate 
together to limit habitat, and look for less destructive alternatives that would avert their 
ecological consequences. CEQA requires that significant impacts be mitigated, and, contrary to 
the initial study, the impacts on species and both surface and groundwater of this proposed 
project are significant.  Mitigation in the form of decreased stream take in the dry season and 
increases in habitat area would seem necessary and appropriate.  
 
Use of the Best Available Information    
 
The city’s contention about percolation rates in spreading basins is unproven: in fact, the best 
science-based studies1 seem to disprove the City’s assumptions about spreading basin recharge 
rates. Because of sediment plugging and mechanical compaction, the existing spreading basin 
rates seem to be only a tiny fraction of the assumed rates. There is no information presented 
that proposes to evaluate these studies, nor that new spreading basins would no fall prey to the 
same phenomena.  
 
The EIR needs to examine the city’s proposed plan in detail in light of what is known—the 
existing studies-- about recharge rates and examine alternatives against the likelihood that 

 
1 1995, Converse Consultants West and 2000, Williams  



other options, such as allowing stream flow to conduct a large share of the recharge, may well 
be superior for the city’s as well as the environment’s purpose. It would seem incumbent on 
the city to understand scientifically, and to inform the public, on the best options to recover 
groundwater and protect the natural values of the Arroyo Seco.  
 
 
 
       Respectfully submitted,  
 
 
        Bill Christian  
 



Public Comment on Initial Study for 
Arroyo Seco Canyon Project 

Prepared by:

Hugh Bowles

626 482 9116


hsbowles@yahoo.com

12/4/2019


These comments relate to the Initial Study (IS) for the Arroyo Seco Canyon Project (ASCP) 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR).  


Pasadena Water and Power (PWP) are preparing an EIR as a result of a legal challenge to the 
the original Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) in 2015.  Public comment in 2015 urged the 
need to complete an EIR for the proposed project.  The court decision in 2017 confirmed that 
need.  The lawsuit brought by the Spirit of the Sage Council provides this opportunity to re-
iterate much of the comment made in 2015 but ignored by the project.  


Under an EIR a Lead Agent is required to consider alternatives that may achieve the same 
project objectives with less impact on the environment.  Under the original MND there was no 
requirement to consider alternatives.  


The following comments focus on the need to consider the restoration of natural streamflows 
to the Arroyo Seco; this is an alternative to the project’s planned increase of stream diversion 
into expanded spreading basins.  Restoring natural flows to the Arroyo Seco can still meet 
PWP’s surface water rights under the law; this approach will have a positive impact on the 
environment.  


In particular, the comments relate to Initial Study (IS) question number 3.10 (b): 


“Would the project substantially decrease ground water supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable 
groundwater management of the basin?”


The IS selection is “Less than significant impact” with the claim of an additional 1100 acre feet 
of aquifer re-charge annually.  To achieve this the project will increase diversion of the natural 
stream into expanded spreading ponds in Hahamongna. 


The current capacity is to divert flows up to 18 cubic feet per second (cfs); under the project 
proposal this will increase to 25 cfs.  The IS states “all flows” up to 25 cfs will be diverted.    
Mean flows in the Arroyo are less than 5 cfs even during the rain season.   Under the proposal 
the Arroyo Seco stream channel will be dry outside of storm events.  This will have a potentially 
significant impact on the riparian habitats within Hahamongna.


Increased diversion allows PWP to maximize its “surface water rights”.  Under these “rights” 
PWP claims credit to pump water from the aquifer.  The Raymond Basin Management Board 
(RBMB) adjudicates pumping rights to local water agencies based on the Raymond Basin 
Judgment (The Judgment).  The Judgment was established in 1944.
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The proposed increase in diversion assumes water piped into the spreading basins actually 
percolates into the aquifer.  Science paid for by Pasadena Water and Power (PWP) suggests 
this does not happen.


In 1995 PWP funded a study by Converse Consultants West: “Hydrogeologic Investigation 
Devil’s Gate Water Collection Tunnel”.  


As part of the study, Converse mapped the hydraulic conductivity (percolation rate) of the 
different alluviums in the Hahamongna basin.  The study identifies 4 types of alluvium with 
different levels of porosity.  The spreading basins sit on the most porous group consisting of 
“unconsolidated coarse sand, gravel and boulders” — classed in the study as “Unit 1”.  
Converse measured percolation rates in the Unit 1 alluviums to be up to 3,467 gallons per day 
per square foot (gpd sqft).  (Converse Study Table 4.1)


Yet, test pits dug in the spreading basins themselves found hydraulic conductivity to be “orders 
of magnitude lower” than adjacent Unit 1 areas.  The spreading basins percolate less than 40 
gallons per day per square foot.  


Converse concluded that the low percolation rate in the spreading basins was due to:


“…siltation… combined with artificial compaction of surficial soils due to equipment, 
etc.”.  (Page 11 & 12 Converse Study).  


Due to the extremely low percolation rate, Converse excluded the spreading basins from their 
study.  Converse found the next lowest percolation rates in other areas of the basin to be over 
800 gpd sqft.  


 In 2000 the City of Pasadena hired Takata and Associates to help prepare the Hahamongna 
Watershed Park (HWP) Plan.  Takata engaged Phillip Williams and Associates (PWA) a firm of 
hydrology consultants to make recommendations for the the HWP Plan.  PWA produced a 
study titled: “Flood Hazard, Sediment Management, and Water Feature Analyses”.  The goal 
was to come up with a plan for the Park that would:


 “...promote a self-sustaining natural riparian habitat while addressing issues related to 
flood hazards, erosion control, sedimentation, stream stabilization, and water resource 
management within the park”.  (Williams Study page 1).  


The Williams Study references the earlier findings by Converse: the spreading basins are “by 
orders of magnitude” less porous than the surrounding alluviums.  PWA also noticed that the 
spreading basins, when full, leak water back into the stream channel where it is absorbed.  


PWA concluded the spreading basins: “may not be the most efficient or cost-effective way to 
recharge groundwater in the Hahamongna Watershed Park area”.  The Williams Study 
proposes : 


 “...increased groundwater recharge might be achieved if natural flows are restored to 
the Arroyo Seco channel and if ponding were allowed to occur regularly adjacent to the 
dam... Furthermore, natural flows in the Arroyo Seco channel could percolate most, if 
not all, of the low-flows currently diverted to the spreading grounds.” (Williams Study 
page 5).


In effect, flows of 25 cfs left in the natural stream could be absorbed within the Arroyo Seco 
channel before water hits the dam.  25 cfs is the maximum flow PWP can claim pumping credit 
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for; these flows are for “beneficial use”.  Remaining flows above 25 cfs that percolate into the 
underground are considered to be for “the general good” for which PWP can claim no pumping 
credit.  


The Converse and Williams findings suggest more water diverted into expanded spreading 
basins will not replenish the local water supply.  Our Mediterranean climate provides few 
natural surface lakes; water held on the surface quickly evaporates and stagnates.  The natural 
alluvial structures are designed to conduct water into underground aquifers as quickly as 
possible. 


Under the 2015 Mitigated Negative Declaration, public comment challenged the PWP claim 
that the project would improve aquifer re-charge.  PWP were asked to support their position.  
The written response was:


“In regard to the spreading basins we have to use them regardless of their efficiency.”


There was no attempt to disprove the findings from either the Converse or Williams studies.  


This response led to the challenge of the MND to the Board of Zoning Appeals and the City 
Council in 2015.


At the Board of Zoning Appeals Special Meeting on March 4, 2015, Chair Greg Jones asked: 
“The spreading basins are not efficient and are agreed upon that they are not efficient... Does 
the Judgment require spreading basins?”


Mr. Gary Takara from PWP replied:


“The Judgment is the law... The question of efficiency is not necessarily which 
mechanism allows water to re-charge at the quickest rate.”


The Board of Zoning Appeals concluded the request in front of them related to a Conditional 
Use Permit (CUP) not to PWP’s method of water conservation and its impact on the 
environment or our water supply.  The Board approved the (CUP).


With the questions on aquifer impacts evaded, the appeal went to a full hearing at Pasadena 
City Council on June 1, 2015.  Similar presentations were made.  Mayor Tornek asked: “Are 
spreading basins, in fact, effective re-charge technology?”  Mr. Takara from PWP responded:


 “Spreading basins used for re-charge is a common practice in Southern California.”  


Throughout the MND public comment and appeal process PWP failed to support the claim the 
project would improve aquifer re-charge.  These same unproven claims have re-appeared in 
the new IS for the ASCP.


During the 2015 appeal hearings, support for the ASCP came from associates of the Arroyo 
Seco Foundation (ASF).  Mr. Tim Brick, ASF Managing Director, declared that the ASCP was a 
“cutting edge”  project with “best practices” and that it would be heard about “across the 
region”.  Mr. Tom Seiffert informed City Council that the project was “too important” not to 
implement.  These statements, made during “public comment” failed to acknowledge that ASF 
received a $250,000 no bid contract to “partner” with PWP on the project.  The contract 
included a “gag order” that prevented associates of ASF from speaking about the project 
without PWP permission; this was not independent subjective comment.
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The comments made by Mr. Brick and other ASF associates are in contrast with an e-mail from 
Mr. Brick to Mr. Tony Zampiello, Executive Officer, of RBMB dated June 20, 2013 titled “Arroyo 
Seco Canyon Project and Groundwater Percolation”.  Mr Brick wrote:


“This maybe a good opportunity to obtain funding to explore the issue raised by the 
Phillip Williams study and several community members about the best way to percolate 
water into the Raymond Basin and how to measure and monitor it.  As an Integrated 
Regional Water Management project, the goal of the Arroyo Seco Canyon Project 
should be to maximize both water percolation and habitat values, so if we can 
determine the best way to percolate water and measure it, this would be a valuable tool 
for other groundwater and conservation programs throughout Southern California.”


The “cutting edge” project Mr. Brick mentioned in public comment on the ASCP is really that 
described in his e-mail: maximizing groundwater re-charge and habitat values.  This is not what 
PWP propose.  PWP have been clear they are not trying to create efficient re-charge of the 
aquifer.


Of note, too: Mr. Brick submitted the grant application on PWP’s behalf to obtain funding under 
the IRWM program Prop 84 funds.  PWP have the money thanks to Mr. Brick.  As Mr. Brick lays 
out in his e-mail to Tony Zampiello, as this is an IRWM project it should focus on maximizing 
re-charge and improving habitats.  This is not public money obtained for PWP to do as they 
please; PWP has a responsibility to implement a project that is in line with IRWM goals. 


In a slip, perhaps, Mr. Brick, stepping outside the constraint of the gag order, did admit to 
Council, that the presentation on restoring natural flows to the Arroyo represents “a better 
way”. 


This comment along with Mr. Brick’s e-mail also reflects off the record comments about 
changing the approach to water conservation in Hahamongna; it shows that restoring natural 
flows to the Arroyo can gain mainstream support if open discussion were allowed.


On May 12, 2015 LA County Board of Supervisors adopted the resolution for Proposition 84 
implementation.  The stated purpose of the grants issued under this proposition include:


“...the implementation of projects that protect communities from drought, conserve and 
improve water quality, restore habitat, and reduce dependency on imported water.”


Expanding diversion of a stream into spreading basins “regardless of their efficiency” 
undermines these objectives and is a misuse of public funds.  As proposed, the ASCP could 
have a significant impact on our local aquifer as well as destroy key riparian habitats. 


Under an EIR a Lead Agent must consider alternatives to the project that could achieve the 
same objectives with less impact on the environment.  Using the natural stream channel to 
improve aquifer re-charge is a key alternative and must be considered under the law and IRWM 
goals. 


PWP argue that the Raymond Basin Judgment affords no alternative.  If the City is to maximize 
its “surface water rights” the stream must be diverted into the spreading basins. 


PWP claim the diversion is mandated by the The Judgment quoting Section II (1) in their 
defense, which states: 


“The water shall be spread for percolation into the underground in the existing water 
conservation facilities of the Los Angeles County Flood Control District (now run by 
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PWP), 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...” (Parentheses added).


PWP interprets this as a mandate to divert the Arroyo Seco a mile upstream into the existing 
spreading ponds with no alternative allowed under “the law”.  Mr Takara (Board of Zoning 
Appeals 3/4/2015):


“If water is spread anywhere else the City of Pasadena will not gain any additional 
pumping credit.” 


However, Section II (1) is not prescriptive.  The Judgment allows PWP to “spread” water “in 
any natural stream channels leading to existing or future spreading grounds”.  


For example, under this section PWP could have claimed pumping credit for water in the 
2012/13 season that spilled from the stream channel into the spreading pond just above 
Johnson field.  There is an overflow pipe/culvert from the stream zone into that pond.   Debris 
flows from the Station Fire raised the grade in the riparian corridor up to the level of this pipe.  
During higher flows water siphoned from the stream into the pond.  Once full, surplus flows 
went into the basin below and Johnson Field.  This was water in the “natural stream channel 
leading to a spreading ground”.  


Also, during this period, both the spreading basin above Johnson Field and Johnson Field itself 
became seasonal “wetlands”.  Formalized, this would be a natural implementation of LA 
County Flood Control District’s (LACFD) objective to turn Johnson Field into a “wetland”; this 
plan is wholly unrealistic without the restoration of natural flows into the Arroyo.   


The movement of debris downstream has since covered the pipe, but for two seasons the 
process provided a window into the flexibility inherent within the legal language: showing how 
natural processes could enhance water conservation in the Hahamongna basin.  


Under current conditions, flows around 10 cfs, if not diverted, are absorbed in the stream 
channel by the time the stream reaches Johnson Field.  Mean flows in the Arroyo measure less 
than 5 cfs even during months of rainfall — less during the dry season.  If left in the “natural 
stream”, for 90% of the year, flows could be absorbed entirely by the stream before reaching 
Johnson Field and well before reaching the dam.  


Diversion of low flows occurs at a critical time for the environment – riparian habitats depend 
on these flows to provide crucial shaded nursery sites for wildlife – particularly quail and 
wildfowl – rich in insect life and protected from avian predators.    


Around 30 white alder trees re-established themselves below the JPL bridge after the high 
flows in the 2009/10 season after the Station Fire.  These trees perished in the drought years 
around 2013/14 — not because of the drought, but because flows that would have been in the 
stream were diverted so no water passed below the JPL bridge.  These flows were piped into 
the existing settlement basin where they stagnated, evaporated, and leaked back into the 
stream 50 yards downstream.  


During low summer flows of around 3 cfs PWP extract clean water from the stream and leave it 
to stagnate in a settlement basin.  The flow is insufficient to pass into a spreading basin.


There needs to be clear scientific reason why low flows cannot be left in the natural stream, 
and why PWP cannot claim pumping credit for these flows from RBMB.  These are flows of 
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less than 3-5 cfs that occur from the end of April through to the first rains in October/
November.  If left in the stream these flows would be absorbed half a mile before the dam.


PWP make no claim that water in the settlement basin percolates into the aquifer.  The new 
settlement basins proposed by the project will be lined with concrete.


Under The Judgment, water flowing in the stream can contribute to the City’s local water 
allocation if it flows to “new or existing spreading grounds”.  The current spreading basins are 
just one form of “spreading ground”; they are not the only way to “spread” water.  PWP are not 
precluded from adopting other forms of water conservation that maximize the percolation 
capacity of the natural stream channel.  


As long ago as 1967 USDA outlined preferred mechanisms for “water spreading” of which “a 
series of small impound basins” was just one.  USDA considered other ways of slowing water 
as it passes through the “intake area”.  (USDA Soil Conservation Service Engineering Division 
Technical Release #36 Geology June 1967, Victor Ponce).  


In public comment on the 2015 MND California Fish and Wildlife suggested moving the 
diversion further downstream to allow more percolation in the stream.  This might not be 
practical for the permanent structure; but under the USDA definition of “spreading ground” a 
low berm in the stream zone would “spread” and slow water to allow percolation.   A seasonal 
berm at the lower end of Johnson Field, or anywhere before the dam, could be classed as a 
new “spreading ground”.  PWP could claim credit for all natural flows up to that berm; in reality, 
during low flow periods the stream would never reach that far.  


Insistence that critical summer flows are diverted and the steam left dry is willful destruction of 
the natural environment. The “no alternative” argument is inadequate.  


Diversion into spreading basins should be for excess flows up to the 25 cfs limit that cannot be 
absorbed by the stream.  Most of the year the stream should flow as close to the dam as 
possible and the spreading basins remain dry, not vice versa. 


PWPs adherence to “the law” has flaws.  With the spreading basins absorbing just 40 gpd sqft, 
much of the water stagnates and evaporates (see appendix photos).  Water quality quickly 
deteriorates in the spreading basins.  The question is whether the diversion is for “percolation 
into the underground” as the law requires or just a measure that PWP can use to claim 
pumping credit.  The Judgment has no requirement to measure how much of the diverted 
water reaches “the underground” where it becomes available for “re-capture”.  PWP assumes 
the diverted water percolates, but the Converse study findings show this is not the case.  


Using the natural stream within the context of “the law” could yield a substantial improvement 
in aquifer re-charge; this would leverage the stream’s ability to absorb up to 3,467 gpd sqft 
versus less than 40 gpd sqft in the spreading basins.  

 

The Philip Williams Study in 2000 states “RBMB is currently in the process of re-evaluating 
their accounting procedure for percolation in the basin” and desires “to make this accounting 
procedure more scientifically rigorous.”  


RBMB were asked in public comment at their meeting on April 20, 2016 (at 2 p.m. in Azuza) 
what progress had been made on this objective.  RBMB did not respond at that time.  Follow 
up e-mails to Mr. Tony Zampiello put the questions in writing; Ms. Kelly Gardner responded that 
Mr. Zampiello could not respond to the questions in the meeting as he “did not have an 
opportunity to familiarize himself with the inquiry.”  
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A final response to the questions came from Ms. Gardner who wrote “the reports (Williams and 
Converse studies) were prepared several years before the current team was involved in Basin 
Management.”  There was never a direct response to the questions asked or any interest 
expressed in exploring the subject further.


Section XII of the RBMB Charter states the RBMB Powers and Responsibilities:


“... shall be exercised with a view toward protecting the long term quantity and quality 
of the groundwater supply; utilizing the groundwater storage capacity of the basin for 
the maximum advantage of the parties... to reduce costs, improve reliability of supply, 
and to protect against drought”.


Continuing to support the diversion of natural streamflows into spreading ponds “regardless of 
their efficiency” that are by “orders of magnitude” less porous than the surrounding alluviums 
breaks the RBMB charter: it does not “protect the quantity and quality of the groundwater 
supply” nor “protect against drought”. 


The planned expansion of the spreading ponds does not “reduce costs”... over $3MM of 
taxpayer funds are required plus annual maintenance.  


In addition, PWP insistence that there is no option but to use the existing spreading basins is 
outside the requirements of the law it cites: PWP provide no evidence that the diverted water 
“percolates into the underground” as required.  


The Converse Study details how the aquifer reacts in rainfall years when the dam is in use  
compared to when it is not.  In years when the dam was not functioning, wells responded in 
line with rainfall.  However, when the dam is used to hold water for short periods well logs 
improve.  The Converse Study states: 


“This suggests that groundwater levels in the Arroyo and below the Altadena Fan 
decline at a much lower rate and remain at a relatively high elevation for the entire year 
when a lake is present.” (Converse study submission letter addressed to Ms. Rebecca Fisher 
of PWP dated August 29, 1995).


The Williams Study concludes that in a normal rainfall year, if water is left in the natural stream 
and held for short periods behind the dam, aquifer re-charge could improve by 160%.


Although prepared in 2000 the Williams Study, with its recommendation to restore natural flows 
to the arroyo and improve water conservation, was ignored in the 2003 HWP Plan.  When 
questioned the City responded “it does not meet our needs.”  


The Williams Study is often seen as utopian and impractical.  Yet, the study provides for the 
clean out of accumulated debris.  The study defines clean out areas of some size behind the 
dam and in the middle of the basin.  The key is by allowing the natural stream to percolate 
water there is less need for the spreading basins; the study recommends the basins can be 
allowed to revert back to natural habitat.  At a minimum, expansion of the spreading basins 
into the area once occupied by the JPL parking lot is unnecessary — nature can continue its 
work of re-claiming this area with the appropriate plant palette it chooses: buckwheat, sumac, 
sage... no need for  human intervention.   


While the Williams Study recommends retiring the spreading basins completely, this may not 
be practical.  The porosity of the stream appears to have declined since the influx of debris 
from the rain season after the Station Fire.  A phased approach based on measuring the 
percolation capacity of the stream makes sense; as one person working on the ASCP in 2013 
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stated: “It’s not like we cannot measure it...” — the amount of water the stream can absorb.  If, 
for example, the stream can absorb 10 cfs before getting close to the dam, remaining flows up 
to 25 cfs could still be diverted with no need to expand the spreading basins — only 15 cfs 
would be diverted.


Much public concern about the LACFD Clean-out is that mitigation is being done off site; this 
is an admission the basin will be irreparably damaged.  Adopting a science based approach to 
water conservation restores the damaged riparian corridor and frees up other areas for on site 
restoration.  This is preferable to the off site restoration underway for the LACFD Devil’s Gate 
Clean-out project.


The 1967 USDA report states spreading ponds should be vegetated to avoid the problem 
Converse found in their study — silt and compaction reducing percolation rates.  Attention to 
this also opens up the prospect of the remaining spreading ponds being useful for wildlife.  


PWP remain wholly resistant to any consideration of percolating water in the stream and use of 
the dam.  Mr. Takara (Board of Zoning Appeals Meeting March 4, 2015): 


“Co-mingling natural re-charge with the City’s water initiates a conflict between what 
water is actually percolating and what water is being released by the County.”


LACFD are not a party to The Judgment.  If LACFD release flows from the dam Mr. Takara 
asks: 


“... so what water was released?  The City’s water, the natural re-charge water, the 
water from a storm drain?”


This has been a common PWP refrain against restoring natural flows to the Arroyo.


The Converse and Williams studies provide a window to answers.  LACFD allow water to pond 
behind the dam at flows around 50 cfs.  The Williams study estimates the natural stream could 
absorb 25 cfs before water hits the dam.  


If LACFD close the dam gates at 50 cfs, PWP’s maximum allocation of 25 cfs has already been 
absorbed by the stream.  Water ponding behind the dam is water spread “for the general 
good” and has no impact on PWP pumping credit — the stream absorbs PWP’s maximum 
allocation.  


To Mr. Takara’s question “What water was released if LACFD open the dam gates?” the answer 
is: “Not the City’s water” — the stream has already percolated PWP’s allocation “into the 
underground”.


In its adherence to “the law” PWP omit mention of Section II (3) of The Judgment:


“... water diverted for spreading in such facilities cannot be percolated into the Basin 
and escapes therefrom, such quantity of water shall be subtracted from the amount 
diverted for spreading to determine the amount available for re-capture.”


The Williams Study noted that, when full, the spreading basins leak flows back into the stream 
where they are absorbed.  In addition, low summer flows leak out of the settlement basin.  If 
PWP were to adhere to “the law” this leakage should be measured and deducted from their 
pumping credit.  Section II (1) is clear that the diversion is for percolation of water “into the 
underground”; the substantial evaporation that occurs from holding water in surface ponds in 
our hot climate should also be deducted.  
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The picture of the finished Devil’s Gate Clean-out project in LACFD documentation shows a 
blue ribbon of streamflow winding through an alpine like meadow down to the dam.  The image 
is designed to woo the public but under current conditions is fiction.   At the level of flow 
depicted, the stream is diverted by PWP and never gets close to the dam.   However, 
conserving water using natural processes in the basin could make this enticing image 
achievable.  


A similar “artist impression” for the ASCP IS document shows clear water flowing over the new 
diversion dam a mile upstream.  Again, this is a false image.  The new dam is to divert water.  
Only high storm flows will spill over the new diversion dam.


LACFD’s objectives with the Devil’s Gate Clean-out are to restore capacity behind the dam.  
There should also be a commitment to restore hydraulic conductivity to the stream zone.


In summation: 

Benefits from restoring natural flows to the Arroyo Seco include:


1.  Cost savings — using the current spreading basins as overflow eliminates the need to 
expand the existing basins; this, in turn, reduces the cost of construction and annual 
maintenance.


2. Increased pumping credit with no extra cost: measuring the percolation capacity of the 
stream and claiming credit for water “spread in the natural stream” allows for credit during 
all flows.  Currently, PWP cannot claim credit during high flow events as no diversion 
occurs.  PWP has to wait for flows to slow so water is less turbid — this means that during 
and after prolonged periods of high flows PWP claim no pumping credit.  If PWP claims 
credit for all flows up to the percolation capacity of the stream these credits can be issued 
even during high flow storm events.  This will enhance PWP’s pumping credit claims above 
the existing project goals.


3. Water “underground” not evaporating in surface ponds: using the natural stream to 
spread water ensures water percolates “into the underground” as the law requires and is 
not left stagnating and evaporating in ponds.  


4. Restored riparian habitats:  natural flows restored to the Arroyo Seco will lead to 
enhanced riparian habitats.  This will compensate for the loss of riparian habitat close to 
the dam from the LACFD Devil’s Gate clean-out.  Potential environmental impacts of 
diverting all flows into spreading basins goes away.  The type of riparian habitat that would 
emerge — shady areas with white alder and willow, will provide for safe wildlife nursery 
sites that currently do not exist. 


5. On-site mitigation for LACFD Devil’s Gate clean-out — with restored natural flows 
LACFD can focus on “on site” restoration of habitats.  If the spreading basins are used for 
overflow purposes — flows that cannot be absorbed by the stream up to 25 cfs — this 
leaves room for the LACFD Devil’s Gate restoration to occur on site; in particular, in the area 
left by the removal of the old JPL parking lot. 


6. Fish Passage:  much of the public comment around the MND in 2015 lauded the idea of 
creating “fish passage” — this is unrealistic with all flows being diverted into a pipe.  The 
new IS is wise to point out there are no fish currently within the project area.  However, 
restoration of natural flows could make that a possibility.  There is no reason a restored 
natural stream channel could not support a resident fish population above the dam.
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Approach options for a phased restoration of natural flows to the Arroyo Seco:


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


Currently there are two lead agents implementing projects in the Arroyo — LACFD and PWP — 
each fails to look at the Hahamongna watershed as an integrated whole.  The cumulative 
impacts of the ASCP and the Devil’s Gate Clean-out on the Hahamongna basin must be 
considered.  


At all stages of the project there needs to be full consultation with US Fish & Wildlife Services 
as well as California Department of Fish and Wildlife.


There is an imperative, with the increasing fragility of our climate, to work with, not against, the 
natural processes in the basin.   


If the ASCP and Devil’s Gate Clean-out projects continue under their current plans, the concept 
of Hahamongna - flowing water, fruitful valley — will die.  


Please add these comments to the Administrative Record for the project. 
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Diverted water flows into Spreading Basin 1 (left). 


Water outside of the main flow starts to stagnate and grow algae 
(below).  Water quality quickly deteriorates when held in surface 
ponds.

Flows stop at Spreading Basin #5 (below).  At this point, because the spreading basins do not absorb water 
efficiently there is significant stagnation and deterioration in water quality.  


Note:  PWP claims credit for this stagnant water  — this is our “local water supply”.

Photographs taken on April 3 2019 after storm flows receded 
and water was being diverted.

APPENDIX

Photographs taken in the spring of 2019
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Above: Similar flows left in the stream 50 yards 
below the JPL bridge.


Flows are completely absorbed adjacent to 
Spreading Basin #3 (left).  Water quality for flows in 
the stream remains high.


PWP considers this “lost” water.  Under the project 
these flows in the natural stream will be diverted 
into the spreading basins.   
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Photo taken in June 2018.


PWP diverts nearly all summer flows.  Flows sit and stagnate in the sediment basin.  Flows also 
leak back into the stream. 

 

If these flows were left in the stream they would be absorbed well before reaching the dam.  


Leaving flows in the stream would allow the recovery of riparian habitat, provide nursery sites for 
wildlife, and help mitigate the loss of habitat from the LACFD Devil’s Gate Clean-out. 



From: Laura Garrett
To: Ventura, Elisa
Subject: Arroyo Seco Canyon Project
Date: Friday, December 6, 2019 4:41:51 PM

CAUTION: This email was delivered from the Internet. Do not click links or open attachments unless you know the
content is safe.
------------------------

Re: Arroyo Seco Canyon Project EIR Initial Study and Scoping Document

Dear Ms Ventura,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project.
My name is Laura Solomon and I am a concerned stakeholder. As a bird watcher, water conserver, and believer in
the value of wildlife corridors, I am very interested in this project.
I’m concerned that it uses out-of-date strategies and needs to work more closely with natural processes. I urge PWP
to work with nature to restore habitat, not destroy it. Use the conditions already present in the Hahamongna basin to
replenish the aquifer. The basin is already sandy, and therefore is primed for water sinking through the sandy soil
into the ground.
If PWP is determined to use spreading basins, then I urge them to use the spreading basins to create habitat. Plants
are much better at collecting and storing water than basins.
Again, I urge PWP to work with natural processes in this project.
Thank you for your time.
Sincerely,
Laura Solomon
626-437-1867
711 S Mentor Ave
Pasadena, CA 91106

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:purplecow@jps.net
mailto:eventura@cityofpasadena.net
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