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h. Performance standards will be identified and will apply for each special 
status vegetation type. Revegetation shall be considered successful at three 
years if the percent cover and species diversity of the restored and/or created 
habitat areas are similar to percent cover and species diversity of adjacent 
existing habitats, as determined by quantitative testing of existing, restored, 
and created habitat areas. 

In addition, earth-moving equipment shall avoid maneuvering in areas outside the 
construction limits in order to avoid disturbing adjacent habitats. Prior to grading, 
the construction limits shall be identified on the grading plan and established at the 
Project site with appropriate staking and flagging materials. The Contractor shall 
submit a letter to the City of Pasadena verifying that the construction limits have 
been staked and flagged at the Project site. 

MM BIO-5 Mitigation for the loss of jurisdictional resources shall be negotiated with the 
resource agencies during the regulatory permitting process (see RR BIO-1) and 
shall ensure that mitigation to compensate for permanent impacts on jurisdictional 
resources is equivalent or superior to biological functions and values impacted by 
the Project. Potential mitigation options may include: (1) removal of exotic species 
from the Arroyo Seco Canyon or Hahamongna Watershed Park or elsewhere 
within the Arroyo Seco or adjacent watersheds; (2) payment to a mitigation bank 
or regional riparian enhancement program (e.g., invasive plant or wildlife species 
removal); and/or (3) restoration of riparian habitat, including qualifying vegetation 
and trees, either on site or off site at a ratio of no less than 1:1, determined through 
consultation with the USACE, the RWQCB, and the CDFW. The restoration plan 
shall detail the methodology and performance standards, which shall be prepared 
in accordance with requirements specified in permits/agreements issued by the 
USACE, the RWQCB, and the CDFW.  

MM BIO-6 A team of qualified specialists in hydrology and plant and wildlife biology will 
monitor the Arroyo Seco stream and associated riparian habitat from the intake 
structure (i.e. diversion point) downstream to Devil’s Gate Dam. The extent of the 
riparian habitat, including aquatic habitat, will be defined based on field 
observations during the initial site visit. Monitoring will begin with an initial baseline 
assessment to be conducted within six months prior to start of increased 
diversions. Thereafter, monitoring shall continue quarterly for a duration of five 
years. Data will be gathered at fixed points along the stream, and general 
descriptive notes and photos will be taken of the entire stretch. Data will include 
surface flow measurements; subsurface hydrology; surface water extent mapping; 
vegetation mapping; a vegetation health assessment; active channel location 
mapping; and a plant and wildlife habitat suitability assessment (including protocol 
surveys if warranted and necessary to determine presence or absence of species). 
Data from four quarterly visits will be compiled in an annual report. The initial report 
will include a summary of available biological and hydrological historic data for the 
site. Annual reports will also include U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) stream gauge 
data from the Arroyo Seco (upstream of the Project site) and City of Pasadena 
data on diversion amounts within the year. These reports will consider all potential 
contributing factors, including precipitation and hydrologic conditions, flows from 
other managed tributaries, as well as potential maintenance and sediment removal 
activities behind the Devil’s Gate Dam, and focus the reports on that which is 
attributable to the project to the maximum extent feasible. Annual reports will 
conclude with an assessment on the effects of increased diversion and will provide 
recommendations for corrective actions, if deemed necessary to avoid or reduce 
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downstream impacts attributable to the Project. Reports will be submitted to the 
City of Pasadena for review and approval of recommended corrective measures, 
if any. 

Alternatively, if the City chooses not to take corrective measures, the City may 
mitigate for any loss of vegetation at a minimum 1:1 replacement ratio. The City 
shall only be required to mitigate for those impacts attributable to the City’s 
increased diversions. Replacement vegetation shall be in kind; shall be equal to or 
greater than biological value prior to diversion; and shall be located within the 
Arroyo Seco watershed. Vegetation replacement shall mitigate for plant and 
wildlife impacts of the impacted community. Re-vegetated riparian communities 
within Area 1 established as part of the Project may potentially qualify towards 
credit for reduced flow impacts, if credit is available. 

MM BIO-7 Prior to commencement of construction activities, trees not expected to be 
impacted by construction shall be enclosed by barriers such as chain-link fencing 
or orange snow fencing. At a minimum, the barriers will be placed at the outer 
canopy of each tree to be protected in place, and no grade changes will be made 
within the barriers without prior approval by the City. During Project construction, 
a biological monitor will be periodically present to record the number of trees 
actually impacted. If project construction can avoid impacting oak trees, the 
number of replacement trees will be reduced accordingly. 

Cultural Resources  

PDF CUL-1  A temporary bridge will be constructed over Bridge No. 3 prior to the start of 
construction activities in Areas 1 and 2. The temporary bridge will be used for all 
construction vehicles and equipment and will be removed after construction 
activities are completed. 

RR CUL-1 If human remains are encountered during excavation activities, all work is required 
to halt in the immediate vicinity of the discovery and the County Coroner must be 
notified (California Public Resources Code §5097.98). The Coroner is required to 
determine whether the remains are of forensic interest. If the Coroner, with the aid 
of an Archaeologist, determines that the remains are prehistoric, s/he is required 
to contact the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). The NAHC is 
responsible for designating the most likely descendant (MLD), who is responsible 
for the ultimate disposition of the remains, as required by Section 7050.5 of the 
California Health and Safety Code. The MLD is required to make his/her 
recommendation within 48 hours of being granted access to the site. The MLD’s 
recommendation is required to be followed if feasible, and may include scientific 
removal and non-destructive analysis of the human remains and any items 
associated with Native American burials (California Health and Safety Code 
§7050.5). If the landowner rejects the MLD’s recommendations, the landowner is 
required to rebury the remains with appropriate dignity on the property in a location 
that will not be subject to further subsurface disturbance (California Public 
Resources Code §5097.98). 

MM CUL-1 Prior to the start of construction activities in Areas 1 and 2, the cast concrete 
baluster railing of Bridge No. 2 shall be protected from construction activities that 
include the movement of heavy and large motor vehicles and machinery over it to 
gain access to Areas 1 and 2. Each baluster railing, from the bridge deck to the 
top of the railing, shall be clad with solid plywood panels, with a minimum thickness 
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of ¾ inches (or equally effective measures shall be installed) to protect against 
unintentional impacts from passing over the bridge. The plywood barriers shall be 
secured without damaging the balusters or railing.  

The design and construction (and eventual removal) of the protective barriers at 
Bridge No. 2 shall be prepared in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. The plans for the temporary 
barriers shall be reviewed by an architectural historian, historic architect, and 
structural or civil engineer who has experience with the physical components of 
historic bridges. A qualified architectural historian (who meets the Secretary of 
Interior's Professional Qualification Standards) shall be retained to monitor the 
proposed installation and removal of the protective barriers on Bridge No. 2, prior 
to construction. An installation/construction/repair methodology to protect the 
historic resources shall be developed prior to construction activities to ensure that 
the protective measures adequately safeguard Bridge No. 2.  

A pre-construction and a post-construction survey shall be prepared to ensure that 
adverse effects or significant impacts have not occurred to the bridge. The 
installation/construction methodology and post-construction survey shall be 
submitted to the City of Pasadena Department of Planning – Historic Preservation. 

MM CUL-2 Prior to commencement of construction activities within Areas 1 and 2, the design 
and construction (and eventual removal) of the temporary bridge over Bridge No. 
3 shall be prepared in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 
for the Treatment of Historic Properties. The plans for temporary bridge shall be 
reviewed by an architectural historian, historic architect, and structural or civil 
engineer who has experience with the physical components of historic bridges and 
stone walls. A qualified architectural historian (who meets the Secretary of 
Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards) shall be retained to monitor the 
proposed installation/construction and removal plan documents for the temporary 
bridge on Bridge No. 3, prior to the start of construction activities.  

A pre-construction and a post-construction survey shall be prepared to ensure that 
adverse effects or significant impacts have not occurred to the bridge. The 
installation/construction methodology and post-construction survey shall be 
submitted to the City of Pasadena Department of Planning and Community 
Development, Design and Historic Preservation. 

MM CUL-3 Prior to commencement of earthmoving activities, the City shall retain a qualified 
Archaeologist to observe grading activities. The Archaeologist shall be present at 
the pre-grade conference; shall establish procedures for archaeological resource 
surveillance; and shall establish, in cooperation with the Contractor, procedures 
for temporarily halting or redirecting work to permit the sampling, identification, and 
evaluation of the artifacts, as appropriate. Should archaeological resources be 
found during ground-disturbing activities for the Project, the Archaeologist shall 
first determine whether it is a “unique archaeological resource” pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA, i.e., Section 21083.2[g] of the 
California Public Resources Code) or a “historical resource” pursuant to 
Section 15064.5(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines. If the archaeological resource 
is determined to be a “unique archaeological resource” or a “historical resource”, 
the Archaeologist shall formulate a mitigation plan in consultation with the City of 
Pasadena that satisfies the requirements of the above-referenced sections. The 
Archaeologist shall prepare a report of the results of any study prepared as part of 
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a testing or mitigation plan, following guidelines of the California Office of Historic 
Preservation, and s/he shall record the site and submit the recordation form to the 
City of Pasadena and the California Historic Resources Information System 
(CHRIS) at the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) at California 
State University, Fullerton. Work may proceed in other areas of the site, subject to 
the direction of the Archaeologist. 

MM CUL-4 Prior to commencement of earthmoving activities, a qualified Paleontologist shall 
be retained to observe grading activities in native soils that are 5 feet below the 
ground surface or deeper, in paleontologically sensitive sediments, and to conduct 
salvage excavation of paleontological resources, as necessary. The Paleontologist 
shall be present at the pre-grading conference; shall establish procedures for 
paleontological resources surveillance; and shall establish, in cooperation with the 
Contractor, procedures for temporarily halting or redirecting work to permit the 
sampling, identification, and evaluation of any fossils discovered, as appropriate. 
If paleontological resources are discovered, the Paleontologist shall report such 
findings to the City of Pasadena. If paleontological resources are found to be 
significant, the Paleontologist shall determine appropriate actions, in cooperation 
with the City, for exploration and/or salvage. These actions, as well as final 
mitigation and disposition of the resources, shall be subject to the approval of the 
City. All recovered fossils shall be deposited in an accredited institution or 
museum, such as the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County. 

Geology and Soils 

RR GEO-1 Grading, excavation, and construction is required to comply with the City’s Building 
Code (Title 14 of the Pasadena Municipal Code, which incorporates the 2010 
California Building Code), as they relate to site preparation and construction; 
alteration; moving; demolition; repair; use and occupancy of buildings; and 
structures and building service equipment within the City. The California Building 
Code requires the preparation of engineering geologic reports, supplemental 
ground-response reports, and/or geotechnical reports for all new construction; new 
structures on existing sites; and alterations to existing buildings. It also includes 
seismic design criteria and requirements for use in the structural design of 
buildings (i.e., based on seismic hazard maps and the seismic design category) 
and specifies building components that require special seismic certification. 

RR GEO-2 Proposed improvements must be designed and constructed in accordance with 
the recommendations of the Geotechnical Feasibility Report that has been 
prepared for the Project, as required by the City’s Building Code. 

Hazards/Hazardous Materials  

RR HAZ-1 Construction activities are required to comply with existing federal, State, and local 
regulations regarding hazardous material use, storage, disposal, and transport to 
prevent risks to public health and safety. Construction wastes that meet hazardous 
waste criteria must be stored, manifested, transported, and disposed of in 
accordance with the California Code of Regulations (Title 22) and to the 
satisfaction of the Los Angeles County Fire Department, which serves as the local 
Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA). 
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RR HAZ-2 The City shall continue to implement its Emergency Operations Plan, which 
outlines the City’s responses to emergencies associated with natural disasters, 
technological incidents, and national security emergencies. 

MM HAZ-1 The City shall require Construction Contractors to implement the following 
measures: 

• Trucks and equipment entering the site shall be inspected to be free from oil, 
gasoline, or other vehicle fluid leaks. 

• Equipment fueling areas shall be located outside jurisdictional waters as 
identified by the USACE and CDFW. 

• Hazardous materials shall not be stored within the 50-year floodplain for the 
Arroyo Seco. Instead, hazardous materials shall be stored within staging areas 
located away from the Arroyo Seco and shall be removed prior to the start of 
the storm season. 

• All hazardous material spills and contaminated soils shall be excavated 
immediately upon discovery to minimize soil and water contamination and the 
potential of wildlife being poisoned or otherwise harmed. 

• The Contractor shall maintain hazardous materials spill control, containment, 
and cleanup kits of adequate size and materials for potential accidental 
instream spills and releases. 

MM HAZ-2 Should discolored or odorous soils be encountered during grading and excavation 
activities in Area 3, the Contractor shall have a sample of the soils analyzed for the 
presence of contamination. If the results of the testing show that chemical levels 
are present below regulatory levels, grading and excavation activities may proceed 
accordingly. Otherwise, remediation and/or removal of the contaminated soils shall 
be completed prior to continued ground disturbance if chemical levels are above 
regulatory standards. Remediation and/or disposal shall be conducted with the 
oversight of applicable regulatory agencies such as the Los Angeles County Fire 
Department, the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), the 
California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), and/or the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency in compliance with established maximum 
contaminant levels (MCLs). 

MM HAZ-3  The Contractor shall schedule the temporary bridge construction and the access 
road reconstruction in Area 2 so as to shorten the necessary closures of the 
bridges and access road to the extent feasible. The Contractor shall also inform 
the Pasadena Department of Water and Power (PWP), the Pasadena Fire 
Department, the Pasadena Police Department, the Los Angeles County Fire 
Department, and the United States Forest Service (USFS) at least one week in 
advance of the start of construction of the times when work on Bridge  
No. 1/temporary bridge; Bridge No. 3/temporary bridge; and the Gabrielino 
Trail/access road are planned. Any major changes to the schedule shall be 
forwarded to these agencies at least one week prior to the bridge or trail closures.  

MM HAZ-4  The Contractor shall not use, operate, or cause to be operated any internal 
combustion engine that uses hydrocarbon fuel, unless the engine is equipped with 
a spark arrestor and is maintained in effective working order, or the engine is 
constructed, equipped and maintained for the prevention of fire. 



Arroyo Seco Canyon Project 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

 

 
H:\Projects\Carollo (CAR)\J041\Final IS-MND\Final Arroyo Seco IS-MND.docx 1-11 Introduction 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

PDF HYD-1 Habitat restoration proposed in Area 1 will create a more natural riparian corridor 
for the Arroyo Seco and will include recontouring the stream channel; stabilizing 
the bank; revegetating with native plants; creating planting islands; and placing 
woody debris clusters at scattered locations. 

PDF HYD-2 Replacement of the diversion and weir structures in Area 2 and additional 
spreading basins and expansion of the spreading basins in Area 3 will increase 
groundwater recharge using the City’s surface water rights from the Arroyo Seco. 

PDF HYD-3 The proposed restroom in Area 3 will be located outside the 50-year floodplain and 
would be connected to the public sewer system. In addition, trash cans and pet 
waste stations will be provided in Areas 1 and 3 to reduce pollutants that may enter 
the Arroyo Seco. 

RR HYD-1 Prior to the start of construction activities, the Contractor is required to file a 
Permit Registration Document (PRD) with the State Water Resources Control 
Board (SWRCB) in order to obtain coverage under the National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for Storm Water 
Discharges Associated with the Construction and Land Disturbance Activities 
(Order No 2009-009-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002) or the latest approved 
general permit. This permit is required for construction activities (including 
demolition, clearing, grading, and excavation) and other land disturbance activities 
that result in the disturbance of one acre or more of total land area. The PRD 
consists of a Notice of Intent (NOI); a Risk Assessment; a Site Map; a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Program (SWPPP); an annual fee; and a signed certification 
statement. Pursuant to permit requirements, the Contractor must implement Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) in the SWPPP into the Project to reduce or 
eliminate construction-related pollutants in the runoff.  

RR HYD -2 The Contractor is required to comply with SWRCB Order No. 2003-0017-DWQ, 
“General Waste Discharge Requirements for Dredge and Fill Discharges That 
Have Received State Water Quality Certification”, which requires compliance with 
all conditions of the Water Quality Certification issued by the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB). Compliance with the Water Quality Certification 
issued by the RWQCB would ensure that any discharge does not conflict with the 
applicable provisions of Sections 301 (Effluent Limitations), 302 (Water Quality 
Related Effluent Limitations), 303 (Water Quality Standards and Implementation 
Plans), 306 (National Standards of Performance), or 307 (Toxic and Pretreatment 
Effluent Standards) of the Clean Water Act, or any other applicable requirements 
of State law. 

RR HYD-3 Construction activities that will result in discharges of groundwater and dewatering 
that could result in discharges to surface waters are required to comply with the 
effluent limitations, discharge prohibitions, receiving water limitations, and other 
provisions outlined in the Los Angeles RWQCB Order No. R4-2013-0095. This 
Order requires that an NOI be filed with the Los Angeles RWQCB prior to 
dewatering activities and discharge into surface waters; water sampling and 
analysis; implementation of BMPs to prevent water quality degradation; and/or 
treatment of groundwater prior to discharge. The Los Angeles RWQCB reviews 
the NOI and the proposed discharge; authorizes the discharge subject to the 
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requirements in the Order; and prescribes an appropriate monitoring and reporting 
program.  

RR HYD-4 The Contractor is required to comply with the City’s Stormwater Management and 
Discharge Control Ordinance (Chapter 8.7 of the Pasadena Municipal Code), 
which prohibits illicit discharges and connections to the municipal storm water 
system; requires that storm water pollutants be reduced through litter control, 
natural water course protection, and containment of spills; and calls for the 
implementation of BMPs during construction through storm water pollution 
prevention plans (SWPPPs) and standard urban storm water mitigation plans 
(SUSMPs) for new development and major redevelopment.  

RR HYD-5 All new construction and improvements in flood-prone areas are required by the 
City’s Floodplain Management Regulations Ordinance (Chapter 14.27 of the 
Pasadena Municipal Code) to be adequately anchored to prevent flotation, 
collapse, or lateral movement; to be constructed with materials and equipment 
resistant to flood damage; to have utility and service facilities designed and located 
to prevent water from entering; and to provide adequate drainage to reduce 
exposure to flood hazards. 

Land Use and Planning 

RR LU-1  The proposed improvements in Area 3 must be designed and constructed in 
compliance with the Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan (HWMP) and the 
proposed restroom building will require Design Review Approval.  

RR LU-2 The proposed Project will require a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for 
developing/improving recreational facilities in the Open Space zone.  

Mineral Resources 

PDF MIN-1 Large cobbles and boulders exposed in Area 2 will be collected and stockpiled at 
a designated area for future use as trail markers, signs, and other decorative 
purposes. 

RR MIN-1  Excavation activities in Area 3 is required to include the collection of arroyo stone 
for use in structures, signs, walls, and other improvements in accordance with the 
Arroyo Seco Design Guidelines, subject to the review and approval of the City’s 
Planning Division. 

Noise 

RR NOI-1 In accordance with Section 9.36.070 of the City of Pasadena Municipal Code, the 
Contractor is required to limit noise-generating construction activities to between 
the hours of 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM Monday through Friday and between the hours 
of 8:00 AM and 5:00 PM Saturday in or within 500 feet of a residential district. No 
noise-generating construction activities shall be conducted on Sundays and 
federal holidays.  
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MM NOI-1 The Contractor shall implement the following noise-reduction measures during all 
construction activities:  

• Equip all construction equipment (fixed or mobile) with properly operating and 
maintained mufflers, consistent with or exceeding manufacturers’ standards. 

• Ensure that construction equipment engine enclosures and covers, as 
provided by manufacturers, shall be in place during operation. 

• Place all stationary construction equipment so that the equipment is as far as 
feasible from noise-sensitive receptors and so that the emitted noise is directed 
away from the noise-sensitive receptors. 

• Locate equipment and materials staging in areas that will create the greatest 
distance between staging area noise sources and noise-sensitive receptors 
during Project construction. 

• Ensure that construction equipment is shut down when not in use. 

• Limit haul truck deliveries to the same hours specified for the operation of 
construction equipment. 

Public Services 

RR PS-1 Proposed improvements are required to be designed and constructed in 
accordance with the Pasadena Fire Prevention Code (Chapter 14.28 of the City’s 
Municipal Code), which adopts the California Fire Code with changes and 
additions to the adopted code. 

Recreation 

MM REC-1  Prior to the closure of recreational trails for public use, the Construction Contractor 
shall post signs at the parking lots and trail entrances providing at least one week 
of advanced notice of the dates and times of planned trail closures. The trails shall 
be closed no more than 5 consecutive days in non-emergency circumstances. In 
addition to the closure notice, the Contractor shall provide directions to the nearest 
trails in the surrounding areas that would be open for public use at the times when 
the trails are closed. 

Transportation/Traffic 

PDF TRA-1 During the construction phase, a temporary access road will be maintained in Area 
3 prior to the availability of the permanent access road, to provide continued 
vehicle access to the Jet Propulsion Laboratory (JPL) campus via the JPL Bridge. 
During construction activities in Area 3, the temporary access road will be available 
for use by JPL employees and visitors during the working weekdays, but the 
access road will be restricted at other times. 

RR TRA-1 Construction activities are required to be conducted in accordance with the 
Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction (Greenbook) and the City’s 
Supplements and Modifications to the Greenbook to maintain access to all parcels 
in and near the construction sites. This includes notification of residents and 
businesses affected by the road work; utility agencies with facilities in the area; the 
Pasadena Fire and Police Departments; and other emergency service providers. 
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The Greenbook also requires that access be made available at the end of each 
workday. 

RR TRA-2 Temporary traffic control devices and methods used during construction are 
required to conform to the requirements of the latest edition of the Manual on 
Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) and the California Supplement to the 
MUTCD. The Contractor shall provide traffic tapers, traffic control devices, 
barricading, and signs necessary to ensure driver awareness and safety in 
construction areas and to assist fire and law enforcement personnel. 

MM TRA-1  During construction activities in Areas 1, 2 and 3, all Contractors shall schedule 
the arrival and departure of the construction equipment, and construction trucks 
outside the AM peak hours of 7:30 AM to 8:30 AM and the PM peak hours of  
4:30 PM to 5:30 PM. In addition, trucks transporting sediment and debris from the 
site shall travel to and from the site outside the AM and PM peak hours. 

MM TRA-2  During construction activities in Areas 1 and 2, use of Bridge No. 1, Bridge No. 3, 
and the Gabrielino Trail/access road by hikers, bicyclists and equestrians shall be 
limited or prohibited when work on the temporary bridges and Gabrielino 
Trail/access road is ongoing. Flagpersons and/or other safety procedures shall be 
used as necessary to ensure the safety of recreational users. 

MM TRA-3  Prior to the start of construction, the Construction Contractor shall provide written 
notice to the USFS and residences at the Ranger Station of the anticipated 
construction schedule, stating that access may be temporarily obstructed on an 
intermittent basis and providing a schedule of anticipated closures. In order to 
ensure that emergency vehicles would not be obstructed at any time, any 
temporary obstructions to the Gabrielino Trail/access road that could hinder 
emergency vehicular access shall be mobile and able to be removed from the 
roadway immediately upon notice from emergency responders. 

Utilities and Service Systems 

RR UTIL-1 The Contractor shall comply with the City’s Construction and Demolition Waste 
Management Ordinance (Chapter 8.62 of the Pasadena Municipal Code), which 
requires preparation and implementation of a Waste Management Plan that shows 
how at least 50 percent of construction and demolition debris would be diverted 
away from landfills. The Waste Management Plan shall be subject to City approval 
prior to the start of construction activities, and the Contractor shall provide monthly 
reports to demonstrate compliance during the construction phase. 

Cumulative Traffic 

MM CUM-1  The Contractor for the Arroyo Seco Canyon Project shall coordinate with the  
Los Angeles County Department of Public Works and their contractor for the 
sediment removal activities at Devil’s Gate Reservoir on the schedule of trucks 
coming to and from Scholl Canyon Landfill, such that the Project’s truck traffic 
avoids the AM and PM peak hours to reduce conflict with local traffic and so that 
truck arrival times are staggered between the two projects to avoid queuing on 
Figueroa Street and on the State Route 134 on- and off-ramps.  
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SECTION 2.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

2.1 PROJECT LOCATION 

The Project site is located within the Arroyo Seco Watershed, which is a subwatershed of the 
larger Los Angeles River Watershed. The Arroyo Seco is a perennial creek, which means there 
is generally flowing water year-round, but the flow is below the surface (underground) in some 
locations. Creek flows that originate in the San Gabriel Mountains continue to flow south through 
the cities of Pasadena, South Pasadena and Los Angeles, before joining the Los Angeles River 
just east of Elysian Park and west of the Interstate (I) 5/I-110 Interchange. Within the City of 
Pasadena, the Arroyo Seco passes through three distinct recreational areas: (1) Upper Arroyo 
Seco, containing Hahamongna Watershed Park and Devil’s Gate Dam; (2) Central Arroyo Seco, 
containing the Brookside Golf Course and Rose Bowl; and (3) Lower Arroyo Seco, containing an 
archery range, casting pond, and Memorial Grove. The Project proposes new facilities and 
improvements in the Upper Arroyo Seco (in the City of Pasadena on land owned by the City) and 
sewer line connection to the JPL campus in the City of La Cañada Flintridge through the JPL 
Bridge. Exhibit 2-1, Regional Location and Local Vicinity Map, shows the location of the Arroyo 
Seco in the City of Pasadena.  

The Project site can be accessed via I-210 by exiting Windsor Avenue and traveling northward 
for approximately 0.8 mile to its intersection with Ventura Street. From this intersection, the JPL 
East Parking Lot is located approximately 0.27 mile north along Explorer Road, which can be 
accessed by walking, bicycling, driving, or by horse. 

The Project site consists of three primary areas: Area 1, Arroyo Seco Headworks; Area 2, Arroyo 
Seco Intake; and Area 3, JPL East Parking Lot. These 3 areas are connected together by the 
Gabrielino Trail, which serves as a recreational trail and the access road for City of Pasadena 
and United States Forest Service (USFS) vehicles heading into the Arroyo Seco Canyon. The 
locations of the three areas where improvements are proposed are described below and shown 
on Exhibit 2-2, Project Location Areas 1, 2, and 3.  

2.2 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The Arroyo Seco is an important source of water supply for the City of Pasadena. The City owns 
the right to divert up to 25 cubic feet per second (cfs) of surface water from the Arroyo Seco and 
its tributaries into the City’s spreading basins located along the east side of the Devil’s Gate 
Reservoir, upstream of Devil’s Gate Dam. An additional 7 cfs of surface water rights from Millard 
Creek (which is a tributary to the Arroyo Seco) are held by the Lincoln Avenue Water Company 
(LAWC). PWP and LAWC use the surface water to recharge the underlying Monk Hill Subbasin 
(a sub-aquifer of the Raymond Basin) for groundwater well extraction. 

PWP currently operates several structures in the Arroyo Seco Canyon that capture and convey 
stream water to a series of groundwater recharge basins that are located adjacent to the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration’s (NASA’s) JPL. These facilities include the Arroyo Seco 
Headworks structure and adjacent sedimentation basins, the Arroyo Seco Intake Dam, and the 
associated pipelines that convey water to the existing spreading basins. A large number of these 
facilities were entirely or severely damaged due to debris flows in 2010 subsequent to the 2009 
Station Fire.  
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2.2.1 HYDROLOGY AND DRAINAGE 

Natural Drainage 

The Arroyo Seco Watershed includes approximately 47 square miles of land and is generally 
divided by the Devil’s Gate Dam into the upper and lower watersheds. The drainage area north 
of the Dam is approximately 32 square miles. Numerous tributary streams within the San Gabriel 
Mountains contribute flows to the Arroyo Seco, including Colby Canyon, Little Bear Canyon, Bear 
Canyon, Long Canyon, Dark Canyon, Brown Canyon, Pine Canyon, Falls Canyon, Fern Canyon, 
El Prieto Canyon, and Millard Canyon.  

Water flow within the Arroyo Seco is perennial, but can be highly variable due to seasonal rains, 
with the majority of rain events occurring between November and April. During drought and/or dry 
summer months, the stream flows can drop below the surface in areas with deeper alluvial 
deposits, such as in Hahamongna Watershed Park (HWP). Between 1990 and 2011, flows in the 
Arroyo Seco varied significantly and ranged from 471 acre-feet in 2002 to 37,888 acre-feet in 
2005. Based on the results of a hydrologic study of the entire Arroyo Seco Watershed  
conducted by the Los Angeles County Flood Control District (LACFCD), the 2-year, 5-year,  
10-year, and 50-year peak storm flows at the existing diversion structure in Area 2 were estimated 
to be 2,200, 4,100, 5,500 and 8,400 cfs, respectively. The 100-year storm event is estimated to 
generate 10,010 cfs (Carollo 2013).  

In addition to highly variable stream flows, the San Gabriel Mountains are very erodible and 
regularly deposit alluvium, including large boulders, eroded rocks, cobbles, gravels, and coarse 
to fine sandy soils, into the stream course. Large amounts of sediment are deposited into the 
Arroyo Seco following large storm events and particularly after wildfires. During large storm 
events, flows could have four times more sediment load than during average years. Large storm 
events with sediment-laden flows are historically allowed to bypass the City’s flood control 
facilities and continue downstream into the Devil’s Gate Reservoir. However, due to the 2009 
Station Fire and destruction of vegetation in upstream watershed areas, a large number of these 
facilities were entirely or significantly damaged due to the subsequent sediment flows. 
Additionally, the streambed was altered and filled with debris (e.g., sediment, vegetative/woody 
materials, and rocks/cobbles) in many places. 

Existing Drainage Facilities 

The Project site can be divided into three primary areas: Area 1 - Arroyo Seco Headworks;  
Area 2 - Arroyo Seco Intake; and Area 3 - JPL East Parking Lot. 

Area 1 – Arroyo Seco Headworks 

Area 1 is the northernmost and farthest upstream area, and is located approximately 0.7 mile 
north and upstream of the JPL East Parking Lot. This area is primarily located in the low- to mid-
level floodplain of the Arroyo Seco and features a bend in the stream course. It includes the 
existing Headworks structure across the stream; an approximate 1,000-foot portion of the Arroyo 
Seco streambed and associated sedimentation basins; naturally vegetated areas; and the 
Gabrielino Trail. A chain-link fence runs along the western edge of the trail from Area 1 to Area 2. 

The Arroyo Seco Headworks structure was designed to divert flows into adjacent sedimentation 
basins to reduce the amount of suspended solids in the stream flow. The natural stream channel 
around the Headworks and sedimentation basins were substantially altered due to the debris 
flows following the 2009 Station Fire, thus rendering the facilities inoperable. The USFS Ranger 
Station, which includes three dwelling units providing housing for USFS Rangers, is located just 
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east of the Gabrielino Trail. An aerial photograph of Area 1 is depicted in Exhibit 2-3a,  
Area 1 – Arroyo Seco Headworks.  

Area 2 – Arroyo Seco Intake 

Area 2 is located approximately 0.3 mile downstream from the Arroyo Seco Headworks and  
0.4 mile upstream from the JPL East Parking Lot. The primary structures in Area 2 include the 
diversion structure and intake structure, an equipment building, the Gabrielino Trail, and a historic 
bridge (Bridge No. 3) over the Arroyo Seco.  

The diversion structure has historically diverted streamflows into the intake structure, which was 
designed to accommodate up to approximately 25 cfs of water. Upon entering the intake, the 
water is piped downstream approximately 3,000 feet to the PWP’s spreading basins. The 
diversion structure consists of an approximate nine-foot high reinforced concrete retaining wall on 
the east bank of the stream. Near the downstream end of the retaining wall is a reinforced 
concrete weir that extends above the streambed roughly two feet, and generally does not support 
diversion of water at higher flows.2 The diversion structure and intake structure were slightly 
damaged due to the debris flows following the 2009 Station Fire. Since then, the structures were 
repaired and placed back into service.  

There is a small building pad north of the intake structure that previously supported an equipment 
building on the east side of the Gabrielino Trail/access road. There is another equipment building 
south of the intake structure and east of the Gabrielino Trail/access road. Approximately 150 feet 
of the Gabrielino Trail’s protective embankment between the diversion structure and Bridge  
No. 3 has eroded, causing the edge of the paved road to break and fall apart. Currently, K-rails 
are used as a temporary means to prevent vehicle or foot traffic from approaching the drop-off 
adjacent to the trail. An aerial photograph of Area 2 is depicted in Exhibit 2-3b, Area 2 – Arroyo 
Seco Intake.  

Millard Creek joins the Arroyo Seco approximately 0.25 mile south of the Arroyo Seco Intake and 
0.15 mile north of the JPL East Parking Lot. There was an intake structure at this location that 
was completely damaged by floods after the 2009 Station Fire, but no new intake structure is 
proposed in this area. Bridge No. 1 spans Millard Creek and Bridge No. 2 crosses the Arroyo 
Seco just north of the Millard Creek confluence. South of this confluence and approximately  
600 feet north of the JPL East Parking Lot is an area that may be used as a temporary staging 
site for construction activities. Construction materials, equipment, and vehicles may be 
temporarily located in this area during construction activities in Areas 1 and 2. An aerial 
photograph of this area is depicted in Exhibit 2-3c, Temporary Staging Area. All areas contained 
within the boundaries of the Study Area, as discussed in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, may 
also be used for construction staging activities.  

Area 3 – JPL East Parking Lot 

Area 3 includes the JPL East Parking Lot, adjacent City-owned spreading basins, and the access 
bridge that connects the Parking Lot to the NASA JPL Campus to the west. The Parking Lot is 
approximately 9.6 acres and contains 1,132 parking spaces that NASA JPL has leased from the 
City since 1960; these are restricted for use by NASA JPL employees and visitors. The Parking 
Lot is accessed from Explorer Road, which begins near the intersection of Windsor Avenue and 
Ventura Street, and travels through the Parking Lot northward to the access bridge. The 
Gabrielino Trail runs parallel to and east of the Parking Lot and also serves as a maintenance 
                                                 
2  As stream flows increase during runoff events or seasonally higher water, the bed load is trapped on the upstream 

side of the weir, directing sediment into the intake. These sediments clog the intake and require maintenance that 
stops water diversion and groundwater recharge. 
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mitigation plan for any discovered unique archaeological resource or historical resource. Impacts 
on archaeological resources would be less than significant with implementation of MM CUL-3.  

Impact Comparison with Arroyo Seco Master EIR. The Master EIR for the Arroyo Seco Master 
Plan identified potentially significant impacts to known and unknown archaeological resources 
and included mitigation measures (Measure Cultural-2 and Measure Cultural-3) to reduce 
significant impacts to these resources. Measure Cultural-2 calls for monitoring around CA-LAN-
26, which is located in the Central Arroyo Seco, and thus, this measure would not be applicable 
to the Project. Measure Cultural-3 requires archaeological monitoring during grading of native 
soils during construction of the surface parking areas, restrooms, Johnson Field expansion, and 
new trails in the HWP. Since the parking lot in Area 3 would have been removed before 
construction of the new parking lot occurs, no monitoring is proposed. However, MM CUL-3 will 
be implemented for improvements in Area 3 and this MM is similar to and therefore replaces 
Measure Cultural-3.  

The Master EIR for the Arroyo Seco Master Plan also identified potential impacts to unknown 
Native American resources from grading activities associated with construction of the surface 
parking areas, restrooms, and Johnson Field expansion in the HWP. The Master EIR included 
Measure Cultural-4 for a Native American Monitor to observe grading activities. The Phase I 
Cultural Resources Assessment for this Project indicates that the Project site is highly disturbed 
due to continuous flows in the Arroyo Seco and past disturbance of adjacent areas; the field 
survey did not uncover archaeological resources; but due to cultural sensitivity within the area, 
archeological monitoring is recommended. Consultation with Native American tribes was 
conducted as part of the Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment and the response from the 
Gabrielino Tongva Indians of California Tribal Council did not express the need for a Native 
American Monitor. However, MM CUL-3 is recommended and requires monitoring of earthmoving 
activities for archaeological resources. The City has the option to have a Native American Monitor 
observe grading and excavation activities in Area 3, if local tribes express a need or deem it 
appropriate. 

c) Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource 
or site or unique geologic feature?  

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation.  

Areas 1, 2 and 3 Impacts. Ground disturbance would occur at the stream bottom, which is 
overlain by recent alluvial material deposited by stream flows and generally does not contain fossil 
resources. The areas underlain by granitic bedrock also have no paleontological sensitivity. At 
the edges of the stream is older alluvium that may have limited potential for paleontological 
resources.  

While no paleontological resources were observed on the surface of the Project site, underlying 
older Quaternary fluvial deposits may well contain significant vertebrate fossils. Thus, while 
excavation less than five feet in depth is not likely to disturb paleontological resources, deeper 
excavations (over five feet in depth), which are associated with excavation of the spreading 
basins, could expose paleontological resources that have the potential to be damaged by heavy 
equipment, which would be a significant impact. In order to avoid impacts to paleontological 
resources, MM CUL-4 requires that a qualified Paleontologist (one with training in the recognition 
of paleontological resources) shall be retained to observe grading activities in paleontologically 
sensitive sediments and conduct salvage excavation of paleontological resources as necessary. 
Any discovered resources would be evaluated for significance and appropriate exploration, 
salvage, and curation. Impacts on paleontological resources would be less than significant after 
mitigation. 
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Impact Comparison with Arroyo Seco Master EIR. The Master EIR for the Arroyo Seco  
Master Plan identified potentially significant impacts to cultural resources and included Measure 
Cultural-1 to reduce significant impacts to paleontological resources from construction of the Flint 
Wash Bridge, the north bridge, and public restrooms in the HWP. While the Project does not 
propose Flint Wash bridge or the north bridge, it includes construction of a restroom in Area 3.  
MM CUL-4 will be implemented during construction activities and includes the same requirements 
outlined in Measure Cultural-1.  

d) Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of 
formal cemeteries? 

Less Than Significant Impact. 

Areas 1, 2, and 3 Impacts. While human remains have been found in the Project area, the 
records search and field survey indicate no evidence of human remains on or near the Arroyo 
Seco. In the unlikely event of an unanticipated encounter with human remains, the California 
Health and Safety Code and the California Public Resources Code require that any activity in the 
area of a potential find be halted and the Los Angeles County Coroner be notified, as described 
in RR CUL-1. There would be less than significant adverse impacts to human remains with 
compliance with RR CUL-1. No mitigation is required. 

Impact Comparison with Arroyo Seco Master EIR. The Master EIR for the Arroyo Seco Master 
Plan identified potential impacts to human remains during construction activities for surface 
parking areas, public restrooms, and Johnson Field expansion in the HWP. The Master EIR 
included Measure Cultural-5 for the construction briefing of the foreman and all personnel 
regarding the need to notify the County Coroner and stop excavation and disturbance of the site 
in accordance with Section 5097.98 of the California Public Resources Code. As discussed 
above, the Project would comply with RR CUL-1, which is equivalent to Measure Cultural-5. 

4.5.3 MITIGATION MEASURES  

MM CUL-1 Prior to the start of construction activities in Areas 1 and 2, the cast concrete 
baluster railing of Bridge No. 2 shall be protected from construction activities that 
include the movement of heavy and large motor vehicles and machinery over it to 
gain access to Areas 1 and 2. Each baluster railing, from the bridge deck to the 
top of the railing, shall be clad with solid plywood panels, with a minimum thickness 
of ¾ inches (or equally effective measures shall be installed) to protect against 
unintentional impacts from passing over the bridge. The plywood barriers shall be 
secured without damaging the balusters or railing.  

The design and construction (and eventual removal) of the protective barriers at 
Bridge No. 2 shall be prepared in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. The plans for the temporary 
barriers shall be reviewed by an architectural historian, historic architect, and 
structural or civil engineer who has experience with the physical components of 
historic bridges. A qualified architectural historian (who meets the Secretary of 
Interior's Professional Qualification Standards) shall be retained to monitor the 
proposed installation and removal of the protective barriers on Bridge No. 2, prior 
to construction. An installation/construction/repair methodology to protect the 
historic resources shall be developed prior to construction activities to ensure that 
the protective measures adequately safeguard Bridge No. 2.  
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A pre-construction and a post-construction survey shall be prepared to ensure that 
adverse effects or significant impacts have not occurred to the bridge. The 
installation/construction methodology and post-construction survey shall be 
submitted to the City of Pasadena Department of Planning – Historic Preservation. 

MM CUL-2 Prior to commencement of construction activities within Areas 1 and 2, the design 
and construction (and eventual removal) of the temporary bridge over Bridge  
No. 3 shall be prepared in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. The plans for temporary bridge 
shall be reviewed by an architectural historian, historic architect, and structural or 
civil engineer who has experience with the physical components of historic bridges 
and stone walls. A qualified architectural historian (who meets the Secretary of 
Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards) shall be retained to monitor the 
proposed installation/construction and removal plan documents for the temporary 
bridge on Bridge No. 3, prior to the start of construction activities.  

A pre-construction and a post-construction survey shall be prepared to ensure that 
adverse effects or significant impacts have not occurred to the bridge. The 
installation/construction methodology and post-construction survey shall be 
submitted to the City of Pasadena Department of Planning and Community 
Development, Design and Historic Preservation. 

MM CUL-3 Prior to commencement of earthmoving activities, the City shall retain a qualified 
Archaeologist to observe grading activities. The Archaeologist shall be present at 
the pre-grade conference; shall establish procedures for archaeological resource 
surveillance; and shall establish, in cooperation with the Contractor, procedures 
for temporarily halting or redirecting work to permit the sampling, identification, and 
evaluation of the artifacts, as appropriate. Should archaeological resources be 
found during ground-disturbing activities for the Project, the Archaeologist shall 
first determine whether it is a “unique archaeological resource” pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA, i.e., Section 21083.2[g] of the 
California Public Resources Code) or a “historical resource” pursuant to 
Section 15064.5(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines. If the archaeological resource 
is determined to be a “unique archaeological resource” or a “historical resource”, 
the Archaeologist shall formulate a mitigation plan in consultation with the City of 
Pasadena that satisfies the requirements of the above-referenced sections. The 
Archaeologist shall prepare a report of the results of any study prepared as part of 
a testing or mitigation plan, following guidelines of the California Office of Historic 
Preservation, and s/he shall record the site and submit the recordation form to the 
City of Pasadena and the California Historic Resources Information System 
(CHRIS) at the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) at California 
State University, Fullerton. Work may proceed in other areas of the site, subject to 
the direction of the Archaeologist. 

MM CUL-4 Prior to commencement of earthmoving activities, a qualified Paleontologist shall 
be retained to observe grading activities in native soils that are 5 feet below the 
ground surface or deeper, in paleontologically sensitive sediments, and to conduct 
salvage excavation of paleontological resources, as necessary. The Paleontologist 
shall be present at the pre-grading conference; shall establish procedures for 
paleontological resources surveillance; and shall establish, in cooperation with the 
Contractor, procedures for temporarily halting or redirecting work to permit the 
sampling, identification, and evaluation of any fossils discovered, as appropriate. 
If paleontological resources are discovered, the Paleontologist shall report such 
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findings to the City of Pasadena. If paleontological resources are found to be 
significant, the Paleontologist shall determine appropriate actions, in cooperation 
with the City, for exploration and/or salvage. These actions, as well as final 
mitigation and disposition of the resources, shall be subject to the approval of the 
City. All recovered fossils shall be deposited in an accredited institution or 
museum, such as the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County. 
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4.6 ENERGY Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

a) Conflict with adopted energy conservation plans     

b) Use non-renewable resources in a wasteful and 
inefficient manner?     

4.6.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The Project site currently uses minimal energy, with no energy use in Areas 1 and 2. Area 3 is 
developed with the JPL East Parking Lot and lights at the parking lot utilize electrical energy when 
in use during the nighttime hours. There is also an electrical charging station in Area 3 for electric 
vehicles. However, JPL will be removing these lights and all on-site improvements as part of their 
lease termination, except for the asphalt on a temporary access road through Area 3. Electrical 
energy is also used for the basin metering in the spreading basins.  

4.6.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Impact Discussion 

a) Would the project conflict with adopted energy conservation plans? 

No Impact. 

Areas 1, 2 and 3 Impacts. The Project would have minimal demand for electrical energy. Sources 
of new energy demands resulting from Project implementation include the proposed control 
equipment enclosure and weir in Area 2 and the proposed restroom, guard station, irrigation 
system for planters within the parking lot, and basin metering in Area 3. Electricity would be 
provided to Area 2 via an existing electrical connection at an existing equipment building, so no 
new infrastructure is required. Electricity would be provided to Area 3 via the existing electrical 
infrastructure formerly used to power the parking lot lighting, and no new infrastructure is required. 
The temporary irrigation system in Area 1 would utilize a battery system. No demand for natural 
gas would be created by the Project. The elimination of the existing JPL East Parking Lot lighting 
and reductions in demand for State Water Project water deliveries due to increased groundwater 
recharge would help partially off-set new Project-related electrical demand. Therefore, although 
the Project would result in a slight increase in overall electrical usage, no new infrastructure would 
be required and any new electrical connections would be constructed in accordance with the 
City’s Building Code (RR GEO-1). There would be no conflict with an adopted energy 
conservation plan would occur and no mitigation is required. 

Impact Comparison with Arroyo Seco Master EIR. The Master EIR for the Arroyo Seco Master 
Plan did not address impacts related to Energy. 
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existing structures, restrooms, surface parking areas, passive recreation facilities, and habitat 
restoration projects) would not expose people or property to significant risk for geologic hazards.  

c) Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would 
become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in onsite or offsite 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? 

d) Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the 
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property? 

Less Than Significant Impact. 

Areas 1, 2 and 3 Impacts. The Project site may contain collapsible soils due to its location within 
and near the Arroyo Seco stream channel. Groundwater extraction wells in the general vicinity of 
Area 3 may also make this area susceptible to subsidence, although no significant regional 
subsidence has occurred in the City. The proposed spreading basins in Area 3 would increase 
recharge of the Monk Hill Subbasin of the Raymond Groundwater Basin. With only  
60 percent of the recharge water pumped out, the Project would decrease the potential for 
subsidence. 

To determine geologic hazards at the Project site, soil borings were made at the three areas to 
identify surface and subsurface soils and their characteristics. The Geotechnical Feasibility Study 
Report summarizes the findings of the soil analyses, which include geologic, seismic, and flood 
hazards, percolation testing, and slope stability. The report states that near surface soils in  
Areas 1 and 3 have a “Very Low” expansion potential (no soil expansion analysis was made for 
near surface soils in Area 2). The report includes seismic design parameters and 
recommendations for retaining walls, foundations, slabs-on-grade, soil corrosivity, site drainage, 
earthwork and site grading, pipeline backfill, temporary excavations, pavements, and other 
geotechnical considerations. Compliance with these recommendations (RR GEO-2) would 
address the geologic hazards that are present on the site.  

The temporary bridges in and near Area 2 are required to be designed and constructed in 
accordance with the City’s Building Code (RR GEO-1) and the recommendations of the 
geotechnical investigation that would be prepared for the bridges (RR GEO-2). This would avoid 
hazards associated with unstable soils, collapsible soils, expansive soils and/or other geologic 
hazards. Impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Impact Comparison with Arroyo Seco Master EIR. The Master EIR for the Arroyo Seco Master 
Plan identified geologic hazards, including liquefaction, that may affect the water conservation 
pool, spreading basins, lakes, and utility line replacement and relocation proposed in the HWP. 
Measure Geology-2 called for the conservation pool, spreading basins, and lakes in the HWP to 
comply with all existing pertinent building codes and regulations; for geologic and geotechnical 
investigations for these improvements; and for remediation measures to minimize risks. Measure 
Geology-3 called for the replacement and relocation of utilities in the HWP to comply with all 
existing pertinent building codes and regulations; for geologic and geotechnical investigations for 
these improvements; and for remediation measures to minimize risks. RR GEO-1 and  
RR GEO-2 (similar to Measure Geology-2 and Measure Geology-3) would be implemented as 
part of the proposed spreading basins and utility improvements in Area 3.  
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e) Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic 
tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available 
for the disposal of waste water? 

No Impact.  

Areas 1, 2 and 3 Impacts. The proposed restroom in Area 3 would not include the construction 
of septic tanks or seepage pits/fields. Instead, the restroom would be connected to an existing 
sewer line on the JPL campus. The construction crew would be served by portable toilets that 
would be brought to the site at the start of Project construction. These portable toilets would be 
regularly cleaned out and removed at the end of construction. Therefore, no impacts related to 
the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems would occur with the Project 
and no mitigation is required. 

Impact Comparison with Arroyo Seco Master EIR. The Master EIR for the Arroyo Seco Master 
Plan included mitigation that called for the construction of a wastewater system to serve the HWP 
to be completed prior to the construction and renovation of restrooms. However, the Master EIR 
considered the connection of the new restroom in Area 3 to the sewer line at the JPL campus, 
which is being proposed by the Project.  

4.7.3 MITIGATION MEASURES 

There would be no significant adverse impacts related to geology and soils with compliance with 
RR GEO-1 and RR GEO-2; therefore, no mitigation measures are required. 
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4.8 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment? 

    

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases? 

    

4.8.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Climate change refers to any significant change in temperature, precipitation, or wind patterns 
over a period of time. Climate change may result from natural factors, natural processes, and 
human activities that change the composition of the atmosphere and alter the surface and 
features of the land. Significant changes in global climate patterns have recently been associated 
with global warming, which is an average increase in the temperature of the atmosphere near the 
Earth’s surface; this is attributed to an accumulation of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in the 
atmosphere. GHGs trap heat in the atmosphere which, in turn, increases the Earth’s surface 
temperature. Some GHGs occur naturally and are emitted to the atmosphere through natural 
processes, while others are created and emitted solely through human activities. The emission of 
GHGs through fossil fuel combustion in conjunction with other human activities appears to be 
closely associated with global warming. 

GHGs, as defined under California’s Assembly Bill (AB) 32, include carbon dioxide (CO2), 
methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and 
sulfur hexafluoride (SF6). General discussions on climate change often include water vapor, 
ozone, and aerosols in the GHG category. Water vapor and atmospheric ozone are not gases 
that are formed directly in the construction or operation of development projects, nor can they be 
controlled in these projects. Aerosols are not gases. While these elements have a role in climate 
change, they are not considered by either regulatory bodies, such as CARB, or climate change 
groups, such as the Climate Registry, as gases to be reported or analyzed for control. Therefore, 
no further discussion of water vapor, ozone, or aerosols is provided. 

GHGs vary widely in the power of their climatic effects; therefore, climate scientists have 
established a unit called global warming potential (GWP). The GWP of a gas is a measure of both 
potency and lifespan in the atmosphere as compared to CO2. For example, since CH4 and N2O 
are approximately 25 and 298 times more powerful than CO2, respectively, in their ability to trap 
heat in the atmosphere, they have GWPs of 25 and 298, respectively (CO2 has a GWP of 1). 
Carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) is a quantity that enables all GHG emissions to be considered 
as a group despite their varying GWPs. The GWP of each GHG is multiplied by the prevalence 
of that gas to produce CO2e. The atmospheric lifetime and GWP of selected GHGs are 
summarized in Table 4.8-1, Global Warming Potentials and Atmospheric Lifetimes.  
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TABLE 4.8-1 
GLOBAL WARMING POTENTIALS AND ATMOSPHERIC LIFETIMES 

Greenhouse Gas 
Atmospheric Lifetime 

(years) 

Global Warming 
Potential 

(100-year time horizon) 
Carbon Dioxide (CO2) 50.0–200.0 1 
Methane (CH4) 12.0  25 
Nitrous Oxide (N2O) 114.0 298 
HFC-134a  14 1,430 
PFC: Tetrafluoromethane (CF4) 50,000.0 7,390 
PFC: Hexafluoroethane (C2F6) 10,000.0 12,200 
Sulfur Hexafluoride (SF6) 3,200.0 22,800 
HFC: hydrofluorocarbons; PFC: perfluorocarbons 

Source: IPCC 2007. 

 
Assembly Bill 32 – the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 

AB 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, recognizes that California is the 
source of substantial amounts of GHG emissions. The statute states that: 

Global warming poses a serious threat to the economic well being, public health, 
natural resources, and the environment of California. The potential adverse 
impacts of global warming include the exacerbation of air quality problems, a 
reduction in the quality and supply of water to the state from the Sierra snowpack, 
a rise in sea levels resulting in the displacement of thousands of coastal 
businesses and residences, damage to marine ecosystems and the natural 
environment, and an increase in the incidences of infectious diseases, asthma, 
and other human health-related problems.  

In order to avert these consequences, AB 32 establishes a State goal of reducing GHG emissions 
to 1990 levels by the year 2020, which is a reduction of approximately 16 percent from forecasted 
emission levels, with further reductions to follow (CARB 2011). 

City of Pasadena General Plan 

The City is in the process of updating its General Plan, and adopted the Open Space and 
Conservation Element in January 2012. The Open Space and Conservation Element summarizes 
greenhouse gas issues and outlines goals and policies that will reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions. It states, “In the City of Pasadena, the primary tool to address greenhouse gases is 
the Mobility Element of the General Plan. The City is in the midst of a major update to the Mobility 
Element. The updated plan will introduce sustainable transportation and circulation goals and 
policies to encourage non-automotive alternatives for residents and visitors to move about the 
City” (City of Pasadena 2012a). 
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4.8.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Impact Discussion 

a) Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, 
that may have a significant impact on the environment? 

Less than Significant Impact. 

Areas 1, 2 and 3 Impacts. In developing methods for GHG impact analysis, there have been 
suggestions of quantitative thresholds, often referred to as screening levels, which define an 
emissions level below which it may be presumed that climate change impacts would be less than 
significant. Neither the SCAQMD, the City of Pasadena, nor the County of Los Angeles has 
adopted a significance threshold for the GHG emissions from non-industrial development 
projects. Consequently, the City of Pasadena has determined, pursuant to the discretion afforded 
by Sections 15064.4(a) and 15064.4(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines, that the impact of the 
Project’s GHG emissions be assessed based on the methodologies proposed by SCAQMD’s 
GHG CEQA Significance Threshold Working Group.  

On December 5, 2008, the SCAQMD Governing Board adopted the staff proposal for a tiered 
threshold approach wherein Tier 1 determines if a project qualifies for an applicable CEQA 
exemption; Tier 2 determines consistency with GHG reduction plans; and Tier 3 proposes a 
numerical screening value as a threshold. At their September 28, 2010, meeting, the Working 
Group suggested a Tier 3 threshold of 3,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MTCO2e) 
per year for all land use types. Although the Project is not a residential or commercial 
development, in the absence of adopted thresholds, the City of Pasadena has decided to assess 
the significance of the Project’s GHG emissions using this SCAQMD proposed Tier 3 screening 
threshold (SCAQMD 2010). It is noted that the use of the Tier 3 threshold was selected for the 
proposed Project because it is located in the South Coast Air Basin and these thresholds are 
based on the best available information and data at the time of preparation of this document. The 
development of project-level thresholds in accordance with CEQA is an ongoing effort at the 
State, regional, and County levels, and significance thresholds may differ for future projects based 
on new or additional data and information that may be available at that time for consideration. 

Construction 

Construction GHG emissions are generated by vehicle engine exhaust from construction 
equipment, on-road hauling trucks, vendor trips, and worker commuting trips. Construction 
GHG emissions were calculated by using CalEEMod. The model and construction assumptions 
are described in Section 4.3, Air Quality, and are included in Appendix A. The results are output 
in MTCO2e for each year of construction. The estimated construction GHG emissions for the 
Project are shown in Table 4.8-2.  

GHG emissions generated from construction activities are finite and occur for a relatively short-
term period of time. Unlike the numerous opportunities available to reduce a project’s long-term 
GHG emissions through design features, operational restrictions, use of green-building materials, 
or other methods, GHG-reduction measures for construction equipment are relatively limited. 
Therefore, SCAQMD staff recommends that construction emissions be amortized over a 30-year 
project lifetime so that GHG-reduction measures will address construction GHG emissions as part 
of the operational GHG-reduction strategies (SCAQMD 2008). As shown in Table 4.8-2, 
Estimated GHG Emissions From Construction, the 30-year amortized construction emissions of 
the Project would be 22 MTCO2e/yr.  
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TABLE 4.8-2 
ESTIMATED ANNUAL GHG EMISSIONS FROM CONSTRUCTION 

 

Year 
Emissions
(MTCO2e) 

2015 587 
2016 85 

Total 672
Annual Emissions* 22
MTCO2e: metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent 
*  Combined total amortized over 30 years. 

Operations 

Operational GHG emissions for the proposed Project are estimated by including purchased 
electricity; the energy associated with solid waste disposal; and mobile source emissions. 
CalEEMod incorporates local energy emission factors and mitigation measures based on the 
California Air Pollution Control Officers Association’s (CAPCOA’s) publication Quantifying 
Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures (CAPCOA 2010) and the California Climate Action Registry 
General Reporting Protocol (CCAR 2009). Estimated annual CO2e emissions are presented in 
Table 4.8-3.  

TABLE 4.8-3 
ESTIMATED ANNUAL GHG EMISSIONS 

 

Year 
Emissions

MTCO2e 
Operational Emissions  

Area <0.5 
Energy <0.5 
Mobile 100 
Waste 1 
Water 3 
Total 104

Amortized Construction Emissions 
(Table 4-13) 22 

Annual Emissions 126
MTCO2e: metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent 

Note: totals may not add due to rounding. 

 
As shown in Table 4.8-3, the estimated increase in annual GHG emissions, including amortized 
construction emissions, would be 126 MTCO2e/yr. This value may be compared with and is less 
than the proposed SCAQMD Tier 3 screening threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e/yr for all land use types. 
It is very unlikely that any individual development project would have GHG emissions of a 
magnitude to directly impact global climate change; therefore, any impact would be considered 
on a cumulative basis. Because the proposed Project’s GHG emissions would be less than  
3,000 MTCO2e/yr, the emissions would not be cumulatively considerable. This impact would be 
less than significant; no mitigation is required. 

Impact Comparison with Arroyo Seco Master EIR. The Master EIR for the Arroyo Seco Master 
Plan did not address GHG emissions. 



Arroyo Seco Canyon Project 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

 

 
H:\Projects\Carollo (CAR)\J041\Final IS-MND\Final Arroyo Seco IS-MND.docx 4-68 Environmental Assessment 

b) Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for 
the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

No Impact.  

Areas 1, 2 and 3 Impacts. As discussed above, the principal State plan and policy adopted for 
the purpose of reducing GHG emissions is AB 32. The quantitative goal of AB 32 is to reduce 
GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. Plans and regulations (e.g., GHG emissions standards 
for vehicles and the Low Carbon Fuel Standard) are being implemented at the statewide level, 
and compliance at the project level is not addressed. The proposed Project does not conflict with 
these plans and regulations. 

As previously discussed, the increase in GHG emissions would be much less than SCAQMD’s 
recommended significance threshold for all land use projects. The Project would result in a slight 
increase in electrical use for increased groundwater well pumping to recover the water infiltrated 
through the spreading basins; however, this would be entirely offset by the corresponding reduced 
need for Colorado River Aqueduct (CRA) and State Water Project (SWP) water, which requires 
electricity for conveyance and boosting. Implementation of the proposed Project would not conflict 
with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. 
There would be no impact. 

Impact Comparison with Arroyo Seco Master EIR. The Master EIR for the Arroyo Seco Master 
Plan did not address GHG emissions. 

4.8.3 MITIGATION MEASURES 

There would be no significant adverse impacts related to GHG emissions; therefore, no mitigation 
measures are required. 

  



Arroyo Seco Canyon Project 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

 

 
H:\Projects\Carollo (CAR)\J041\Final IS-MND\Final Arroyo Seco IS-MND.docx 4-69 Environmental Assessment 

4.9 HAZARDS/HAZARDOUS MATERIALS Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

    

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 

    

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 
one-quarter-mile of an existing or proposed school? 

    

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

    

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles 
of a public airport or public use airport, would the project 
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in 
the project area? 

    

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would 
the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area? 

    

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

    

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving wildland fires, including where 
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where 
residences are intermixed with wildlands? 

    

4.9.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The Project site includes Area 1 where the Headworks structure and sedimentation basins are 
located; Area 2 where the diversion and weir structures, intake structure, access road, and Bridge 
No. 3 are located; and Area 3 where the JPL East Parking Lot and spreading basins are located. 
No hazardous material use, storage, or generation occurs in these three areas.  

The California Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC) maintains the EnviroStor 
Database, which compiles hazardous material sites and generators that have been identified for 
clean up or that are permitted to handle hazardous materials by various regulatory agencies. 
Hazardous material sites or generators in and near the HWP, as listed in the EnviroStor Database, 
include the JPL, Flintridge Riding Club, and Oak Grove Ranger Station (DTSC 2007). These 
facilities are located on the west side of the Arroyo Seco and would not be affected by the Project. 
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The USEPA maintains the Envirofacts Database, which compiles lists of facilities subject to 
permitting for their potential environmental hazards to air, water, waste, land, toxics, radiation, 
facility, regulatory compliance, and other. Facilities on the Envirofacts Database that are located 
in or near the HWP, include JPL, LA Steelcraft Products, Pacific Bell, Audubon Elementary 
School, Rite Cleaners, and several industrial and commercial uses south of Area 3  
(USEPA 2013b). 

The facility with the highest potential to affect the Project site is JPL, a 181.2-acre federally funded 
research and development center operated by the California Institute of Technology (Caltech) 
under a contract with NASA. JPL is involved in planning, advocacy, and execution of unmanned 
exploratory scientific flight through the solar system. The campus has 138 buildings and ancillary 
structures, including 19 underground storage tanks, immediately west of the Arroyo Seco in the 
City of La Cañada Flintridge. JPL generates laboratory chemical wastes that are brought to the 
Hazardous Waste Accumulation Facility (Building 305) for off-site disposal. Over 1,000 kilograms 
(kg, i.e., 2,204 pounds) of hazardous wastes are generated at JPL per year and this facility is 
considered a large quantity generator. Hazards material and waste handling at JPL is currently 
made in accordance with its Pollution Prevention Plan and applicable State and federal hazardous 
waste regulations (JPL 2012).  

Past waste handling activities at JPL involved the disposal of waste solvents, solid rocket fuel 
propellants, cooling tower chemicals, sulfuric acid, freon, mercury, and chemical laboratory 
wastes into on-site seepage pits, settling chambers, and dumps. These waste-handling activities 
have led to soil and groundwater contamination, such that volatile organic compounds (VOCs) 
and perchlorate, which have been detected in local wells east and southeast of the JPL campus. 
The groundwater contamination is located beneath a portion of the JPL campus and has travelled 
east and southeast of the campus. This contamination has affected four water wells of the PWP 
in the Monk Hill Subbasin and two water wells of the Lincoln Avenue Water Company (LAWC) 
(USEPA 2013a). The nearest groundwater monitoring wells to Area 3 of the Project site include 
MW-3 (deep multi-port monitoring well) and MW-9 (shallow monitoring well). The depths to 
groundwater contamination at MW-3 are over 200 feet below the ground surface (NASA 2013a). 

A number of studies and investigations under a Work Plan have been completed and a Removal 
Action Plan is being implemented that includes three water treatment facilities to remove 
perchlorate and VOCs from the groundwater. The Monk Hill Treatment System (located southeast 
of Area 3) removes VOCs and perchlorate from four City wells (Arroyo Well, Well 52, Ventura 
Well, and Windsor Well) located in and near Area 3 (JPL 2011).  

The Arroyo Seco Canyon and adjacent areas are designated as a Very High Fire Hazard Severity 
Zone by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CalFire 2011). In August 2009, 
the Station Fire burned nearly 252 square miles in the ANF. This included a fire station, 
administration buildings, lookout tower, campgrounds, picnic areas, water systems, 
communication sites, roads, and trails. Subsequent to the fire, the USFS has implemented a 
restoration strategy that includes tree planting, invasive species removal, trail repair, and 
recreation sites clean up (USFS 2011).  

Several Southern California Edison (SCE) and PWP power lines run through the HWP. However, 
there are no gas transmission pipelines or hazardous liquid pipelines running in or near the HWP, 
as mapped by the National Pipeline Mapping System (PHMSA 2012). 
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4.9.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Regulatory Requirements 

RR HAZ-1 Construction activities are required to comply with existing federal, State, and local 
regulations regarding hazardous material use, storage, disposal, and transport to 
prevent risks to public health and safety. Construction wastes that meet hazardous 
waste criteria must be stored, manifested, transported, and disposed of in 
accordance with the California Code of Regulations (Title 22) and to the 
satisfaction of the Los Angeles County Fire Department, which serves as the local 
Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA). 

RR HAZ-2 The City shall continue to implement its Emergency Operations Plan, which 
outlines the City’s responses to emergencies associated with natural disasters, 
technological incidents, and national security emergencies. 

Impact Discussion 

a) Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 

Less than Significant Impact. 

Areas 1, 2 and 3 Impacts. No manufacturing or industrial activities are proposed by the Project 
and no aboveground storage tanks, underground storage tanks, natural gas transmission lines, 
or other hazardous material storage facilities/conduits would be built as part of the Project. No 
hazardous materials use, storage, waste generation, or disposal would occur during long-term 
use and operation of the proposed improvements. 

Construction activities would utilize hazardous materials on a short-term basis, and compliance 
with RR HAZ-1 would prevent the creation of significant hazards to the public or the environment. 
Impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Impact Comparison with Arroyo Seco Master EIR. The Master EIR for the Arroyo Seco Master 
Plan identified potential hazards associated with the release of hazardous materials (e.g., 
asbestos-containing materials and lead-based paint) into the environment. RR HAZ-1 (similar to 
Measure Hazards-1 and Measure Hazards-2) would be implemented for the proper handling and 
disposal of hazardous materials and wastes as part of construction activities for the Project. 

b) Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the 
release of hazardous materials into the environment? 

Less than Significant With Mitigation.  

Areas 1, 2 and 3 Impacts. JPL currently utilizes hazardous materials and generates hazardous 
wastes, but its compliance with existing regulations would prevent the creation of hazards to 
adjacent land uses, including Area 3.  

No long-term hazardous materials use or generation would occur with the Project, as discussed 
above. During construction, hazardous materials that would be in use would include oil and 
grease, solvents, diesel gasoline, and other chemicals in vehicles, trucks, and heavy equipment. 
These hazardous materials could pose risks to construction workers or lead to soil and water 
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contamination, if not properly stored, used, or disposed. Due to the presence of surface water in 
construction sites on the Arroyo Seco, the potential for water contamination and the likelihood 
that accidentally contaminated soils would enter the Arroyo Seco may create a public health and 
safety hazard. This would be considered a significant adverse impact. 

To prevent environmental hazards, the handling of hazardous materials used in equipment would 
have to be made in accordance with existing regulations (RR HAZ-1) with regard to the transport 
of hazardous materials; on-site storage and use of hazardous materials; and procedures to 
implement in the event of a spill. In addition, under RR HYD-1, the Project would implement a 
SWPPP, as discussed in Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, which would include 
hazardous waste management BMPs and a sampling and analysis plan, which require the 
contractor to report and mitigate any hazardous material discharges that may contaminate the 
soil, surface water, and/or groundwater. 

In addition, MM HAZ-1 includes specific measures to avoid impacts associated with hazardous 
material spills and accidents in and near the Arroyo Seco. These include inspecting trucks for oil, 
gasoline, or other vehicle fluid leaks; locating fueling areas and storage of hazardous materials 
away from water bodies and drainages; creating a plan for refueling; removing hazardous material 
spills and contaminated soils; controlling and containing hazardous materials spills; and ensuring 
cleanup kits are available. Implementation of MM HAZ-1 would reduce potential impacts 
associated with the use and reasonably foreseeable upset of hazardous materials to a less than 
significant level. 

There is groundwater contamination beneath Area 3. Construction activities within Area 3 would 
involve excavations into native soils to create the spreading basins. However, construction 
activities are not anticipated to encounter any contaminated groundwater due to the depths of the 
contamination, which is over 200 feet below the ground surface. Dewatering of any groundwater 
within the construction areas may be required and would result in the need to discharge and 
dispose of the recovered water. RR HYD-3 requires compliance with Los Angeles RWQCB Order 
No. R4-2013-0095 for discharges of treated or untreated groundwater into surface waters. The 
order requires dischargers to file a Notice of Intent with the Los Angeles RWQCB prior to 
discharging into surface waters; to complete water sampling and analysis; to implement BMPs to 
prevent water quality degradation; and/or to treat groundwater prior to discharge. Coverage under 
the permit requires compliance with effluent limitations, discharge prohibitions, receiving water 
limitations, and other conditions/provisions in the permit, along with implementation of a 
monitoring and reporting program. 

Due to the presence of contaminated groundwater in the Project area, there is the potential for 
earthmoving activities to disturb contaminated soils. Should discolored or odorous soils be 
encountered, MM HAZ-2 requires the soils be sampled and analyzed for contamination and 
remediated and/or disposed of in accordance with existing regulations, as necessary.  

Compliance with applicable regulations (RR HAZ-1, RR HAZ-2, RR HYD-1, and RR HYD-3) and 
implementation of MM HAZ-1 and MM HAZ-2 would ensure that the use, storage, transport, and 
disposal of hazardous materials would not create hazards to public health and safety. Impacts 
would be less than significant after mitigation. 

Impact Comparison with Arroyo Seco Master EIR. The Master EIR for the Arroyo Seco Master 
Plan identified potential hazards associated with the release of hazardous materials into the 
environment and discussed hazards associated with contaminated soils and groundwater from 
historic uses at the JPL campus. MM HAZ-2 (which is similar to Measure Hazards-3) would be 
implemented during excavation activities in Area 3. The Master EIR stated that construction 
activities would not require grading below 1,040.5 feet above msl (e.g., the east side park access, 
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east side parking area, sunset overlook, trails, bicycle routes and fencing) and would not expose 
people to contaminated soil or groundwater.  

c) Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter-mile of an existing or 
proposed school? 

Less than Significant Impact. 

Areas 1 and 2 Impacts There are no schools within 0.25 mile of Areas 1 and 2. The proposed 
rest area/picnic area and restored habitat in Area 1 and the new diversion and weir structures and 
improved access road in Area 2 would not generate toxic emissions that may affect nearby trail 
users and residents. Construction activities would utilize hazardous materials in the short-term, 
but these would be handled in accordance with existing regulations (RR HAZ-1).  

Area 3 Impacts. Sycamores School, located at 2933 El Nido Drive, is located approximately  
600 feet southeast of Area 3. Odyssey Charter School, located at 725 Altadena Drive, is located 
0.25 mile east of Area 3. Franklin Elementary School, located at 527 West Ventura Street, is 
located 0.5 mile southeast of Area 3. A number of other schools are located in Altadena east of 
the Arroyo Seco and in La Cañada Flintridge west of the Arroyo Seco.  

The proposed spreading basins and the recreational parking lot in Area 3 would not generate 
toxic emissions that may affect students at nearby schools. Construction equipment and trucks 
coming to and from the Project site would utilize Windsor Avenue and I-210, and would not pass 
along area schools. Construction activities would utilize hazardous materials, but these would be 
handled in accordance with existing regulations (RR HAZ-1). No hazards to the construction crew 
or to nearby residents, students, or employees would occur from hazardous materials use on the 
site. Section 4.3, Air Quality, also discusses toxic air contaminants and determined that the 
Project would not expose any nearby sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.  

Impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Impact Comparison with Arroyo Seco Master EIR. The Master EIR for the Arroyo Seco Master 
Plan identified schools as sensitive receptors that may be exposed to air contaminants, but no 
specific discussion of hazards to schools is provided in the Master EIR. 

d) Would the project be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a 
result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment? 

Less than Significant With Mitigation.  

Areas 1 and 2 Impacts Areas 1 and 2 are not located on or near a site included in the list of 
hazardous material sites. Land uses utilizing hazardous materials are located downstream of 
Areas 1 and 2. The proposed rest area/picnic area and restored habitat in Area 1 would not pose 
hazards to adjacent land uses. Similarly, the new diversion and weir structures in Area 2 would 
not pose hazards. 

Area 3 Impacts. The JPL campus, west of Area 3 and the Arroyo Seco, has been designated as 
a Superfund site pursuant to the federal Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) and has been listed on the National Priority List (NPL) 
(USEPA 2013a). While the HWP is not a source of hazardous material contamination, past waste 
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handling activities at the JPL campus has led to groundwater contamination that has migrated to 
the east and southeast beneath the HWP, including Area 3.  

The spreading basins and recreational parking lot proposed in Area 3 would not utilize hazardous 
materials or pose hazards to adjacent land uses. These improvements would not add to the 
underlying groundwater contamination. Also, contaminated groundwater has been found more 
than 200 to 300 feet beneath Area 3 (JPL 2013a) and, thus, would not be disturbed by excavation 
activities associated with construction of the sedimentation basins and expansion of the spreading 
basins. Impacts would be less than significant. 

The increase in spreading area would increase percolation by as much as 1,100 afy of water into 
the ground, increasing the groundwater resources beneath Area 3. Modeling simulations 
conducted in 2005 using the NASA JPL’s groundwater flow model for the Monk Hill Subarea were 
conducted to assess the potential impacts on existing groundwater contamination from increased 
groundwater recharge from the spreading basins anticipated in the Arroyo Seco Master Plan. The 
analysis assumed an increase in the spreading area from 13.1 acres to 21 acres; increasing 
recharge by 2,443 afy; and pumping from local production wells and JPL’s extraction and injection 
wells. The simulations suggest that increased spreading would have the most significant effect 
on the uppermost aquifer layer, where an additional 5 to 10 feet of mounding could occur beneath 
the new spreading area. No significant change in flow patterns would occur. Also, only a minor 
change would occur in the capture zone of the deeper aquifer layers, where existing groundwater 
contamination is present. The modeling indicated that groundwater cleanup would not be 
significantly impacted by the expanded spreading grounds. With less groundwater recharge 
proposed by the Project (1,100 afy), impacts on the contaminated groundwater would likely be 
less than the 2005 modeling results.  

As discussed above, compliance with RR HYD-3 would require implementation of water sampling 
and analysis; implementation of BMPs to prevent water quality degradation; and/or treatment of 
groundwater prior to discharge. A monitoring and reporting program would also have to be 
implemented to ensure that dewatering activities do not affect water quality in surface waters. In 
addition, compliance with MM HAZ-2 would ensure that encounters with potentially contaminated 
soils are remediated and/or disposed of in accordance with existing regulations.  

Compliance with applicable regulations (RR HAZ-2 and RR HYD-1) and implementation of  
MM HAZ-2 would ensure that existing groundwater contamination in Area 3 does not pose 
hazards to public health and safety. Impacts would be less than significant after mitigation. 

Impact Comparison with Arroyo Seco Master EIR. The Master EIR for the Arroyo Seco Master 
Plan discussed hazards associated with contaminated soils and groundwater from historic uses 
at the JPL campus, located west of Area 3. It indicated that water conservation and flood 
management activities, proposed lakes, Gabrielino Trail area, habitat conservation, and 
relocation/replacement of utilities that involve grading below 1040.5 feet above msl may expose 
contaminated soils and require mitigation. MM HAZ-2 (which is similar to Measure Hazards-3) 
would be implemented during excavation activities in Area 3.  

The Master EIR stated that construction activities that would not require grading below  
1,040.5 feet above msl (e.g., the east side park access, east side parking area, sunset overlook, 
trails, bicycle routes and fencing) would not expose people to contaminated soil or groundwater.  

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not 
been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area? 
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f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a 
safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area? 

No Impact. 

Areas 1, 2 and 3 Impacts. There are no airports or airstrips within two miles of the Arroyo Seco 
Canyon. The nearest airports are the Burbank Bob Hope Airport and the El Monte Airport, which 
are both approximately 11 miles from the site. There is a heliport and a helipad near the Arroyo 
Seco. The Project would not involve the construction of high-rise structures or involve activities 
that could pose a safety hazard to helicopter or aircraft operations or airport activities, nor would 
it conflict with an airport land use plan. There would be no impact to airports or airstrips from the 
Project.  

Impact Comparison with Arroyo Seco Master EIR. The Master EIR for the Arroyo Seco Master 
Plan stated that the HWP is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a 
public airport or private airstrip. Therefore, no hazards related to airport or aircraft operations 
would occur and no mitigation is required.  

g) Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

Less than Significant With Mitigation.  

Areas 1 and 2 Impacts. No improvements are proposed on the Gabrielino Trail/access road in 
Area 1, except for removal of a section of the chain-link fencing along its western edge. 
Improvement of the Gabrielino Trail/access road in Area 2 would result in a temporary partial 
obstruction of this road, which may affect emergency response and evacuation of the USFS 
Ranger Station and other areas in the ANF farther north. Compliance with the Standard 
Specifications for Public Works Construction (Greenbook) and the City’s Supplements and 
Modifications to the Greenbook (RR TRA-1 in Section 4.16, Transportation/Traffic) regarding 
maintenance of access at all times would mean closure of only half of the access road; the use 
of a flagperson to direct traffic, as necessary; and allowing for the public use of the Gabrielino 
Trail/access road at times when construction is not ongoing. This RR also requires that the 
Gabrielino Trail/access road be made passable at the end of each workday. Thus, access to 
Areas 1 and 2 (including the USFS Ranger Station) would be made available during construction 
activities, but short-term closures may occur.  

The process of assembling the temporary bridges over Bridge No. 1 near Area 1 and over Bridge 
No. 3 in Area 2 would block access across the bridges and areas farther north when the access 
road is connected to temporary bridges. Similarly, RR TRA-1 would ensure that access would be 
available to the USFS Ranger Station and the ANF during bridge construction, as required by the 
Greenbook.  

Access would be maintained for vehicles coming to and from the USFS Ranger Station in 
accordance with the Greenbook (as discussed above); however, there would be short time 
periods during the day when both the temporary bridge and Bridge No. 1 or the other temporary 
bridge and Bridge No. 3 are closed. There would also be times when construction equipment and 
vehicles would be on the access road and would slow down other vehicles that need to pass 
through the area. While the bridges and access road do not provide access to a hospital, fire or 
police station, emergency operations center, communications center, emergency shelter or other 
critical or essential facilities, they do serve as the only access to the USFS Ranger Station and 
the ANF to the north. Temporary bridge closure would be considered a significant adverse impact 
on emergency access and evacuation. 
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MM HAZ-3 requires the Contractor to shorten the closures of the access road and bridges to the 
extent feasible and to inform the PWP, Pasadena Fire Department, Pasadena Police Department, 
Los Angeles County Fire Department, and the USFS at least one week prior to the start of 
construction of the times when work on the access road is planned; and when both Bridge No. 1 
and the temporary bridge or Bridge No. 3 and the temporary bridge would be closed off. This will 
facilitate emergency response and evacuation that may be necessary when the bridges are not 
accessible or when the access road is partially blocked.  

Compliance with RR TRA-1 and implementation of MM HAZ-3 would reduce impacts to 
emergency access and evacuation to less than significant levels after mitigation.  

Area 3 Impacts. A temporary access road would be retained through Area 3 while construction 
of the new access road is ongoing. Also, the Gabrielino Trail to the east of Area 3 may serve as 
an additional emergency access road during construction activities. Thus, emergency access 
through Area 3 would be maintained at all times. Continued implementation of the City’s 
Emergency Operations Plan (RR HAZ-2) would provide emergency access and evacuation in the 
HWP, as necessary. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Impact Comparison with Arroyo Seco Master EIR. The Master EIR for the Arroyo Seco Master 
Plan stated no changes to the existing fire camp operated by the Los Angeles County Fire 
Department (located west of the Arroyo Seco) and the helicopter landing area operated by the 
Pasadena Police Department (south of Oak Grove Avenue and west of Windsor Avenue) would 
occur. Also, no encroachment into support areas for emergency evacuation plans was 
anticipated. Therefore, no increase in exposure to hazards related to emergency evacuation and 
air support operations and no impacts to emergency access would occur. 

h) Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, 
or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to 
urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation. 

Areas 1, 2 and 3 Impacts. The Arroyo Seco Canyon is located in an area designated as a Very 
High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, which includes Areas 1 and 2 (CalFire 2011). The proposed 
habitat restoration and increased water diversion would not increase fire hazards in the Arroyo 
Seco Canyon and surrounding areas. The proposed recreational amenities would encourage the 
increase in trail users and visitors, who may accidentally cause fires in the canyon. While native 
plants would be combustible, they would not present fire hazards.  

The proposed restroom would have fire-retardant shingles. The guard station, picnic table, 
benches, pet waste stations, trash receptacles, fencing, and signs would not utilize explosive or 
flammable materials; however, woody debris clusters, picnic tables and benches, and other 
improvements that utilize wood would be combustible. In the absence of a fire source, these 
improvements would not increase the potential for wildfire in the area.  

The proposed control equipment enclosure, guard station and restroom would have electrical 
systems that may lead to fire. However, compliance with the City’s Fire Prevention Code  
(RR PS-1 from Section 4.14, Public Services) would prevent the creation of a fire hazard. Also, 
the Project would not involve construction or operation of habitable structures that may expose 
people to wildfire hazards in the area. Users of the recreational facilities and maintenance workers 
that would come to the area would be in the area for limited time periods (from a few minutes to 
a few hours during each visit) and could readily avoid the area in the event of wildfires. Residents 
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of the USFS Ranger Station are exposed to wildfire hazards due to their employment, but this 
exposure would not increase with the Project. 

Construction workers would be exposed to potential injury in the event of wildfire or an accidental 
fire at the construction sites. Potential sources of fire from the Project include sparks from 
construction equipment and vehicles and from electrical systems at the control equipment 
enclosure, guard station, and restroom. The City’s Fire Prevention Code includes fire safety 
measures that need to be followed during construction and demolition. The use of various 
construction equipment with combustion engines could also increase the potential for fire at the 
Project sites. MM HAZ-4 requires the use of spark arrestors and other measures to prevent 
accidental fires. Compliance with MM HAZ-4 and RR PS-1 from Section 4.14, Public Services, 
would reduce the potential for fire. Therefore, wildfire hazards during construction would be less 
than significant. 

With compliance with RR PS-1 from Section 4.14, Public Services, impacts related to wildfires 
would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Impact Comparison with Arroyo Seco Master EIR. The Master EIR for the Arroyo Seco Master 
Plan indicated that recreational improvements would not increase fire hazards or change the 
potential for fire hazard.  

4.9.3 MITIGATION MEASURES 

MM HAZ-1 The City shall require the Construction Contractors to implement the following 
measures: 

• Trucks and equipment entering the site shall be inspected to be free from oil, 
gasoline, or other vehicle fluid leaks. 

• Equipment fueling areas shall be located outside jurisdictional waters as 
identified by the USACE and CDFW. 

• Hazardous materials shall not be stored within the 50-year floodplain for the 
Arroyo Seco. Instead, hazardous materials shall be stored within staging areas 
located away from the Arroyo Seco and shall be removed prior to the start of 
the storm season. 

• All hazardous material spills and contaminated soils shall be excavated 
immediately upon discovery to minimize soil and water contamination and the 
potential of wildlife being poisoned or otherwise harmed. 

• The Contractor shall maintain hazardous materials spill control, containment, 
and cleanup kits of adequate size and materials for potential accidental 
instream spills and releases. 

MM HAZ-2 Should discolored or odorous soils be encountered during grading and excavation 
activities in Area 3, the Contractor shall have a sample of the soils analyzed for the 
presence of contamination. If the results of the testing show that chemical levels 
are present below regulatory levels, grading and excavation activities may proceed 
accordingly. Otherwise, remediation and/or removal of the contaminated soils shall 
be completed prior to continued ground disturbance if chemical levels are above 
regulatory standards. Remediation and/or disposal shall be conducted with the 
oversight of applicable regulatory agencies such as the Los Angeles County Fire 
Department [operating as the CUPA], the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District (SCAQMD), the California Department of Toxic Substances Control 
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(DTSC), and/or the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in compliance with 
established maximum contaminant levels (MCLs). 

MM HAZ-3  The Contractor shall schedule the temporary bridge construction and the access 
road reconstruction in Area 2 so as to shorten the necessary closures of the 
bridges and access road to the extent feasible. The Contractor shall also inform 
the Pasadena Department of Water and Power (PWP), the Pasadena Fire 
Department, the Pasadena Police Department, the Los Angeles County Fire 
Department, and the United States Forest Service (USFS) at least one week in 
advance of the start of construction of the times when work on Bridge  
No. 1/temporary bridge; Bridge No. 3/temporary bridge; and the Gabrielino 
Trail/access road are planned. Any major changes to the schedule shall be 
forwarded to these agencies at least one week prior to the bridge or trail closures.  

MM HAZ-4  The Contractor shall not use, operate, or cause to be operated any internal 
combustion engine that uses hydrocarbon fuel, unless the engine is equipped with 
a spark arrestor and is maintained in effective working order, or the engine is 
constructed, equipped and maintained for the prevention of fire. 
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4.10 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements?     

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of 
the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate 
of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which 
would not support existing land uses or planned uses for 
which permits have been granted)? 

    

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site 
or area, including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, in a manner that would result in substantial 
erosion or siltation onsite or offsite? 

    

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site 
or area, including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in 
flooding onsite or offsite? 

    

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage 
systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
pollutant runoff? 

    

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?     

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation 
map? 

    

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures 
which would impede or redirect flood flows?     

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving flooding, including flooding as a 
result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

    

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?     

4.10.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The Upper Arroyo Seco is located on the south-facing slopes of the San Gabriel Mountains. The 
watershed for the Upper Arroyo Seco (north of the Devil’s Gate Dam) covers 32 square miles of 
the San Gabriel Mountains and surrounding areas. Several drainage streams (flows from 
canyons) and storm drains convey runoff into the Arroyo Seco. Stream flows depend on rainfall 
in the mountains during the winter and spring seasons, with urban runoff from local storm drains 
contributing very limited flows. 
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Devil’s Gate Dam is a flood control facility owned and operated by the Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Works on land owned by the City of Pasadena. The County has an 
easement for the area upstream of the dam to the 1,075-foot elevation. This facility was built in 
1920 for flood control and water conservation purposes. In 1948, the County constructed the 
spreading basins, which were subsequently transferred to the City of Pasadena for operation.  

The Raymond Basin underlies an alluvial valley that covers approximately 40 square miles and 
that is bordered by the San Gabriel Mountains on the north; the San Rafael Hills on the west; and 
the Raymond Fault on the south and east. The general east-west trend of the San Gabriel 
Mountains, the north-south trend of the San Rafael Hills, and northeast trend of the 
Raymond Fault result in the basin having a triangular form. The basin is divided into the Monk Hill 
Subbasin to the west, the Santa Anita Subbasin to the east, and the Pasadena Subbasin in the 
central portion; these designations are based on differences in elevation and groundwater flow. 
Groundwater elevation east of the Arroyo Seco was estimated at 1,000 feet above msl in 2005 
(MWD 2007). 

The California Department of Water Resources estimates the Raymond Basin’s storage capacity 
at about 1,450,000 acre-feet (af), with about 1,000,000 af of water remaining in storage in 1970. 
The Raymond Basin is recharged by the Arroyo Seco, a tributary to the Los Angeles River, and 
by Eaton Wash, Santa Anita Wash, and other streams in the watershed (DWR 2004).  

Pumping rights to the Raymond Basin are adjudicated and the Raymond Basin Management 
Board administers the provisions of the adjudication decree. The Board coordinates the pumping 
rights and the groundwater storage accounts of public and private water agencies, including the 
PWP.  

The spreading basins in Area 3 overlie the Monk Hill Subbasin, which has a natural safe yield of 
7,489 afy. The MWD estimates that 11 wells in this subbasin provided 17,500 afy of water in 
2004/2005. Valley Water Company has two aquifer storage and recovery (ASR) wells and PWP 
has no ASR wells in the Monk Hill Subbasin. The wells injected 10,500 afy of water in 2005. The 
Arroyo Seco spreading basins cover approximately 24 acres, with 12 acres of wetted area and a 
recharge capacity of 18 cfs and 13,000 afy (MWD 2007 and PWP 2014). 

Groundwater quality is hard (high levels of calcium bicarbonate) and fluoride levels are 
occasionally high. Nitrate, perchlorate, and VOCs have been detected in wells in the Monk Hill 
Subbasin and along the Arroyo Seco (MWD 2007). The Monk Hill Treatment System (located on 
Windsor Avenue southeast of Area 3) removes VOCs and perchlorate from four City wells (Arroyo 
Well, Well 52, Ventura Well, and Windsor Well) located in and near Area 3 (NASA JPL 2011). 

The floodplains for the 50-, 100- and 500-year storm events are generally confined to the stream 
channel in Areas 1 and 2. While the floodplains include portions of the access road in Area 1, the 
USFS Ranger Station is outside the 500-year floodplain (Carollo 2013). The Flood Insurance Rate 
Maps of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) show that Areas 1 and 2 are 
located in Zone D (areas in which flood hazards are undetermined, but possible) and Area 3 is 
located in Zone X (areas determined to be outside the 0.2 percent annual chance floodplain) 
(FEMA 2008). 

The Upper Arroyo Seco is not listed as an impaired water body under Section 303(d) of the Clean 
Water Act (SWRCB 2012).  
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4.10.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Project Design Features 

PDF HYD-1 Habitat restoration proposed in Area 1 will create a more natural riparian corridor 
for the Arroyo Seco and will include recontouring the stream channel; stabilizing 
the bank; revegetating with native plants; creating planting islands; and placing 
woody debris clusters at scattered locations. 

PDF HYD-2 Replacement of the diversion and weir structures in Area 2 and additional 
spreading basins and expansion of the spreading basins in Area 3 will increase 
groundwater recharge using the City’s surface water rights from the Arroyo Seco. 

PDF HYD-3 The proposed restroom in Area 3 will be located outside the 50-year floodplain and 
would be connected to the public sewer system. In addition, trash cans and pet 
waste stations will be provided in Areas 1 and 3 to reduce pollutants that may enter 
the Arroyo Seco. 

Regulatory Requirements 

RR HYD-1 Prior to the start of construction activities, the Contractor is required to file a 
Permit Registration Document (PRD) with the State Water Resources Control 
Board (SWRCB) in order to obtain coverage under the National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for Storm Water 
Discharges Associated with the Construction and Land Disturbance Activities 
(Order No 2009-009-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002) or the latest approved 
general permit. This permit is required for construction activities (including 
demolition, clearing, grading, and excavation) and other land disturbance activities 
that result in the disturbance of one acre or more of total land area. The PRD 
consists of a Notice of Intent (NOI); a Risk Assessment; a Site Map; a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Program (SWPPP); an annual fee; and a signed certification 
statement. Pursuant to permit requirements, the Contractor must implement Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) in the SWPPP into the Project to reduce or 
eliminate construction-related pollutants in the runoff.  

RR HYD -2 The Contractor is required to comply with SWRCB Order No. 2003-0017-DWQ, 
“General Waste Discharge Requirements for Dredge and Fill Discharges That 
Have Received State Water Quality Certification”, which requires compliance with 
all conditions of the Water Quality Certification issued by the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB). Compliance with the Water Quality Certification 
issued by the RWQCB would ensure that any discharge does not conflict with the 
applicable provisions of Sections 301 (Effluent Limitations), 302 (Water Quality 
Related Effluent Limitations), 303 (Water Quality Standards and Implementation 
Plans), 306 (National Standards of Performance), or 307 (Toxic and Pretreatment 
Effluent Standards) of the Clean Water Act, or any other applicable requirements 
of State law. 

RR HYD-3 Construction activities that will result in discharges of groundwater and dewatering 
that could result in discharges to surface waters are required to comply with the 
effluent limitations, discharge prohibitions, receiving water limitations, and other 
provisions outlined in the Los Angeles RWQCB Order No. R4-2013-0095. This 
Order requires that an NOI be filed with the Los Angeles RWQCB prior to 
dewatering activities and discharge into surface waters; water sampling and 
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analysis; implementation of BMPs to prevent water quality degradation; and/or 
treatment of groundwater prior to discharge. The Los Angeles RWQCB reviews 
the NOI and the proposed discharge; authorizes the discharge subject to the 
requirements in the Order; and prescribes an appropriate monitoring and reporting 
program.  

RR HYD-4 The Contractor is required to comply with the City’s Stormwater Management and 
Discharge Control Ordinance (Chapter 8.7 of the Pasadena Municipal Code), 
which prohibits illicit discharges and connections to the municipal storm water 
system; requires that storm water pollutants be reduced through litter control, 
natural water course protection, and containment of spills; and calls for the 
implementation of BMPs during construction through SWPPPs and standard urban 
storm water mitigation plans (SUSMPs) for new development and major 
redevelopment.  

RR HYD-5 All new construction and improvements in flood-prone areas are required by the 
City’s Floodplain Management Regulations Ordinance (Chapter 14.27 of the 
Pasadena Municipal Code) to be adequately anchored to prevent flotation, 
collapse, or lateral movement; to be constructed with materials and equipment 
resistant to flood damage; to have utility and service facilities designed and located 
to prevent water from entering; and to provide adequate drainage to reduce 
exposure to flood hazards. 

Impact Discussion 

a) Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements? 

f)  Would the project otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation.  

Areas 1, 2 and 3 Impacts. The restoration of riparian habitat in Area 1 would reduce pollutants 
in the stream channel (PDF HYD-1) by diverting flows in the Arroyo Seco through a meandering 
high-flow channel featuring seasonal wetlands, planting islands, and sandbars that would allow 
for the settlement of soils and sediments. The improvements in Area 2 include a diversion 
structure and screens in the intake structure that would prevent sediments from entering into the 
diverted water. In addition, the sedimentation basins proposed in Area 3 (PDF HYD-2) would also 
allow for the settlement of silts and fine sediments, preventing these from entering the spreading 
basins. Since overflows from the high-flow channel and spreading basins would go back into the 
Arroyo Seco, these PDFs would have beneficial impacts on water quality in the Arroyo Seco.  

Pollutants that may impact storm water quality and water quality in the Arroyo Seco would be 
reduced by the Project. The recreational parking lot in Area 3 would be constructed of 
decomposed granite and would not generate runoff pollutants that may enter the Arroyo Seco. 
Oil, grease, and other vehicle fluids that may leak from parked vehicles in the proposed 
recreational parking lot would be absorbed into the ground surface and would be in limited 
amounts. The proposed trash receptacles and pet waste stations (PDF HYD-3) would allow trail 
users and visitors to properly dispose of these wastes; this would discourage others from throwing 
wastes on the ground, thereby preventing their potential conveyance by runoff into the Arroyo 
Seco. The proposed restroom would also provide a convenience to trail users and visitors, thereby 
reducing the occurrence for human waste and contact in the streambed or canyon and improving 
the water quality in the Arroyo Seco. The restroom is estimated to generate 2,000 gallons of 
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wastewater per day that would be conveyed to an existing sewer line at the JPL campus  
(PDF HYD-3); this sewer line, in turn, would convey wastewater to the Los Angeles County 
Sanitation Districts’ Whittier Narrows Water Reclamation Plant or the Joint Water Pollution Control 
Plant. No wastewater would be directed into the Arroyo Seco. Thus, the proposed restroom would 
reduce water pollutants in the Arroyo Seco. No long-term storm water pollutant generation would 
occur with the Project. 

While the Upper Arroyo Seco is not an impaired water body, construction activities within and 
near the Arroyo Seco in Areas 1 and 2 would temporarily result in pollutants in the stream that 
may degrade water quality. Compliance with RR HYD-1 and RR HYD-4, which require 
implementation of BMPs during construction, would reduce the amount of these pollutants that 
enter the Arroyo Seco. In addition, the Project requires a Water Quality Certification from the Los 
Angeles RWQCB (MM BIO-5 from Section 4.4, Biological Resources), and implementation of the 
Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) and other conditions of the Water Quality Certification 
(RR HYD-2) would reduce pollutants in the stream.  

Dewatering activities associated with excavation of the spreading basins in Area 3 may  
also lead to the temporary discharge of water into the Arroyo Seco that may affect water quality 
in the stream. Compliance with the provisions outlined in the Los Angeles RWQCB Order  
No. R4-2013-0095 relating to the discharge of groundwater into surface water (RR HYD-3) would 
reduce adverse impacts to water quality.  

As discussed earlier, hazardous materials use, storage, and disposal (i.e., equipment and 
refueling activities) may lead to hazardous materials entering or being washed down into the 
Arroyo Seco. Compliance with MM HAZ-1 from Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 
regarding hazardous materials handling at the construction sites would prevent these impacts.  

Impacts on water quality would be less than significant during construction with compliance  
RR HYD-1, RR HYD-2, RR HYD-3, RR HYD-4, MM BIO-5 from Section 4.4, Biological Resources, 
and MM HAZ-1 from Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. No other mitigation is 
required. 

Impact Comparison with Arroyo Seco Master EIR. The Master EIR for the Arroyo Seco Master 
Plan identified potential impacts to water quality from construction activities and increases in 
vehicles, horses, and park and trail users at the HWP. The Project would comply with RR HYD-1 
and RR HYD-4 for the implementation of BMPs during construction as part of the SWPPP. These 
RRs are similar to the Master EIR’s Measure Hydro-1. The Project’s proposed trash cans and 
decomposed granite parking lot are comparable to BMPs called out in Measure Hydro-2.  

The Master EIR also discussed potential microbial contamination of surface water from waterfowl 
and the use of wetlands for filtration. The Project does not propose habitat restoration in Area 3, 
which is located within the HWP and was analyzed in the Master EIR. However, the Project 
proposes wetland and habitat restoration in Area 1, which would provide filtration of water in the 
Arroyo Seco. 

b) Would the project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in 
aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the 
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not 
support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)? 
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Less than Significant Impact.  

Areas 1, 2 and 3 Impacts. The Project does not involve direct extraction of groundwater from the 
Raymond Groundwater Basin’s underlying Monk Hill Subbasin. The PWP owns the rights to divert 
up to 25 cfs of stream flow from the Arroyo Seco, but currently only utilizes up to 18 cfs for 
spreading at existing basins. The LAWC has surface water rights to 6.59 cfs of surface water 
flows on Millard Creek. 

The new diversion and weir structures in Area 2 and the expanded spreading basins in Area 3 
(PDF HYD-2) would allow for the capture and recharge of as much as 25 cfs. With the increased 
ability to divert water during storm events and the larger recharge area provided by additional 
spreading basins, the Project would allow for the recharge of an additional 1,100 af of water 
annually, which would supplement the PWP’s local water supplies. This is a beneficial impact on 
PWP’s water resources. 

With the improved diversion, less surface water would flow in the portion of the Arroyo Seco 
downstream of Area 2 and towards the Devil’s Gate Reservoir and more surface water would be 
conveyed to the spreading basins for groundwater recharge. The Upper Arroyo Seco, Devil’s 
Gate Reservoir, and the spreading basins are underlain by the same Monk Hill Subbasin of the 
Raymond Groundwater Basin. Where surface water now percolates in Devil’s Gate Reservoir to 
reach the groundwater or is released through the dam by the County prior to storm events, the 
Project would divert an estimated 1,100 afy into spreading basins, allowing for a 60 percent 
extraction (i.e., 660 afy) of the amount of groundwater infiltrated. Depending on the amount of 
surface water currently percolating at Devil’s Gate Reservoir, the Project could alter the amount 
of water percolating into the underlying groundwater subbasin, as well as the amount of 
groundwater extraction. The Raymond Basin Management Board adjudicates water resources in 
this groundwater basin by setting the pumping rights and managing the groundwater storage 
accounts of public and private water agencies, including the PWP. Continued management of the 
Raymond groundwater basin would prevent adverse impacts to underlying groundwater 
resources, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Construction activities would require water for dust control, equipment cleaning, and incidental 
uses, but this water demand would be provided by water trucks and would not directly impact 
underlying groundwater supplies. While recharge at existing spreading basins may be temporarily 
disrupted during the construction phases of the diversion and weir structures, the intake structure, 
and the spreading basins, and the long-term increase in recharge brought on by the Project would 
have a beneficial impact on groundwater supplies. Impacts on the spreading basins would be 
short-term and less than significant; no mitigation is required. 

Impact Comparison with Arroyo Seco Master EIR. The Master EIR for the Arroyo Seco Master 
Plan stated that the improvement of spreading basins would have positive impacts on the 
Raymond groundwater basin.  

c) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner that 
would result in substantial erosion or siltation onsite or offsite? 

Less than Significant Impact.  

Areas 1, 2 and 3 Impacts. Recontouring of Area 1 would change stream flows in the Arroyo 
Seco; however, the proposed flow diversion, floodplain islands, riparian planting, and woody 
debris clusters in Area 1 would reduce flow velocities in the Upper Arroyo Seco, while the bank 
stabilization (e.g., rock revetment and coconut fiber bundles) would reduce erosion and scour. 
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The addition of woody structures and revetment would slightly alter the course of the Arroyo Seco 
within Area 1; however, this portion of the creek is subject to variations in flows through the 
braided stream area.  

Flows over the ten-year base flow may go into the proposed rest area/picnic area. Improvements 
in this area would be bolted into concrete foundations to withstand flooding and erosion hazards. 
If the proposed nature trail is submerged in flows and wiped out, it is anticipated that trail users 
would create a new trail alignment. Erosion due to changes in stream flows would be less than 
significant.  

Increases in surface water diversion at Area 2 would not change drainage patterns, but would 
redirect some of the surface water flows currently entering the Devil’s Gate Reservoir to the new 
spreading basins in Area 3. The area around the diversion structure and the slopes along the 
access road in Area 2 would also be stabilized with riprap protection to reduce erosion. The new 
recreational parking lot in Area 3 would be covered in decomposed granite, and the maintenance 
roadway around the spreading basins would be compacted to reduce erosion. Therefore, the 
Project would reduce erosion in the long term. No major change in drainage patterns or erosion 
and siltation would occur with the Project. 

During construction, erosion control measures would be implemented as part of the Project’s 
SWPPP (as RR HYD-1). BMPs proposed include cofferdams that would be placed at the 
upstream ends of Areas 1 and 2, with a sump pump to direct water through a pipeline to the 
downstream ends of the construction areas. This alteration of flows would be temporary, but 
would avoid construction materials and debris from entering the stream flow. A silt fence would 
also be installed around Area 1 to reduce erosion and sedimentation into the construction area. 
Compliance with the BMPs in the SWPPP would reduce erosion, and impacts would be less than 
significant. No mitigation is required. 

Impact Comparison with Arroyo Seco Master EIR. The Master EIR for the Arroyo Seco Master 
Plan stated that storm drain improvements, channel widening, and habitat establishment would 
reduce erosion along the Arroyo Seco. Erosion and sedimentation controls were called out for the 
water conservation pool, spreading basins, lakes, bridges, and utility relocation/replacement 
(Measures Geology-1 through Geology-5). Measures Geology-1, Geology-3, and Geology-4 are 
not applicable to the Project. The Project would comply with RR HYD-1, which includes 
implementation of erosion-control measures as part of the SWPPP for the Project. This is similar 
to Measures Geology-2 and Geology-5. 

d) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially 
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in 
flooding onsite or offsite? 

Less than Significant Impact. 

Areas 1, 2 and 3 Impacts. The proposed improvements would not change drainage patterns in 
a way that could cause flooding. The Project does not involve the construction of new impervious 
cover that would impede storm water absorption into soils, or cause new sheetflow runoff. In  
Area 1, the footings and legs for the proposed picnic tables, benches, horse water trough, pet 
waste stations, trash cans, and signs would be relatively small and scattered, and would have no 
impact on floodwater flows. These recreational and educational amenities in Area 1 will be placed 
outside the five-year floodplain to minimize the amount of maintenance or repair needed following 
storm events. Bank revetment and the addition of woody debris clusters and a high flow channel 
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would slightly alter the course of the Arroyo Seco within Area 1; however, they would not alter 
flows in such a way that could increase flooding. 

The diversion and weir structures in Area 2 would be placed above the existing diversion sill, and 
no changes to existing drainage patterns would occur. Flooding in Area 2 would not change, 
although water impoundment during high flows would be greater.  

The area near Area 3 that is most frequently inundated is located behind the Devil’s Gate Dam, 
below the elevation of the spillway (at 1,040.5 feet above msl). When the water level reaches the 
top of the dam at an elevation 1,075 feet above msl, water flows downstream and does not rise 
further. Since Area 3 is above this downstream elevation (at 1,100 to 1,130 feet above msl), it is 
not subject to flooding. Flooding of the proposed spreading basins, which may be excavated 
below 1,100 feet above msl, would not present an adverse impact. Since the proposed 
recreational parking lot and restroom would be at an elevation near 1,130 feet above msl and 
above the height of the dam, these facilities would not be subject to flooding.  

Changes in drainage patterns due to Project implementation would be confined to small areas 
and would not cause flooding. Impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 

Impact Comparison with Arroyo Seco Master EIR. The Master EIR for the Arroyo Seco Master 
Plan stated that floodplain features and flood water elevations would not be impacted significantly 
since no significant fill or dredging activities are planned and no major structures that may affect 
flow resistance and conveyance are proposed. Minor encroachments would not cause significant 
changes to flood water stages or erosion/sedimentation trends. 

e) Would the project create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of pollutant runoff? 

No Impact. 

Areas 1, 2 and 3 Impacts. There are no storm drain systems that receive storm water flows from 
Areas 1 and 2. All storm water flows enter the Arroyo Seco. In Area 3, storm water flows will be 
reduced when compared to the existing condition due to the elimination of the JPL East Parking 
Lot and the expansion of the spreading basins. There would be no impact to storm water drainage 
systems. No long-term storm water pollutants would be generated by the Project, as previously 
discussed under Thresholds a) and f). 

Impact Comparison with Arroyo Seco Master EIR. The Master EIR for the Arroyo Seco Master 
Plan identified potential impacts to water quality from construction activities and increases in 
vehicles, horses, and park and trail users at the HWP. The Project would comply with RR HYD-1 
and RR HYD-4 for the implementation of BMPs during construction as part of the SWPPP. These 
RRs are similar to the Master EIR’s Measure Hydro-1. The Project’s proposed trash cans and 
decomposed granite parking lot are comparable to BMPs called out in Measure Hydro-2.  

g) Would the project place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on 
a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard 
delineation map? 

h) Would the project place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would 
impede or redirect flood flows? 
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No Impact. 

Areas 1, 2 and 3 Impacts. The proposed Project would not involve the construction of any 
permanent housing that may be exposed to flood hazards. The improvements in Area 1 (e.g., 
habitat restoration, nature trail, and rest area/picnic area) would be located within the 100-year 
floodplain for the Arroyo Seco, but would be built to withstand flooding (RR HYD-5). Their small 
and scattered locations would not impede flood flows.  

The proposed diversion and weir structures in Area 2 would impede low flows for diversion into 
the spreading basins in Area 3, but this is not considered an adverse impact. During extremely 
high-flow rain events, the proposed diversion and weir structures may be partially or fully 
bypassed, depending on streamflow turbidity or the potential for large debris damaging the weir, 
thus allowing flows to continue downstream. Area 3 is located outside the floodplain, and 
improvements in Area 3 would not impede flood flows.  

An increase in the number of trail users in the Arroyo Seco Canyon may occur but, as in the 
existing condition, signage would be posted regarding the hazards associated with stream flows. 
No impacts related to flooding would occur and no mitigation is required.  

Impact Comparison with Arroyo Seco Master EIR. The Master EIR for the Arroyo Seco Master 
Plan stated that floodplain features and flood water elevations would not be impacted significantly 
since no significant fill or dredging activities are planned and no major structure that may affect 
flow resistance and conveyance is proposed. Minor encroachments would not cause significant 
changes to flood water stages or erosion/sedimentation trends. 

i) Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, 
or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or 
dam? 

No Impact. 

Areas 1, 2 and 3 Impacts. The proposed improvements would be located upstream of Devil’s 
Gate Dam. The top of this dam is at an elevation of 1,075 feet above msl. The lowest ground 
elevation is at Area 3 and is 1,100 feet above msl. Thus, when waters behind the dam reach 
1,075 feet above msl, they will overtop the dam and would not affect areas at higher elevations, 
including Area 3. Also, failure of the dam will release waters downstream into the Central and 
Lower Arroyo Seco (Pasadena 2011) and would not affect the proposed improvements in  
Areas 1, 2, or 3.  

There are reservoirs on the ridge north of JPL and failure of these reservoirs may release waters 
into Areas 2 and 3. The new diversion and weir structures, the improved access road in Area 2, 
and the proposed parking lot and spreading basins in Area 3 would not be damaged by waters 
from these reservoirs. Also, the proposed restroom and guard station in Area 3 are unlikely to 
sustain any significant damage from reservoir failure and are not habitable structures with a 
permanent population. 

The proposed diversion structure would impound low flows, but would allow flows above 25 cfs 
to pass through; thus, it would not lead to flooding of Area 2. Overflows in the spreading basins 
in Area 3 would flow back into the Arroyo Seco. The Project would not expose people or structures 
to flooding due to levee failure or dam inundation. No impacts would occur and no mitigation is 
required. 
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Impact Comparison with Arroyo Seco Master EIR. The Master EIR for the Arroyo Seco Master 
Plan did not identify inundation hazards in the HWP.  

j) Would the project cause inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 

No Impact. 

Areas 1, 2 and 3 Impacts. The City of Pasadena is located inland and is not subject to tsunami 
(sea waves) hazards. The Project would not expose people or structures to tsunami hazards due 
to distance from the Pacific Ocean. There is no large open water body near the Arroyo Seco that 
may pose seiche hazards. The existing and proposed spreading basins would not hold water for 
long periods, but would allow water to percolate into the ground within several hours. The basins 
would also have at least two feet of freeboard; spillways, pipes and outlets for water to flow into 
lower basins; and overflow pipes to direct water back into the Arroyo Seco. Thus, no seiche 
hazards would be created by the Project, and the Project would not be exposed to seiche hazards.  

Mudflows in the Arroyo Seco Canyon occur during large storm events, with large amounts of 
debris and sediment deposited in the Devil’s Gate Reservoir. The proposed flow diversion, 
floodplain islands, riparian planting, and woody debris clusters in Area 1 would reduce flow 
velocities in the Upper Arroyo Seco, while bank stabilization (e.g., rock revetment and coconut 
fiber bundles) would reduce erosion and scour. The diversion structure that would be rebuilt in 
Area 2 would allow large flows to pass through to prevent sediment build up behind the weir and 
intake structure; it would also slow down flow velocities and reduce downstream erosion and the 
potential for mudflows. In addition, stabilizing the roadway slope with riprap will reduce erosion 
that could add to sediment loads in the stream flow. The proposed sedimentation basins in  
Area 3 would remove fine sediments from the diverted water. Thus, the Project would reduce 
sediment loads and mudflow hazards in the Arroyo Seco. No adverse impacts related to tsunami, 
seiche, or mudflow would occur. 

Impact Comparison with Arroyo Seco Master EIR. The Master EIR for the Arroyo Seco Master 
Plan did not identify hazards associated with tsunamis or mudflows. It did indicate that the Devil’s 
Gate Reservoir poses seiche hazards, although no seiches have been reported and the dam does 
not impound water on a continuous basis.  

4.10.3 MITIGATION MEASURES 

Implementation of PDF HYD-1 and PDF HYD-2 and compliance with RRs HYD-1 to HYD-5 would 
reduce impacts to hydrology and water quality to less than significant levels; therefore, no 
mitigation measures are required. 
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4.11 LAND USE AND PLANNING Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:      

a) Physically divide an established community?     

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project 
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, 
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for 
the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect? 

    

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or 
natural community conservation plan?     

4.11.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The Arroyo Seco Canyon Project proposes improvements at three separate areas along the 
Upper Arroyo Seco. Existing improvements in each area are discussed in Section 2.2 of this 
IS/MND.  

The Upper Arroyo Seco and adjacent lands are designated and zoned as Open Space and 
Planned Development in the City of Pasadena’s Land Use Plan and Zoning Map (Pasadena 2009, 
2012b). The Open Space designation and zone applies to City-owned land with active and 
passive public recreational facilities and natural open spaces and the Planned Development zone 
applies to sites developed with a particular mix of uses, appearance, land use compatibility, or 
special sensitivity to neighborhood character (Pasadena 2004). The area north and east of Area 
1, within the unincorporated community of Altadena, is designated as Low Density Residential 
and Open Space-National Forest (LACDRP 2009).  

As discussed in Section 2.2, the Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan (HWMP) is a land 
use plan for approximately 330 acres of Hahamongna Watershed Park (HWP), which extends 
northward from the Devil’s Gate Dam to the mouth of the Arroyo Seco Canyon. A number of 
improvements proposed for Area 3 are in the HWMP.  

The ANF is managed by the USFS for the protection of open space and natural resources within 
the San Gabriel Mountains. Area 1 is located within the boundaries of the ANF and is designated 
in the USFS Land Management Plan as Non-Forest System Land (USFS 2005a) and is located 
on land owned by the City. Land farther north of Area 1 is designated as Back Country, Motorized 
Use Restricted (BCMUR). The BCMUR zone considers the restoration of vegetation condition as 
a suitable activity or use and supports non-motorized dispersed recreational opportunities, 
including camping, hiking, biking, hunting, and fishing (USFS 2005b).  

4.11.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Regulatory Requirements 

RR LU-1  The proposed improvements in Area 3 must be designed and constructed in 
compliance with the Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan (HWMP) and the 
proposed restroom building will require Design Review Approval.  
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RR LU-2 The proposed Project will require a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for 
developing/improving recreational facilities in the Open Space zone. 

Impact Discussion 

a) Would the project physically divide an established community? 

No Impact.  

Areas 1, 2 and 3 Impacts. The proposed Arroyo Seco Canyon Project does not involve the 
displacement of existing residences or the construction of barriers through the developed areas 
located east and west of the Arroyo Seco. Therefore, the Project would not divide an established 
community. No impacts would occur and no mitigation is required. 

Impact Comparison with Arroyo Seco Master EIR. The Master EIR for the Arroyo Seco Master 
Plan did not address impacts on land use and planning since the Initial Study for the Arroyo Seco 
Master Plan had determined earlier that no division or disruption of an established community 
would occur. 

b) Would the project conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation 
of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the 
general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for 
the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

Less Than Significant Impact. 

Areas 1, 2 and 3 Impacts. The Project would not conflict with the City’s Open Space designation 
and zone for the area since the restored habitat areas, improved water diversion facilities, 
expanded spreading basins, and new recreational amenities would be consistent with the Open 
Space designation. However, recreational elements in the Open Space zone require a conditional 
use permit (CUP) from the City. Therefore, the Project includes obtaining a CUP for 
developing/improving recreational facilities in the Open Space zone.  The proposed recharge 
basins in Area 3 would not conflict with the Planned Development zone. 

Chapter 3.32 of the City’s Municipal Code is the Arroyo Seco Public Lands Ordinance, which 
outlines the City’s regulations for publicly owned lands within the Arroyo Seco. This ordinance 
only applies to the Central and Lower Arroyo Seco and does not pertain to the Upper Arroyo Seco. 
The Project would not conflict with the Arroyo Seco Public Lands Ordinance, as the proposed 
improvements would be located north of the Devil’s Gate Dam as defined in the ordinance.  

The proposed improvements include the recreational parking lot at the northern end of Area 3; 
construction of spreading basins; expansion of the spreading basins; and the provision of a 
restroom, interpretive signs, and potential future trail connection at the north end of Area 3. These 
are consistent with the HWMP, which proposes the spreading basin expansion and a new 
trailhead north of the JPL East Parking Lot. The HWMP proposes other facilities in or near Area 
3 (e.g., a sunset overlook, bridge for North Perimeter Trail, East park entrance, East Rim Trail, 
Johnson Field improvements, pumpback system, storm drain improvements, utility line relocation 
and undergrounding) that would not be implemented by the Project but, at the same time, would 
not be precluded from future implementation. No conflict with the HWMP would occur. Thus, the 
Project would comply with RR LU-1. 
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The habitat restoration, water diversion, and recreational amenities that would be provided by the 
Project in Area 1 would not conflict with the goals of the USFS for the protection of open space 
and natural resources within the San Gabriel Mountains. The Project would also not conflict with 
the BCMUR zone to the north, which considers the restoration of vegetation condition as a 
suitable activity or use and supports non-motorized dispersed recreational opportunities, including 
camping, hiking, biking, hunting and fishing.  

Since no urban development is proposed and no change to the open space use of the land would 
occur with the Project, no conflict or inconsistency with regional plans (i.e., SCAG’s Regional 
Comprehensive Plan, Regional Housing Needs Assessment, Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy, and Compass Blueprint) or with the growth forecasts 
used in the development of these regional plans would occur. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Impact Comparison with Arroyo Seco Master EIR. The Master EIR for the Arroyo Seco Master 
Plan did not address impacts on land use and planning since the Initial Study for the Arroyo Seco 
Master Plan had determined earlier that no significant impact on applicable land use plan or 
policies would occur and no significant impacts to land use and planning are anticipated. 

c) Would the project conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural 
community conservation plan? 

No Impact. 

Areas 1, 2 and 3 Impacts. As discussed under Section 4.4, Biological Resources, there is no 
adopted habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan in the City of Pasadena 
or near the City and the Arroyo Seco. The Arroyo Seco Canyon is located in the Altadena Foothills 
and Arroyos Significant Ecological Area (SEA) under the County’s SEA program (LACDRP 2011). 
The Project site is not subject to the SEA Program because it is not located within an 
unincorporated County area. Still, the Project consists of habitat restoration, water diversion, and 
recreational amenities that would not conflict with the objectives of the SEA for species 
conservation, biotic diversity, or habitat linkages. Impacts on biological resources are discussed 
in Section 4.4 above. No impacts related to habitat conservation plans or natural community 
conservation plans would occur with the Project. No mitigation is required. 

Impact Comparison with Arroyo Seco Master EIR. The Master EIR for the Arroyo Seco Master 
Plan did not address impacts on land use and planning since the Initial Study for the Arroyo Seco 
Master Plan had determined earlier that no habitat conservation plans or natural community 
conservation plans are applicable to the Arroyo Seco Master Plan since no such plans exist in 
the area. 

4.11.3 MITIGATION MEASURES 

There would be no significant adverse impacts related to land use and planning with compliance 
with RR LU-1 and RR LU-2; therefore, no mitigation measures are required. 
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4.12 MINERAL RESOURCES Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:      

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state? 

    

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan? 

    

4.12.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Mineral resources are naturally occurring chemicals, elements, or compounds such as bituminous 
rock, gold, sand, gravel, clay, crushed stone, limestone, diatomite, salt, borate, potash, 
geothermal, petroleum, and natural gas resources. Construction aggregate refers to sand and 
gravel (natural aggregates) and crushed stone (rock) that are used as Portland-cement-concrete 
aggregate, asphaltic-concrete aggregate, road base, railroad ballast, riprap, fill, and the 
production of other construction materials.  

The California Geological Survey (CGS) has identified deposits of regionally significant aggregate 
resources in the State in accordance with the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA). 
Clusters or belts of mineral deposits are designated as Mineral Resources Zone 2 (MRZ-2), which 
include areas that require special management due to the presence of mineral resources 
important to the State. The Devil’s Gate Reservoir is designated as an MRZ-2 zone. The reservoir 
was mined by eight operators and by the County for channel maintenance until 1994. The  
MRZ-2 zone in the reservoir covers 204 acres and contains sand and gravel deposits up to  
100 feet below the ground surface. This zone encompasses Area 3. However, there is no active 
mining operation in this MRZ-2 zone (CDOC 2010).  

Review of maps prepared by the California Department of Conservation shows that there are no 
oil, gas or geothermal fields in or near the Upper Arroyo Seco (CDOC 2001). Additionally, there 
are no active or idle oil wells in or near the canyon. The nearest well is a plugged and inactive 
well located approximately six miles southwest of Area 3 (DOGGR 2013).  

4.12.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Project Design Features 

PDF MIN-1 Large cobbles and boulders exposed in Area 2 will be collected and stockpiled at 
a designated area for future use as trail markers, signs, and other decorative 
purposes. 

Regulatory Requirements 

RR MIN-1  Excavation activities in Area 3 is required to include the collection of arroyo stone 
for use in structures, signs, walls, and other improvements in accordance with the 
Arroyo Seco Design Guidelines, subject to design review and approval by the 
City’s Planning Division. 



Arroyo Seco Canyon Project 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

 

 
H:\Projects\Carollo (CAR)\J041\Final IS-MND\Final Arroyo Seco IS-MND.docx 4-93 Environmental Assessment 

Impact Discussion 

a) Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that 
would be of value to the region and the residents of the state? 

Less than Significant Impact. 

Areas 1, 2 and 3 Impacts. The sand and gravel resources within Devil’s Gate Reservoir, as 
identified by CGS (CDOC 2010), would not be affected by the Project, since no excavation, 
grading, or paving is proposed within the reservoir.  

The proposed improvements in Areas 1 and 2, upstream of the reservoir, would restore habitat 
and increase water diversion, but would not affect the availability of sand and gravel resources in 
the reservoir. However, there are large cobbles and boulders in these areas that would be 
disturbed by the Project. Improvements in Area 1 would place these boulders along the edges of 
the stream and the nature trail, and in the proposed rest area/picnic area. Improvements in  
Area 2 may use boulders depending on integrity, shapes, and sizes for the rock wall and riprap 
protection. Improvements in Area 3 may also utilize cobbles and boulders (e.g., structure facades, 
walkway/trail edges, signs, etc.). In addition, as stated in PDF MIN-1, large cobbles and boulders 
in Area 2 would be moved away from active construction areas and stockpiled for future 
decorative uses, to conserve these resources.  

The CGS has identified sand and gravel resources in Area 3 (CDOC 2010). The improvements 
in Area 3 would not extract the underlying sand, gravel, or arroyo stone resources, but may 
expose these resources during utility line excavation and as part of grading activities for the 
sedimentation basins and expansion of the spreading basins. The amount of excavated soils 
requiring off-site disposal would be minimized by creating shallow embankments around the 
proposed basins and raising the elevation of the access road and the new parking lot. Still, 
approximately 2,000 cubic yards of excess soils would be disposed of offsite. The HWMP and 
Arroyo Seco Design Guidelines call for the use of local arroyo stone in structures, walls, fences, 
signs, entries, and along trails to reflect the culture and style that is present along the  
Arroyo Seco. In compliance with the HWMP and Arroyo Seco Design Guidelines, RR MIN-1 
requires the collection of arroyo stones during excavation activities in Area 3. This would allow for 
the reuse of the stones for the restroom, trail, drinking fountain, signs, or other site improvements, 
as well as to reduce the off-site disposal of excavated soils and materials.  

The improvements for Area 3 would include some impervious surfaces (e.g., foundations for 
restroom, access road, and guard station), but the majority of the area would remain pervious as 
a decomposed granite parking lot and open sedimentation and spreading basins. Thus, the 
Project would maintain the availability of these mineral resources and would not preclude future 
mining operations in this area. 

Impacts on regionally important mineral resources would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation is required.  

Impact Comparison with Arroyo Seco Master EIR. The Master EIR for the Arroyo Seco Master 
Plan acknowledged the presence of mineral resources, such as arroyo stone, behind Devil’s Gate 
Dam and includes a mitigation measure for the collection of the arroyo stone for use in other areas 
of the HWP. To allow for continued collection and reuse of the arroyo stone in the HWP,  
RR MIN-1 (similar to Measure Minerals-1) would be implemented in Area 3.  
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b) Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral 
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other 
land use plan? 

No Impact. 

Areas 1, 2 and 3 Impacts. There are no identified oil, gas, or geothermal resources or ongoing 
mining/extraction activities in the Upper Arroyo Seco. The City of Pasadena Comprehensive 
General Plan does not identify any mineral resources in the City (Pasadena 2004). The HWMP 
talks about the removal of sand and gravel from the Devil’s Gate Reservoir in the past but does 
not identify aggregate or other mineral resources in and around the reservoir that should be 
protected or preserved (Pasadena 2003a). 

The Project would not require mineral resources, nor would it change the availability of resources 
within Devil’s Gate Reservoir. The diversion of water into the spreading basins would not affect 
sand and gravel resources in the reservoir. Additionally, no new structures or facilities would be 
constructed as part of the Project that could potentially restrict or obstruct future mineral resource 
recovery activities within Devil’s Gate Reservoir. As discussed above, construction activities in 
Areas 2 and 3 would include collection of arroyo stones (PDF MIN-1 and RR MIN-1). Long-term 
recreational activities in the Arroyo Seco Canyon and operation and maintenance activities on the 
PWP facilities would not require mineral resources. Thus, there would be no impacts to locally 
important mineral resources. No mitigation is required. 

Impact Comparison with Arroyo Seco Master EIR. The Master EIR for the Arroyo Seco Master 
Plan acknowledged the presence of mineral resources, such as arroyo stone, behind Devil’s Gate 
Dam and includes a mitigation measure for the collection of the arroyo stone for use in structures, 
walls, fences, signs, entries, and along trails. The Project would implement RR MIN-1 in Area 3, 
which is similar to Measure Minerals-1 in the Master EIR. 

4.12.3 MITIGATION MEASURES 

There would be no significant adverse impacts related to mineral resources, with implementation 
of PDF MIN-1 and RR MIN-1. No mitigation is required.  
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4.13 NOISE  Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project result in:     

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in 
excess of standards established in the local general plan 
or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies? 

    

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?     

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels 
in the project vicinity above levels existing without the 
project? 

    

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

    

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles 
of a public airport or public use airport, would the project 
expose people residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 

    

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would 
the project expose people residing or working in the project 
area to excessive noise levels? 

    

4.13.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Noise-Sensitive Receptors 

Noise-sensitive receptors include land uses where an excessive amount of noise would interfere 
with normal operations or activities and where a high degree of noise control may be necessary. 
Examples include schools, hospitals, and residential areas. Recreational areas may be 
considered noise-sensitive where quiet and solitude may be an important aspect of the specific 
recreational experience (Pasadena 2004). 

Area 1. The USFS Ranger Station, which includes three dwelling units providing housing for 
USFS Rangers, is located just east of the trail in Area 1 (See aerial photograph of Area 1 in  
Exhibit 2-3a). The USFS Ranger Station is located in the City of Pasadena. The closest 
residences to the west in La Cañada Flintridge are on Gleneagles Place, approximately 0.2 mile 
west of Area 1. Residential neighborhoods to the east in Altadena are approximately 0.25 mile 
from Area 1.  

Area 2. The closest homes to Area 2 are approximately 0.15 mile to the east on Canyon Dell 
Drive in Altadena. Residential neighborhoods to the west in La Cañada Flintridge are more than 
0.25 mile from Area 2. 

Area 3. There are single-family residential neighborhoods to the east of Area 3. Some homes are 
in the City of Pasadena and others are in Altadena. The closest homes to Area 3 are on Ridgeview 
Drive in Altadena, approximately 225 feet from the eastern edge of the JPL parking lot, and are 
approximately 100 feet higher in elevation than the parking lot. 
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North Windsor Avenue, between I-210 and Explorer Drive, would be used by traffic generated by 
the proposed Project. There are homes adjacent to North Windsor Avenue in the City of Pasadena 
and in the community of Altadena. 

Passive and active recreational areas, including the Gabrielino Trail, are near all Project areas 
and are described in Section 4.15, Recreation. 

Existing Noise Levels 

Areas 1 and 2 are located in rural settings approximately 0.25 mile from suburban development. 
Local noise sources include occasional vehicles, recreational visitors, wind, and other natural 
sounds. Average hourly daytime noise levels (Leq) are estimated to be 40 to 45 A-weighted 
decibels (dBA) Leq. 

Area 3 is located within a developed area and includes the JPL East Parking Lot. The principal 
local noise sources in the surrounding area are (1) industrial activities, including material handling 
equipment at the JPL campus to the west and (2) vehicles coming to, using, and leaving the 
parking lot. Average hourly daytime noise levels are estimated to be 50 to 55 dBA Leq. 

Ambient noise level measurements were taken near the residential receptors east of Area 3 on 
November 14, 2013, using a Larson Davis Laboratories Model 831 integrating sound level meter 
(LD 831). The LD 831 sound level meter and microphone was mounted on a tripod four to five 
feet above the ground and equipped with a windscreen during all measurements. The  
LD 831 was calibrated before and after use. Four short-term noise level measurements were 
made. The monitoring locations are shown in Exhibit 4-4, Noise Monitoring Locations. Each short-
term measurement was taken for a period of 20 minutes to provide representative average 
daytime noise levels. The average, maximum, and minimum (Leq, Lmax, and Lmin) values taken at 
each noise measurement location are shown in Table 4.13-1, Ambient Noise Level 
Measurements. The complete noise monitoring results are included in Appendix E.  
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