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1

Environmental Checklist Form

1. Project Title:

Arroyo Seco Canyon Project Areas 2 and 3

2. Lead agency name and address:

City of Pasadena
150 South Los Robles Avenue, Suite 200
Pasadena, California 91101

3. Contact person and phone number:

Elisa Ventura, PE, Principal Engineer
626.744.4465

4. Project location:

3420 and 3500 North Arroyo Boulevard, City of Pasadena.
The Project site includes portions of Assessor Parcel Numbers
5830-001-906 and 5823-015-902. Area 3 begins
approximately 0.3-mile north of the intersection of Windsor
Avenue and Ventura Street along Explorer Road. The Project
site continues northward along the North Arroyo Boulevard
(i.e. Gabrielino Trail/Access Road) to the top of Area 2 ending
approximately 1 mile north of the intersection of Windsor
Avenue and Ventura Street.

5. Project sponsor’s name and address:

City of Pasadena Department of Water and Power
150 South Los Robles Avenue, Suite 200
Pasadena, California 91101

6. General plan designation:

Open Space

7. Zoning:

Open Space

8. Description of project:

The proposed Project includes demolition and replacement of
surface water diversion facilities and the expansion of
spreading basins. See Section 2 for details.

9. Surrounding land uses and setting:

The areas included in the Arroyo Seco Canyon Project are
surrounded by residential uses in Pasadena and the
unincorporated community of Altadena to the east and south;
open spaces in the Angeles National Forest to the north; Devil’s
Gate Dam and Reservoir to the south; and the Arroyo Seco
stream corridor, Oak Grove Park, the NASA-JPL campus, and
residential areas in the City of La Cañada Flintridge to the west.

10. Other public agencies whose approval
is required:

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Section 404 Nationwide Permit);
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Section 1600
Streambed Alteration Agreement); Los Angeles Regional Water
Quality Control Board (Section 401 Water Quality Certification);
Los Angeles County Flood Control District (Encroachment
Permit)

11. Have California Native American tribes
traditionally and culturally affiliated with
the project area requested consultation
pursuant to Public Resources Code
section 21080.3.1?

Consultation will begin upon issuance of the Notice of
Preparation (NOP).
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ARROYO SECO CANYON PROJECT AREAS 2 AND 3
INITIAL STUDY
Evaluation of Environmental Impacts
1. A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately supported by
the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A “No Impact” answer
is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to
projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should
be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will
not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).
2. All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative
as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.
3. Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist
answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or
less than significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an
effect may be significant. If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the
determination is made, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is required.
4. “Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the incorporation
of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less Than
Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they
reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from “Earlier Analyses,” as described
in (5) below, may be cross-referenced).
5. Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect
has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this
case, a brief discussion should identify the following:
a. Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.
b. Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope
of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state
whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.
c. Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less Than Significant With Mitigation Measures
Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier
document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.
6. Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential
impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document
should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.
7. Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals
contacted should be cited in the discussion.
8. This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies
should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project’s environmental
effects in whatever format is selected.
9. The explanation of each issue should identify:
a. The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b. The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.
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Project Description

2.1

Introduction

The City of Pasadena (City) Department of Water and Power (PWP) is proposing to implement the Arroyo Seco Canyon
Project Areas 2 and 3 (proposed Project or Project). Pursuant to Section 15367 of the state California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, the City is the Lead Agency and has the principal responsibility for carrying out the Project
and has the authority for approving the Project and its accompanying environmental documentation.
The City will prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15084 for the
proposed Project. According to CEQA Guidelines 15060(d), a Lead Agency may determine that an EIR is clearly
required for a project, the agency may skip further initial review of the project and begin work directly on the EIR.
However, the City has prepared this Initial Study, which reflects its independent judgement, in order to focus the
EIR on the Project’s environmental effects determined to be potentially significant, identify the effects determined
not to be significant, and explain the reasons for determining that potentially significant effects would not be
significant. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15063(d), an Initial Study must contain the following:
(1)

A description of the project including the location of the project;

(2)

An identification of the environmental setting;

(3)

An identification of environmental effects by use of a checklist, matrix, or other method,
provided that entries on a checklist or other form are briefly explained to indicate that there is
some evidence to support the entries. The brief explanation may be either through a narrative
or a reference to another information source such as an attached map, photographs, or an
earlier EIR or negative declaration. A reference to another document should include, where
appropriate, a citation to the page or pages where the information is found.

(4)

A discussion of the ways to mitigate the significant effects identified, if any;

(5)

An examination of whether the project would be consistent with existing zoning, plans, and
other applicable land use controls; and,

(6)

The name of the person or persons who prepared or participated in the Initial Study.

2.2

Project Location

The Project site is located in the City of Pasadena within the Arroyo Seco Canyon at 3420 and 3500 Arroyo Seco
Road, City of Pasadena. The Project site includes portions of Assessor Parcel Numbers 5830-001-906 and 5823015-902, located in Township 1 North, Range 12 West on the Pasadena, California 7.5′ USGS quadrangle map.
The Project site can be accessed via Interstate (I) 210 by exiting Windsor Avenue and traveling northward for
approximately 0.8-mile to the intersection of Windsor Avenue and Ventura Street. From this intersection, the City’s
open area (i.e., former Jet Propulsion Laboratory [JPL] East Parking Lot) is located approximately 0.3-mile north
along Explorer Road, which constitutes the southern boundary of Area 3.
The proposed Project consists of two primary areas, as shown on Figure 1, Local Vicinity and Regional Location,
including Area 2, Diversion and Intake Replacement and Area 3, Spreading Basin Improvements. These areas are
connected by the North Arroyo Boulevard (i.e. Gabrielino Trail/Access Road), which serves as a recreational trail
and the access road for City of Pasadena and U.S. Forest Service (USFS) vehicles heading into the Arroyo Seco
5
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Canyon. As shown on Figure 1, the proposed Project would involve construction activity and facility improvements
in both areas, as well as construction truck traffic along portions of the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road. The former
Travelling Screen and Chlorine Building (Screen Building) adjacent to Area 2 and the Behner Water Treatment Plant
adjacent to Area 3 would be used for temporary construction materials and equipment staging.
Within the City of Pasadena, the Arroyo Seco passes through three distinct recreational areas: (1) Upper Arroyo
Seco, containing the Hahamongna Watershed Park (HWP) and Devil’s Gate Reservoir and Dam; (2) Central Arroyo
Seco, extending south of the Devil’s Gate Dam to the Colorado Street Bridge; and (3) Lower Arroyo Seco, from the
Colorado Street Bridge to the southern boundary of the City. The Project proposes new facilities and improvements
only in the Upper Arroyo Seco, as shown on Figure 1.

2.3

Project Background

Settlement Agreement
On October 9, 2014, the City circulated the Arroyo Seco Canyon Project (ASCP) Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration (IS/MND), State Clearinghouse (SCH) Number 2014101022, for a 30-day public review period from
October 9, 2014, to November 8, 2014. The City was seeking approval of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) No. 6222
for the ASCP, which involved improvements to three areas: Area 1, Arroyo Seco Headworks; Area 2, Arroyo Seco
Intake; and Area 3, JPL East Parking Lot. The Final 2015 ASCP IS/MND is available for viewing online at
https://ww5.cityofpasadena.net/planning/category/environmental-notices/ and/or PWPweb.com/Arroyo and a
hardcopy of the Final 2015 ASCP IS/MND can be viewed during normal business hours at:
City of Pasadena Department of Water and Power
150 South Los Robles Avenue, Suite 200
Pasadena, California 91101
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15150, the 2015 ASCP IS/MND (ASCP IS/MND), and associated
conditions of approval are incorporated by reference into this Initial Study. Incorporation by reference is a necessary
device for reducing the size of an environmental document. Specifically, the mitigation measures set forth in the
2015 ASCP IS/MND and as set forth in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) are incorporated
by reference and are available for viewing online at the website and address listed above.
On January 7, 2015, the City’s Hearing Officer held a public hearing regarding the requested CUP and made the
findings to approve the ASCP IS/MND for CUP No. 6222. On January 20, 2015, Spirit of the Sage Council, Project
Soliton, and Hugh Bowles submitted an appeal of the Hearing Officer’s decision to the Board of Zoning Appeals.
The Board of Zoning Appeals hearing took place on March 4, 2015, and upheld the Hearing Officer’s decision by a
unanimous vote. The approval was again appealed to the City Council, and on June 1, 2015, the City Council voted
to uphold the Board of Zoning Appeals decision by unanimous vote.
The City of Pasadena filed a Notice of Determination (NOD) for the ASCP IS/MND on January 13, 2015, after the
Hearing Officer approval, and filed an additional NOD on March 6, 2015, after the Board of Zoning Appeals approval.
On July 2, 2015, a lawsuit (Court Case No. BS156207) was filed against the City by petitioners Spirit of the Sage
Council and Project Soliton challenging the approval. On March 20, 2017, the Los Angeles Superior Court issued
its decision and on June 26, 2017, entered a Judgment that partially favored the petitioners. The Court found that
the elements of the ASCP that related to increased diversions of surface water (i.e., greater taking of stream water
6
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from the Arroyo Seco beyond its current withdrawal) required evaluation through the preparation of an EIR. The
Court also ruled that the elements of the ASCP that did not relate to increased diversions were severable from the
remainder of the ASCP and complied with CEQA. As such, the Court determined that CUP No. 6222 and its related
findings and conditions of approval, and the ASCP IS/MND shall remain intact for these components, and would be
allowed to move forward without any additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA (Spirit of the Sage Council
v. City of Pasadena 2017). These approved components include:


Area 1, Arroyo Seco Headworks: All ASCP elements.



Area 2, Arroyo Seco Intake: Access road improvements and related slope reconstruction and protective
riprap elements.



Area 3, JPL East Parking Lot: All ASCP elements, except the expansion of 4 existing spreading basins and
the construction of 2 new spreading basins. Specifically, the components of the ASCP IS/MND allowed to
proceed include the parking lot, access road, sedimentation basin, demolition of existing structures and
pipelines, new pipelines, new public restroom, new security booth and associated utility services (water,
sewer, power, and communication lines), and topics related to the existing groundwater contamination
associated with the Jet Propulsion Laboratory (JPL) site listing on hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5.

In addition, after the Courts ruling, the petitioners and the City came to an agreement to resolve remaining issues
and obtain certain assurances as to future actions of the parties. Through this Settlement Agreement, it was agreed
that the City shall have the right to perform maintenance activities, including tilling and grading of the existing
spreading basins to re-establish historical percolation rates and maintenance activities that involve negligible or no
expansion of use as described in CEQA Guidelines Section 15301 for a Class 1 Categorical Exemption. The
Settlement Agreement further clarified that the City may perform excavation and grading necessary for the
temporary bridges as described in the ASCP IS/MND.
In accordance with the terms and provisions of the Judgment and Peremptory Writ of Mandate, the City’s
Declaration in Support of the Judgment, the Statement of Decision on Petition for Writ of Mandate, and the
Settlement Agreement (see Appendix A to this Initial Study), the City is preparing an EIR for the proposed Project in
accordance with CEQA and the state CEQA Guidelines. Because several components of the ASCP were allowed to
proceed without any additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA, the proposed Project boundaries of Area 2
and Area 3 have been refined from those shown in the 2015 ASCP IS/MND to reflect the activities subject to review
under this EIR, as described below.

Project Purpose
The City owns the right to divert up to 25 cubic feet per second (cfs) of surface water from the Arroyo Seco for direct
use or for spreading into its basins for water pumping credits in the Raymond Basin. The City receives between 60
to 80% groundwater pumping credit for the amount of water recharged into the groundwater basin. In the two storm
seasons following the 2009 Station Fire, excessive amounts of sediment washed down from the watershed. The
debris flows damaged City structures, greatly reducing the City’s capacity to divert water for spreading. As a result,
PWP proposes to repair and replace damaged facilities in the Upper Arroyo Seco Canyon as a part of the proposed
Project. The improvements would allow for increased utilization of the City’s surface water rights from the Arroyo
Seco and maximize the beneficial use of this important local water resource. The proposed Project would implement
a multi-benefit approach to the repair and replacement of damaged infrastructure in the Arroyo Seco, with the
overall Project objectives to increase the beneficial use of the surface water rights held by the City and to improve
7
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biological functions within the Arroyo Seco. For any future fish populations that may establish in the Arroyo Seco,
the new intake would include a fish screening feature to prevent fish populations from passing into the intake and
conveyance system, and a roughened channel would be constructed directly downstream of the new weir to allow
for future fish passage upstream during moderate flow periods.
The City’s General Plan Open Space and Conservation Element sets forth objectives related to the use of water
resources in the City (City of Pasadena 2012). The proposed Project supports these objectives, as follows:


Increase the efficiency of water use among Pasadena residents, and commercial and industrial organizations.
The proposed Project would facilitate the efficient use of water in the Arroyo Seco by allowing for the full
utilization of the City’s surface water rights and reducing reliance upon imported water supplies from the
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD). PWP has a longstanding right to divert up to 25
cubic feet per second (cfs) from this source. MWD imports water from the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta
via the State Water Project, and from the Colorado River. In recent years, MWD has imposed allocation
limits on its water supply deliveries to its member agencies, and the future reliability of imported water will
continue to face uncertainties from climate change, environmental regulations, and droughts. Another
important issue associated with imported water is cost, which has increased substantially in the past few
years (City of Pasadena 2012). Achieving water supply reliability will depend on a number of key water
policy and management decisions on a regional and local level, including implementation of projects such
as the proposed Arroyo Seco Canyon Project Areas 2 and 3.



Protect local water supply sources and plant trees and vegetation that are consistent with habitat and water
conservation policies.
The proposed Project would facilitate the protection of local water supply sources by improving the ability
of the diversion weir and intake structure to capture water during high-flow storm events. It has been PWP’s
practice in the past (more so after floods following the Station Fire damaged the upstream settling basins)
to bypass water from high-flow storm events when the water is sediment-laden and turbid in order to protect
the function of the existing infrastructure. Improvements in the facilities to better accommodate turbid
waters in high-flow events, as well as improvements to the capacity of the spreading basins, would facilitate
the beneficial use of available local water supply sources.



Improve surface permeability and recharge aquifers/enhance storm water quality to prevent
pollution/trash from entering Los Angeles and San Gabriel Rivers and ocean.
The proposed Project would improve the functionality and efficiency of the facilities responsible for the
diversion and infiltration of water into the Raymond Basin. PWP has in the past forfeited available water
due to the lack of spreading capacity within the spreading basins (Carollo Engineers 2013). The increased
capacity and efficiency of the spreading basin improvements in Area 3 (which includes a new sedimentation
basin for sediment to settle out before water is directed to the spreading basins) would maximize capacity
and infiltration rates, thereby improving the recharge of groundwater supplies.

Additionally, the proposed Project would support the implementation of improvements set forth in the Hahamongna
Watershed Park (HWP) Master Plan. The study area for the HWP Master Plan includes the area below the JPL Bridge,
which includes Area 3 of the proposed Project (City of Pasadena 2003). Table 1, Hahamongna Watershed Park

8

11884
October 2019

ARROYO SECO CANYON PROJECT AREAS 2 AND 3
INITIAL STUDY
Area 5A Water Resource and Associated Improvements, identifies the proposed Project’s consistency with the HWP
Master Plan Improvements identified for the proposed Project Area 3.

Table 1. Hahamongna Watershed Park Area 5A: Water Resource and Associated Improvements
Arroyo Seco Canyon Project Areas 2 and 3
(Proposed Project)
Completed/Not a Part. The parking lot was removed in
2016.
Not a Part. However, implementation of the ASCP does
not conflict with or hinder this improvement.
Consistent. The proposed Project would implement this
proposed improvement.

HWP Master Plan Improvements for Area 5A
Remove the southern ¾ of the east JPL parking lot.
Relocate and improve water conservation distribution
system (diverted and pumped-back storm water).
Construct the Eastside Spreading Basins Project
including expanded spreading basins 1 through 4, two
new basins, and relocated sludge ponds 1 and 2.
Complete the pump-back system from the dam area to
the spreading basins.
Construct the overall storm drain modification
improvements, including the Altacrest Drain
improvements and drainage improvements in the
Interpretive Area.
Implement the Habitat Establishment Project at the
eastside spreading basins from the remaining northern
parking lot south to Johnson Field.
Convert the northern ¼ of the east JPL parking lot to
public parking and restore and establish habitat in this
area.
Construct a sewer lift station and force main across the
JPL bridge to JPL’s sewer system and underground the
power to the site for the new public restroom.
Construct a new public restroom at the north end of the
east lot; install eastside picnic amenities on the west
side of the Stream Corridor Alignment Habitat Project
and at the new public restroom. These improvements
will be made when specific need and locations are
identified.

2.4

Not a Part. However, implementation of the ASCP does
not conflict with or hinder this improvement.
Not a Part. However, implementation of the ASCP does
not conflict with or hinder this improvement.
Not a Part. However, implementation of the ASCP does
not conflict or hinder this improvement.
Would be accomplished through implementation of the
ASCP assessed under the 2015 IS/MND.
Would be accomplished through implementation of the
ASCP assessed under the 2015 IS/MND.
The restroom would be accomplished through
implementation of the ASCP assessed under the 2015
IS/MND. The remainder is Not a Part. However,
implementation of the ASCP does not conflict with or
hinder this improvement.

Project Summary

The Project site consists of two primary areas as shown on Figure 1, Local Vicinity and Regional Location, including
Area 2, Diversion and Intake Replacement and Area 3, Spreading Basin Improvements, which are connected by the
Gabrielino Trail/Access Road. The proposed Project would involve construction activity and facility improvements
in both areas, as well as construction vehicle traffic along portions of the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road.

Area 2: Diversion and Intake Replacement
Figure 2a, Area 2 Existing Conditions, identifies the primary existing structures in Area 2, including the concrete
diversion weir and intake structure, a fenced area with a screening building and access to sections of the

9
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conveyance system, the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road, and a historic bridge (Bridge No. 3) over the Arroyo Seco.
The diversion weir directs water into the intake structure by obstructing the stream flow and creating a small pool
of water that flows into the intake. The intake would be operated to divert the City’s 25 cfs of water rights, while
additional flows beyond 25 cfs would continue downstream. Due to sediment buildup trapped on the upstream side
of the weir, the pooling capacity is reduced and the ability to collect water for spreading is limited. When water
enters the intake, it is conveyed downstream through the conveyance system to the PWP’s spreading basins. The
existing intake/diversion system consists of an approximate 9-foot-high reinforced concrete training wall and intake
structure with a trash rack on the east bank of the stream, and a reinforced concrete weir with stop logs in slots.
Under current conditions, the weir crest is approximately 2 feet above the streambed on the downstream side.
Improvements in Area 2 include the demolition and removal of the existing concrete weir and portions of the intake
structure and the construction of a new diversion structure that would be operated to divert up to 25 cfs of creek
flows into the existing conveyance system. The intake structure would be remodeled with new concrete walls and
top deck to accommodate a new screen configuration. An existing concrete slab that previously supported an
equipment building located adjacent to the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road would be demolished. A new 106 square
foot (11 feet 4 inches by 9 feet 4 inches) intake service building would be constructed to house the electrical and
hydraulic controls for the diversion structure. Electric power for the operation of the diversion structure and control
equipment enclosure would be supplied by an existing power line at the screen building (southeast of the intake
structure). The locations of the proposed facilities and improvements are shown on Figure 2b, Area 2 Conceptual
Design Overview.
The proposed new diversion/intake structure would capture flows up to PWP’s surface water rights. This would
include all flows during small storm events and dry weather flows in the Arroyo Seco, and a portion of flows during
large storm events. During larger storms when the water is too turbid with suspended sediments (e.g., flows
generally above 100 cfs), the stream with its associated sediment load would bypass the diversion/intake structure
and continue downstream to Devil’s Gate Reservoir. Operation of the weir during high flows would be facilitated by
the adjustable height weir or crest gate. At low flows, the gate would start in the ‘up’ position and as flows increase,
the gate would be lowered to maintain a constant water surface level in the diversion pool (a pool created behind
the weir to allow for an appropriate water elevation to flow into the diversion intake). When the gate is fully lowered,
flows would entirely bypass the diversion structure and carry all flows and sediment downstream.
The new diversion/intake structure would improve biological functions in the Arroyo Seco by allowing for fish
passage if future fish populations are established, as well as other aquatic wildlife. The existing weir/diversion
structure is a barrier to upstream fish passage due to the elevation drop downstream of the structure. The new
diversion structure would be designed for the possibility that some future fish may pass downstream when the
diversion is not operating (i.e., the gate is lowered to allow flows to continue downstream without diversion) or when
the diversion is operating and flows are high enough to spill over the crest gate. A roughened channel would be
constructed downstream of the new diversion structure and operable weir such that upstream passage for future
fish populations may occur during periods when the diversion is not operating and flows are adequate to allow for
passage. In the current condition, water passes through a trash rack to prevent debris from entering the conveyance
system to the spreading basins. In addition to filtering such debris, the proposed new intake structure would include
a fish screening feature to prevent future fish populations from passing into the intake and conveyance system.

10
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Area 3: Spreading Basin Improvements
Area 3 is located approximately 0.3-mile downstream from Area 2 and includes two existing spreading basins that
are known as Pasadena Ponds 1 and 2 (formerly used as sludge ponds for the Behner Treatment Plant) and
Spreading Basins No. 1 through 4, the former JPL Parking Lot and adjacent Explorer Road, and the North Arroyo
Boulevard (i.e. Gabrielino Trail/Access Road), which would provide construction vehicle access to Area 2 of the
Project site. Figure 3a, Area 3 Existing Conditions, identifies the primary structures and facilities in Area 3.
Improvements in Area 3 include the reconfiguration and expansion of the spreading basins in order to
accommodate the increased diversion of creek flows for infiltration into the Raymond Basin. Various facilities would
be demolished, including inlet/outlet structures, dry vaults, woodsheds, utility light pole, pipes and valves, chainlink fencing, corrugated metal pipes, and other small appurtenant structures, to allow for the reconstructed basins.
Figure 3b, Conceptual Site Plan, depicts the proposed spreading basin improvements. Creek flows from the existing
conveyance system would outlet to the new sedimentation basin or to new spreading Basin E located over the existing
Pasadena Pond 1. Basin F would be adjacent to mature trees to be preserved and would be located at the site of the
existing Pasadena Pond 2. Basins G, H, and I would be located at the site of the existing Basins 1 and 2 and a portion of
the City’s open area (i.e., former JPL East Parking Lot). Each new basin would have an access ramp for maintenance.
Rock boulders would be placed along the western edge of Explorer Road to separate the roadway from the adjacent
basins. With the area’s sloping terrain, depths of the basins would range from 3 feet to 7 feet. When spreading water,
the water depth in the basins would be approximately 1 foot. All basins would include inlets/outlets with 24-inch
interconnection piping. Spillways, pipelines, culverts, and valves would be provided to connect the basins to each other.
Basin J would be the last newly constructed basin located entirely within the former JPL East Parking Lot, which would
include interconnection piping into the existing Basin 3. Other basins downstream of Basin 3 are not a part of the
proposed Project, although Basin 4 may be temporarily impacted during construction.

Gabrielino Trail and Bridge Crossings
The Gabrielino Trail (i.e., North Arroyo Boulevard) runs generally parallel to the Arroyo Seco and along the eastern side of
the former JPL East Parking Lot and serves as a recreation trail for hikers, bikers, and equestrian uses. It also serves as
a maintenance access road that leads to the Behner Water Treatment Plant and into the Arroyo Seco Canyon area to
provide access for PWP and the USFS. During construction activities, the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road would provide for
vehicular access to and from Area 2, and sometimes Area 3 (Explorer Road will be its primary access road).
Along the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road, three bridges cross portions of the Arroyo Seco. Bridge Nos. 1, 2, and 3 are
located between Areas 2 and 3, respectively . Bridge No. 1 is a culvert-style bridge with concrete slab deck over
Millard Creek, approximately 0.13-mile north of the JPL Bridge. A July 2015 Bridge Condition Assessment found
that the bridge abutments were being undermined due to scouring and that the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road had
sloughed off in sections. A structural overlay bridge spanning the length of this bridge was constructed in 2017 to
provide additional support for large/heavy vehicle travel and to protect the structure from further damage.
Bridge No. 2 is located approximately 130 feet north of Bridge No. 1 and is a reinforced concrete arch bridge with
decorative cast-concrete railing. Bridge No. 2 was likely constructed to provide a formal entrance to the Upper Arroyo
Seco and the ANF, and it appears to meet the required criteria to be listed as a historical resource in the California
Register of Historic Resources (CRHR) and in the City of Pasadena as a landmark (BonTerra Psomas 2015).
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Bridge No. 3 is located approximately 0.34-mile north of the JPL Bridge within Area 2 and was constructed with
truss-bridge forms using wood timbers. It was constructed by the Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) in 1939 and is
associated with events that made a significant contribution to the history of the United States and California. Bridge
No. 3 appears to meet the required criteria to be listed as a historical resource in the National Register of Historic
Place (NRHP) and in the CRHR. The bridge was heavily damaged by the 2010 storms. A structural overlay bridge
spanning the length of Bridge 3 was constructed in 2017 to provide additional support for large/heavy vehicle travel
and to protect the structure from further damage. A structural evaluation of Bridge 3 subsequent to the structural
overlay, however, shows the condition of Bridge 3 continues to deteriorate (TJC 2018).
Additionally, stone masonry walls line the east side of the Arroyo Seco at Bridge No. 2 and continue upstream to
Bridge No. 3. The stone masonry walls would not be altered by Project activities. The structural overlay bridge
crossings on Bridge Nos. 1 and 3 would remain in place throughout the duration of construction. Upon completion
of the proposed Project, the City intends to keep the bridge structures as-is, complete with additional support
structures, into the foreseeable future. No construction activities on the bridges are anticipated. As set forth in the
Settlement Agreement, the impact of retaining these bridge structures will be studied in the EIR.

Construction Activities
Construction of the Project improvements is anticipated to take approximately 16 months, starting in August 2021
with Project completion expected by January 2023. In the interest of minimizing the export of excavated materials
from the Project site, the City may implement a mechanical shaker to sort and sift through excavated soils to
separate finer soils from larger rocks, thereby allowing for the beneficial reuse of the materials as engineered fill
materials during the construction of the spreading basins. Rock materials may be used on site for
decorative/landscaping purposes throughout the Project study area, added to an existing stockpile that has been
created by the City in an area along the west bank of the Arroyo for future uses, or may be exported off site.
Construction trucks hauling soils and debris to and from Scholl Canyon Landfill are expected to come to the site from I210 at the Windsor Avenue off-ramp and head north on Windsor Avenue to the intersection with Ventura Street. At this
intersection is a fork in the road, one leading to Explorer Road into Area 3 and the other leading to the gated North Arroyo
Boulevard, which passes adjacent to residential properties and the Behner Treatment Plant. Near the JPL Bridge over
the Arroyo Seco near the northern boundary of Area 3, North Arroyo Boulevard splits and provides access to the Gabrielino
Trail/Access Road and to the JPL Bridge/Explorer Road. Construction trucks would use North Arroyo Boulevard to access
Area 2 and Explorer Road would be used to access Area 3. From I-210, trucks would head west on SR-134; exit at the
Figueroa Street/Scholl Canyon Road off-ramp; head north-northeast toward the landfill. Trucks would come back from
the landfill entering the eastbound on-ramp on the SR-134 at Figueroa Street and head east; trucks would then go west
on I-210 to Windsor Avenue to Explorer Road and, ultimately, to the site.
Occasional partial closures for the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road would be required for construction truck and
equipment access. The Screen Building adjacent to Area 2 and the Behner Water Treatment Plant adjacent to Area
3 would be used for temporary construction materials and equipment staging.

Operational Activities
City personnel would continue to provide maintenance of the diversion and intake structures in Area 2 as occurs
under existing conditions. When necessary, cleaning of the spreading basins in Area 3 would continue to be
accomplished by mechanically scraping the top layer of soil using front-end loaders, graders, or scrapers. Following
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removal, the surface would be disked or harrowed to loosen any soil compaction caused by cleaning. An estimated
100 truckloads of soil from the existing and proposed spreading basins would have to be disposed of off site every
5 years, which is reflective of current maintenance activities. As such, no substantive changes to ongoing operations
and/or maintenance activities are anticipated.

2.5

Project Setting

Physical Setting Overview
The Arroyo Seco is a major tributary of the Los Angeles River, flowing from the San Gabriel Mountains in the Angeles
National Forest (ANF). The Canyon has a north-south alignment with steep east- and west-facing slopes. The
Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan describes the rocky streambed as containing an ephemeral stream, which is
the source of its given Spanish name “arroyo seco” meaning “dry wash” (City of Pasadena 2003). However, the Arroyo
Seco north (upstream) of the JPL Bridge has been classified by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as having a seasonally
flooded water regime, which means surface water is typically present for extended periods, especially in the winter and
early spring, but is absent by the end of the spring or early summer in most years (USFWS 2019).
The Arroyo Seco originates in the San Gabriel Mountains, with waters flowing 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 HWP 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 improvements in the Upper Arroyo Seco (in the City of Pasadena on land
owned by the City). HWP is bound on the south by the Devil’s Gate Dam and Oak Grove Drive. Oak Grove Drive and
the JPL of the California Institute of Technology bound the HWP to the west in the City of La Cañada-Flintridge. To
the east, HWP is bound by the residential neighborhoods of Pasadena and Altadena. The HWP extends northward
into the San Gabriel Mountains and includes approximately 1,300 acres of open spaces and recreational amenities,
including the Gabrielino Trail that is heavily used for hiking/bicycling and equestrian activities.
Upstream of the JPL Bridge, the Arroyo Seco is largely vegetated with coast live oak with patches of white alder and
occasional California sycamores. Immediately downstream of the diversion weir, vegetation is dominated by a mix
of California sycamores and white alders with occasional Goodding’s black willows and arroyo willows. Special
status bird species that may occur in the Project area include the state and federally listed Endangered
southwestern willow flycatcher and least Bell’s vireo, as well as the California Species of Special Concern listed
yellow-breasted chat and the yellow warbler (BonTerra Psomas 2014).
Downstream of the JPL Bridge, the Arroyo Seco fans out into the alluvial system of the Devil’s Gate Reservoir. In
November 2018, the Los Angeles County Flood Control District (LACFCD) began the removal of 1.7 million cubic
yards of accumulated sediment located within 42 acres of the Devil’s Gate Reservoir. Sediment removal activities
would occur adjacent to existing Spreading Basin No. 14. Approximately 70 acres of habitat restoration would occur
in the remaining portions of the Reservoir, including along the sloped areas between the Arroyo Seco and the
spreading basins as well as within the southernmost Spreading Basin No. 17. Sediment removal activities are
anticipated to continue through 2022 with habitat restoration activities occurring through 2023 (County of Los
Angeles 2018). More information about the LACFCD’s Devils Gate Sediment Removal Project can be found online
at: https://dpw.lacounty.gov/swe/devilsgate/about.shtml.
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Planning Context
The HWP is almost entirely designated and zoned as Open Space in the City of Pasadena’s General Plan Land Use
Plan and Zoning Map, including Areas 2 and 3 (City of Pasadena 2016, 2018). The Open Space designation and
zone applies to City-owned land with active and passive public recreational facilities and natural open space. A
Modification to the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) No. 6222 is required for any parkland and recreational
improvements within the OS Zoning District.
The Arroyo Seco Master Plan is a park/facility planning document that consists of four elements: (1) Hahamongna
Watershed Park Master Plan, (2) Central Arroyo Seco Master Plan, (3) Lower Arroyo Seco Master Plan, and (4)
Design Guidelines for the Arroyo Seco. The Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan (HWMP) and the Arroyo Seco
Design Guidelines are applicable documents that address select components of the proposed Project.
The HWMP sets forth objectives for the future use and development of HWP, which includes approximately 1,300
acres of open space that extends up the Arroyo Seco Canyon from the Devil’s Gate Dam. The lower watershed, the
330 acres roughly defined as the floodplain and basin behind the Dam, is the focus of the HWMP. The HWMP
establishes a framework for flood management, water conservation, habitat restoration, recreation, and cultural
resources protection in this area. The HWMP was adopted in 2003 and an amendment approved in 2010.
The projects specified in the HWMP that are within the Project’s boundaries include the expansion of the existing
spreading grounds through the creation of new spreading basins on the central and southern portions of the former
JPL East Parking Lot. The HWMP also calls for habitat restoration around the spreading basins. Other improvements
are planned in the HWMP that were covered and approved under the ASCP IS/MND, including parking lot
improvements and a new restroom.

2.6

Discretionary Actions

Table 2 lists all the agencies that are known or expected to have permit or approval authority over the proposed
Project. This Initial Study covers all federal, state, local government, and quasi-government approvals that may be
needed to construct, implement, or operate the Project, whether or not they are specifically identified in Table 2 or
elsewhere in this Initial Study.

Table 2. Agency Approvals and Requirements
Agency
City of Pasadena

Approved/Permit Required
Project approval
Conditional Use Permit
Modification
Tree removal authorization

U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers
(USACE)

Section 404 Nationwide
Permit

Purpose
Approve the proposed Project
and allocate City funds.
Allow for utility improvements
in the Open Space zone
Allow removal of trees in
areas to be disturbed.
Allow the discharge of dredge
and fill material into “waters
of the United States.”
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Table 2. Agency Approvals and Requirements
Agency

Approved/Permit Required
Section 401 Water Quality
Certification

Purpose
Protect water quality within
“waters of the United States.”

California
Department of
Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW)

Section 1600 Streambed
Alteration Agreement

Authorize changes to the
natural flow or the bed,
channel, or bank of any river,
stream, or lake and
associated impacts to
biological resources.

Los Angeles
County Flood
Control District

Encroachment Permit

Authorize construction
activities within the Altadena
Storm Drain Easement

Los Angeles
Regional Water
Quality Control
Board (RWQCB)
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Initial Study Checklist

3.1

Aesthetics

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Less Than
Incorporate Significant
d
Impact

No Impact

Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project:
a)
Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
vista?
b)
Substantially damage scenic resources
including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings,
and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?
c)
In non-urbanized areas, substantially
degrade the existing visual character or quality of
public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public
views are those that are experienced from publicly
accessible vantage point). If the project is in an
urbanized area, would the project conflict with
applicable zoning and other regulations governing
scenic quality?
d)
Create a new source of substantial light or
glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area?

a)

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?
The City’s General Plan Open Space and Conservation Element describes the Arroyo Seco as being an
important primary green space for the City that includes iconic elements of the City’s regional identity.
Although there are no specifically designated and protected scenic vistas enumerated in the City’s General
Plan, the Green Space, Recreation and Parks Element states:
Citywide Parks can be expected to draw users on a regional basis. Typically, a Citywide Park
would include large natural open space areas. These areas may contain amenities such as
trails and vista points. In addition to recreational opportunities, natural open space areas
typically contain important visual features that contribute to the recreational experience.
Pasadena’s Citywide parks are Brookside Park, Hahamongna Watershed Park, and Lower
Arroyo Park (City of Pasadena 2007).
Area 2 is located within a small portion of the Arroyo Seco and includes the adjacent Gabrielino Trail/Access
Road. Views in this area are limited to the adjacent surrounding vegetation and canyon slopes. Recreational
users along the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road have views of Area 2; however, this site is not visible from
other areas within the Arroyo Seco Canyon due to intervening topography and vegetation.
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The Project site is located within the HWP. The HWP Master Plan includes the area below the JPL Bridge,
which includes Area 3 of the proposed Project (City of Pasadena 2003). The HWP Master Plan states:
From the narrow canyon, just below Devil’s Gate Dam, to the broad flood plain with its wooded
and chaparral-covered slopes and up to the prominent points with their grand vistas, this
cultural resource called Hahamongna Watershed Park should be enhanced and preserved.
The existing ponds 1 and 2 within Area 3 are fenced and are not publicly accessible facilities. However, a trail
located between existing Basin 1 and Basin 2 provides connectivity among the hiking/riding trails in the HWP
and provides for views of the San Gabriel Mountains, Devil’s Gate Reservoir, and Arroyo Seco Canyon.
The existing water infrastructure facilities included in Areas 2 and 3 are located within important scenic
areas of the City that are highly valued for their vegetated open space character; however, they would not
be considered scenic resources in and of themselves. Views of the Arroyo Seco, Devil’s Gate Reservoir, and
surrounding natural areas from the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road would be considered scenic vistas. The
visual character of the area can generally be described as including a relatively undisturbed natural stream
and associated vegetation in a wooded canyon setting. The beauty of the area provides an important
amenity for many recreational users.
The HWP Master Plan includes a proposal to construct the Sunset Overlook, which would be located just north
of the Windsor/Ventura entrance to the HWP. A small picnic and interpretive area would be developed to take
advantage of the broad views of the basin. The site overlooks the spreading basins and would provide
opportunities for education on water resources and habitat restoration. Implementation of the proposed Project
would not interfere with any plans to construct the small picnic and interpretive area at the Sunset Overlook, nor
would it have a substantial adverse effect on the existing or future scenic views of the area. The Project site is
too far from the Sunrise Overlook located near Berkshire Creek, to be visible from that location.
Within Areas 2 and 3, construction activities would temporarily detract from the natural setting, as construction
equipment, staging areas, demolition/excavation, grading activities, and construction work would be visible to
persons near the disturbed areas during the construction phase. Construction activities would temporarily
diminish the visual quality of the areas being disturbed, and possibly the scenic vistas from portions of the
Gabrielino Trail/Access Road. However, this impact would be a short-term visual nuisance. Also, security fencing
that may be provided around construction work areas would shield views of construction activities. The security
fencing would be located around equipment staging areas, which includes parking for vehicles/equipment when
not in use and stockpiled materials.
The long-term views of scenic resources from Areas 2 and 3 would not be substantively altered from the
current existing conditions. In Area 2 and as shown in Figures 2a and 2b, the new diversion and intake
structure would be in largely the same location as currently located and would maintain a similar height
and would span the creek, as in the current condition. Engineered streambed material, similar to riprap,
which is made of natural stones, would be installed along the upstream and downstream sides of the new
diversion structure to reduce erosion and would allow for natural vegetation to grow. A roughened channel
would be constructed directly downstream of the new weir to allow for future fish passage upstream during
moderate flow periods. The engineered streambed material would be constructed to visually mimic the
rocky and undulating natural streambed and would be constructed with natural stones of varying sizes.
Replacement and new chain-link fencing would be extended along the current alignment of the K-rail
barriers, which would be removed as a part of the Project.
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Views of the diversion/intake structure along the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road are limited because the facility
is located to the east of the hiking trail, below the grade of the trail behind chain-link fencing, and is obscured
by existing mature vegetation. Views of the existing facilities in Area 2 are included in Figure 4a, Area 2 Existing
Conditions Photographs. The new structure would be similarly obscured from the viewshed of recreational
users of the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road. No new vertical structures (e.g., buildings, towers) would be
constructed at the site that could obstruct views of the stream or surrounding canyons and vegetation from
the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road.
It is anticipated that approximately eight mature trees would be removed in Area 2 and approximately one
mature tree would be removed in Area 3 as part of Project construction (BonTerra Psomas 2014).
Replacement of these trees would be required under the City’s Tree Ordinance (Chapter 8.52 of the
Pasadena Municipal Code), which depending on the size of the tree to be removed and the size of the
replacement tree container size, could require a replacement ratio between 2:1 or up to 12:1. Therefore,
there would be an increase in the number of post-Project trees in the Arroyo Seco. With the replacement of
these trees within the Arroyo Seco Canyon in compliance with City requirements, the removal of
approximately eight trees in Area 2 and approximately one tree in Area 3, would not substantially adversely
affect a scenic vista.
The new 106 square foot (11 feet 4 inches by 9 feet 4 inches) intake service building would be constructed
to house the electrical and hydraulic controls for the diversion structure (see Figure 2b). The structure would
be located on the east side of the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road at the site of a former 10-foot by 15-foot
concrete slab and cement/mortar retaining wall. The building would be 10 feet tall and be constructed with
an exterior stone masonry façade stem wall and lath/plaster stucco finish, with a roll-up door for access to
the interior mechanical equipment. The building would reflect the natural colors and materials of the
surrounding area and would not obscure views of the Arroyo Seco Canyon or otherwise substantially
adversely affect a scenic vista.
In Area 3 and as shown in Figures 3a and 3b, the existing chain-link fencing around the Ponds 1 and 2 would
be replaced to surround the new sedimentation basin; otherwise, no new permanent fencing would be
constructed. The new sedimentation basin and spreading Basin E would be located at the site of the existing
Pasadena Pond 1. Basin F would be adjacent to mature trees to be preserved and would be located at the site
of the existing Pasadena Pond 2. Basins G, H, and I would be located at the site of the existing Basins 1 and 2
and a portion of the City’s graded open area (i.e., former JPL East Parking Lot). Each new basin would have an
access ramp for maintenance. Rock boulders would be placed along the western edge of Explorer Road to
separate the roadway from the adjacent basins. Basin J would be the last newly constructed basin located
entirely within the former JPL East Parking Lot, which would include interconnection piping into the existing Basin
3. Other basins downstream of Basin 3 are not a part of the proposed Project, although Basin 4 may be
temporarily impacted during construction and is included in the Study Area. Views of the existing facilities in Area
3 are included in Figure 4b, Area 3 Existing Conditions Photographs.
In summary, the expanded and reconfigured basins would be located over the existing basins and the
former JPL East Parking Lot. The basins would continue to be earthen structures that occasionally contain
open water, which would be consistent with the current condition and may be considered a visual
improvement over the former JPL East Parking Lot. Impacts to scenic vistas would be less than significant,
and no mitigation is required. The findings from the ASCP IS/MND also did not require or include mitigation
measures for this topic. Therefore, this topic will not be further evaluated in the EIR.
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b)

Would the project substantially damage scenic resources including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?
Several freeways and highways have been included in the California Scenic Highway System as “Officially
Designated Scenic Highways” or “Eligible State Scenic Highways.” The nearest Officially Designated Scenic
Highway is State Route (SR)-2, Angeles Crest Highway, which travels through the San Gabriel Mountains
from I-210 in La Cañada Flintridge to the SR-138 past Wrightwood (Caltrans 2013). As part of the SR-110,
the Arroyo Seco Parkway is a designated National Scenic Byway (FHWA 2013). The closest roadways
identified in Caltrans Scenic Highway Program are:


SR-2, which is an Officially Designated Scenic Highway, is located approximately 1.5 miles northwest
of Area 2 at its nearest point, and there are no views of the Arroyo Seco Canyon or HWP due to distance,
structures, topography, and intervening vegetation.



I-210, which is an Eligible Scenic Highway from the I-5 in Sylmar to the SR-134 in Pasadena, is located
near the southern edge of Devil’s Gate Dam. Travelers on the I-210 can catch fleeting views of some
of the vegetation within the Devil’s Gate Reservoir and the distant mountains, but the spreading basins
in Area 3 and the more distant Arroyo Seco Canyon are not visible from the I-210.



SR-110, which is a National Scenic Byway, terminates in Old Pasadena near East Holly Street, which is
approximately 3.6 miles south of Area 3. There are no views of the Arroyo Seco Canyon or HWP due to
distance, structures, topography, and intervening vegetation.

The proposed improvements in Areas 2 and 3 would not be visible from the SR-2, the I-210, or the SR-110;
therefore, no impacts on scenic resources along these scenic highways would occur and this topic will not
be further evaluated in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP IS/MND also did not require or include
mitigation measures for this topic.
c)

In non-urbanized areas, would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of
public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced from publicly
accessible vantage point).
The visual character of the Area 2 is predominantly characterized by the Arroyo Seco and associated vegetation
and trees, and by the graded Gabrielino Trail/Access Road and chain-link fencing running north-south along the
length of the area. As shown in Figure 4a, the aesthetic aspects of the current views of Area 2 from the Gabrielino
Trail/Access Road are of the vegetated canyon slopes and creek bed. Distant views are limited due to the curve in
the creek and Gabrielino Trail/Access Road, as well as mature trees and vegetation. As shown in Figure 4b, the
aesthetic aspects of the current views of Area 3 are predominantly characterized by the open views of the vegetated
canyon slopes adjacent to the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road, existing spreading basins, and City’s graded open area
(i.e., former JPL East Parking Lot) and Explorer Road.
Construction activities would temporarily detract from the natural setting, as construction equipment,
staging areas, excavation, grading activities, demolition, and construction work would be visible to persons
near the disturbed areas during the construction phase. As discussed under Threshold 3.1(a), construction
equipment and activities are a temporary visual nuisance that are commonplace; however, this impact is
more noticeable in the context of the natural setting in Area 2, which is visited by people wishing to
experience a natural setting. Construction activities would temporarily diminish the visual quality of the
areas being disturbed; however, this impact would be a short-term inconvenience, and temporary impacts
would be less than significant.
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In Area 2, the proposed new diversion structure would span the width of the stream, engineered streambed
material would be constructed on both sides of the diversion structure, and the intake service building
would be located on the east side of the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road. The existing man-made Gabrielino
Trail/Access Road, intake structure, diversion structure, chain-link fence, and K-rails in Area 2 have been
in place for a long time and the proposed facilities are replacements of existing structures and are not new
structures in an otherwise pristine setting. As described under Threshold 3.1(a), the new diversion and
intake structure would be in the same location as currently located (see Figures 2a and 2b), and would
maintain a similar height and would span the creek, as in the current condition. Views of the
diversion/intake structure along the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road are limited because the facility is located
to the east of the hiking trail, below the grade of the trail behind chain-link fencing, and is obscured by
existing mature vegetation.
It is anticipated that approximately eight mature trees would be removed in Area 2. However, replacement
of these trees would be required under the City’s Tree Ordinance, which depending on the size of the tree
to be removed and the size of the replacement tree container size, could require a replacement ratio
between 2:1 or up to 12:1. Therefore, there would be an increase in the number of post-Project trees in the
Arroyo Seco, and the removal eight trees and replacement in accordance with the City’s Tree Ordinance
would not substantively degrade public views of the site or surroundings. Therefore, the proposed
infrastructure improvements in Area 2 would result in a similar visual character as the current conditions
and the proposed Project would not result in an impact that could adversely affect a scenic vista or
substantially degrade the visual character or quality of the area.
In Area 3, the expansion of the existing spreading basins into the City’s graded open space (i.e., former JPL East
Parking Lot) would increase the amount of periodic open water in the area, which could be interpreted by some
to be a beneficial visual impact, as there may be the potential for increased use of the open water by waterfowl.
As such, aesthetic impacts related to long-term operations within Area 3 would be less than significant. Impact
associated with substantially degrading the existing visual character or quality of public views of the site and its
surroundings would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. The findings from the ASCP IS/MND
also did not require or include mitigation measures for this topic. Therefore, this topic will not be further
evaluated in the EIR.
d)

Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area?
No new lighting or reflective surfaces that could cause glare are proposed in Areas 2 and 3. No
construction activities would occur during nighttime hours. The proposed Project in Area 3 would be in
compliance with the Arroyo Seco Master Plan Design Guidelines, which require that no lighting shall
occur in natural areas. As such, there would be no impacts related to light and glare and this topic will
not be further evaluated in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP IS/MND also did not require or include
mitigation measures for this topic.
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3.2

Agriculture and Forestry Resources
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may
refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California
Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In
determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding
the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy
Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the
California Air Resources Board.
Would the project:
a)
Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown
on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?
b)
Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use,
or a Williamson Act contract?
c)
Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources
Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code
section 51104(g))?
d)
Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use?
e)
Involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their location or nature, could
result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use
or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

a)

Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?
The California Department of Conservation administers the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
(FMMP) pursuant to Section 65570 of the California Government Code. Due to the predominance of urban
development in the southern and central sections of Los Angeles County (which includes the City of
Pasadena), this area was not included in the mapping effort by the FMMP (FMMP 2011). As such, there
are no designated farmlands in or near the Arroyo Seco Canyon. Also, there are no existing or ongoing
agricultural activities in or near the Arroyo Seco Canyon.
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The Upper Arroyo Seco is designated and zoned as Open in the City of Pasadena’s General Plan Land Use
Plan and Zoning Map (City of Pasadena 2015). The Arroyo Seco originates in the ANF; however, Areas 2
and 3 are located south and outside of the ANF. There are no designated Farmland or Farmland Soils within
or near the Project site. Thus, no impacts on Farmland or Farmland Soils would occur. Therefore, no impacts
on Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance would occur. Therefore, this
topic will not be further evaluated in the EIR.
b)

Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?
The Project site and the surrounding area are not zoned for agricultural use, and there are no Williamson
Act contracts in the City. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with an agricultural zone or Williamson
Act contract. No impact would occur. Therefore, this topic will not be further evaluated in the EIR. The
findings from the ASCP IS/MND also did not require or include mitigation measures for this topic.

c)

Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), or
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section 51104(g))?
There are no timberland or timberland production zones in the City. The Open Space designation and zone for
the Project site applies to active and passive public recreational facilities and natural open spaces that are
environmentally and ecologically significant (City of Pasadena 2016). The proposed improvements would occur
along the Arroyo Seco, where no forest or timberland resources have been identified in the City’s General Plan.
As such, no impact would occur. Therefore, this topic will not be further evaluated in the EIR. The findings from
the ASCP IS/MND also did not require or include mitigation measures for this topic.

d)

Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
No loss of forest resources or conversion of forest land to non-forest use would occur with the proposed Project.
Proposed Project facilities would be constructed in the same location as existing facilities and there would be
no conversion of land uses. It is anticipated that approximately eight mature trees would be removed in Area 2,
which is near the Angeles National Forest. Replacement of these trees would be required under the City’s Tree
Ordinance (Chapter 8.52 of the Pasadena Municipal Code), which depending on the size of the tree to be
removed and the size of the replacement tree container size, could require a replacement ratio between 2:1 or
up to 12:1. Therefore, there would be an increase in the number of post-Project trees in the Arroyo Seco. With
the replacement of these trees within the Arroyo Seco Canyon in compliance with City requirements, the removal
of approximately eight trees in Area 2 would not constitute conversion of forest land to non-forest use. Longterm recreational activities in the Arroyo Seco Canyon and operation and maintenance activities on the PWP
facilities would not adversely affect nearby forest resources. No impact on forest resources would occur with the
Project. Therefore, this topic will not be further evaluated in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP IS/MND also
did not require or include mitigation measures for this topic.

e)

Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could
result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
There are no agricultural activities in or near the Upper Arroyo Seco, and no farmland conversion or impacts
to agricultural uses would result from Project implementation. The Project would not conflict with the
adjacent Low Density Residential (LD) or the Open Space-National Forest (O-NF) designation of
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unincorporated County land to the north and east of Area 2 (LACDRP 2015, LACDRP 1986). No impacts
related to the conversion of agricultural resources would occur, and no mitigation is required. Therefore,
this topic will not be further evaluated in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP IS/MND also did not require
or include mitigation measures for this topic.

3.3

Air Quality
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management district or air pollution
control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations.
Would the project:
a)
Conflict with or obstruct implementation of
the applicable air quality plan?
b)
Result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment under an applicable
federal or state ambient air quality standard?
c)
Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations?
d)
Result in other emissions (such as those
leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial
number of people?

a)

Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?
The Project site is located in the Los Angeles County portion of the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) and, for
air quality regulation and permitting, is under the jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality Management
District (SCAQMD). Both the State of California and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) have
established health-based Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) for air pollutants, which are known as
“criteria pollutants.” The AAQS are designed to protect the health and welfare of the populace within a
reasonable margin of safety. The SCAQMD develops an Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) that
establishes a program of rules and regulations directed at attaining the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) and California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS). Criteria air pollutants include
ozone (O3), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), CO, sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulate matter with an aerodynamic
diameter less than or equal to 10 microns (PM10), particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less
than or equal to 2.5 microns (PM2.5), and lead. Pollutants that are evaluated herein include volatile organic
compounds (VOCs) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx), which are important because they are precursors to O3,
as well as CO, sulfur oxides (SOx), PM10, and PM2.5.
Regarding NAAQS and CAAQS attainment status, the SCAB is designated as a nonattainment area for
national and California O3 and PM2.5 standards (CARB 2017). The SCAB is designated as a nonattainment
area for California PM10 standards; however, it is designated as an attainment area for national PM10
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standards. The SCAB nonattainment status of O3, PM10, and PM2.5 standards is the result of cumulative
emissions from various sources of air pollutants and their precursors within the SCAB, including motor
vehicles, off-road equipment, and commercial and industrial facilities. The SCAB is designated as an
attainment area for national and California NO2, CO, and SO2 standards. Although the SCAB has been
designated as partial nonattainment (Los Angeles County) for the federal rolling 3-month average lead
standard, it is designated attainment for the state lead standard.
SCAQMD’s 2016 AQMP is a regional and multi-agency effort (SCAQMD, CARB, Southern California
Association of Governments [SCAG], and USEPA) that incorporates the latest scientific and technical
information and planning assumptions, including the 2016 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS); updated emission inventory methodologies for various source
categories; and SCAG’s latest growth forecasts. The main purpose of an AQMP is to bring an area into
compliance with the requirements of federal and state air quality standards.
For a project to be consistent with the AQMP, the pollutants emitted from the project should not (1) conflict
with or exceed the assumptions in the AQMP or (2) exceed the SCAQMD CEQA air quality significance
thresholds. The SCAQMD has adopted significance thresholds to assess the regional impact of air pollutant
emissions in the SCAB. A project with emissions rates below the SCAQMD Criteria Pollutant Mass Emissions
Significance Thresholds is considered to have a less than significant effect on air quality.
The proposed Project is consistent with the Zoning and General Plan Land Use designations for the site and is
therefore consistent with the growth expectations for the region. Further, the proposed Project would not result
in development or new land uses that have not been anticipated in the AQMP. However, it is not known whether
the proposed Project would result in an exceedance of SCAQMD CEQA air quality significance thresholds for
short-term construction related activities. Air quality impacts will be evaluated in the EIR using staterecommended models, such as the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), CARB’s Mobile Source
Emissions Inventory Model (EMFAC), and CARB’s Offroad Equipment Inventory Model (OFFROAD). Mitigation
measures will be provided, if required, to address short-term construction-related activities. Long-term
operational impacts are not anticipated due to the negligible increase in operations and maintenance
associated with the proposed Project’s implementation.
The proposed Project could result in impacts related to implementation of the applicable air quality plan.
As such, this topic will be further evaluated in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP IS/MND did not require
or include mitigation measures for this topic. However, the proposed Project construction activities will be
re-evaluated and assessed in the EIR using the latest assumptions and modeling methods, and mitigation
will be included, if applicable.
b)

Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard?
The SCAQMD’s approach for assessing cumulative impacts is based on the AQMP forecasts of attainment
of ambient air quality standards in accordance with the requirements of the federal and state Clean Air
Acts. The proposed Project could result in impacts related to the cumulatively considerable net increase of
a criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard. This topic will be further addressed in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP
IS/MND did not require or include mitigation measures for this topic. However, the proposed Project
construction activities will be re-evaluated and assessed in the EIR using the latest assumptions and
modeling methods, and mitigation will be included, if applicable.
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c)

Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?
The nearest sensitive receptors are residential homes near Area 2 located along Canyon Dell Drive and
Aralia Road approximately 780 feet (0.15-mile) to the east in the community of Altadena. The nearest
sensitive receptors to Area 3 include single-family residences located along Ridgeview Drive in Altadena,
approximately 225 feet from the eastern edge of the former JPL parking lot, and approximately 100 feet
higher in elevation than the parking lot. The potential for exposure to substantial pollutant concentrations
could potentially result from the operation of construction equipment, including equipment needed for
earthmoving at the spreading basins. Additionally, the City may implement a mechanical shaker to sort/sift
through excavated soils to separate larger rocks for later beneficial reuse as construction fill for the
spreading basins as well as other beneficial uses within the HWP, which could result in fugitive dust. The
proposed Project’s potential to cause or contribute to exceedances of ambient air quality standards at
sensitive receptors near the proposed activities will be assessed using the SCAQMD’s localized significance
thresholds (LSTs). The proposed Project could result in impacts related to the exposure of sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. This topic will be further evaluated in the EIR. The findings
from the ASCP IS/MND did not require or include mitigation measures for this topic. However, the proposed
Project construction activities will be re-evaluated and assessed in the EIR using the latest assumptions
and modeling methods, and mitigation measures will be included, if applicable.

d)

Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a
substantial number of people?
According to the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook, land uses associated with odor complaints typically
include certain agricultural/livestock uses, wastewater treatment plants, food processing plants, chemical
plants, composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding (SCAQMD 1993). The proposed
Project does not propose any of these land uses and would not otherwise produce objectionable long-term
operational odors.
Short-term construction equipment and activities would generate odors associated with diesel exhaust
emissions from construction equipment and paints associated with the intake service building. There may be
situations where construction activity odors would be noticeable by persons on the Gabrielino Trail, but these
odors would not be unfamiliar or necessarily objectionable. The odors would be temporary and would dissipate
rapidly from the source with an increase in distance. Therefore, the impacts would be short-term; would not be
objectionable to a substantial number of people; and would be less than significant. All Project-related odors are
construction related and short term in nature; no long-term operational odors would be generated. As such, the
proposed Project would have a less than significant impact regarding objectionable odors. Impacts related to
odors adversely affecting substantial numbers of people would be less than significant, and no mitigation is
required. Therefore, this topic will not be further evaluated in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP IS/MND also
did not require or include mitigation measures for this topic.
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3.4

Biological Resources
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Would the project:
a)
Have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
b)
Have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations,
or by the California Department of Fish and Game or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
c)
Have a substantial adverse effect on state
or federally protected wetlands (including, but not
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means?
d)
Interfere substantially with the movement of
any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species
or with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?
e)
Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?
f)
Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or
state habitat conservation plan?

a)

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on
any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies,
or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
The Project area provides potentially suitable habitat for the following seven federally and/or state
Threatened and Endangered species: Braunton’s milkvetch (Astragalus brauntonii), Nevin’s barberry
(Mahonia nevinii), San Fernando Valley spineflower (Chorizanthe parryi var. Fernandina), arroyo toad
(Anaxyrus californicus), California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii), southwestern willow flycatcher
(Empidonax traillii extimus), and least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus) (BonTerra Psomas 2015). The
southwestern willow flycatcher and least Bell’s vireo are migratory bird species, however, that have the
potential to occur in each spring/summer breeding season.
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Three additional non-listed special status wildlife species have been observed on the Project site: coast
range newt (Taricha torosa torosa), two-striped garter snake, (Thamnophis hammondii), and yellow
warbler (Setophaga petechia). Other special status species, such as the silvery legless lizard, may also
occur in the Project area. Special status bat species, including silver-haired bat (Lasionycteris
noctivagans), western red bat (Lasiurus blossevillii), and hoary bat (Lasiurus cinereus), potentially
occur in the study area and may roost on the Project site (BonTerra Psomas 2015).
The Project site contains the potential for providing habitat for candidate, sensitive, or special status species.
Additionally, the proposed Project would divert flows from the Arroyo Seco at the proposed new diversion/intake
structure in Area 2. Plant and wildlife resources at the site of construction activities within Area 2 and
downstream of the diversion point have the potential to be impacted due to construction activities and the
potential reduction in downstream flows. As such, impacts would be considered potentially significant and this
issue will be further evaluated in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP IS/MND required mitigation for this topic.
The proposed Project’s impacts to special status species will be re-evaluated in the EIR using updated survey
data and mitigation will be included, if applicable, and may include modifications to mitigation measures or
deletion of measures that are no longer best practices from the ASCP IS/MND.
b)

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
The proposed Project is anticipated to result in permanent and temporary impacts to riparian habitat. Sensitive
vegetation communities that may be impacted by proposed Project activities include: California sagebrush
scrub/California buckwheat scrub; California buckwheat scrub; California sycamore woodland; white alder
grove/California sycamore woodland; mulefat thickets; riparian herb; and coast live oak woodland (BonTerra
Psomas 2015). Acquisition of permits from resource agencies would be required, as well as compensatory
mitigation. As such impacts would be considered potentially significant. This issue will be further evaluated in
the EIR. The findings from the ASCP IS/MND required mitigation for this topic. The proposed Project’s impacts
to riparian habitats and other sensitive communities will be re-evaluated in the EIR using updated survey data
and mitigation will be included, if applicable, and may include modifications to mitigation measures or deletion
of measures that are no longer best practices from the ASCP IS/MND.

c)

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands (including,
but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?
The proposed Project is anticipated to impact areas of non-wetland “waters of the state” and “isolated
waters” under the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) jurisdiction and California Department of
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) jurisdiction. Additionally, Project components in Area 2 would impact non-wetland
“waters of the United States” under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). Acquiring
the necessary permits for impacts to jurisdictional resources and compensatory mitigation would be
required. As such impacts would be considered potentially significant. This issue will be further evaluated
in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP IS/MND required mitigation for this topic. The proposed Project’s
impacts to wetlands will be re-evaluated in the EIR using updated survey data and mitigation will be
included, if applicable, and may include modifications to mitigation measures or deletion of measures that
are no longer best practices from the ASCP IS/MND.
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d)

Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?
The proposed Project site is located south of the Angeles National Forest. The Gabrielino Trail/Access Road
and the Arroyo Seco allows for the movement of people and wildlife into and out of the Forest. Migratory
nesting birds and raptors have the potential to occur in vegetation throughout the Project area. The Devil’s
Gate Dam and the I-210 are barriers to movement and constitute the separation between the Upper Arroyo
Seco and the Central Arroyo Seco. The removal of the headworks in Area 1 that was analyzed and approved
in the ASCP IS/MND would eliminate an impediment to fish movement within the Arroyo Seco and facilitate
the feasibility of fish passage through this area. Additionally, in order to allow for improved biological
functions in the Arroyo Seco, the new intake would include a fish screening feature to prevent future fish
populations from passing into the intake and conveyance system. A roughened channel would be
constructed directly downstream of the new weir to allow for future fish passage upstream during moderate
flow periods. Nevertheless, the proposed Project may result in potentially significant impacts to the
movement of migratory wildlife. This issue will be further evaluated in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP
IS/MND required mitigation for this topic. The proposed Project’s impacts to native resident or migratory
fish or wildlife species will be re-evaluated in the EIR using updated survey data and mitigation will be
included, if applicable, and may include modifications to mitigation measures or deletion of measures that
are no longer best practices from the ASCP IS/MND.

e)

Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a
tree preservation policy or ordinance?
It is anticipated that approximately eight mature trees would be removed in Area 2 and approximately one
mature tree would be removed in Area 3 as part of Project construction (BonTerra Psomas 2014).
Replacement of these trees would be required under the City’s Tree Ordinance (Chapter 8.52 of the
Pasadena Municipal Code), which depending on the size of the tree to be removed and the size of the
replacement tree container size, could require a replacement ratio between 2:1 or up to 12:1. Impacts
would be potentially significant and this topic would be further evaluated in the EIR. The findings from the
ASCP IS/MND required mitigation for this topic. The proposed Project’s impacts to local policies will be reevaluated in the EIR using updated survey data and mitigation will be included, if applicable, and may
include modifications to mitigation measures or deletion of measures that are no longer best practices
from the ASCP IS/MND.

f)

Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?
There is no adopted Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP); Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP); or
other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan in the City of Pasadena. There are two
NCCPs in Los Angeles County: (1) the Rancho Palos Verdes NCCP covers 8,616 acres and provides a
Preserve of 1,402 acres at the southwestern end of the County (nearly 30 miles southwest of Area 3)
(Ranch Palos Verdes 2018); and (2) the West Mojave Plan covers 9.3 million acres of the western portion
of the Mojave Desert, which includes the Antelope Valley area of Los Angeles County (northeastern section
of Los Angeles County and nearly 20 miles northeast of Area 1) (BLM 2005). There are several HCPs in Los
Angeles County but the HCP that is located nearest the HWP is the Newhall HCP along the Santa Clara
River, west of I-5 (San Marino Environmental Associates 2004). Area 1 is located over 30 miles southeast
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of the Newhall HCP area. The Project would not affect these conservation plans. Therefore, the Project
would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted HCP, NCCP, or other approved local, regional, or state
habitat conservation plan. No impact would occur, and no mitigation is required; therefore, this topic will
not be further analyzed in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP IS/MND also did not require or include
mitigation measures for this topic.

3.5

Cultural Resources
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Would the project:
a)
Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource pursuant to
§15064.5?
b)
Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to
§15064.5?
c)
Disturb any human remains, including those
interred outside of dedicated cemeteries?

a)

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant
to §15064.5?
According to the Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment prepared for the ACSP IS/MND, there are
resources on the Project site that are potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)
or the California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR). Bridge No. 1 is a culvert-style bridge with concrete
slab deck over Millard Creek, approximately 0.13-mile north of the JPL Bridge, and was determined not to
be a historic resource. A structural overlay bridge spanning the length of this bridge was constructed in
2017 to provide additional support for large/heavy vehicle travel and to protect the structure from further
damage. Bridge No. 2 is located approximately 130 feet past Bridge No. 1 and is a reinforced concrete arch
bridge with decorative cast-concrete railing. Bridge No. 2 was likely constructed to provide a formal
entrance to the Upper Arroyo Seco and the ANF, and it appears to meet the required criteria to be listed as
a historical resource in the CRHR and in the City of Pasadena as a landmark (BonTerra Psomas 2015).
Bridge No. 3 is located approximately 0.34-mile north of the JPL Bridge and was constructed with trussbridge forms using wood timbers. Bridge No. 3 appears to meet the required criteria to be listed as a
historical resource in the NRHP and in the CRHR. The bridge was heavily damaged by the 2010 storms. A
structural overlay bridge spanning the length of Bridge 3 was constructed in 2017 to provide additional
support for large/heavy vehicle travel and to protect the structure from further damage. A structural
evaluation of Bridge 3 subsequent to the structural overlay, however, shows the condition of Bridge 3
continues to deteriorate (TJC 2018).
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Additionally, stone masonry walls line the east side of the Arroyo Seco at Bridge No. 2 and continue upstream to
Bridge No. 3. The stone masonry walls would not be altered by Project activities. The structural overlay bridge
crossings on Bridge Nos. 1 and 3 would remain in place throughout the duration of the proposed Project. Upon
completion of the proposed Project, the City intends to keep the bridge structures as-is, complete with additional
support structures, into the foreseeable future. No construction activities on the bridges are anticipated. Project
implementation would require construction truck traffic over the bridges and the associated structural overlays
would remain in place. The proposed Project could result in impacts due to a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource pursuant to §15064.5. The findings from the ASCP IS/MND also required
mitigation for this topic. The proposed Project’s impacts to historic resources will be evaluated in the EIR and
mitigation will be included, if applicable, and may include modifications to mitigation measures or deletion of
measures that are no longer best practices from the ASCP IS/MND.
b)

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to §15064.5?
A California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) records search was conducted for the proposed
Project site and surrounding 0.5-mile records search area at the South Central Coastal Information Center
(SCCIC), located on the campus of California State University, Fullerton on October 3rd, 2019. The SCCIC records
indicate that one previously recorded cultural resource exists within the Project site, and one previously recorded
cultural resource exists immediately adjacent to the Project site. One resource (P-19-189942), the Hahamongna
Watershed Park, is an open space informally used since the 1880s, and formally developed into a park in the
1930s. One resource (P-19-186535,) a Historic dedication plaque placed by the USFS, is located adjacent to
the Project site, but would not be impacted by the Project. Additional resources have been previously recorded
within the surrounding 0.5-mile records search area. Of these, five consist of prehistoric archaeological resource
discoveries and 9 consist of historic buildings and structures.
Previous disturbance during construction activities of existing facilities (e.g., diversion and intake
structures, Gabrielino Trail/Access Road, bridges, and spreading basins) makes it unlikely that significant
cultural resources are present in these areas. However, buried resources could exist in the Project site and
be damaged by excavation and grading activities for Project construction. The proposed Project could result
in impacts due to a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource. The
findings from the ASCP IS/MND required mitigation for this topic. The proposed Project’s impacts to
archaeological resources will be re-evaluated in the EIR and mitigation will be included, if applicable, and
may include modifications to mitigation measures or deletion of measures that are no longer best practices
from the ASCP IS/MND.

c)

Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries?
A literature review of documents on file at the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) at California
State University, Fullerton was completed by Patrick O. Maxon, MA, RPA on March 18, 2013 (BonTerra
Psomas 2015). The review consisted of an examination of the U.S. Geological Survey’s (USGS’) Pasadena,
California 7.5-minute quadrangle to evaluate the project area for any sites recorded or cultural resources
studies within a 1-mile radius of the Project site. Data sources consulted at the SCCIC included
archaeological records, Archaeological Determinations of Eligibility, historic maps, and the Historic Property
Data File (HPDF) maintained by the California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP). The records search and
field survey indicate no evidence of human remains on or near the Arroyo Seco (BonTerra Psomas 2015).
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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. There would be less than significant adverse
impacts to human remains with compliance with California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5097.98,
which requires all work be halted in the immediate vicinity of the discovery if human remains are
encountered during excavation activities. PRC Section 5097.98 also requires the County Coroner be
notified who 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). Therefore, through
compliance with state and local regulations, impacts to human remains would be less than significant, and
no mitigation is required. Therefore, this topic will not be further evaluated in the EIR. The findings from the
ASCP IS/MND also did not require or include mitigation measures for this topic.

3.6

Energy
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Would the project:
a)
Result in potentially significant environmental
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources, during project
construction or operation?
b)
Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for
renewable energy or energy efficiency?

a)

Would the project result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation?
Energy use during construction activities in Area 2 and 3 would include the use of fossil fuels for
construction equipment, material deliveries, demolition waste disposal, and construction crew travel, and
the use of electricity for the ongoing operation of the diversion structure. No natural gas is required.
Temporary electric power for as-necessary lighting and electronic equipment would be provided by PWP.
The amount of electricity used during construction would be minimal, because typical demand would stem
from electrically powered hand tools. The electricity used for construction activities would be temporary and
minimal; therefore, proposed Project construction would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of electricity. As such, impacts associated with short-term construction use of electricity would
be less than significant.
32

11884
October 2019

ARROYO SECO CANYON PROJECT AREAS 2 AND 3
INITIAL STUDY
Petroleum consumed by construction equipment, transport of construction materials, and worker trips
would be the primary energy resource expended over the course of construction activities. Heavy-duty
construction equipment, vendor trucks, and haul trucks would use diesel fuel. Construction workers would
likely travel to and from the Project area in gasoline- or diesel-powered vehicles. Construction is expected
to take approximately one year. Once construction activities cease, petroleum use from off-road equipment
and transportation vehicles would end. Because of the short-term nature of construction and relatively
small scale of the construction activities required for the Project, the petroleum consumption would be
negligible when compared to California’s daily total use of approximately 1.8 million barrels of petroleum.
As such, impacts associated with short-term construction use of petroleum would be less than significant.
Operational electrical energy would be needed in Area 2 for the proposed intake service building to operate
the diversion weir and intake structures. There are no long-term operational electrical demands for the
spreading basins in Area 3 beyond what would be required to power a water meter. The proposed Project
would not create a high enough demand for energy to require development of new energy sources. Longterm maintenance activities would not be substantively different from current existing conditions in which
the diversion structure and the spreading basins currently require ongoing maintenance. With the relatively
small sizes of the proposed facilities, energy needs would also be limited and would not be considered
wasteful or inefficient. The Project would utilize surface water resources in the Arroyo Seco to increase
groundwater recharge and, in turn, would have beneficial impacts on the PWP’s water supply, including
decreased demand for State Water Project (SWP) water deliveries. Energy requirements to transport water
through the SWP system are high, and local sources of water are more energy efficient. The increase in
groundwater recharge due to the Project could require an incremental increase in energy use for
groundwater well pumping. However, decreased reliance upon imported water sources would be a benefit
for energy efficiency. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. Therefore, this
topic will not be further evaluated in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP IS/MND also did not require or
include mitigation measures for this topic.
b)

Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency?
No demand for natural gas would be created by the Project. The reductions in demand for imported SWP
water deliveries due to increased groundwater recharge would help off-set, if not fully account for, increased
Project-related electrical demand. The proposed project would follow applicable energy standards and
regulations during the construction phase(s). In addition, the proposed project would be built and operated
in accordance with all existing, applicable regulations at the time of construction. All electrical components
would be constructed in accordance with the City’s Building Code (Title 14 of the Pasadena Municipal Code,
which incorporates the 2016 California Building Code [CBC]). Through implementation of federal, state,
and local regulations, the proposed Project would not conflict with an adopted energy conservation plan;
therefore, this topic will not be further evaluated in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP IS/MND also did
not require or include mitigation measures for this topic.
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3.7

Geology and Soils
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Would the project:
a)
Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:
i)
Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the
area or based on other substantial evidence of a known
fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.
ii)
Strong seismic ground shaking?
iii)
Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?
iv)
Landslides?
b)
Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil?
c)
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 on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or
collapse?
d)
Be located on expansive soil, as defined in
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or
property?
e)
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?
f)
Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature?1
1
Because the topic of paleontological resources is the only topic in Geology/Soils to be addressed in the EIR,
it will be included
within the chapter called “Cultural Resources.”

A Geotechnical Feasibility Study Report was prepared for the ASCP IS/MND in August 2013 by Converse
Consultants. Applicable findings from this report are summarized below (see Appendix B to this Initial Study).
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a)

Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:
i)

Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence
of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.
The Project site is not located within a currently designated State of California Earthquake Fault
Zone (formerly Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones) for surface fault rupture. A segment of the
Sierra Madre Fault crosses the Arroyo Seco, just north of the JPL Bridge. However, there is no
designated Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone for the fault in the Upper Arroyo Seco. Area 2 is not
located within a designated Earthquake Fault Zone, but traces of the Sierra Madre Fault are located
approximately 1,000 feet north and southeast of Area 2. Area 3 is not located within a designated
Earthquake Fault Zone, but a trace of the Sierra Madre Fault crosses through the northern portion
of Area 3. Therefore, the Project site could be potentially exposed to fault rupture. While structures
sitting directly on top of a ruptured fault could be damaged in an earthquake event along the fault,
the proposed Project does not include any habitable structures or structures that are critical for
public safety (BonTerra Psomas 2015). As such, impacts related to rupture of a known earthquake
fault would be less than significant and this topic will not be further evaluated in the EIR. The
findings from the ASCP IS/MND also did not require or include mitigation measures for this topic.

ii)

Strong seismic ground shaking?
Seismic shaking could be significant during an earthquake along other earthquake faults in the
region. The new diversion and weir structures in Area 2 could sustain damage during an earthquake
event; however, there are no critical or habitable structures in proximity to Area 2 that could be
affected by a failure at the diversion structure. Ground shaking would not pose major safety
hazards to the spreading basins in Area 3 because the basins would be designed to contain water
at depths that would not pose a hazard to the public if water were to lap over the edge during a
seismic event. There are no critical or habitable structures in the proximity of the spreading basins
that could be affected by any overtopping water in a strong seismic event. The spreading basins,
diversion structure, intake, and service building have been designed and would be constructed in
compliance with all applicable building code requirements and code regulations, such as the City’s
Building Code (Title 14 of the Pasadena Municipal Code, which incorporates the 2016 CBC). 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 and specifies building components that
require special seismic certification. Construction of the proposed Project would also be in
accordance with the recommendations of the Geotechnical Feasibility Report, which includes
seismic design parameters, and would ensure that the structural integrity of the proposed
structures and improvements can withstand seismic shaking (BonTerra Psomas 2015). Therefore,
through compliance with applicable federal, state, and local regulations, the proposed Project
would result in less than significant impacts related to seismic ground shaking. As such, impacts
related to strong seismic ground shaking will not be further evaluated in the EIR. The findings from
the ASCP IS/MND also did not require or include mitigation measures for this topic.
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iii)

Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
The Arroyo Seco is located within a Seismic Hazard Zone for liquefaction, with adjacent steep
slopes susceptible to landslides. The Geotechnical Feasibility Study Report included results from a
boring (BH-3) taken within the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road in Area 2. The results showed that the
area is underlain by a 3-foot thick sandy soil layer over granitic bedrock, which was found to be
“massive and very hard.” Area 2 has exposed older alluvium consisting of brown silty sand with
cobbles and boulders. Groundwater in Area 2 was not encountered during borings at a depth of
3.5 feet, but is expected to be seasonably shallow due to the Arroyo Seco.
The Geotechnical Feasibility Study states that the presence of shallow granitic bedrock in Area 2
along the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road indicates that it is not susceptible to liquefaction hazards
and seismically induced settlement would be negligible. While the slope just east of the Gabrielino
Trail/Access Road is stable, small rock fall hazards are expected.
Area 3 is located within a Seismic Hazard Zone for liquefaction. Area 3 is underlain by stream deposits
and terrace deposits, both consisting of primarily light brown silty sand, underlain by numerous cobbles
and boulders. The stream deposits and terrace deposits are both moderately dense to very dense.
Groundwater was not encountered in exploratory borings to a depth of 21 feet.
The potential for liquefaction of bedrock is low, but liquefaction in the stream channel is expected
to be high. The diversion structure in Area 2 would be located within the stream and may be
exposed to liquefaction hazards. Slopes in Area 2 have a potential for small rock fall hazards, and
slopes that would be created could be unstable. Pipelines in Area 3 could also be exposed to
liquefaction hazards that may lead to ground settlement (BonTerra Psomas 2015). Design and
construction of the proposed improvements would have to address liquefaction and slope stability
in accordance with the recommendations of the Geotechnical Feasibility Report and in accordance
with applicable Building Code and City requirements. As such, the Project would not cause or
exacerbate any seismic-related ground failure including liquefaction condition. Impacts would be
less than significant and will not be further evaluated in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP
IS/MND also did not require or include mitigation measures for this topic.

iv)

Landslides?
According to the Geotechnical Feasibility Study, Area 2 has adjacent steep slopes but due to the
observed bedrock, it was determined that the slopes are stable, although small rock fall hazards
may exist due to the steepness of adjacent slopes. No mapped landslides were identified in the
Geotechnical Feasibility Study. Design and construction of the proposed improvements would have
to address slope stability and landslide potential in accordance with the recommendations of the
Geotechnical Feasibility Report and the Building Code and City requirements. No critical or
habitable structures would be constructed that could result in the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving landslides due to the proposed Project. As such, impacts would be less than significant
related to landslides and will not be further evaluated in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP
IS/MND also did not require or include mitigation measures for this topic.
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b)

Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
During construction, erosion-control measures would be implemented as part of the Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for the Project. 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
Stormwater Discharges Associated with the Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (Order No 2009-009DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002) or the latest approved general permit. This permit is required for earthwork that
results in the disturbance of 1 acre or more of total land area. The required SWPPP will mandate the
implementation of best management practices (BMPs) to reduce or eliminate construction-related pollutants in
the runoff, including sediment. Implementation of the erosion control BMPs in the SWPPP would reduce
construction-related erosion, and impacts would be less than significant.
Area 2 is located within a 5-year floodplain and the slopes and Gabrielino Trail/Access Road are subject to
potential flooding following periods of heavy rainfall. Structures, including engineered streambed material,
have been designed to consider the inundation and scour by flood events. The upstream and downstream
engineered streambed material would be specifically designed to reduce scour and maintain the integrity
of the diversion/intake structure and adjacent Gabrielino Trail/Access Road. There would be no loss of
topsoil associated with activities in Area 2, and the engineered streambed material would reduce erosion
and allow for vegetation to grow, if naturally occurring.
Area 3 would involve the reconfiguration and expansion of the existing spreading basins, which would
require the export of soils excavated from the former JPL East Parking Lot. These soils were located beneath
a parking lot and did not support natural biological communities or agriculture, which are land uses that
depend on topsoil. Additionally, in order to minimize export from the Project site, the City may implement a
mechanical shaker to sort/sift through excavated soils to separate larger rocks for beneficial reuse on the
Project as well as other beneficial uses within the HWP. As such, impacts would be less than significant
related to substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil and will not be further evaluated in the EIR. The findings
from the ASCP IS/MND also did not require or include mitigation measures for this topic.

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 on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?
In Area 2, the area is located on granitic bedrock and is not considered to be unstable or subject to
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse. In Area 3, the Geotechnical Feasibility
Study determined that the slope stability near the existing stream channel has a factor of safety greater
than 1.496, which would be reduced to 1.292 upon construction of the proposed sediment basin. Because
both factors of safety remain above 1.0, the slope does not pose a risk of instability. The slopes nearer the
former JPL East Parking Lot as well as the slopes adjacent to the Arroyo Seco have adequate factors of
safety to meet minimum requirements. Slopes would be periodically eroded by flows within the Arroyo Seco
and slope stability would be changed by the designed slope profile. However, groundwater saturation of
subsurface soils would not impact slope stability.
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 between 60%–
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80% of the recharge water pumped out, the Project would decrease the potential for subsidence (BonTerra
Psomas 2015). The Geotechnical Feasibility Study includes seismic design parameters and recommendations
for all constructed features. Compliance with the Geotechnical Feasibility Study and applicable Building Code
and City requirements would avoid hazards associated with landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse due to Project implementation. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation
is required; therefore, this topic will not be further analyzed in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP IS/MND also
did not require or include mitigation measures for this topic.
d)

Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property?
The soil borings taken near surface soils in Area 3 have a “Very Low” expansion potential (no soil expansion
analysis was made for near surface soils in Area 2). The Project site may contain collapsible soils due to its
location within and near the Arroyo Seco stream channel. However, no critical or habitable structures would be
constructed that could result in substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property related to expansive soils
due to the proposed Project. Design and construction of the proposed improvements would have to address
slope stability and landslide potential in accordance with the recommendations of the Geotechnical Feasibility
Report and the CA Building Code. Therefore, compliance with applicable federal, state, and local regulations
would address the geologic hazards that are present on the site. Impacts would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required; therefore, this topic will not be further analyzed in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP
IS/MND also did not require or include mitigation measures for this topic.

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?
The proposed Project would not involve the construction of any restrooms or otherwise require the use of
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems. 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. There would be no impacts related to the
use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems. As there would be no impacts, no mitigation
is required; therefore, this topic will not be further analyzed in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP IS/MND
also did not require or include mitigation measures for this topic.

f)

Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature?
According to record search conducted for the ASCP IS/MND, the Project area is underlain by several
geological rock units with varying paleontological sensitivity. Quartz Diorite (qd), located between Areas 2
and 3, has no potential to yield paleontological resources. Leucocratic Granitic Rocks (gr) that are present
west and east of Area 2 have no potential to yield paleontological resources. Quaternary Older Alluvium Fan
Deposits (Qoa) located south of Area 2 have moderate potential to yield paleontological resources.
Quaternary Older Alluvial Fan Sediments (Qof) east of Area 3 have low potential to yield paleontological
resources. Quaternary Stream Deposits (Qg) in the stream course of the Arroyo Seco in Areas 2 and 3 have
low potential to yield paleontological resources (BonTerra Psomas 2015).
Ground disturbance would occur at the stream bottom in Area 2, which is overlain by recent alluvial material
deposited by stream flows and generally does not contain fossil resources. The areas underlain by granitic
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bedrock also have no paleontological sensitivity. At the edges of the stream is older alluvium that may have
limited potential for paleontological resources (BonTerra Psomas 2015).
While no paleontological resources were observed on the surface of the Project site, underlying older
Quaternary fluvial deposits may contain significant vertebrate fossils. Therefore, deeper excavations
associated with the spreading basins could expose paleontological resources that have the potential to be
damaged by heavy equipment, which would be a significant impact. This issue will be further evaluated in
the EIR. The findings from the ASCP IS/MND required mitigation for this topic. The proposed Project’s
impacts to paleontological resources will be re-evaluated in the EIR using updated records search data and
mitigation will be included, if applicable, and may include modifications to mitigation measures or deletion
of measures that are no longer best practices from the ASCP IS/MND.

3.8

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporated

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?

a)

Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?
Given that the proposed Project’s emissions would almost entirely be associated with short-term
construction activities, it is not anticipated that the proposed Project would result in any significant impacts
related to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. However, because the quantification of air quality impacts will
be calculated, the EIR will estimate the GHG emissions associated with construction of the Project using
CalEEMod based on the same construction scenario utilized in the air quality analysis. Project-generated
operational GHG emissions that will be estimated include those associated with mobile sources, electrical
use, and solid waste disposal. The emissions estimates will be based on information provided by the City
staff or CalEEMod default values. This topic will be further evaluated in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP
IS/MND did not require or include mitigation measures for this topic. However, the proposed Project
construction activities will be re-evaluated and assessed in the EIR using the latest assumptions and
modeling methods.
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b)

Would the project generate conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose
of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?
Given that the proposed Project’s emissions would almost entirely be associated with short-term
construction activities, it is not anticipated that the proposed Project would conflict with any applicable
plans for the purpose of reducing GHGs, including the City of Pasadena’s Climate Action Plan (CAP). The
CAP was adopted in 2018 and includes a strategy to reduce Pasadena’s GHG emissions in a manner
consistent with state law and statewide GHG emissions reduction targets. However, the EIR will discuss
how the proposed Project complies with state regulations (Assembly Bill 32) and General Plan goals,
objectives, CAP measures, and policies that help the City contribute to regional GHG reduction efforts. The
EIR will also provide a qualitative post-2020 analysis that will evaluate whether or not the Project-generated
GHG emissions would impede the attainment of the 2030 and 2050 reduction goals identified in Senate
Bill 32 and Executive Order S-3-05, respectively. The EIR analysis will be prepared consistent with the
SCAQMD’s guidance and thresholds. The findings from the ASCP IS/MND did not require or include
mitigation measures for this topic. However, the proposed Project construction activities will be reevaluated and assessed in the EIR using the latest assumptions and modeling methods.

3.9

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporated

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 that 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 or
excessive noise for people residing or working in the
project area?
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

f)
Impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency response plan
or emergency evacuation plan?
g)
Expose people or structures, either directly or
indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires?

a)

Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?
The proposed Project would not result in the long-term operational routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials beyond the current conditions within Areas 2 and 3. Both the current diversion structure/intake and the
proposed diversion structure/intake would require periodic maintenance activities that could involve chemicals
required for the operation of the weir gate and mechanical controls. There would be no operational changes or
need for additional chemicals or hazardous materials for the operation of the spreading basins.
Construction activities would utilize hazardous materials on a short-term basis, and compliance with existing
federal, state, and local regulations regarding hazardous material use, storage, disposal, and transport would
prevent risks to public health and safety. Construction wastes that meet hazardous waste criteria would 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). Therefore, with compliance with applicable state and local regulations, the proposed Project would
not create significant hazards to the public or the environment. Impacts would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required; therefore, this topic will not be further analyzed in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP
IS/MND also did not require or include mitigation measures for this topic.

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?
The Cortese List, mandated under Section 65962.5 of the Government Code, is a list of databases that compile
information regarding hazardous waste sites. The California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) provides a
list of hazardous waste site databases, which consists of the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC)
EnviroStor database; the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) GeoTracker database; SWRCB’s list of
hazardous solid waste disposal sites; SWRCB’s list of active Cease and Desist Orders (CDOs) and Cleanup and
Abatement Orders (CAOs); and DTSC’s list of sites subject to corrective action pursuant to the California Health and
Safety Code, Section 25187.5 (CalEPA 2019). The nearest listed site to the Project site is JPL (EPA ID No.
CA9800013030; Federal Facility Agreement Docket Number 1998-27):


The JPL site at 4800 Oak Grove Drive in the City of La Canada-Flintridge (ID No. 19970008- Federal
Superfund Site) is listed as an active site on the DTSC EnviroStor Database. No other sites are listed
within the Pasadena or the adjacent community of Altadena.
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The JPL site at 4800 Oak Grove Drive in the City of La Canada-Flintridge (ID No. T0603703875- LUST
Cleanup Site) is listed as an open cleanup status on the SWRCB GeoTracker database. No other sites
are listed within the Pasadena or the adjacent community of Altadena.



There are no listings near or at the Project site in the SWRCB’s list of hazardous solid waste disposal
sites; SWRCB’s list of active Cease and Desist Orders (CDOs) and Cleanup and Abatement Orders
(CAOs); and DTSC’s list of sites subject to corrective action pursuant to the California Health and Safety
Code, Section 25187.5

The 2015 ASCP IS/MND was determined to have adequately analyzed and mitigated for the potential
impacts associated with the groundwater contamination associated with JPL (see Appendix B to this Initial
Study). The findings from the ASCP IS/MND required mitigation for this topic and no new impacts would
result from the proposed Project, and no new mitigation is required. Therefore, this topic will not be further
analyzed in the EIR.
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?
The nearest school to the Project site is the Linda Vista Elementary School/Odyssey Charter School located
approximately 1,230 feet (0.23-mile) from construction traffic along the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road, and
approximately 0.26-mile from the limits of grading within Area 3. Construction activities would utilize
hazardous materials commonly associated with construction activities (e.g., fuels, cleaners, solvents) in the
short-term, but these would be handled in accordance 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 CUPA. The proposed Project would not
include any facilities that could result in hazardous emissions or handle hazardous materials, substances,
or waste within 0.25-mile of an existing school. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is
required; therefore, this topic will not be further analyzed in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP IS/MND
also did not require or include mitigation measures for this topic.

d)

Would the project be located on a site that 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?
As discussed in Threshold 3.9(b) above, the JPL campus has been placed on the NPL of sites subject to
regulation under the CERCLA, with cleanup efforts financed under the federal Superfund program. As part
of the cleanup effort, subsurface groundwater contamination located beneath Area 3 of the Project site is
subject to ongoing remediation through wellhead treatment efforts. The findings from the ASCP IS/MND
required mitigation for this topic. The 2015 ASCP IS/MND, was determined to have adequately analyzed
and mitigated for the potential impacts associated with the groundwater contamination associated with
JPL (see Appendix B to this Initial Study). The findings from the ASCP IS/MND required mitigation for this
topic and no new impacts would result from the proposed Project, and no new mitigation is required.
Therefore, this topic will not be further analyzed in the EIR.
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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 or excessive
noise for people residing or working in the project area?
There are no airports or airstrips within 2 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 Project
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. As such, this topic will not be further evaluated in the EIR. The findings from
the ASCP IS/MND also did not require or include mitigation measures for this topic.

f)

Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan?
Any closures to the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road, including those that would affect access to the USFS Ranger
Station in the ANF, will be short-term and/or partial. During work days, traffic in the Project area would be
facilitated by the use of a flagperson or other traffic control measures. At the end of each workday, the Gabrielino
Trail/Access Road would be made passable. 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 would all be notified in advance of construction activities in accordance with provisions in the City’s
Supplements and Modifications to the Greenbook. The 2015 ASCP IS/MND included mitigation for this topic to
address potential short-term closures of the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road and bridges. No new or different
impacts would result from the proposed Project and the MMRP would be implemented during construction
activities on the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road. Impacts would be less than significant and no additional
mitigation is required. Therefore, this topic will not be further analyzed in the EIR.

g)

Would the project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury,
or death involving wildland fires?
The Arroyo Seco Canyon is located in an area designated as a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (CAL FIRE 2011).
In August 2009, the Station Fire burned nearly 252 square miles in the Angeles National Forest, and the threat of
future wildfires is an ever-present danger throughout Southern California. Although wildfires are a potential hazard
at the Project site, the proposed Project would not involve construction or operation of habitable structures that
may expose people to wildfire hazards in the area. The construction and operation of new water infrastructure
facilities would have no effect on the number of people or structures exposed, either directly or indirectly, to wildfires
because the facilities would not increase the number of visitors or workers in the area and would not exacerbate
an existing wildfire hazard. Potential sources of hazards from fire include sparks from construction equipment and
vehicles and from malfunctioning electrical systems during construction. However, the City’s Fire Prevention Code
includes fire safety measures that need to be followed during construction and demolition. The ASCP IS/MND
required mitigation for this topic to address potential hazards associated with construction activities; however,
unlike the ASCP IS/MND, the proposed Project does not involve construction in the exposed vegetation within Area
1. Area 2 construction would be within and around the Arroyo Seco creek, and Area 3 construction would be within
largely unvegetated spreading basins and the former JPL East Parking Lot. Impacts associated with exposing
people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death from wildland fires would be less than significant,
and no mitigation is required. Therefore, this topic will not be further analyzed in the EIR.
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3.10

Hydrology and Water Quality
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Would the project:
a)
Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially
degrade surface or ground water quality?
b)
Substantially decrease groundwater supplies
or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that the project may impede sustainable
groundwater management of the basin?
c)
Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river or through
the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which
would:
result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off site;
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on or
off site;
create or contribute runoff water which would exceed
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems or provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff; or
impede or redirect flood flows?
d)
In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk
release of pollutants due to project inundation?
e)
Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a
water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater
management plan?

a)

Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise
substantially degrade surface or ground water quality?
The Upper Arroyo Seco is not listed as an impaired water body under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act
(SWRCB 2012). The proposed Project would allow for the settlement of silts and fine sediments in the newly
designed sedimentation basin prior to spreading water in basins within Area 3, which would have beneficial
impacts on water quality in the Arroyo Seco. During construction, there is the potential for small amounts
of oil, grease, and other vehicle fluids to leak from vehicles.
The City’s Stormwater Management and Discharge Control Ordinance (Chapter 8.7 of the Pasadena
Municipal Code) has the explicit purpose of reducing pollutants in stormwater and urban runoff to the
maximum extent practicable. The intent of the Ordinance is to protect and enhance water quality of our
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watercourses, water bodies, and wetlands in a manner pursuant to and consistent with the federal Clean
Water Act, and pursuant to National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit No.
CA0061654, as amended, and any successor legislation and permits. Restrictions in this Ordinance are
applicable to both construction activities and operations. The following BMPs apply to all construction sites:


Sediment and construction waste from construction sites and parking areas shall not leave the site.



Between October 15 and April 15, any sediments or other materials which are tracked off the site shall
be removed the same day as they are tracked off the site. A sediment barrier shall be installed on land
exceeding 15% slope in accordance with Chapter 14.05 of the Municipal Code, and where determined
necessary by the building official.



Excavated soil shall be located on the site in a manner that eliminates the possibility of sediments
running into the street or adjoining properties. Between October 15 and April 15, soil piles shall be
covered until the soil is either used or removed.



No washing of construction or other industrial vehicles shall be allowed adjacent to a construction site.
No runoff from washing vehicles on a construction site is allowed to leave the site.

For operations, the Municipal Code includes restrictions related to the protection of natural water courses
(Chapter 8.70.100) and containment and notification of spills (Chapter 8.70.110).
For projects that disturb 1 acre or more of soil, or whose projects disturb less than 1 acre but are part of a larger
common plan of development that in total disturbs 1 acre or more, are required to obtain coverage under the
General Permit for Discharges of Stormwater Associated with Construction Activity Construction General Permit
Order 2009-0009-DWQ (Construction General Permit). Construction activity subject to this permit includes clearing,
grading and disturbances to the ground such as stockpiling or excavation. The Construction General Permit
requires the development of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) by a certified Qualified SWPPP
Developer (QSD). Compliance with General Permit issued by the SWRCB and the City’s Stormwater Management
Ordinance would require implementation of BMPs during construction to address the potential for pollutants from
entering the Arroyo Seco. The Project’s potential to violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality would be less than significant, and
no mitigation is required. As such, this topic will not be further evaluated in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP
IS/MND also did not require or include mitigation measures for this topic.
b)

Would the project substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin?
The Raymond Basin is a groundwater basin that underlies the northwestern portion of the San Gabriel
Valley and is divided into the Santa Anita Subarea, Pasadena Subarea, and Monk Hill Subarea. The City
has both groundwater rights and surface water rights in the Monk Hill and Pasadena Sub-basins. The City’s
surface water rights in the Arroyo Seco overlay the Monk Hill Sub-basin.
About 1/3 of the surface runoff from the Raymond Basin is conveyed by the Arroyo Seco, which flows across
the Monk Hill Subarea and the Pasadena Subarea, and joins the Los Angeles River by cutting through the
San Rafael Hills. Artificial recharge of the Monk Hill subarea via off-stream spreading basins historically has
occurred as a result of infiltration of stormwater runoff and, to a lesser degree, injection of treated imported
water. Artificial recharge has ranged from 450 acre-feet per year to 9,700 acre-feet per year during the
period of 1994-95 through 2011-12 (RBMB 2016).
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Groundwater levels in the Monk Hill Subarea have fluctuated but remained relatively stable since 2000.
Recharge of the Monk Hill Subarea from precipitation occurs on the mountain watershed and on the valley floor.
Recharge from precipitation in the mountain watershed has ranged from 760 acre-feet to 9,280 acre-feet during
the period of 1994-95 through 2011-12, with a long-term average annual recharge of 3,500 acre-feet from the
mountains. Recharge of the Monk Hill subarea from precipitation on the valley flow has ranged from 17 acrefeet to 3,220 acre-feet per year during the period 1994-95 through 2011-12, with a long-term average annual
recharge of 790 acre-feet from the valley floor. Water production in the Monk Hill Subarea includes groundwater
pumping, purchases of treated imported water and a minor amount of treated water from local surface water
diversions. Groundwater production has ranged from 3,870 acre-feet to 12,970 acre-feet during the period
1994-95 to 2011-12 and has averaged 6,990 acre-feet per year (RBMB 2016).
The City’s surface water rights from the Arroyo Seco and tributaries pre-dates 1914 and includes taking
surface water from the stream up to and including 25 cfs. Historically, PWP has either taken the stream
water by diverting it at the intake structure directly for potable use with the addition of disinfectant (prior to
1972), and treatment at the Behner Water Treatment Plant (1972 to 1994), or by recharging the aquifer
through spreading (1974 to present). The City uses the spreading grounds in order to protect its water
rights; however, PWP is not currently able to fully utilize these surface water rights due to the limited
capacity of its facilities.
The proposed Project does not involve extraction of groundwater and, therefore, would not decrease
groundwater supplies. The Project also does not interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, but in
fact would allow for the recharge of an additional 1,100 acre-feet of water annually, which would
supplement the PWP’s local water supplies. Importantly, PWP is able to pump between 60 to 80 of the
water that is infiltrated through the spreading basins, which would result in a net augmentation of
groundwater in storage. This is a beneficial impact on PWP’s water resources. 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, the long-term
increase in recharge due to the proposed Project would have a beneficial impact on groundwater supplies.
The proposed Project would not substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the
basin, and no mitigation is required. As such, this topic will not be further evaluated in the EIR. The findings
from the ASCP IS/MND also did not require or include mitigation measures for this topic.
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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 or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner
which would:
i)

result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off site;

ii)

substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in
flooding on or off site;

iii)

create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; or

iv)

impede or redirect flood flows?
The proposed improvements in Area 2 would increase the amount of water capable of being
diverted into the intake structure and downstream spreading basins and could therefore result in
alterations to an existing drainage pattern. As required by the Settlement Agreement, as discussed
in Section 2.3 of this Initial Study, the Court found that the elements of the ASCP that related to
increased diversions of surface water (i.e., greater taking of stream water from the Arroyo Seco
beyond its historical withdrawal) required the preparation of an EIR. The findings from the ASCP
IS/MND did not require or include mitigation measures for this topic; however, this topic will be
further evaluated in the EIR using updated analyses and mitigation will be included, if applicable.

d)

In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, would the project risk release of pollutants due to project inundation?
The proposed Project is not within a designated tsunami zone or a seiche zone. A seiche is a standing wave
oscillating in a body of water, such as a lake or bay. Seiches are generally caused by strong winds or
atmospheric conditions and may be caused by earthquakes in smaller bodies of water. The proposed
Project site is 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 and the basins are
approximately 0.6-mile from the southernmost spreading basin (Basin J) to the general area of potential
standing water behind the Devil’s Gate Dam. Thus, waters behind the Dam would be below the elevation
of and a great distance from the spreading basins and seiche waves would not affect the spreading basin
structures. The basins would have freeboard from water surface to upper edge of the basin; pipes and
outlets for water to flow into interconnected basins; and overflow pipes to direct water back into the Arroyo
Seco. Thus, no seiche hazards would be created by the Project.
There are no opportunities for seiche at Area 2. Also, the potential for flood hazards associated with the
failure of the Dam would release waters downstream into the Central and Lower Arroyo Seco and would not
affect the proposed improvements in Areas 2 or 3. Additionally, the Project site is approximately 23 miles
northeast of the Pacific Ocean and not subject to impacts from tsunamis.
The Flood Insurance Rate Maps of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) show that Area 2
is 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% annual chance floodplain) (FEMA 2019). The slopes in
Area 2 and Gabrielino Trail/Access Road are subject to potential flooding following periods of heavy rainfall.
However, there would be no opportunities for the Project to risk release of pollutants because the
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infrastructure improvements in Areas 2 and 3 would not involve the storage, use, or transport of any
hazardous materials or sources of potential pollutants. The Project would not result in adverse impacts
related to the risk of release of pollutants due to inundation from flood, tsunami, or seiche zones. As such,
no mitigation is required and this topic will not be further evaluated in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP
IS/MND also did not require or include mitigation measures for this topic.
e)

Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable
groundwater management plan?
The Basin Plan for the Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties is the Water Quality Control
Plan (WQMP) for the Los Angeles Region, which includes the City of Pasadena. The Basin Plan: (i) identifies
beneficial uses for surface and groundwaters, (ii) includes the narrative and numerical water quality
objectives that must be attained or maintained to protect the designated beneficial uses and conform to
the state's anti-degradation policy, and (iii) describes implementation programs and other actions that are
necessary to achieve the water quality objectives established in the Basin Plan (LARWQCB 2019). Reach 3
of the Arroyo Seco, designated to be above Devil’s Gate Dam, has the following beneficial uses: domestic
water supply (MUN); industrial activities (IND); industrial process dependent upon water quality (PROC);
groundwater recharge (GWR); warm water ecosystems (WARM); cold water ecosystems (COLD); terrestrial
ecosystems (WILD); and wetland ecosystems (WET). The Raymond Basin has the following beneficial uses:
MUN, IND, PROC, and for agricultural supply (AGR) (LARWQCB 2019).
The proposed Project does not include any facilities or land uses that could generate pollutants that could
result in water quality impacts. As discussed in Threshold 3.10(a), compliance with the City’s Stormwater
Management Ordinance would protect and enhance water quality of watercourses, water bodies, and
wetlands in a manner pursuant to and consistent with the federal Clean Water Act, and pursuant to NPDES
Permit No. CA0061654. Restrictions in this Ordinance are applicable to both construction activities and
operations. Additionally, compliance with the General Permit issued by the SWRCB would require
implementation of BMPs during construction to address the potential for pollutants from entering the Arroyo
Seco. The Project’s potential to violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or
otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.
California Department of Water Resources (DWR) is required to prioritize and update California’s groundwater
basin prioritization in accordance with the requirements of Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
(SGMA) and related laws. SGMA requires that groundwater resources be managed sustainably for long-term
reliability and multiple benefits for current and future beneficial uses. SGMA applies to all California
groundwater basins and requires that high- and medium-priority groundwater basins form Groundwater
Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) (DWR 2019). DWR is required to prioritize California’s 517 groundwater basins
and subbasins as either high, medium, low, or very low. Raymond Basin’s adjudication in 1944 established a
management that utilizes a fixed safe-yield operation. As a result, the Raymond Basin was determined by
DWR to be “Very Low” priority, and is therefore not subject to the requirements to form a Groundwater
Sustainability Agency to develop a Groundwater Sustainability Plan.
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PWP’s 2015 Urban Water Management Plan demonstrates PWP’s long-term water supply and resource
planning, including an evaluation of its water supply sources. Current water and groundwater supply quality
is analyzed and various projects aimed to improve water and groundwater quality and to increase local
water supply sources are identified. The document identifies the ASCP as an anticipated future component
of the City’s water supply.
By restoring and improving the intake structure, installing a new sediment removal mechanism,
and expanding recharge operations with the creation of additional spreading basins, it is projected
that PWP will benefit from an average 600 AFY of groundwater pumping credits (PWP 2015).
Additionally, the PWP is currently in the draft phases of preparing a 2019 Water System and Resource Plan
(WSRP), which will act as an update to both the 2002 Water System Master Plan and the 2011 Water
Integrated Resource Plan and is intended to establish policies and develop strategies for meeting PWP’s
current and future water needs (City of Pasadena 2019). The WSRP will also take into consideration the
ASCP contributions to groundwater supply.
The Project’s potential to substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required. Additionally, the proposed Project would have beneficial impacts
on groundwater supplies in the Raymond Basin and would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of
a sustainable groundwater management plan. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is
required. As such, this topic will not be further evaluated in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP IS/MND
also did not require or include mitigation measures for this topic.

3.11

Land Use and Planning
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Would the project:
a)
Physically divide an established community?
b)
Cause a significant environmental impact due
to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

a)

Would the project physically divide an established community?
The proposed Project does not involve the displacement of existing residences or the construction of
barriers through the developed residential areas located east the Arroyo Seco. Therefore, the Project would
not divide an established community and no impacts would occur. As such, this topic will not be further
evaluated in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP IS/MND also did not require or include mitigation
measures for this topic.
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b)

Would the project cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy,
or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?
The proposed Project includes a portion of Assessor Parcel Number (APN) 5830-001-906 and a portion of
APN 5823-015-902. The Project boundaries are located within the Open Space land use designation in the
General Plan and the Open Space zone, as defined in Article 2, Zoning Districts, Allowable Land Uses, and
Zone-Specific Standards in the City’s Municipal Code. The City has requested a modification to CUP No.
6222 to increase utilization of the City’s surface water rights through replacement of the existing
diversion/intake facilities in Area 2 and construction of new and expanded spreading basins in Area 3 of
the ASCP. A Conditional Use Permit or modification to a CUP are required for any recreational improvements
within the Open Space zone and the proposed Project would not conflict with the City’s Zoning Code.
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 Project site, which is located north of the Devil’s Gate Dam.
There are no adopted habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation plans in the City of
Pasadena. According to the USFWS, the Project site is not located within designated critical habitat for the
California Red-Legged Frog, least Bell’s vireo or southwestern willow flycatcher (BonTerra Psomas 2015).
The proposed Project components are consistent with the HWP Master Plan, as previously summarized in
Table 1, Area 5A Water Resource and Associated Improvements, which identifies the proposed Project’s
consistency with the HWP Master Plan Improvements identified for Area 3. The proposed Project site does
not have any overlay districts or other applicable land use regulations. Therefore, the Project would not
conflict with any land use plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect. As such, this topic will not be further evaluated in the EIR. The findings from the
ASCP IS/MND also did not require or include mitigation measures for this topic.

3.12

Mineral Resources
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporated

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 locallyimportant mineral resource recovery site delineated on
a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use
plan?
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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?
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 and contains sand and gravel deposits. This zone encompasses
Area 3. However, there is no active mining operation in this MRZ-2 zone (DOC 2017). 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. 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 6 miles southwest of Area 3 (DOC 2018).
The proposed improvements in Areas 2 and 3, would not affect the availability of sand and gravel resources in
the Project area. Any large cobbles and/or boulders that would be disturbed by the Project construction activities
would be harvested for beneficial reuse within the Arroyo Seco Canyon, as feasible. Improvements in Area 2 may
use boulders depending on integrity, shapes, and sizes for the rock wall and engineered streambed material
protection. Improvements in Area 3 may also utilize cobbles and boulders (e.g., structure facades, walkway/trail
edges, signs). Large cobbles and boulders in Area 2 would be moved away from active construction areas and
stockpiled, as feasible, for future decorative uses, to conserve these resources.
The improvements in Area 3 would require export of soil materials excavated through the creation of the
spreading basins for disposal at an off-site landfill or gravel pit, although some of the excavated material may
be used as fill material for the basin walls and other Area 3 improvements, if appropriate. The HWP Master Plan
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 HWP
Master Plan and Arroyo Seco Design Guidelines, excavation activities in Area 3 would be required to include the
collection of arroyo stones for use in structures, signs, walls, and other improvements in the Canyon, subject to
design review and approval by the City’s Planning Division. This would reduce the off-site disposal of excavated
soils and materials. Additionally, the improvements in Area 3 would not create large immovable structures that
would impede any future use of the area for mineral resource recovery.
Thus, the Project would maintain the availability of these mineral resources and would not preclude future
mining operations in this area. Impacts pertaining to the potential loss of known mineral resources that
would be of value to the region or residents of the state would be less than significant, and no mitigation is
required. As such, this topic will not be further evaluated in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP IS/MND
also did not require or include mitigation measures for this topic.

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?
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 (City of Pasadena 2015). The HWP Master Plan 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 (City of Pasadena 2003).
The Project would not require mineral resources, nor would it change the availability of resources within
Devil’s Gate Reservoir. The construction of water infrastructure facilities and diversion of water into the
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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. Impacts related to the potential
loss of locally important mineral resources would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. As
such, this topic will not be further evaluated in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP IS/MND also did not
require or include mitigation measures for this topic.

3.13

Noise
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Would the project result in:
a)
Generation of a substantial temporary or
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the
vicinity of the project in excess of standards established
in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?
b)
Generation of excessive groundborne vibration
or groundborne noise levels?
c)
For a project located within the vicinity of a
private airstrip or 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?

a)

Would the project result in generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?
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.
The closest homes to Area 2 are approximately 780 feet (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. 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 former JPL parking lot and are approximately 100 feet
higher in elevation than the parking lot. 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. While the Project would be located in the City of
Pasadena, there are nearby noise-sensitive receptors in the unincorporated community of Altadena.
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No long-term operational noise impacts are anticipated because the proposed facilities would not be
substantively different from the existing operations. No new employees would be required and no new
maintenance activities to/from the Project site would occur. Noise impacts associated with the proposed Project
would be limited to the construction phase. The primary noise sources during construction would be the diesel
engines from construction equipment, truck traffic, any required jackhammering of rocks and earthmoving, and
the shaker machine to sort cobbles/rocks. As such, the Project has the potential to result in impacts associated
with a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the Project in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies. This issue
will be further evaluated in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP IS/MND required mitigation for this topic. The
proposed Project’s impacts related to noise will be re-evaluated in the EIR using updated survey data and
mitigation will be included, if applicable, and may include modifications to mitigation measures or deletion of
measures that are no longer best practices from the ASCP IS/MND.
b)

Would the project result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?
Short-term construction activities in Areas 2 and 3 will require earthmoving and heavy equipment to
facilitate removal of large cobbles and boulders, if present. Heavy equipment and movement of boulders
could result in excessive groundborne vibration. As such, the proposed Project has the potential to result
in excessive vibration or groundborne noise levels in the vicinity of the Project. The findings from the ASCP
IS/MND did not require mitigation for this topic; however, this issue will be further evaluated in the EIR
using updated survey data and mitigation will be included, if applicable.

c)

For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or 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?
There are no airports or airstrips within 2 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.
The Project would not subject persons in the area to noise from public or private airports, nor would the
Project generate aircraft noise. There is a heliport and a helipad near the Arroyo Seco but no change in
helicopter noise would occur with the Project. There would be no impact. As such, this topic will not be
further evaluated in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP IS/MND also did not require or include mitigation
measures for this topic.
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3.14

Population and Housing
Potentially
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Impact

Less Than
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Impact With
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Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Would the project:
a)
Induce substantial unplanned population
growth in an area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly
(for example, through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?
b)
Displace substantial numbers of existing
people or housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

a)

Would the project induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for
example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)?
The Project does not propose the construction of new homes or businesses that may induce direct
population growth in the area. Also, no extension of infrastructure to unserved areas is proposed. The
presence of the construction crew would be temporary and would not generate a measurable demand for
housing, goods, or services in the area. No change in the PWP’s operational or maintenance activities would
occur that would lead to new employees that could indirectly induce growth or development in the area.
The Project would improve the PWP’s surface water diversion facilities and increase groundwater recharge.
This would, in turn, reduce the PWP’s reliance on imported water resources and would reduce its operating
costs, but would not promote development in the City or the surrounding area. There would be no impact
related to the inducement of substantial unplanned population growth, either directly or indirectly, and no
mitigation is required. As such, this topic will not be further evaluated in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP
IS/MND also did not require or include mitigation measures for this topic.

b)

Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
The proposed Project would have no impact on any existing housing and would not displace people. As
such, this topic will not be further evaluated in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP IS/MND also did not
require or include mitigation measures for this topic.
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3.15

Public Services
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a)
Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction
of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response
times, or other performance objectives for any of the public services:
Fire protection?
Police protection?
Schools?
Parks?
Other public facilities?

a)

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of the public services:
Fire protection?
The Pasadena Fire Department provides fire protection services to the City and operates eight fire stations.
Pasadena Fire Station 38 at 1150 Linda Vista is located 2.4 miles south of Area 3. However, the Los
Angeles County Fire Station No. 12 at 2760 North Lincoln Avenue in Altadena is located only 0.6 miles east
of Area 3. County Fire Camp No. 2 is located southwest of the JPL campus and serves as a helicopter
standby location during the fire season, with a crew of ten firefighters. County Fire Station No. 82 is located
1 mile southwest of Area 3 on the west side of the Arroyo Seco. The Los Angeles County Fire Department
has automatic aid agreements with 33 cities in the County, including the City of Pasadena, to provide fire
protection services during a fire or medical emergency regardless of territory. Thus, City and County
firefighters would provide emergency response to the Upper Arroyo Seco in the event of a fire incident.
The Project does not involve the development of habitable structures, public buildings, or involve any
operational activities that could increase demands for fire protection services. Proposed improvements
related to the water infrastructure and appurtenant facilities 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. Temporary construction
activities would not result in additional demands for fire protection such that new government facilities
would be required. The proposed Project would not result in an increased residential population, increased
commercial development, or any other intensification of land uses that could potentially require increased
services of the Fire Department. Because there would be no increase in demand for Fire Department
services, there would be no impact associated with the new or altered government facilities, and no
mitigation is required. As such, this topic will not be further evaluated in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP
IS/MND also did not require or include mitigation measures for this topic.
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Police protection?
The Pasadena Police Department provides police protection and law enforcement services in the City. The
Police Department has a Park Safety Specialist Team that is assigned to patrol City parks, including
Hahamongna Watershed Park. In addition, the Police Department has a Volunteer Mounted Unit that
consists of volunteers on horses who provide patrol services in the remote park areas of the City, such as
Hahamongna Watershed Park (Pasadena 2013). The Pasadena Police Department also participates in the
California Law Enforcement Mutual Aid Plan and the California Disaster and Civil Defense Master Mutual
Aid Agreement, which allow the City to request mutual aid from and to provide mutual aid to adjacent police
protection and law enforcement agencies.
The Project does not involve the development of habitable structures, public buildings, or operational activities
that could increase demands for police protection services. After each workday, construction equipment would
be secured in a fenced area to minimize the risk of theft or vandalism. Temporary construction activities would
not result in additional demands for police protection such that new government facilities would be required.
The proposed Project would not result in an increased residential population, increased commercial
development, or any other intensification of land uses that could potentially require increased services of the
Police Department. Because there would be no increase in demand for Police Department services, there would
be no impact associated with the new or altered government facilities, and no mitigation is required. As such,
this topic will not be further evaluated in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP IS/MND also did not require or
include mitigation measures for this topic.
Schools, Parks, Other Public Facilities?
The proposed Project would not generate a demand for school, parks, libraries, or other public facilities
services because no residential land uses are proposed, and there would be no increase in permanent
employment that would have an indirect impact or result in additional demands on these resources. There
would be no impact associated with the new or altered government facilities, and no mitigation is required.
As such, this topic will not be further evaluated in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP IS/MND also did not
require or include mitigation measures for this topic.

3.16

Recreation
Potentially
Significant
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a)
Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of
the facility would occur or be accelerated?
b)
Does the project include recreational facilities
or require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect
on the environment?
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a)

Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?
The Upper Arroyo Seco provides recreational opportunities for area residents and visitors. The Project site is
located within HWP, which is developed with the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road that provides opportunities for
hiking, biking, and equestrian activity up the Arroyo Seco Canyon and into the ANF. This park is maintained by
the Pasadena Parks and Natural Resources Division. The HWP has numerous other active and passive
recreational opportunities, including sports fields, hiking trails, picnic areas, equestrian center, a disc golf course,
and other amenities. This park is maintained by the Pasadena Parks and Natural Resources Division.
The Arroyo Seco Trail runs along both sides of the Arroyo Seco and is part of the Rim of the Valley Trail
Corridor that connects the Santa Monica Mountains and the San Gabriel Mountains through trails in the
San Fernando and La Crescenta Valleys. This trail also continues south along the Central and Lower Arroyo
Seco to connect with the Los Angeles River Trail. North of Devil’s Gate Dam, there are several local trails
on both sides of the Arroyo Seco, including the East Rim Trail, the West Rim Trail, the Mountain View Trail,
the Flint Wash Trail, the Gould Canyon Trail, the Altadena Crest Trail, and the Gabrielino Trail.
The Project would not induce population growth directly or indirectly that could generate a need for or
increase the use of parks and recreational facilities. No additional recreational amenities are associated
with the proposed improvements in Areas 2 and 3. However, during construction within Areas 2 and 3,
there may be times when portions of the Arroyo Seco Trail, Altacrest Trail, and Gabrielino Trail/Access Road
would be closed to the public. While the trails would be kept open during construction to the extent possible,
there would be days when equipment and construction activities would be on and/or near the trails, making
recreational trail use hazardous for the general public.
Impacts associated with temporary construction activity could increase the use of other adjacent park amenities
and other recreational facilities. The sediment removal activities associated with the ongoing Devil’s Gate
Reservoir project being conducted by the LACFCD would also result in the temporary closure of some local trails.
It is unlikely that any direct impacts from temporary additional use would result in substantial physical
deterioration of the facility, but reduced access to recreational trails during construction, which might be
exacerbated by other construction projects in the HWP area, will be discussed in the EIR. The findings from the
ASCP IS/MND required mitigation for this topic, and this EIR may include modifications to mitigation measures
or deletion of measures that are no longer best practices from the ASCP IS/MND.

b)

Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities, which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?
The proposed Project would not involve the construction of any recreational facilities. The Project would not
generate a demand for parks that could result in the construction or expansion of recreational facilities
because no residential land uses are proposed, and there would be no increase in permanent employment
that would have an indirect impact or result in additional demands on these resources. There would be no
impact associated with the construction or expansion of recreational facilities, which might have an adverse
physical effect on the environment, and no mitigation is required. As such, this topic will not be further
evaluated in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP IS/MND also did not require or include mitigation
measures for this topic.
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3.17

Transportation
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Would the project:
a)
Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or
policy addressing the circulation system, including
transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?
b)
Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines
section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?
c)
Substantially increase hazards due to a
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses
(e.g., farm equipment)?
d)
Result in inadequate emergency access?

a)

Would the project conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system,
including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?
The Foothill Freeway (I-210) I-210 has eight travel lanes as it passes along the southern edge of Devil’s Gate Dam.
Access to the Arroyo Seco Canyon is provided via the I-210’s Arroyo Boulevard/Windsor Avenue off-ramp. Windsor
Avenue is a two-lane road that runs north and ends at its intersection with Ventura Street and Explorer Road.
Explorer Road continues northerly toward the former JPL East Parking Lot adjacent to the spreading basins and
turns west across the Arroyo Seco (over the JPL Bridge) and southwesterly onto the JPL campus.
Construction trucks hauling soils and construction debris to and from Scholl Canyon Landfill are expected to come
to the site from I-210 at the Windsor Avenue off-ramp and head north on Windsor Avenue to the intersection with
Ventura Street. At this intersection is a fork in the road, one leading to Explorer Road into Area 3 and the other
leading to the gated North Arroyo Boulevard, which passes adjacent to residential properties and the Behner
Treatment Plant. Near the JPL Bridge over the Arroyo Seco near the northern boundary of Area 3, North Arroyo
Boulevard splits and provides access to the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road and to the JPL Bridge/Explorer Road.
Construction trucks would use North Arroyo Boulevard to access Area 2 and Explorer Road to access Area 3.
During construction of Area 2, however, there will be periods where sections of the trail will need to be
partially or fully closed, mainly during excavations, construction of the new intake, and hauling in
materials/equipment. The portion of trail along the construction zone may also need to be reduced in width
for the duration of the construction period during work hours to allow for parked construction vehicles (e.g.,
pickup trucks). Access to Area 2 (and the USFS Ranger Station in the ANF) would be made available during
construction activities, but short-term partial closures may occur. The Gabrielino Trail/Access Road would
be made passable at the end of each workday. The City will follow the Supplements and Modifications to
the Greenbook regarding notifications of residents and businesses affected by the temporary closures of
the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road; notification of utility agencies with facilities in the area; the Pasadena
Fire and Police Departments; and other emergency service providers.
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From I-210, trucks would head west on SR-134; exit at the Figueroa Street/Scholl Canyon Road off-ramp;
head north-northeast toward the landfill. Trucks would come back from the landfill entering the eastbound
on-ramp on the SR-134 at Figueroa Street and head east; trucks would then go west on I-210 to Windsor
Avenue to Explorer Road and, ultimately, to the site.
Project-related construction activities would generate new vehicle trips from construction equipment and
construction crews coming to the site; trucks bringing in building materials; trucks taking out excavated
soils and other debris for off-site disposal; and construction equipment leaving the site after each
construction phase. Additionally, it is anticipated that the proposed Project activities may overlap with the
sediment removal activities associated with the ongoing Devil’s Gate Reservoir project being conducted by
the LACFCD. As such, the proposed Project has the potential to result in cumulative short-term impacts that
could conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit,
roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities. As such, this topic will be further evaluated in the EIR. The
findings from the ASCP IS/MND required mitigation for this topic, and this EIR may include modifications to
mitigation measures or deletion of measures that are no longer best practices from the ASCP IS/MND.
b)

Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(a) sets forth the purpose of the entire new Section 15064.3. First, the
subdivision clarifies that the primary consideration, in an environmental analysis, regarding transportation
is the amount and distance that a project might cause people to drive. Subdivision (b) focuses on specific
criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts related to land use projects,
transportation projects, qualitative analysis, and methodology. The proposed Project is a water utility
infrastructure project and not a “land use” project in that it is not developing any land uses or habitable
structures that would generate long-term operational traffic. As such, the proposed Project would not result
in an increase in vehicle miles traveled (VMT). Short-term construction related traffic would be addressed
through Threshold 3.17(a). As such, this topic will not be further evaluated in the EIR. This is a new threshold
of significance and the ASCP IS/MND did not include an assessment for this topic.

c)

Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
The proposed Project would not result in any new roadway features or alignments or otherwise alter the
geometric design of an existing roadway. No changes to the existing two temporary structures on the
existing bridges would occur with the proposed Project. As such, there would be no impacts associated with
a substantial increase in hazards due to a geometric design feature or incompatible uses, and no mitigation
is required. As such, this topic will not be further evaluated in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP IS/MND
required mitigation for this topic; however, the proposed Project does not involve construction of temporary
bridges or alterations to the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road.

d)

Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?
During the construction phase, the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road would be used for temporary construction
vehicle access but construction equipment would not block access to or from the ANF and nearby U.S.
Forest Ranger Station. The proposed Project would not result in any new roadway features or alignments
or otherwise hinder emergency access vehicles. The Project would be conducted in compliance with the
City’s Supplements and Modifications to the Greenbook regarding notification of residents and businesses
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affected by the road work; utility agencies with facilities in the area; the Pasadena Fire and Police
Departments; and other emergency service providers. Although the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road is not a
public road, it would be made passable at the end of each workday. Thus, access to Area 2 (and the USFS
Ranger Station in the ANF) would be made available during construction activities, but short-term partial
closures may occur. Potential impacts related to inadequate emergency access would be less than
significant. As such, this topic will not be further evaluated in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP IS/MND
required mitigation for this topic; however, the components of the ASCP being considered herein do not
involve any construction activities within the ANF or adjacent to the Ranger Station.

3.18

Tribal Cultural Resources
Potentially
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Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in
Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically
defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California
Native American tribe, and that is:
a. Listed or eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local
register of historical resources as defined in
Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or
b. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its
discretion and supported by substantial evidence,
to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section
5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a California Native
American tribe?

a)

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource,
defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural
value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:
i)

Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register
of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k)?
The proposed Project involves earthwork within and adjacent to the Arroyo Seco and has the
potential to result in substantial adverse changes in the significance of a tribal cultural resource,
cultural value to a California Native American tribe that is potential eligible in the CRHR. As such,
this topic will be further evaluated in the EIR. This is a new threshold of significance that was not
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required to be analyzed at the time of the circulation of the Notice of Intent to Adopt (NOI) an MND
(i.e., July 1, 2015), and the ASCP IS/MND did not include an assessment for this topic.
ii)

A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to
be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1.
In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead
agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe?
The proposed Project is subject to compliance with Section 20180.3.2 of the PRC, Assembly Bill
(AB) 52, which requires lead agencies to consult with California Native American tribes that request
such consultation, and also requires that the tribes ask the Lead Agency to be contacted for
consultation. Lead agencies must notify California Native American Tribes that are traditionally and
culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the project and that have requested such
notification. As such, this topic will be further evaluated in the EIR. This is a new threshold of
significance that was not required to be analyzed at the time of the circulation of the Notice of
Intent to Adopt (NOI) an MND (i.e., July 1, 2015), and the ASCP IS/MND did not include an
assessment for this topic.

3.19

Utilities and Service Systems
Potentially
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Would the project:
a)
Require or result in the relocation or construction
of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, or
storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunications facilities, the construction or
relocation of which could cause significant environmental
effects?
b)
Have sufficient water supplies available to serve
the project and reasonably foreseeable future
development during normal, dry, and multiple dry years?
c)
Result in a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider, which serves or may serve the project
that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s
projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing
commitments?
d)
Generate solid waste in excess of State or local
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid
waste reduction goals?
e)
Comply with federal, state, and local
management and reduction statutes and regulations
related to solid waste?
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a)

Would the project require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater
treatment, or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the
construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects?
The new diversion/weir and intake structures in Area 2 and the expanded spreading basins in Area 3 would
increase the PWP groundwater recharge by approximately 1,100 acre-feet per year (afy). With the PWP
allowed to extract between 60 and 80 percent of this volume, imported water supplies could be offset with
local supplies by over 580,000 gpd. Potable water use by the Project is limited to short-term construction
activities only for dust suppression. A water truck would come to the construction sites, with water obtained
from off-site sources, as needed. This water demand would be short-term and minimal. No new or expanded
potable water infrastructure is proposed. The Project would not affect water wells located near Area 3, but
it would be necessary to relocate a portion of the JPL water line that crosses Area 3 (the JPL service was
partially relocated in 2016). The new relocated line would be installed prior to removing the existing line to
avoid disruption in water service to the JPL campus. Once the new water line is ready for use, the existing
line would be either abandoned in place, or interfering sections would be removed. The hume line as part
of the conveyance system that connects the intake in Area 2 to the spreading basins in Area 3 would be
truncated and a new section added to tie into the sedimentation basin; water conveyance would be
disrupted during construction of the new line and the spreading basins. This impact would be temporary
and would not cut off water services to existing PWP customers.
No restroom or other wastewater generating facilities are proposed. During construction, portable toilets
would be provided at the site for the construction crew, and these portable toilets would be regularly
cleaned and their contents disposed of off site by an outside company. No new stormwater drainage
infrastructure would be required because no new impervious surfaces would be constructed that could
increase stormwater runoff or otherwise affect stormwater drainage. Impacts associated with the Project’s
water infrastructure facilities to increase diversions of Arroyo Seco flows would be analyzed in the EIR, as
previously described in this Initial Study.
Construction equipment would be powered by petroleum via portable generators. Long-term energy
consumption associated with the Project includes electricity consumption in Area 2 for the proposed intake
service building to operate the diversion/weir structure, and the basin metering in Area 3. Electricity would be
provided to Area 2 from an existing electrical connection at an existing equipment building, and an extension
of this service via underground conduit to the new service building. Electricity would be provided to Area 3 via
the existing electrical infrastructure formerly used to power the parking lot lighting. A new service-rated
panelboard, pad-mounted electrical cabinets, underground conduit, and a light pole will be constructed.
Construction activities would not require the use of natural gas, and no natural gas would be required for the
proposed improvements and amenities. Similarly, the proposed Project would not require the use of
telecommunication infrastructure because no habitable structures would be constructed. The Project
proposes new local communications wiring that will allow for transmission of Supervisory Control and Data
Acquisition (SCADA) telemetry data transmitted via radio. Potential impacts related to the relocation or
construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, or stormwater drainage, electric power, natural
gas, or telecommunications facilities, would be less than significant. This topic will not be further evaluated in
the EIR. The findings from the ASCP IS/MND also did not require or include mitigation measures for this topic.

62

11884
October 2019

ARROYO SECO CANYON PROJECT AREAS 2 AND 3
INITIAL STUDY
b)

Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable
future development during normal, dry, and multiple dry years?
Potable water use by the Project is limited to short-term construction activities only for dust suppression. A water
truck would come to the construction sites, with water obtained from off-site sources or fill on site from a temporary
metered connection provided by PWP, as needed. This water demand would be short-term and minimal. The
spreading basins in Area 3 would be decommissioned while the new basins are being excavated and existing
basins are expanded. During these times, the intake structure in Area 2 would be closed and PWP would
temporarily not be recharging surface waters. However, PWP maintains a groundwater storage reserve and access
to MWD imported water deliveries if needed. Therefore, PWP is capable of accommodating the temporary
interruption in spreading without disrupting water supplies and/or affecting reasonably foreseeable future
development during normal, dry, and multiple dry years. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation
is required. As such, this topic will not be further evaluated in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP IS/MND also did
not require or include mitigation measures for this topic.

c)

Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider, which serves or may
serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?
No restroom or other wastewater generating facilities are proposed. During construction, portable toilets
would be provided at the site for the construction crew, and these portable toilets would be regularly
cleaned and their contents disposed of off site by an outside company. There would be no impacts. As such,
this topic will not be further evaluated in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP IS/MND also did not require
or include mitigation measures for this topic.

d)

Would the project generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity
of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals?
Construction activities in Areas 2 and 3 would generate construction debris and soil export that requires
disposal at Scholl Canyon Landfill. It is anticipated that some cut soils would include larger rocks that may
be recovered through the use of an on-site shaker. It is the City’s intention to utilize this recovered material
on site rather than disposing of the materials to the extent feasible. The construction activities must be
conducted in compliance the City’s Construction and Demolition Waste Management Ordinance (Chapter
8.62 of the Pasadena Municipal Code), which reduces landfill waste by requiring applicable projects to
divert a minimum of 75% of generated construction and demolition debris in compliance with state and
local statutory goals and policies. The Ordinance creates a mechanism to secure compliance with the stated
waste diversion requirements. There would be no new long-term operational waste generated by the
proposed Project. Through compliance with existing regulations, impacts-related solid waste regulations
and reduction goals would be less than significant, and thus this topic will not be further evaluated in the
EIR. The findings from the ASCP IS/MND also did not require or include mitigation measures for this topic.

e)

Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?
As discussed in Threshold 3.19(d), the Project’s construction activities must be conducted in compliance with
the City’s Construction and Demolition Waste Management Ordinance, which requires applicable projects to
divert a minimum of 75% of generated construction and demolition debris in compliance with state and local
statutory goals and policies. The Ordinance creates a mechanism to secure compliance with the stated waste
diversion requirements. There would be no new long-term operational waste generated by the proposed Project.
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Through compliance with existing regulations, impacts-related solid waste regulations and reduction goals would
be less than significant, and thus this topic will not be further evaluated in the EIR. The findings from the ASCP
IS/MND also did not require or include mitigation measures for this topic.

3.20

Wildfire
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would the
project:
a)
Substantially impair an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
b)
Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors,
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project
occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or
the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?
c)
Require the installation or maintenance of
associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks,
emergency water sources, power lines, or other utilities)
that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in
temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?
d)
Expose people or structures to significant risks,
including downslope or downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability,
or drainage changes?

a)

Would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
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 (CAL FIRE 2011). During construction of Area 2, however,
there will be periods where sections of the trail will need to be partially or fully closed, mainly during excavations,
construction of the new intake, and hauling in materials/equipment. The portion of trail along the construction zone
may also need to be reduced in width for the duration of the construction period during work hours to allow for
parked construction vehicles (e.g., pickup trucks). Access to Area 2 (and the USFS Ranger Station in the ANF) would
be made available during construction activities, but short-term partial closures may occur. The Gabrielino
Trail/Access Road would be made passable at the end of each workday. The City will follow the Supplements and
Modifications to the Greenbook regarding notifications of residents and businesses affected by the temporary
closures of the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road; notification of utility agencies with facilities in the area; the Pasadena
Fire and Police Departments; and other emergency service providers. The ASCP IS/MND required mitigation for
this topic to address potential short-term closures of the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road and bridges. No new or
different impacts would result from the proposed Project and the MMRP would be implemented during
construction activities on the Gabrielino Trail/Access Road. Impacts would be less than significant and no
additional mitigation is required. Therefore, this topic will not be further analyzed in the EIR.
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b)

Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, would the project exacerbate wildfire risks, and
thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled
spread of a wildfire?
The Project does not involve the development of habitable structures, public buildings, or involve any
operational activities that could increase impact related to the exacerbation of wildfire risks because the
Project would not generate a new resident population or increase visitation. Proposed improvements
related to the water infrastructure and appurtenant facilities 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. Area 2 construction would
be within and around the Arroyo Seco creek, and Area 3 construction would be within largely unvegetated
spreading basins and the former JPL East Parking Lot. Water trucks would be available for dust control and
would be required to keep areas of earthmoving periodically sprayed with water to minimize fugitive dust,
which would further minimize wildfire hazards in the construction area. The proposed Project would not
result in an increased residential population, increased commercial development, or any other
intensification of land uses that could potentially result in an exacerbation of wildfire risks, and thereby
expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire.
As such, this topic will not be further evaluated in the EIR. This is a new threshold of significance that was
not required to be analyzed in the ASCP IS/MND, which did not include an assessment for this topic.

c)

Would the project require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines, or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may
result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?
As described in Threshold 3.20(b), the proposed Project would not result in an increased residential population,
increased commercial development, or any other intensification of land uses that could potentially result in an
exacerbation of wildfire risks; therefore, there would be no requirement to install or maintain associated wildfire
infrastructure. As such, this topic will not be further evaluated in the EIR. This is a new threshold of significance that
was not required to be analyzed in the ASCP IS/MND, which did not include an assessment for this topic.

d)

Would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream
flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes?
As discussed under Threshold 3.20(b), the Project would not involve construction or operation of habitable
structures that may expose people to wildfire or post-wildfire hazards in the area. The improvements in Area 2 are
specifically designed to withstand floodwaters, are equipped with upstream and downstream engineered
streambed material to reduce erosion and scour and would not expose downstream land uses to significant risks
related to flooding or slope stability. All project components would be required to comply with the City’s Floodplain
Management Regulations Ordinance (Chapter 14.27 of the Pasadena Municipal Code), which requires facilities 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. Proposed structures would
also be required to be designed and constructed in accordance with the City’s Building Code and the
recommendations of the geotechnical investigation which would ensure construction would avoid activities
associated with landslide and soil instability. As such, this topic will not be further evaluated in the EIR. This is a
new threshold of significance that was not required to be analyzed in the ASCP IS/MND, which did not include an
assessment for this topic.
65

11884
October 2019

ARROYO SECO CANYON PROJECT AREAS 2 AND 3
INITIAL STUDY

3.21

Mandatory Findings of Significance
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a)
Does the project have the potential to
substantially degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife
species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below
self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, substantially reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal
or eliminate important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?
b)
Does the project have impacts that are
individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the
incremental effects of a project are considerable when
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects,
the effects of other current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects)?
c)
Does the project have environmental effects
which will cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?

a)

Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below selfsustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, substantially reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory?
As discussed above in Section 3.4, Biological Resources, Section 3.5, Cultural Resources, and 3.10,
Hydrology and Water Quality, the proposed Project would lead to the disturbance of existing plant, aquatic,
and animal habitats on and near the Arroyo Seco, as well as have potential impacts to hydrology and
cultural resources in the Project area. Implementation of the mitigation measures may be required to
ensure that the Project does not degrade the quality of the environment; does not substantially reduce the
habitat of fish or wildlife species; does not reduce the number or restrict the range of Rare or Endangered
plant or animal; and does not eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or
prehistory. As such, impacts would be potentially significant and would be assessed in the EIR.
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b)

Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in connection with
the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?
Other projects are anticipated to be ongoing in or near the HWP. These cumulative projects include, but are not
limited to the Los Angeles County Flood Control District’s sediment removal at Devil’s Gate Reservoir as well as
the components of the ASCP that were approved through the 2015 ASCP IS/MND. The proposed Project could
have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable, such that the incremental effects are
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects,
and the effects of probable future projects. These impacts will be analyzed in the EIR.

c)

Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly?
The proposed Project would have environmental effects that could cause adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly, as they relate to Air Quality, Noise, Recreation, and Transportation, as previously
discussed under these environmental issues. As such, these topics will be evaluated in the EIR.
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