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CITY OF PASADENA
100 NORTH GARFIELD AVENUE PASADENA, CA 91101

INITIAL STUDY

In accordance with the Environmental Policy Guidelines of the City of Pasadena, this analysis, the
associated “Master Application Form,” and/or Environmental Assessment Form and supporting data
constitute the Initial Study (IS) pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the subject
Arroyo Seco Water Reuse Project (Project). This IS provides the assessment for a determination whether
the Project may have a significant effect on the environment.

SECTION 1.0 PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Title: Arroyo Seco Water Reuse Project

2. Lead Agency Name and Address: City of Pasadena’
100 North Garfield Avenue
Pasadena, California 91101

3. Contact Person and Phone Number: Christina Monde
661.510.6981

4. Project Location: Project Includes Two Sites:

(1) San Rafael Site: southwest of San Rafael Avenue and the
Arroyo Seco Channel, City of Pasadena; and

(2) San Pascual Site: southeast of San Pascual Avenue and
the Arroyo Seco Channel, City of South Pasadena and

City of Los Angeles
5. Project Sponsor’s City of Pasadena Public Works Department
Name and Address: 100 North Garfield Avenue

Pasadena, California 91101

City of South Pasadena Public Works Department
1414 Mission Street
South Pasadena, California 91030

6. General Plan Designation: Open Space (Pasadena/South Pasadena/Los Angeles)
7. Zoning: Open Space (Pasadena/South Pasadena/Los Angeles)
8. Description of the Project:

Project Location

The Project site encompasses a total of approximately 3.7 acres on two sites in the Lower Arroyo Seco that
are situated adjacent to the Arroyo Seco Channel-the northern, San Rafael site (1.4 acres) in the City of
Pasadena (Pasadena); and the southern, San Pascual site (2.2 acres), in the cities of South Pasadena
(South Pasadena) and Los Angeles (Los Angeles) and both sites are with the County of Los Angeles
(County). A proposed off-site water harvester and related infrastructure would be installed within the

' City of Pasadena is acting as CEQA Lead Agency pursuant to a Memorandum of Understanding between the City of Pasadena

and City of South Pasadena. The Project would also include parcels under the jurisdiction of the City of Los Angeles and the
Los Angeles County Flood Control District for which a construction and/or access easement would be required.
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existing, gated, approximately 1,375-square-foot (sf), irregularly-shaped maintenance yard at the Arroyo
Seco Golf Course in South Pasadena. Exhibit 1, Regional Location and Local Vicinity, and Exhibit 2, Aerial
Photograph, illustrates the Project site locations and surrounding uses.

Both sites are comprised of vacant, open space lands primarily within the cities of Pasadena and South
Pasadena, respectively, with a small portion of the San Pascual site within Los Angeles. Both sites are
immediately adjacent to the concrete Arroyo Seco Channel (Channel) that is under the jurisdiction of the
Los Angeles County Flood Control District (LACFCD). The open space areas were created during the
channelization of the Arroyo Seco in the 1930s.The two sites are approximately 850 feet (0.16 mile) apart
at the closest points.

The San Rafael site is situated southwest of the San Rafael Avenue overpass of the Arroyo Seco Channel,
on the west side of the Channel, and adjacent to Pasadena’s southern boundary. In addition to the property
within Pasadena, the San Rafael site includes a linear feature that is within the limits of the San Rafael
Creek easement under LACFCD jurisdiction. The San Pascual site is situated southeast of the San Pascual
Avenue overpass of the Arroyo Seco Channel and on the east side of the Channel. The San Pascual site
is bound by San Pascual Avenue on the north and Stoney Drive on the east. The sites are located on public
parkland/open space, which is open daily from sunrise to sunset. The Project areas are fully accessible to
the public via public and private transportation routes, and/or by various trails for pedestrians, bicyclists,
and equestrians. Local vehicular access is provided via San Rafael Avenue, South Arroyo Boulevard, San
Pascual Avenue, and Stoney Drive. The sites are regionally accessible via State Route 134 (SR 134), which
is located approximately 1.25 mile north of the San Rafael site; and SR 110, which is located approximately
0.10 mile south of the San Pascual site.

Project Backqround and Purpose

Water Quality Regulations and Requirements

The Project site is within the Upper Los Angeles River (ULAR) Watershed. The ULAR Watershed
encompasses approximately 485 square miles of largely built-out urban land area. Runoff from this
watershed drains to over 50 linear miles of the Los Angeles River and then to the Pacific Ocean. The Arroyo
Seco, including its Reaches 1 and 2, is a major tributary to the Los Angeles River; Los Angeles River
Reaches 1 and 2 are downstream of the Arroyo Seco’s confluence with the Los Angeles River. On July 9,
2010, the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) adopted resolution No. R10-007
incorporating a total maximum daily load (TMDL) for indicator bacteria in the Los Angeles River watershed;
and the Basin Plan Amendment became effective March 23, 2023 (Bacteria TMDL). Establishing a TMDL
is required pursuant to the listing of a waterway on the State’s 303(d) List, or Impaired Waters List. During
the 1998 Water Quality Assessment, several waters in the Los Angeles Watershed were identified on the
303(d) List due to high coliform (i.e., fecal bacteria) count. The identified impaired waters included Arroyo
Seco Reaches 1 and 2, and Los Angeles River Reaches 1 and 2 (LARWQCB 2010).

The Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit Order No. R4-2012-0175 (Permit) for Los
Angeles County allows for MS4 Permit compliance to be accomplished through development of Enhanced
Watershed Management Programs (EWMP) (ULAR EWMP Group 2016a). The requirements of the
Bacteria TMDL were incorporated into the MS4 Permit adopted by the Regional Board in December 2012
(ULAR EWMP Group 2016). These programs involve an extensive inventory of stormwater management in
each watershed, modeling to establish a baseline understanding of hydrology and water quality dynamics
and planning around a Reasonable Assurance Analysis (RAA) to demonstrate that planning will result in
adequate receiving water protections to meet the requirements of the MS4 permit including all relevant
compliance deadlines.

Through a collaborative approach, an EWMP for the ULAR Watershed Management Area was developed
by the ULAR EWMP Group. The ULAR EWMP Group is comprised of the following 19 MS4 Permittees: the
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cities of Los Angeles (lead coordinating agency), Alhambra, Burbank, Calabasas, Glendale, Hidden Hills,
La Cafada Flintridge, Montebello, Monterey Park, Pasadena, Rosemead, San Fernando, San Gabriel, San
Marino, South El Monte, South Pasadena, and Temple City; the County of Los Angeles (unincorporated
County); and the LACFCD (ULAR EWMP Group 2015a). The cities of Pasadena and South Pasadena
collectively make up about 46.7 square miles (9.7 percent) of the ULAR Watershed. Of the ULAR EWMP
Group agencies, all or a portion of the cities of Los Angeles, Glendale, La Canada Flintridge, Pasadena,
and South Pasadena; unincorporated County, and LACFCD drain into the Arroyo Seco (ULAR EWMP
Group 2016a). Exhibit 3, Upper Los Angeles River Watershed and Enhanced Water Management Plan
Area, depicts the overlapping geographic boundaries of the ULAR Watershed, LACFCD, and ULAR EWMP
Group; and the jurisdictions within the ULAR EWMP Group.

The EWMP utilizes a multi-pollutant approach that maximizes the retention and use of urban runoff as a
resource for groundwater recharge and irrigation, while also creating additional benefits for the communities
in the ULAR Watershed. State and federal regulations establish compliance timelines to address water
quality issues. The Los Angeles River watershed is subject to a Bacteria TMDL, as noted above, that
requires compliance by 2037; as well as a TMDL for metals that requires compliance by 2028. Elevated
bacteria concentrations can pose a potential health risk to people that recreate in the watershed (e.g.,
swimming, fishing); high levels of metals can negatively impact aquatic life (e.g., fish) in the rivers, creeks,
and estuary. A key element of each EWMP is the RAA that is used to quantitatively demonstrate that the
implementation strategy will address the water quality priorities and uses a modeling process to identify
potential control measures. For the ULAR EWMP, the RAA was developed based on complying with the
applicable criteria for “limiting pollutants” during 90th percentile storm conditions. Limiting pollutants are the
pollutants that drive best management practice (BMP) capacity (i.e., control measures that address the
limiting pollutant will also address other pollutants). The RAA for ULAR first identifies the control measures
to attain zinc limits (during the zinc critical condition) and then identifies additional capacity, if any, needed
to achieve Escherichia coli (E. coli) limits (ULAR EWMP Group 2016a).

The MS4 Permittees have the option to develop a Coordinated Integrated Monitoring Program (CIMP) to
specify approaches for meeting the Permit's Monitoring and Reporting Program (MRP) objectives; and
ULAR elected to prepare a CIMP. The primary purpose of the ULAR CIMP is to outline the process for
collecting data to meet the goals and requirements of the MRP; the ULAR CIMP is designed to provide the
information necessary to guide water quality program management decisions. The Final CIMP provides a
discussion of the monitoring locations, constituents, monitoring frequency, and general monitoring
approach; and meets the requirements of the MS4 Permit and all associated TMDL monitoring requirements
(ULAR EWMP Group 2015b).

Based on testing done prior to and as part of the CIMP, the ULAR Group adopted a Load Reduction Strategy
(LRS) to achieve compliant TMDL waste load allocations (WLAs) for each watershed. The schedule for
developing and implementing LRSs was phased across the Los Angeles River watershed. For the Arroyo
Seco watershed, the schedule requires achievement of the identified WLAs by September 2023. Because
the ULAR EWMP Group elected to use an LRS approach, it qualifies for a second phase of Bacteria TMDL
implementation in the Arroyo Seco watershed that would allow achievement of the bacteria WLA by March
2030 (ULAR EWMP Group 2016b). The Arroyo Seco watershed is one of 13 watersheds wholly or partially
within the ULAR EWMP area. Exhibit 4, Arroyo Seco Watershed, depicts the Arroyo Seco watershed’s
boundary, the limits of the EWMP relative to the Arroyo Seco watershed, the jurisdictions associated with
the Arroyo Seco watershed, and the general location of outfalls along the Arroyo Seco within the EWMP
area.

The Arroyo Seco LRS was developed using the outfall-based approach outlined in the Bacteria TMDL,
which emphasizes reductions of bacteria loading from storm drain outfalls that discharge to the Los Angeles
River. The outfalls to be addressed were based on quantitative analysis (i.e., modeling). The Arroyo Seco
LRS identifies implementation actions for two categories of outfalls: (1) priority outfalls, which have relatively
consistent problematic discharges that drive the total contaminant loading; and (2) outlier outfalls, which
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have episodic high-loading rate discharges. The Arroyo Seco LRS modeled a total of 50 outfalls and
identified a total of 4 priority outfalls in the Arroyo Seco.

One of these is outfall AS-41, which is the San Rafael Creek outfall into the Arroyo Seco. San Rafael Creek
runs approximately one-half mile from the outlet of Johnston Lake within a largely earthen-bottom canyon
that parallels Laguna Road to the upstream end of the approximately 190-foot-long concrete-lined channel
(BI0562-Line F). The naturalized portion of San Rafael Creek is entirely on private lands and the concrete-
lined portion is owned by LACFCD and operates as a regional storm drain that discharges into the Arroyo
Seco Channel via outfall AS-41. The proposed LRS action for AS-41 is to remove 100 percent of the dry
weather flows from discharging directly into the Arroyo Seco. A total of 99 percent of the approximately 697-
acre AS-41 drainage area is within Pasadena; therefore, the implementation actions to address AS-41 must
be led by the City of Pasadena (ULAR EWMP Group 2016b). Exhibit 5, Arroyo Seco Outfall Drainage Areas,
depicts the drainage areas of the priority and outlier outfalls in the Arroyo Seco watershed. Exhibit 6, San
Rafael and San Pascual Drainage Areas, depicts the total drainage area for the Project and associated
jurisdictions.

It is noted that at the same time various jurisdictions within the ULAR EWMP Group are working to meet
water quality targets on the required timeline, the Group is pursuing development of a LRS Adaptation Plan.
This would be based on data-driven scientific study to improve the LRS and better protect public health and
support recreational beneficial use goals related to bacteria. The core elements of the Adaptation Plan will
include:

1) Incorporation of existing data gathered through the LRS and other related programs to reprioritize
areas of concern to focus implementation actions;

2) lIdentification of data gaps and additional monitoring needs, including monitoring locations and
parameters, such as additional analyses for human markers and specific source identification
monitoring; and

3) Within areas of concern, identification of the most effective abatement efforts, focused on source
control and feasible/effective locations for structural BMPs and dry weather controls designed to
provide multiple benefits.

Recent studies and knowledge gained have shown this requires a focus on human sources; therefore,
adaptation of the LRS will focus on prioritizing actions to identify and abate sources of human waste for a
more effective implementation plan. The comprehensive screening and targeting of human waste control
strategies are expected to result in significant long-term pathogen reduction benefits during both dry and
wet weather. The LRS Adaptation Plan will integrate with other ongoing efforts and studies in the ULAR
region. The Project would focus on dry and wet weather structural controls and is designed to provide
multiple benefits (SGCOG 2019).

Funding

Under the Bacteria TMDL, addressing the San Rafael Creek outfall (AS-41) became an unfunded State
mandate for Pasadena. Pasadena conducted source investigations, video-monitored several storm drains
for illicit connections, and performed water quality monitoring and soil percolation tests. The Project would
be funded from several different sources, described below.

A grant opportunity became available from Proposition (Prop) 68 (California Drought, Water, Parks, Climate,
Coastal Protection, and Outdoor Access for All) of 2018 funds through the Urban Counties Per Capita
Program. Senator Portantino's office become involved in the budget process, as a local project was desired.
In the 2019-2020 California State Budget (June 2019), a total of $3.5 million was set aside for a joint project
between Pasadena and South Pasadena for use in the Arroyo Seco. Pasadena and South Pasadena
decided to pursue a dual-part project between the cities that would better enable achieving compliance with
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the Los Angeles River TMDLs for both bacteria and metals (zinc). Pasadena and South Pasadena entered
into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) in October 2020 that defines each city’s roles and
responsibilities in carrying out the Project, from design to long-term operation.

In 2018, Los Angeles County voters approved Measure W, a special parcel tax funding the Safe, Clean
Water Program. This program provides local, dedicated funding to increase local water supply, improve
water quality, and protect public health. The cities of Pasadena and South Pasadena jointly developed a
scope to submit to the County of Los Angeles to apply for funding from the Safe, Clean Water Program. In
September 2021, the Safe, Clean Water Program awarded the Project approximately $4.8 million regional
(competitive) funds towards the design and construction phases. Consistent with Safe, Clean Water
Program requirements, the Project would provide the following community benefits, in addition to meeting
the State-mandated water quality standards: enhanced habitat and park space, improved flood protection,
improved waterway access, recreational opportunities, reduced heat island effects, and increased shade
and trees. The Project has also been granted $420,000 in local Measure W funds. Finally, Pasadena would
contribute $950,000 from the City’s Sewer Fund toward the Project.

Development of Project Scope

In Fall 2019, a site reconnaissance tour was held with attendees from Pasadena, South Pasadena, Arroyo
Seco Foundation, and consultants Stillwater Sciences and TRC Companies, to discuss a variety of possible
Project elements at both the San Rafael and San Pascual sites. At the time of the 2019 site tour, preliminary
concepts for both sites had been considered but site-specific, quantitative modeling of any potential
concepts consistent with the LRS had not been performed. Throughout Project development, both sites’
construction, maintenance, and public use access; jurisdiction(s); easement(s); existing conditions;
feasibility to achieve the TMDL based on current scientific practice; and attainment of grant funding
objectives and timelines were considered.

Consideration of different elements as well as pursuit of additional funding continued, although the COVID
pandemic limited options for in-person collaboration and on-site activity necessary for a project of this
complexity and diverted staff resources in the affected cities. In this time, a feasibility study was prepared
and a conceptual design developed providing the basic design components. It is noted that in the preliminary
concept, the San Rafael site was located entirely on the east side of San Rafael Creek and included partial
removal of concrete to create a gravity-fed soft-bottom drainage as part of the initial runoff diversion. During
preparation of more detailed engineering design on the San Rafael site, it became apparent that the size of
the area east of the Creek would not be large enough without encroaching onto private property. Eventually
it was determined to move most of the San Rafael facilities to the west side of the Creek. However, this
eliminated the stream component paralleling a portion of San Rafael Creek due to engineering constraints,
including but not limited to topography on the west side and related space constraints and to also provide
safe public access over the Creek. Instead, a rock-lined stream downstream of the diversion point and
adjacent to and west of the Creek is proposed. The currently proposed Project scope analyzed in this
IS/MND is described below.

Project Description

Project Overview

The proposed Project consists of two regional stormwater capture and treatment facilities, also referred to
as BMPs, located within existing underutilized open space areas near the Arroyo Seco Channel in
Pasadena and South Pasadena. The Project would provide water quality benefits for multiple jurisdictions
within the 5,005-acre drainage area of the two BMP sites (refer to Exhibit 6) consisting primarily of
residential, commercial, industrial, and transportation land uses.
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The combined performance of the two facilities (BMPs) must meet the performance metrics established for
the Project in the Safe, Clean Water Program transfer agreement, summarized in Table 1, Safe, Clean
Water Program Goals and Targets for the Project.

TABLE 1
SAFE, CLEAN WATER PROGRAM GOALS AND TARGETS FOR THE PROJECT

Goal Summary Target
1. Improve water quality and attainment | The stormwater capture and treatment facility would Runoff
of water quality requirements. provide water quality improvements to address water Treated 27 af
quality requirements described in the Upper Los Angeles (average
River Enhanced Watershed Management Program. annual)
2. Increase drought preparedness by The facility would capture and treat urban runoff and
capturing more stormwater and/or stormwater runoff from the San Rafael Creek and Arroyo Zinc .
urban runoff to store, clean, reuse, Seco Channel. Reduction 65%

and/or recharge groundwater basins.

5. Invest in infrastructure that provides This project is a multi-benefit project that improves water

multiple benefits. qua!lty, provides water supply, and integrates native N/A N/A
habitat.
Landscape plans will include additional native trees,
shrubs, and grasses to be installed at select spots impacted Landscape
6. Prioritize nature-based solutions. by the construction throughout the Project sites. The swales P 1 each
d - Plans
will be sized to convey all the flows from the surface
drainage.
7. Provide a spectrum of project sizes The Project would construct a regional stormwater capture | Design 1 each
from neighborhood to regional scales. | facility. Plans

af: acre-feet; N/A not applicable

Source: Craftwater Engineering, Inc. 2023 (January 10). Hydrology and Hydraulics Report, San Rafael Treatment Basin Stormwater Capture
Project. Los Angeles, CA: Craftwater Engineering, Inc.

While both the San Rafael and San Pascual sites are separate, they are similar in concept and have been
designed to be hydrologically connected. Runoff in San Rafael Creek would be diverted into the San Rafael
site and, depending on flows, then be discharged into the Arroyo Seco Channel. This water would flow
downstream in the Arroyo Seco Channel and be diverted into the San Pascual site. After exiting the San
Pascual BMP, the treated water would flow downstream in the Channel. This water then would go through
additional treatment via the proposed water harvester situated approximately one-half mile downstream of
the San Pascual outlet in the maintenance yard of South Pasadena’s Arroyo Seco Golf Course (Golf
Course). South Pasadena has had existing infrastructure (including a concrete dike in the Channel) and
water rights to divert dry weather flows? from the Arroyo Seco for irrigation of the golf course for many
decades; however, the infrastructure has since been abandoned due to pollutants fouling the distribution
system. The harvested water would be stored and reused for irrigation of the Golf Course. The Project
would expand the historic use of stormwater for irrigation at the Golf Course by reutilizing and expanding
the capacity of the existing dike and irrigation system to allow it to capture both dry and wet weather flows.
This would reduce reliance on potable water for Golf Course irrigation by South Pasadena.

The major mechanisms by which the Project would achieve the water quality targets are through diversion,
runoff/pollutant capture, filtration, recharge, and release. For both sites, to identify the most effective
stormwater capture configuration at the Project sites, decision support modeling has been conducted to
identify the optimal BMP configuration using a balanced approach that incorporates design storm hydrologic
targets as well as long-term water quality considerations. The Los Angeles County Watershed Management
Modeling System (WMMS) was used within the Loading Simulation Program C++ (LSPC) to simulate the
contaminant loading, runoff volume, and flow rates associated with a long-term, 10-year continuous time

2 Dry-weather flows are defined as any flows that occur in a period which is at least 24 hours since the last rainfall occurrence.
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series. LSPC was also used to estimate runoff volume and peak flow for the 85th percentile storm to each
diversion point. For the San Pascual site, a custom BMP modeling was also used to improve upon certain
modeling limitations in EPA’s System for Urban Stormwater Treatment and Analysis Integration (SUSTAIN).

The Project has been designed to address zinc concentrations as the primary pollutant and copper
concentrations as the secondary pollutant, and thereby meet the State-mandated (i.e., TMDL) water quality
requirements for both bacteria and metals, as zinc is a limiting pollutant for bacteria. The Project would
capture and treat 100 percent of the dry-weather flows in accordance with the LRS and Bacteria TMDL. The
Project would additionally provide habitat, water conservation, and recreation benefits, while meeting timing
and budget constraints. Table 2, Comparison Between Modeled Project Performance and Targeted
Performance, summarizes the individual and combined performance to the target metrics in the Safe, Clean
Water Program transfer agreement.

TABLE 2
COMPARISON BETWEEN MODELED PROJECT PERFORMANCE
AND TARGETED PERFORMANCE

San San Project SCWP

Metric Rafael Pascual Total Target
Average Annual Runoff Volume 38.8 534 572.8 27.0
Treated (af)
Average Annual Zinc Load Reduction o o o o
Compared to Divertible Load 81% 74% 80% 65%
Average Annual Water Capture for N/A 320 320 100
Water Supply (af)
af: acre-feet; N/A not applicable; SCWP: Safe, Clean Water Program
Source: Craftwater Engineering, Inc. 2023 (January 10). Hydrology and Hydraulics Report, San Rafael
Treatment Basin Stormwater Capture Project. Los Angeles, CA: Craftwater Engineering, Inc.

As shown in Table 2, the expected performance of the combined San Rafael and San Pascual BMPs meets
and exceeds the Safe, Clean Water Program targets.

Proposed Components Summary

Diversion structures generally apply to ‘off-line’ regional projects where stormwater is diverted from a major
water conveyance and directed to that project at a predetermined maximum rate. The San Rafael and San
Pascual sites would each have a diversion structure with a maximum diversion rate of 25 cubic feet per
second (cfs), or a total Project diversion rate of 50 cfs. The Project includes use of treatment wetlands as a
major feature of both BMPs. Treatment wetlands are constructed ecosystems that remove pollutants by
mimicking natural processes to slow, detain, capture, and absorb and infiltrate water in a manner that
protects, enhances, and/or restores habitat, green space, and usable open space. Other components of
the BMPs include post-treatment filtration systems, infiltration basins, inlets, outlets, drains, new or restored
trails, new pedestrian bridge/cap (over San Rafael Creek), native landscaping, and hardscape elements
including reclaimed wood log benches, post-and-rail fencing, concrete seatwalls, and informational signs.
Existing paths along the edge of the Channel would be rehabilitated and expanded as needed to provide
vehicular access to the diversion structures for operation and maintenance activities. The Project would
also create a watershed education opportunity regarding its contributions towards protecting the water
quality in the Arroyo Seco. An estimated two to three informational signs, total for both sites, would be
installed in and around the new treatment wetlands and improved trails to provide park user education. The
proposed water harvester would be housed within an approximately 12-foot by 24-foot (288 square foot [sf])
prefabricated building with a small (approximately 1,000 gallon) aboveground storage tank (AST) situated
adjacent to the building. These pieces of infrastructure would be installed on a concrete pad and located
immediately south of the existing water reservoir within the maintenance yard. The water harvester and

Project Information
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related infrastructure would be accessible via the existing paved road branching off Lohman Lane, which
parallels the west side of the Golf Course.

The Project was designed to maximize avoidance of trees, particularly native and/or protected species
(including native shrubs protected by the South Pasadena Tree Ordinance). The trees protected under each
jurisdictions’ tree ordinance within the Project site boundaries were surveyed by a Certified Arborist.
Additionally, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) asserts jurisdiction over native trees
that are within the bed and bank of a streambed or partially overhang a streambed. CDFW jurisdiction can
overlap with the other jurisdictions. Trees with CDFW jurisdiction is discussed further in Section 2.4,
Biological Resources, related to impacts to jurisdictional features under the Clean Water Act.

Some protected trees can include non-native species and some trees are present on the sites that are not
protected due to species, size, or other qualification consistent with the applicable ordinance. The Project
engineer and arborist coordinated closely to define the disturbance footprint at each site to reduce tree
impacts to the maximum extent feasible. A total of 195 trees or shrubs (shrubs of a scale or trunk size,
dependent on species, that are considered trees) (hereinafter collectively referred to solely as trees) were
surveyed within the San Rafael and San Pascual sites as being under the jurisdiction of either Pasadena,
South Pasadena, or Los Angeles. Of these, a total of 142 trees, including 42 protected trees (i.e., subject
to respective city tree ordinances), would be removed or would experience encroachment. Tree
encroachment is assumed to result in a tree loss and is therefore considered as an impact for purposes of
this ISIMND. However, in reality, encroachment may or may not result in a tree loss or other negative
outcomes. Most of the affected trees are located at the San Pascual site, which has dense existing
vegetation. The remaining 53 trees would be protected in place during construction. Table 3, Summary of
Trees, provides the number of existing trees, total proposed tree removals, total protected tree removals,
and required tree replacements broken down by each city within the Project site but not including trees
under CDFW jurisdiction.

TABLE 3
SUMMARY OF TREES
Existing Trees Total Tree Protected Tree | Required Tree
Jurisdiction within Site Removals Removals Replacements
San Rafael Site
Pasadena 29 6 6 20
San Pascual Site
South Pasadena 141 121 27 128
Los Angeles 25 15 9 36
San Pascual Subtotals 166 136 36 164
Project Totals 195 142 42 184
Source: Psomas

Based on application of each city’s tree ordinance, the Project is expected to require a total of 184
replacement trees in various sizes ranging from 15-gallon to 36-inch boxes. Additionally, based on
anticipated removal of 3 trees under CDFW jurisdiction that do not overlap removals identified for the cities
(i.e., would only be regulated by CDFW) an additional 9 replacement trees are expected to be required as
part of Clean Water Act permitting, specifically the Streambed Alteration Agreement. This results in an
estimated tree replacement total of 193 trees.

As shown in Table 3, there were total of 195 existing trees surveyed within the Project sites. The Project’s
landscape concept proposes to plant a total of 193 native trees as well as native shrubs and groundcovers
as part of landscaping activities. This would result in an estimated net total of 246 trees on the San Rafael
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and San Pascual sites, in addition to new native understory (i.e., shrubs and groundcover) plantings. No
trees or other vegetation would be removed or trimmed as part of water harvester installation. These figures
are estimated and would be finalized as part of permitting processes with the affected agencies. However,
all required tree replacements to fully meet each agency’s requirements would be planted and would be
located within the San Rafael and San Pascual sites. Also, it is noted there was a brushfire at the San
Pascual site in late July 2023. Some of the existing trees, appearing to be primarily non-native Mexican fan
palms (Washingtonia robusta), were burned by the fire to varying degrees. However, for purposes of this
IS/MND, the existing condition of the San Pascual site is described in its pre-fire conditions. Tree impacts
are discussed further in Section 2.4 of this IS/MND.

Further details of the proposed facilities at each BMP site is presented below.

San Rafael Site BMP

The San Rafael site BMP would consist of the following components, which are discussed further below:

o 16-foot-wide cap/bridge over San Rafael Creek;

o Diversion structure at San Rafael Creek;

¢ Rock-lined stream;

e A 0.25-acre man-made treatment wetland;

o Pipeline(s), meter(s), valve(s), filter(s), and manhole(s); and

e Landscape and hardscape elements, including new trees and other vegetation, trail expansions, and
informational signage.

The San Rafael site is situated adjacent to the confluence of AS-41 and the Arroyo Seco Channel. The San
Rafael BMP would divert dry weather flows and stormwater from LACFCD’s BI0562-Line F reinforced
concrete storm drain (San Rafael Creek) into the proposed facilities for treatment before the portion not
infiltrated is discharged into the Arroyo Seco Channel. The San Rafael Creek design flow provided by
LACFCD is 1,560 cfs. Exhibit 7, San Rafael Bird’'s Eye View; Exhibit 8, San Rafael Concept Plan; and
Exhibit 9, San Rafael Site Plan, provide different views and levels of detail of the proposed BMP at the San
Rafael site. Exhibit 10, San Rafael Demolition Plan, shows details of existing demolition and grubbing within
the site as well as existing features to be protected in place; and Exhibit 11, San Rafael Grading Plan, shows
the limit of grading and the existing and proposed elevations with the Project.

The Project was designed to maximize avoidance of trees, particularly native and/or protected species. As
discussed further in “Construction Scenario” below, additional staging and laydown areas are defined
beyond the Project footprint; however, these areas were limited to areas without trees. As shown in Table
3, a total of 29 trees were surveyed within the disturbance footprint of the San Rafael site, all of which are
within City of Pasadena. Implementation of the San Rafael BMP would involve removal of 6 protected trees—
all blue elderberry (Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea), a native species—and the remaining 23 trees would be
protected in place during construction and have been integrated into the site design. The Project’s
landscape concept proposes planting 61 native trees as well as native shrubs and groundcovers at the San
Rafael site. Exhibit 8 provides an illustration of the landscape concept for the San Rafael site. Refer to
Section 2.4, Biological Resources, for further details regarding tree impacts and mitigation.

During wet weather events, modeled hourly flow rates for the San Rafael drainage area range from less
than 200 cfs to nearly 1,200 cfs. A diversion structure is proposed as a drop inlet at the Creek bottom with
a 6.3 cfs gravity diversion. As shown on Exhibits 9 and 10, diverted water would flow along a proposed rock-
lined stream that would parallel San Rafael Creek, pass beneath the pathway in a 60-inch-diameter drain,
daylight on the south side of the pathway into a proposed sediment forebay, and then pass a proposed
riprap berm into a proposed rock-lined stream. The flows would pass through a proposed culvert into the
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proposed treatment wetland. The basin would occupy a total footprint of 0.25 acre and have a total volume
of 0.437-acre-foot (af) with 0.068 af reserved for infiltration only. The San Rafael BMP would include dual
infiltration and filtration treatment in the basin. In a combined treatment configuration, diverted flows would
first enter the basin to be treated through infiltration only. When the water level is above the filter outlet, the
water would be filtered prior to being discharged. If the diverted flow volume is larger than the filtered flow,
the excess flow would still contribute to filling the basin until the basin is full. The proposed San Rafael BMP
configuration is expected to provide full capture of the 85" percentile 24-hour design storm peak flow and
runoff volume. Other BMP infrastructure that would be installed to operate, maintain, and monitor the San
Rafael BMP include reinforced concrete pipe (RCP), sampling manholes, flow meters, water level sensor,
jellyfish filter, and actuated valves. While these components are shown on the engineering plans, they would
be hidden from view as much as feasible by location (e.g., underground) or screening.

The Arroyo Seco Trail runs along both sides of the Arroyo Seco Channel immediately upstream of the San
Rafael confluence; and an existing traffic-rated bridge crosses the Channel approximately 225 feet
downstream of the San Rafael Avenue overpass. This bridge would provide access to the San Rafael BMP.
There is also an existing pedestrian/equestrian bridge over the San Rafael Creek. The Project would
maintain this bridge and construct a new, 16-foot-wide traffic-rated concrete bridge over the Creek to
facilitate pedestrian, equestrian, and maintenance vehicle (only) access to the site. The new bridge would
be the primary circulation route proposed for all visitors, including the public and maintenance staff.

The existing trail network in and around the San Rafael site is the sole existing recreational feature. The
Project would improve the section of Arroyo Seco Trail along the length of the San Rafael site and provide
new pathways to and around the treatment wetlands as stabilized decomposed granite (DG) trails (refer to
Exhibits 7 through 9). A portion of the new or improved trails would be designed to allow maintenance
vehicle access, as well as equestrian and pedestrian use; and a portion of the new trails would be designed
to be pedestrian-only paths. This would expand public access for passive recreation opportunities
throughout the San Rafael site, enhance the existing trail network connecting Pasadena and South
Pasadena, and contribute to regional trail connectivity through the length of the Arroyo Seco.

San Pascual Site BMP

The San Pascual Site BMP would consist of the following components, which are discussed further below:

e Pretreatment device with hydrodynamic separator;

e Pump station;

o Two (0.73-acre total) sequential treatment wetlands;

¢ Headwalls and wingwalls, pipeline(s), meter(s), valve(s), filter(s), manhole(s), and utility pole; and

e Landscape and hardscape elements, including new trees and other vegetation, trail expansions, and
informational signage.

The San Pascual site is situated at the intersection of San Pascual Avenue and Stoney Drive and is
occupied by a densely vegetated parcel with an existing treatment wetland that has not been properly
maintained and is no longer functioning to its full capacity. The San Pascual BMP would divert dry weather
flows and stormwater from the Arroyo Seco Channel (LACFCD’s Concrete Conduit Section 2) at an existing
diversion structure that already directs flows into the San Pascual site. The flows would enter the proposed
treatment facilities before the portion not infiltrated is directed to the existing outlet pipe at the south end of
the site connecting to the Arroyo Seco Golf Course. Exhibit 12, San Pascual Bird’s Eye View; Exhibit 13,
San Pascual Concept Plan; and Exhibit 14, San Pascual Site Plan, provide different views and levels of
detail of the proposed BMP at the San Pascual site. Exhibit 15, San Pascual Demolition Plan, shows details
of existing demolition and grubbing within the site as well as existing features to be protected in place; and
Exhibit 16, San Pascual Grading Plan, shows the limit of grading on the site and the existing and proposed
elevations with the Project.
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As discussed above, the Project was designed to maximize avoidance of trees. As discussed further in
“Construction Scenario” below, additional staging and laydown areas are defined beyond the Project
footprint; however, these areas were limited to areas without trees. As shown in Table 3, a total of 166 trees
were surveyed within the disturbance footprint of the San Pascual site. Implementation of the San Pascual
BMP would involve removal of 136 trees, which includes 36 protected trees. Most of the existing trees being
removed at San Pascual that are not protected under a tree ordinance (100 trees) are Mexican fan palms
(83 trees), which represent the primary species mapped in the non-native ornamental woodland present in
the central portion of this site. All trees being removed and not covered under a tree ordinance are both
non-native and invasive plant species.

Of the 36 protected trees to be removed, 27 are within South Pasadena’s jurisdiction and 9 are within Los
Angeles’ jurisdiction and all are native species. The remaining 30 existing trees, both native and non-native,
would be protected in place and have been integrated into the site design. The Project’s landscape concept
proposes planting 132 additional native trees as well as native shrubs and groundcovers. Exhibit 14
provides an illustration of the landscape concept for the San Pascual site. Refer to Section 2.4, Biological
Resources, for further details regarding tree impacts and mitigation.

As shown on Exhibit 6, the San Pascual site drains a large tributary area (over 5,000 acres). The area
includes 863 acres of impervious area and generates an average annual runoff of 1,305 af. As noted above,
the diversion structure would be an existing inlet with a 15.0 cfs pumped diversion into a pretreatment
device. A pumped, rather than gravity, diversion was selected to minimize excavation and costs. Stormwater
runoff transports sediment, metals, nutrients, trash, and debris that can compromise the performance of the
stormwater facility and pollute downstream receiving waters. Pretreatment would be an integral component
of the treatment train strategy to extend the life of the system. A hydrodynamic separator is proposed to be
installed at the San Pascual diversion point. One hundred percent of floatables and neutrally buoyant debris
larger than the screen aperture (2.4 millimeters) would be collected and settle in the isolated sump of the
system. At least 80 percent of particles that are 130 microns or larger in size would be removed for the
proposed diversion flow. With the chambered system, hydrocarbons float to the top of the water surface
and would be prevented from being transported downstream.

As shown on Exhibits 14 and 15, diverted, pre-treated water would pass through a proposed pump station
and then be directed into two sequential proposed treatment wetlands—herein referred to as the top basin
and bottom basin. The top basin would have 1.34 af of wet weather storage capacity and the bottom basin
would have 2.12 af of wet weather storage capacity, with a combined footprint of 0.73 acre providing 3.46
af of wet weather storage. A cascading water feature with protective aggregate rip rap along the northern
end of each basin wall would lead to a dry weather flow swale present along the basin bottom. An outlet
control structure is proposed to connect the two basins, with an outlet at the south end of the top basin and
an inlet at the north end of the bottom basin. The bottom basin would have dry weather overflow and
emergency overflow outlets. The San Pascual BMP would direct and store dry weather flows for irrigation
reuse and infiltrate a portion of wet weather flows. The basins have been designed such that incoming flows
are distributed evenly between the two basins. If the top basin cannot accept any more flow, runoff would
continue to accumulate in the bottom basin. All possible diversion rates were analyzed for an optimized
filtration and infiltration configuration that balances water supply and water quality benefits from the San
Pascual BMP. The San Pascual BMP would also provide dual infiltration and a 7.84 cfs filtration capacity.

Based on the infiltration rate of 3.3 inches per hour, capture of the 85" percentile design volume was
determined not to be feasible at the San Pascual BMP given the previously developed footprint. Therefore,
this site would be designated as a dry-weather BMP under the Safe, Clean Water Program scoring criteria.
With a 15 cfs diversion rate, the San Pascual BMP was estimated to treat 534 af of average annual runoff
(dry and wet weather flows). This site would experience 230 af of average annual dry weather flows. Table
4, Average Annual Performance of the San Pascual BMP (AF), summarizes the long-term performance
based on modeling of this BMP design.
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TABLE 4

AVERAGE ANNUAL PERFORMANCE OF THE SAN PASCUAL BMP (AF)

Stormwater Groundwater Water Supply Total Runoff
Filtration Irrigation Reuse Recharge Benefit Treated
214 30 258 320 534

af: acre-feet
Source: Craftwater Engineering, Inc. 2022 (September). San Pascual Stormwater Capture Facility;
Stormwater Capture Study Technical Memorandum. Los Angeles, CA: Craftwater Engineering, Inc.

The proposed San Pascual BMP can treat 100 percent of dry-weather flows, as required under the Safe,
Clean Water Program, while also removing over 70 percent of divertible pollutants. The annual irrigation
water demand has been estimated at 30 af/year for the Arroyo Seco Golf Course. The San Pascual BMP
has been designed to provide the total estimated annual irrigation water to the Golf Course, thereby
reducing demand on potable water supplies.

Other BMP infrastructure that would be installed to operate, maintain, and monitor the San Pascual BMP
include ductile iron (DI) pipe, manholes, inlet and outlet headwalls and wingwalls, jellyfish filter, turbidity
meter, sampling point, and actuated valve vault. While these components are shown on the engineering
plans, they would be hidden from view as much as feasible by location (e.g., underground) or screening.
As indicated on Exhibit 14, some existing engineering features would be abandoned in place. Also, a new
wooden utility pole would be installed near the existing utility pole at the northern end of the San Pascual
site and used to connect electric (i.e., SCE) service; all power lines connecting to this utility pole would be
installed underground in the remainder of the site. Additionally, a two-inch-diameter water line would be
installed across Stoney Drive between the San Pascual site and Arroyo Park. The water line would have a
meter and backflow preventer onsite and would connect to an existing six-inch-diameter water line on the
east side of Stoney Drive. The off-site water line would be installed via trenching; due to the small size of
the proposed pipeline the width and depth of the trench would likely be less than one foot. The surface
would be returned to its existing condition after installation of the water line is completed. The purpose of
this water line would initially be to provide irrigation water to the newly planted landscaping; after the
landscaping is established the on-site irrigation infrastructure would be removed but the water line would
remain as a quick connection point in the event of extended drought conditions, “hot spots” in the landscape
that require temporary supplemental water, and/or for maintenance needs.

The Project would improve the existing pedestrian/equestrian trail along the eastern side of the site, which
is the sole existing recreation feature at the San Pascual site. The Project would also provide new pathways
to and around both basins as stabilized DG trails (refer to Exhibits 12 through 14). A portion of the new trail
would be designed to allow maintenance vehicle access, as well as equestrian and pedestrian use; and a
portion of the new trails would be designed to be pedestrian-only paths. A vehicular gate would be installed
on the east side of the site where the two basins are divided, for maintenance access only. The Project
would expand public access for passive recreation opportunities throughout the San Pascual site, enhance
the existing trail network connecting Pasadena and South Pasadena, and contribute to regional trail
connectivity.

Construction Activities

Project construction would begin in Summer 2024 and occur over a total period of approximately 17 months
in a single phase, with semi-consecutive construction of the San Rafael and San Pascual BMPs. It is noted
that for purposes of air quality modeling, construction was estimated to begin in Spring 2024.The San Rafael
construction period would be approximately 9 months and the San Pascual construction period would be
approximately 13 months. Construction at the San Pascual site would be initiated after demolition, site
preparation, and grading activity at San Rafael are complete, which is expected to require about 4 months.

Project Information
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Therefore, there would be construction activity at San Rafael only for 4 months, construction at both sites
simultaneously for 5 months, and construction at San Pascual only for 8 months.

Project construction is anticipated to occur from Monday through Friday, between the hours of 7:00 AM and
5:00 PM, without activity on weekends or federal holidays. The Project is anticipated to be fully operational
in Summer 2025. Construction equipment would vary by phase and include, but not be limited to: an
excavator(s), bulldozer(s), tree trimmer, skid steer/bobcat loader(s), mobile crane, and compact roller.
Asphalt paver and cement trucks would visit the sites as needed to implement the Project. Equipment
staging and parking for construction workers would be on public property, either on-site or on the
surrounding areas.

Exhibit 17, Project Construction Footprints, illustrates the Project disturbance footprints and the potential
staging and laydown areas in the vicinity of the Project for each BMP site. Table 5, Summary of Disturbance
and Staging Areas (AC), provides the acreage of the disturbance, or grading, footprint and the staging and
laydown area(s) for each BMP site.

TABLE 5
SUMMARY OF DISTURBANCE AREAS (AC)

Disturbance (Grading) Staging and
BMP Site Footprint Laydown Area
San Rafael 15 0.30
San Pascual 2.2 0.25
Totals 3.7 0.54

ac: acres
Notes: Some totals may not add due to rounding. The San Pascual staging area is
paved/disturbed.

Construction would not require staging along adjacent public roadways or other areas that would disrupt
existing traffic patterns. There may be occasions where large construction equipment or construction
materials are transported across Stoney Drive (i.e., between the staging/laydown area and the site),
requiring temporary traffic control. Also, as discussed above, a two-inch-diameter water line would be
installed across Stoney Drive via trenching. This would involve temporary closure of one lane of the road at
a time. However, no street or other lane closures, or street improvements, would be required to implement
the Project.

As shown in Exhibit 17, for the San Rafael site, four separate, irregularly-shaped, areas at the Project
footprint boundary have been identified for staging. Because of the steep slopes adjacent to the north and
west and the Arroyo Seco Channel to the east, available space for construction activity at the San Rafael
site is limited. The staging areas at the San Rafael site encompass 0.30 acre. The primary access point for
construction traffic at the San Rafael site would be via San Pascual Avenue, then north through the paved
parking lot at San Pascual Stables and continuing west along the unpaved road immediately north of the
stables towards the Channel. A temporary bridge would span the Arroyo Seco Channel at this point to
provide access to the west side of the Channel. The bridge is necessary to have access to the San Rafael
site that would accommodate the potential weight of all anticipated construction vehicles. The abutments
on either side of the temporary bridge would not touch the limits of the Channel itself and would be removed
at the end of construction. A safe path for equestrian and pedestrian traffic at the northern (upstream) end
of the San Rafael site during construction would be made available to the maximum extent feasible. There
would be brief periods where the existing trail alignment on the west side of the Channel at the bridge
crossing would be restricted to public access for safety and/or to allow the proposed improvements in this
portion of the site to be completed. The City of Pasadena has been in communication with the San Pascual
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Stables and would continue to communicate regarding equestrian access at both sites throughout the
construction period.

For the San Pascual site, the paved parking lot with approximately 18 spaces that serves the adjacent
ballfields in the southeast corner of San Pascual Avenue and Stoney Drive, in South Pasadena, has been
identified as a staging and laydown area. This would result in closure of this parking lot to public and other
municipal use during the construction period. The staging areas at the San Pascual site encompass 0.25
acre. There is additional parking for the ballfields and Arroyo Park along Stoney Drive and in the Arroyo
Park paved parking lot, as well as street parking available on San Pascual Avenue. At least a single lane
for vehicular traffic along Stoney Drive at the San Pascual site as well as a safe detour for equestrian and
pedestrian traffic would be available at all times through the construction period. The main point of ingress
and egress for construction traffic, including private worker vehicles, at the San Pascual site would be via
San Pascual Avenue and Stoney Drive.

For the water harvester, installation would involve constructing a concrete pad slightly larger than the 288-
sf prefabricated building and an approximate 5-foot by 5-foot (25 sf) concrete pad for the AST. Excavation
for the concrete pads is estimated to be in the order of 1 foot deep. The existing concrete paving would be
removed and a foundation appropriate for the water harvester building and AST would be constructed.
Power for the water harvester would be via a connection to the existing Southern California Edison (SCE)
facilities present within the maintenance yard. Trenching to lay the electric connection to the south or
southeast exterior of the main building in the yard, a distance of 10 to 15 feet, would be on the order of 3
feet deep. It is possible the pumps in the existing reservoir would need to be replaced. If this is necessary,
the existing pumps are on rails and would be pulled out and replaced in kind. No dewatering of the reservoir
would be required. Ingress and egress for construction traffic associated with installation of the water
harvester and related infrastructure would be via Lohman Lane.

Construction and demolition debris would be disposed at Scholl Canyon Landfill, located approximately 2.5
miles northwest of the site, at 3001 Scholl Canyon Road in Glendale. Also, consistent with the City of
Pasadena’s Construction and Demolition Waste Management Ordinance (Section 8.62 et. seq. of the PMC),
a minimum of 75 percent of the construction and demolition debris generated during construction would be
diverted through recycling or reuse. Prior to diversion, an estimated 600 cubic yards (cy) of demolition
debris, 3,000 cy of greenwaste, and 6,000 cy of excavated soil would be generated from construction of
both sites. Grading and excavation at both sites would range from 2 to 15 feet in depth. Assuming use of
14-cy haul trucks, construction of the San Rafael site would generate an estimated 300 one-way truck trips
over the course of 4 months, or an average of 3 to 4 one-way truck trips per day. Construction of the San
Pascual site would generate an estimated 600 one-way truck trips over the course of 5 months, or an
average of 6 one-way truck trips a day.

Construction requires working on portions of the San Rafael Creek under LACFCD jurisdiction. The
LACFCD requires that the hydraulics of the existing infrastructure not be negatively affected, and that
access is maintained. The cities would be required to enter into an operation and maintenance agreement
with the LACFCD for continued access to the constructed diversion structures.

Project Operation

Public Use and Access

The recreation features proposed as part of the water conservation Project would be available for public
use from sunrise to sunset, which is consistent with the Arroyo Seco as a whole. The proposed Project
would provide expanded and improved physical facilities and open space resources to existing users of the
Lower Arroyo Seco. However, the Project is not anticipated to directly increase use of the Lower Arroyo
Seco area as a destination. It is expected that existing users of the Arroyo Seco area would use the
proposed Project features, as they are similar to passive and active recreation features existing in the area.
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Operation and Maintenance

Long-term maintenance of the proposed systems is vital to its continued operation. The responsible party
for the operation and maintenance (O&M) of Project would be both Pasadena and South Pasadena for the
San Rafael and San Pascual sites, respectively. The two cities would coordinate to ensure efficient
maintenance and operation of the proposed BMPs. Anticipated long-term O&M tasks at one or both sites
would include, but not be limited to:

e Diversion Structure — Inspection and Cleaning

e  Wet Well — Wet and Dry Season Inspection and Cleaning
e Storage — Wet and Dry Season Inspection and Cleaning
e Pump Station — Inspection and Cleaning

e Stormwater Harvesting Device — Inspection & Cleaning

¢ Pretreatment Device — Vacuum

¢ Post-Treatment Filter Device — Vacuum

¢ Valve Maintenance

¢ Control Panel Maintenance

e Water Harvester Maintenance

Long-term maintenance is expected to involve, on average, a single visit to both sites and the water
harvester per month by a two- to four- person crew during a one-day (e.g., up to eight-hour) visit. The
maintenance performed during each visit would vary depending on the equipment status and the season
(wet or dry). It is expected that maintenance personnel would travel to and from the sites in one to two
vehicles — such as a pickup truck, or pickup truck and a vacuum truck, for instance. Occasional visits for
more intensive maintenance activity or to respond to equipment issues may occur. This is an estimate of
the O&M program for purposes of this IS/MND, as the final maintenance plan would be completed at the
end of construction when actual brands and part information are available. The maintenance plan would
include details on equipment needed during O&M activities and standard practices and procedures.

The Project would also have a vector (i.e., mosquito) minimization plan based on guidelines outlined in the
California Department of Public Health’s Checklist for Minimizing Vector Protection in Stormwater
Management Sources. As part of design process, Pasadena has coordinated with the Greater Los Angeles
County Vector Control District to review the design documents and ensure the system meets all
requirements and minimizes the potential for vector increases.

Monitoring

Pasadena is required to demonstrate Project performance to the LARWQCB for acceptance towards the
water quality objectives. A full monitoring plan would be developed as a part of the 100 percent design
documentation and implemented as part of routine O&M activity. The preliminary constituents of concern
identified for monitoring are metals (copper, lead, and zinc), bacteria, nitrogen compounds, and trash; and
flow, pH, and temperature would also be monitored.
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Discretionary Actions

City of Pasadena
The Project would require the following reviews and/or discretionary approvals by Pasadena:

o Approval of the Arroyo Seco Water Reuse Project,

¢ Adoption of the Arroyo Seco Water Reuse Project IS/MND,

e Urban Forestry Advisory Committee Review?, and

o Award of contract for construction of the Arroyo Seco Water Reuse Project, and

e Other discretionary and ministerial permits and approvals that may be deemed necessary, including
but not limited to, grading permit, foundation permit, and building permit.

City of South Pasadena

Pursuant to the MOU between Pasadena and South Pasadena executed in 2020, South Pasadena would
rely on Pasadena’s actions as Lead Agency under CEQA, including approval of the Project and adoption of
the IS/IMND, and to award and oversee the contract for construction of the Project. However, South Pasadena
would be required a to issue of a tree removal permit for Project implementation.

City of Los Angeles

Similar to the MOU with South Pasadena, the City of Los Angeles has entered into an agreement with
Pasadena and would rely on Pasadena’s actions to implement the Project. This agreement establishes that
Pasadena can have access to construct that portion of the San Pascual site within Los Angeles without
additional discretionary actions by Los Angeles. The agreement also establishes that South Pasadena and
Pasadena would have access to operate and maintain the portion of the San Pascual site within Los Angeles
in perpetuity.

See Section 10, below, for a list of other public agencies whose approval is required.

9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:

Exhibits 1 and 2 illustrate the Project site locations and surrounding uses. Land uses surrounding the San
Rafael site include the soft-bottom portion of San Rafael Creek and an undeveloped slope with single-family
residential on the hilltop to the north (Los Angeles zoning of R1-1 [One-Family Zone]) at an elevation of
approximately 40 feet above the site; the Arroyo Seco Channel, Arroyo Seco open space, and San Pascual
Avenue to the east; San Pascual Stables located at 221 San Pascual Avenue, South Pasadena, to the
south and southeast across the Arroyo Seco Channel; and undeveloped slopes and single-family residential
(Los Angeles zoning of R1-1) on the hilltop to the west at elevations 160 to 200 feet above the San Rafael
site. The nearest sensitive receptors to the San Rafael site are the residences on the hilltop to the north
near the South San Rafael Avenue and Laguna Road intersection.

Land uses surrounding the San Pascual site include San Pascual Avenue and single-family residential (Los
Angeles zoning of R1-1) on San Ramon Drive to the north; the Burke, Clarich, Nelson Fields (649 Stoney
Drive, South Pasadena) and Arroyo Park (614 Stoney Drive, South Pasadena) beyond Stoney Drive to the
east; Stoney Drive and the Arroyo Seco Channel to the south; and San Pascual Park (930 San Pascual
Avenue, Los Angeles) across the Arroyo Seco Channel to the west; and single-family residential (Los
Angeles zoning of R1-1) on North Avenue 67 to the northwest. The nearest sensitive receptors to the San

3 UFAC (Urban Forestry Advisory Committee) review is not a discretionary action, but this body's review is used as part of
Pasadena’s discretionary decision-making regarding removal of trees on public lands.
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Pascual site are the residences located across San Pascual Avenue approximately 60 ft to the north at the
nearest points and approximately 120 ft to the northwest at the nearest points.

Land uses surrounding the water harvester site include the Arroyo Seco Golf Course to the north, east, and
west; and Lohman Lane and the Arroyo Seco Channel to the west.

10. Other public agencies whose approval is required:
e California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Clean Water Act/Streambed Alteration Agreement);
o California Department of Parks and Recreation (Prop 68 Urban Counties Per Capita Program);
o Greater Los Angeles County Vector Control District (Mosquito Abatement);
o Los Angeles County (Measure W / Safe, Clean Water Program);

e Los Angeles County Flood Control District (Major Modification Permit, Discharge Permit, Use and
Maintenance Agreement);

e Los Angeles County Department of Public Health (Cross Connection and Water Pollution Control
Program);

o Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (Clean Water Act / Section 401 Water Quality
Certification);

e State Water Resources Control Board (Construction General Permit); and
o U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Clean Water Act / Section 404 Permit).

This IS/MND is intended to serve as the primary environmental document pursuant to CEQA for actions
associated with the Project, including all discretionary approvals required to implement the Project, including
those made by responsible, trustee, and other public agencies. In addition, this IS/MND is the primary
reference document for the formulation and implementation of a mitigation monitoring and reporting program
for the Project, in accordance with Section 15097 of the State CEQA Guidelines.

11. Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project
area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resource Code Section 21080.3.1? If so, has
consultation begun?

Consultation pursuant to Section 21080.3.1 of the Public Resources Code and Assembly Bill (AB) 52 has
been completed with the California Native American tribes affiliated with Pasadena, and who have requested
consultation. Refer to Section 2.18, Tribal Cultural Resources, of this IS/MND for a complete discussion of
the Native American consultation process for the Project.
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this Project, involving at least
one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

O Aesthetics [0 Greenhouse Gas Emissions O Public Services

[0 Agriculture and Forestry Resources [] Hazards and Hazardous Materials [ Recreation

O Air Quality O Hydrology and Water Quality O Transportation

O Biological Resources O Land Use and Planning O Tribal Cultural Resources

O Cultural Resources O Mineral Resources [ Utilities and Service Systems

[0 Energy O Noise O Wildfire

O Geology and Soils O Population and Housing [0 Mandatory Findings of Significance
DETERMINATION:

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

| find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that, although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a
significant effect in this case because the mitigation measures described on an attached sheet have been added| X
to the project. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT is required.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant unless
mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document
pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier
analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must
analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all potentially
significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant
to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing
further is required.

% %WQ/L/M 11/17/2023 ChustDftonde  11-17-23

%pared By Date Reviewed By Date
Jillian K. Neary ( Zbgs-hgg Horde.
Printed Name Printed Name

Negative Declaration/Mitigated Negative Declaration adopted on:

Adoption attested to by:

Signature Date

Printed Name
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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 is
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 Unless 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 Section 21, “Earlier
Analysis,” may be cross-referenced).

5) Earlier analysis 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. See CEQA Guidelines
Section 15063(c)(3)(D). Earlier analyses are discussed in Section 21 at the end of the checklist.

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 documents and the
extent to which 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) The explanation of each issue should identify the following:
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 significant
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SECTION 2.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM

21 AESTHETICS

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? | | X O

WHY? A scenic vista is generally defined as a viewpoint that provides panoramic or focused views of a
highly valued landscape or scenic resource for the benefit of the general public. The EIR for the Pasadena
General Plan provides the following description of the existing scenic features and visual resources in the
City: “The City of Pasadena affords a variety of views of scenic landscapes and built environments. The San
Gabriel Mountains, near the north City boundary, dominate the skyline from most of the City. The San Rafael
Hills are along the western City boundary, and the Verdugo Mountains are further to the west. In addition,
the Arroyo Seco corridor and Eaton Canyon traverse the western and eastern portions of the City,
respectively. The City also offers scenic views of distinct architecture in the built environment, such as the
Old Pasadena Historic District, Pasadena City Hall, Castle Green, St. Andrew Catholic Church bell tower,
and Bungalow Heaven” (City of Pasadena 2015a). For purposes of this analysis, views by visitors on trails
and other accessible open space areas within and of the Lower Arroyo Seco are considered views of a
valued landscape and thus a scenic vista for analysis of the San Rafael site. The largely undeveloped,
naturalized condition of the Lower Arroyo Seco, with built features being both low profile and widely spaced,
is a prominent feature that contributes to the visual setting that many find valuable. However, the San Rafael
site is situated at the southern tip of the Lower Arroyo Seco and is proximate to more developed or active
recreation features such as San Pascual Stables and South Pasadena city parklands. South Pasadena’s
current General Plan defines that the “hillsides and ridgelines...provide a scenic backdrop for the entire
community”.

The Project’s water capture and treatment concept, including use of materials, was designed to present a
naturalized visual and ecological condition at the surface while meeting State-mandated water quality
targets. Although the Project would not introduce large or otherwise view-obscuring structures into the
landscape, it would construct new nature-based water treatment infrastructure in two locations; construct a
new 16-foot-wide bridge/cap over San Rafael Creek; improve and expand DG trails; and install new or
replacement hardscape including reclaimed wood log benches, post-and-rail fencing, concrete seatwalls,
and informational signs. The primary treatment component at both sites are the basins and, at San Rafael,
a rock-lined stream. As discussed in Section 1.0, other BMP infrastructure that would be installed to operate,
maintain, and monitor the BMPs include components such as piping, manholes, meters, sensors,
pretreatment unit, filtration units, and actuated valves. While these components are shown on the
engineering plans, they would be hidden as much as feasible by location (e.g., underground) or screening.
Additionally, an estimated two to three informational signs would be installed in and around the new
treatment wetlands and improved trails to provide park user education. The signage design and installation
would be consistent with the Lower Arroyo Seco Master Plan. A new wooden utility pole would be installed
near the existing utility pole at the northern end of the San Pascual site; all power lines connecting to this
utility pole would be installed underground in the remainder of the site. Visual renderings have been
prepared for the San Rafael and San Pascual BMPs. See Exhibit 7, San Rafael Bird’s Eye View; Exhibit 8,
San Rafael Concept Plan; Exhibit 12, San Pascual Bird’s Eye View; and Exhibit 14, San Pascual Concept
Plan, in Section 1.0 of this IS/MND. The bird’s eye views (Exhibits 7 and 12) provide a comparison of the
existing view and a simulation of the proposed view.
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The water harvester would be enclosed in a 288-sf building and have a small (1,000 gallon) AST located
adjacent to the building; and would be within the existing, gated maintenance yard. The interior of the
maintenance yard is minimally visible from most directions due to panels in the chain link fence and the
presence of several mature trees immediately outside the yard fencing. The yard interior is visible from the
portion of the Golf Course and Lohman Lane immediately southwest of the yard, where the access gate and
drive are located. The harvester building would be partially visible from this vantage point. However, the
condition of the yard interior would not be considered scenic, and the proposed building would replace an
existing shipping container adjacent to the reservoir.

The Project was designed to maximize avoidance of mature trees, particularly native tree and shrub (per
the South Pasadena Tree Ordinance) species, and shrubs of a size and/or shape to be counted. A total of
195 trees were surveyed within the disturbance footprints of the San Rafael and San Pascual sites. Of these,
a total of 142 trees would be removed, and the remaining 53 trees would be protected in place during
construction. Of the 142 trees that would be impacted, a total of 42 are protected trees and all are native
species. The Project proposes to plant a total of 193 native trees as well as native shrubs and groundcovers
as part of landscaping activities, in addition to retaining 53 existing trees that would be protected in place
during construction. This would result in an estimated net total of 246 trees on the San Rafael and San
Pascual sites. The native and/or protected tree removals within the Project’s footprint at each site must
occur to accommodate the new water treatment infrastructure. At the San Pascual site, there is very dense
existing vegetation related to the historic treatment wetland installed at this site that has not been properly
maintained. Due to the limited space along the Arroyo Seco to implement the proposed BMPs and existing
dense vegetation on the San Pascual site, some native and/or protected tree removals would be
unavoidable.

Tree removals could create visual breaks in the tree canopy while new native trees grow to an average size,
which can require between approximately 10 to 20 years, depending on the tree species installed (e.g.,
willows grow much faster than oaks) and site-specific weather conditions in the future. In the interim, views
in and of portions of the San Rafael and San Pascual sites would be altered by intermittent canopy openings,
immature trees and/or shrubs/understory vegetation, and changes to existing built features. The alterations
to the existing condition in the near term would be more apparent at the San Pascual site. Whereas at the
San Rafael site the area would likely appear more densely vegetated at the completion of construction
because there is sparse existing vegetation.

When considered together, the above-described Project components and related change in views of the
San Rafael and San Pascual sites would be consistent with the existing setting in both areas. Specifically,
views of and through the San Rafael site would be naturalized with no tall or otherwise view-obstructing
features except for a net increase in trees, whose canopies, with time, would partially obscure views of the
slopes adjacent to the site. However, views of these slopes are not contributing elements, by themselves,
of the scenic vista assumed to be present throughout the Lower Arroyo Seco. Further, the proposed features
at the San Rafael site would expand public access to the west side of the Arroyo Seco Channel and thereby
provide views towards the east into the Lower Arroyo Seco, for a greater number of visitors. The San Pascual
Site is a former treatment wetland location, and its footprint and infrastructure would be similar to the past
use of this site. Views of and through the San Pascual Site would be naturalized with no tall or otherwise
view-obstructing features. Views of the slopes immediately to the northwest along the Arroyo Seco Channel
and of the San Gabriel Mountains further in the distance would not be reduced with Project implementation.

Although there would be short-term changes in views, during the 17-month construction period, that some
may find unattractive, the long-term change in views is considered a beneficial impact of the Project. As
such, implementation of the proposed Project would not result in a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
vista. There would be a less than significant impact, and no mitigation is required.
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Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings | | | X
within a state scenic highway?

WHY? There are portions of two designated State scenic highways in the Project area: (1) the Angeles
Crest Highway (State Route [SR] 2) is located north of Arroyo Seco Canyon and transects the extreme
northernmost portion of Pasadena and (2) a segment of SR-110 from approximately East California
Boulevard in Pasadena, to Pasadena’s southern City boundary, and through South Pasadena is identified
as a Historic Parkway (the Arroyo Seco Historic Parkway) (Caltrans 2023). Additionally, SR-110 from
Colorado Boulevard in Pasadena, through South Pasadena, to U.S. Highway 101 in downtown Los Angeles
is also identified as a National Scenic Byway by the Federal Highway Administration (USDOT 2020).
Although a segment of SR-110 passes as near as approximately 500 feet to the south of the San Pascual
site, this site is not visible due to the dense evergreen vegetation present on either side of the highway. The
southern portion of the Arroyo Seco Soccer Field, its tall sports field lighting, and a portion of the Arroyo
Seco Channel can briefly be seen from SR-110 when traveling south. However, the San Pascual site is not
clearly visible, although the tops of trees on the site may contribute to the general view to the north from this
segment of the highway. Therefore, due to distance and/or intervening topography or vegetation, the Project
sites are not within the viewshed of the Angeles Crest Highway or the Arroyo Seco Historic Parkway
(SR-110). There would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

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 [ [ X [
from publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in an
urbanized area, conflict with applicable zoning and other
regulations governing scenic quality?

WHY? The Project sites are located in an urbanized area. However, this threshold will be addressed in this
IS/IMND. As discussed under Threshold 2.1(a) above, although there would be short-term changes in visual
quality that some may find unattractive and construction activity would be visible for approximately 17
months. The intent of the proposed Project is to improve the long-term visual quality of both sites while
incorporating the required water quality infrastructure. Moreover, the proposed Project would not conflict
with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality established in the jurisdictions of
Pasadena, South Pasadena, or Los Angeles. As such, implementation of the proposed Project would not
substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of the Lower Arroyo Seco. There
would be a less than significant impact, and no mitigation is required.
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Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would [ [ [ ¢
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

WHY? There would be no new sources of light or glare with Project implementation. No new light fixtures
would be installed, and all proposed landscape materials would be comprised of non-reflective materials.
The recreation features proposed as part of the water conservation project would be available for public use
from sunrise to sunset, which would be consistent with the Arroyo Seco as a whole. Additionally, the Project
is not anticipated to directly increase use of the Lower Arroyo Seco area as a destination. Therefore, it would
not change the number or timing of vehicles coming into and out of the Lower Arroyo Seco in the Project
area. As there would be no added vehicular traffic, there would be no additional sources of glare due to
reflected sunlight from car windshields and headlights. There would be no impact, and no mitigation is
required.

MITIGATION MEASURES
There would be no significant impacts related to aesthetics, and no mitigation is required.

2.2 AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES

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 Less than
Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project;  potentially Significant Less than
and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest  gjgnificant with Significant No

Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

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 O O O X
Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use?

WHY? The Lower Arroyo Seco provides passive and active recreation features, built environment resources
such as La Casita del Arroyo and San Pascual Stables, natural open space uses, and is transected by the
LACFCD'’s Arroyo Seco Channel. The entirety of the Arroyo Seco, south of Devil's Gate Dam, is identified
as Urban and Built Up Land on the most recent maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency. The City contains no Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland) (FMMP 2020). There would be no impact, and
no mitigation is required.
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Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract? [ [ [ X

WHY? The Project site is zoned as Open Space by Pasadena, South Pasadena, and Los Angeles.
Accordingly, there is no agricultural zoning, and Williamson Act contracts are not applicable to the Project
sites. There would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

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 | | | X
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined
by Government Code section 51104[g])?

WHY? There is no forest land, timberland, or any Timberland Production Zones, on the Project sites;
therefore, the Project would not result in the loss of forest land, timberland, or Timberland Production areas.
There would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to
non-forest use? [ [ [ X

WHY? There are no forest land (as defined Public Resources Code section 12220[g]), timberland (as
defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), or Timberland Production (as defined by Government
Code section 51104[g]) areas within the Arroyo Seco, including the San Rafael and San Pascual sites. A
total of 142 trees would be removed as part of the Project, with most removals at the San Pascual site due
to the density of existing vegetation. However, neither this site nor any part of the Arroyo Seco is managed
to produce timber or other forest products. Therefore, the Project would not result in the conversion or loss
of forest land as defined by the State. There would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.
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Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due
to their location or nature, could result in conversion of O O O |Z|
Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land
to non-forest use?

WHY? As discussed in Threshold 2.2(a), there is no designated Farmland in the Arroyo Seco. Therefore,
the Project would not indirectly result in the conversion of farmland to a non-agricultural use. Likewise, as
discussed in Thresholds 2.2(c) and 2.2, there are no forestry resources that would be converted to
non-forest use by the Project. There would be no impact and no mitigation is required.

MITIGATION MEASURES

There would be no significant impacts related to agricultural and forestry resources, and no mitigation is
required.

23 AIR QUALITY

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The Project site is in the Los Angeles County portion of the South Coast Air Basin (SoCAB) and, for air
quality regulation and permitting, is under the jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD). The SoCAB is a 6,600-square-mile area bound by the Pacific Ocean to the west, the San
Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountains to the north and east, and the San Diego County line
to the south. The SoCAB includes all of Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles,
Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties, in addition to the San Gorgonio Pass area of Riverside County.
The SoCAB’s terrain and geographical location (e.g., a coastal plain with connecting broad valleys and low
hills) determine its distinctive semi-arid climate, which is characterized by moderate temperatures, oceanic
influence, and precipitation that is limited to a few storms during the winter (November through April).

Regional air quality is defined by whether the area has attained State and federal air quality standards, as
determined by air quality data from various monitoring stations. Areas that are considered “nonattainment”
are required to prepare plans and implement measures that will bring the region into “attainment”. When an
area has been reclassified from nonattainment to attainment for a federal standard, the status is identified
as “maintenance”, and there must be a plan and measures established that will keep the region in attainment
for the next ten years. For the California Air Resources Board (CARB), an “unclassified” designation
indicates that the air quality data for the area are incomplete and there are no standards to support a
designation of attainment or nonattainment. Table 6, Attainment Status of Criteria Pollutants in the South
Coast Air Basin, below summarizes the attainment status of the SoCAB for the criteria pollutants.
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TABLE 6

ATTAINMENT STATUS OF CRITERIA POLLUTANTS IN

THE SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN

Pollutant State Federal
Os (1-hour) Nonattainment No Standards
O3 (8-hour) Nonattainment Extreme Nonattainment
PM10 Nonattainment Attainment/Maintenance
PM2.5 Nonattainment Serious Nonattainment
(6]0) Attainment Attainment/Maintenance
NO2 Attainment Attainment/Maintenance
SOz Attainment Attainment
Lead No Standard Attainment/Nonattainment*
All others Attainment/Unclassified No Standards
O3: ozone; PM10: respirable particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less; PM2.5: fine particulate
matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or less; CO: carbon monoxide; NO;: nitrogen dioxide; SO,: sulfur dioxide.
* Los Angeles County is classified nonattainment for lead; the remainder of the SoCAB is in attainment of the
State and federal standards.
Sources: SCAQMD 2016, USEPA 2022

Both the State and federal government have established health-based ambient air quality standards (AAQS)
for seven air pollutants. These pollutants include ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO>),
sulfur dioxide (SOy), coarse particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less (PM10), fine particulate
matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5), and lead. These standards are designed to protect the
health and welfare of the populace with a reasonable margin of safety. The AAQS described above are
shown in Table 7, California and National Ambient Air Quality Standards, on the following page.
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TABLE 7

CALIFORNIA AND NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

California Federal Standards
Pollutant Averaging Time Standards Primary? Secondary®
o 1 Hour 0.09 ppm (180 ug/m?3) - -
: 8 Hour 0.070 ppm (137 pg/m3) 0.070 ppm (137 pg/m3) Same as Primary
PM10 24 Hour 50 pg/m3 150 pg/m3 Same as Primary
AAM 20 pg/m?3 - -
PM2.5 24 Hour - 35 ug/m?3 Same as Primary
' AAM 12 pg/m?® 12.0 pg/m3 15.0 pg/m3
co 1 Hour 20 ppm (23 mg/m?3) 35 ppm (40 mg/m?3) -
8 Hour 9.0 ppm (10 mg/m?) 9 ppm (10 mg/m?3) -
NO AAM 0.030 ppm (57 pg/m?3) 0.053 ppm (100 pg/m3) Same as Primary
2 1 Hour 0.18 ppm (339 pg/m3) 0.100 ppm (188 ug/m?3) -
24 Hour 0.04 ppm (105 pg/m?) - -
_ _ 0.5 ppm
SO2 3 Hour (1,300 pg/md)
1 Hour 0.25 ppm (655 pg/m?) 0.075 ppm (196 pg/m?3) -
30-day Avg. 1.5 pyg/m3 - -
Lead Calendar Quarter - 1.5 ug/m? )
- Same as Primary
Rolling 3-month Avg. - 0.15 pg/m3
Visibility Extinction coefficient of
Reducing 8 Hour 0.23 per km — visibility =
Particles 10 miles
Sulfates 24 Hour 25 pg/m? No
Hydrogen Federal
Y 3 Standards
Sulfide 1 Hour 0.03 ppm (42 pg/m?)
Vinyl 3
Chloride 24 Hour 0.01 ppm (26 pg/m?°)
Os: ozone, ppm: parts per million, ug/m®: micrograms per cubic meter, — No Standard; PM10: respirable particulate matter with a
diameter of 10 microns or less, AAM: Annual Arithmetic Mean, PM2.5: fine particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or less,
CO: carbon monoxide, mg/m?: milligrams per cubic meter, NO,: nitrogen dioxide, SO,: sulfur dioxide, km: kilometer.
a National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, within an adequate margin of safety, to protect the public health.
b National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated
adverse effects of a pollutant.
Note: More detailed information in the data presented in this table can be found at the CARB website (www.arb.ca.gov).
Source: CARB 2016.
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Existing Air Quality Conditions

Air quality data for the Project sites is represented by the Pasadena South Wilson Avenue Monitoring Station
located at 752 South Wilson Avenue, Pasadena, 91101. The monitoring station is located approximately
2.5 miles northeast of a point approximately halfway between the two sites. Pollutants measured at the
Pasadena South Wilson Avenue Monitoring Station include Os, PM2s, and NO2. The monitoring data for the
2019 to 2021 period presented in Table 8, Air Quality Levels Measured at the Pasadena South Wilson
Avenue Monitoring Station, were obtained from CARB (CARB 2023). Federal and State air quality standards
are presented with the number of times those standards were exceeded.

TABLE 8
AIR QUALITY LEVELS MEASURED AT THE PASADENA
SOUTH WILSON AVENUE MONITORING STATION

Days
Days State National
California National Standard Standard
Pollutant Standard Standard Year Max. Level® Exceeded Exceeded
o 2019 0.120 11 NA
3
(1 hour) 0.09 ppm None 2020 0.163 41 NA
2021 0.104 12 NA
2019 0.098 24 24
Os3
(8 hour) 0.070 ppm 0.070 ppm 2020 0.115 60 60
2021 0.087 25 25
2019 - - -
PM10 3 3
(24 hour) 50 pg/m 150 pg/m 2020 - - -
2021 - - -
2019 - - -
PM10 3
(AAM) 20 yg/m None 2020 - - -
2021 - - -
o 2019 59.1 0 0
NO:2
(1 Hour) 0.18 ppm 0.100 ppm 2020 61.2 0 0
2021 77.3 0 0
2019 41.8 N/A 3
PM2.5 3
(24 Hour) None 35 pyg/m 2020 67.7 N/A 6
2021 63.6 N/A 6
NA Not applicable
—: Data Not Reported or insufficient data available to determine the value; Os: ozone; ppm: parts per million; PM10: respirable
particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less; ug/m3: micrograms per cubic meter; AAM: Annual Arithmetic Mean;
NO,: nitrogen dioxide; CO: carbon monoxide; PM2.5: fine particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or less; SO,:
sulfur dioxide. N/A indicates that there is no applicable standard.
a California maximum levels were used.
Source: CARB 2023.
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The Pasadena monitoring data in Table 8 above shows that ozone (Os) is the air pollutant of primary concern
in the Project area. At the monitoring station, the state 1-hour O3z standard was exceeded 11-41 days/year
during the monitoring period. The State and federal 8-hour O3 standards were exceeded 24-60 days within the
same time period. Oz is a secondary pollutant and is not directly emitted from a source; it occurs as the result
of photochemical reactions from ozone precursors, which include VOCs and NO, and sunlight. The PMzs
federal standard was also exceeded for 3-6 days for the three-year period.

Sensitive Receptors

Sensitive receptors include, but are not limited to, children, the elderly, persons with preexisting respiratory
or cardiovascular iliness, and athletes and others who engage in frequent exercise. The nearest sensitive
receptors are park users in the Lower Arroyo Seco that would intermittently be present in the vicinity of either
BMP site or the water harvester location. The nearest off-site sensitive receptor to the San Rafael site is a
residence on the hilltop approximately 100 feet to the north of the site near the South San Rafael Avenue
and Laguna Road intersection at an elevation of approximately 40 feet above the site. The nearest off-site
sensitive receptors to the San Pascual site are the residences located across San Pascual Avenue
approximately 60 ft to the north at the nearest points and approximately 120 ft to the northwest at the nearest
points.

Impact Analysis

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air
quality plan? [ ] X O

WHY? CEQA requires a discussion of any inconsistencies between a project and applicable general plans
and regional plans (Section 15125[d] of the State CEQA Guidelines). The regional plan that applies to the
Project includes the SCAQMD'’s Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP).

The SCAQMD CEQA Handbook states that “New or amended GP Elements (including land use zoning and
density amendments), Specific Plans, and significant projects must be analyzed for consistency with the
AQMP” (SCAQMD 1993). Strict consistency with all aspects of the plan is usually not required. A project
should be considered consistent with the AQMP if it furthers one or more policies and does not obstruct
other policies. The SCAQMD CEQA Handbook identifies two key indicators of consistency:

1) Whether the project will result in an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air quality
violations or cause or contribute to new violations or delay timely attainment of air quality
standards or the interim emission reductions specified in the AQMP.

2) Whether the project will exceed the assumptions in the AQMP or increments based on the
year of project buildout and phase.

With respect to the first criterion, based on the air quality modeling analysis conducted for the proposed
Project, presented under Thresholds 2.3b and 2.3c below, construction and operation of the Project would
not exceed the SCAQMD’s CEQA thresholds of significance and consequently would not result in an
increase in the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations nor cause or contribute to new violations,
or delay timely attainment of air quality standards or the interim emissions reductions in the AQMP. In

Ri\Projects\PAS_Pasaden\3PAS010750\Environmen tal Document tation\MND\AS Water Reuse_Draft MND-111623.docx 2-10 Environmental Checklist Form



Arroyo Seco Water Reuse Project
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

addition, the Project would allow for greater water replenishment of local aquifers, which would reduce the
need for more energy- and emissions-intensive water imports from more distant locations. Therefore, the
Project would be consistent with the first criterion.

With respect to the second criterion, the Project was assessed as to whether it would exceed the
assumptions in the AQMP. The SCAQMD'’s current air quality planning document for the SoCAB where the
Project site is located is the 2022 Air Quality Management Plan (2022 AQMP) (SCAQMD 2022). The 2022
AQMP is a regional and multi-agency effort among the SCAQMD, CARB, Southern California Association
of Governments (SCAG), and the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). The 2022
AQMP includes an analysis of emissions, meteorology, atmospheric chemistry, regional growth projections,
and the impact of existing control measures. The purpose of the 2022 AQMP is to set forth a comprehensive
program that would promote reductions in criteria pollutants, greenhouse gases, and toxic risk and
efficiencies in energy use, transportation, and goods movement. The 2022 AQMP incorporates the latest
scientific and technical information and planning assumptions, including SCAG’s 2020-2045 Regional
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS); updated emission inventory methods
for various source categories; and SCAG’s latest growth forecasts. The 2022 AQMP includes strategies and
measures necessary to meet the National Ambient Air Quality Standards. The AQMP is based on projections
of energy usage and vehicle trips from land uses within the SoCAB.

The primary land use planning documents that govern the Project sites are the General Plans and zoning
codes of Pasadena, South Pasadena, and Los Angeles. Pasadena, South Pasadena, and Los Angeles all
have a General Plan land use designation and zoning designation of OS/Open Space for each respective
city’s portions of the two sites. As discussed in Section 2.11, Land Use and Planning, of this IS/MND, the
Project would be consistent with the applicable land use plans, policies, and regulations. Implementation of
the Project would not require a change in land use designations or zoning and consequently be consistent
with the assumptions in the 2022 AQMP. Project implementation would not result in population growth nor
increases in the number of emission sources in the surrounding cities. The Project would improve water
quality discharged from the San Rafael Creek and the Arroyo Seco Channel which would benefit local water
supplies through infiltration to the local groundwater basin and increased used of captured stormwater (i.e.,
non-potable water) for irrigation. Use of local water supplies would reduce the need for imported water which
is more energy and air pollution intensive as compared to use of local water supplies. As such, the Project
is not anticipated to exceed the AQMP assumptions for the site and is found to be consistent with the 2022
AQMP for the second criterion. There would be a less than significant impact, and no mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the project region is in non-
attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air L O D2( L
quality standard?

WHY? The SCAQMD has developed construction and operations thresholds to determine whether projects
would potentially result in contributing toward a violation of ambient air quality standards. The SCAQMD
recommends that projects be evaluated in terms of the quantitative thresholds established to assess both
the regional and localized impacts of project-related air pollutant emissions. The City uses the current
SCAQMD thresholds to determine whether a proposed project would have a significant impact. The
SCAQMD regional thresholds are identified in Table 9, South Coast Air Quality Management District Air
Quality Significance Thresholds.
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TABLE 9
SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT
DISTRICT AIR QUALITY REGIONAL SIGNIFICANCE

THRESHOLDS
Mass Daily Thresholds (Ibs/day)
Pollutant Construction Operation
VOC 75 55
NOx 100 55
CO 550 550
PM10 150 150
PM2.5 55 55
SO« 150 150
Lead 3 3

Ibs/day: pounds per day; VOC: volatile organic compound; NOx: nitrogen oxides; CO: carbon
monoxide; PM10: respirable particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter; PM2.5: fine particulate
matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter; SOx: sulfur oxides.

Source: SCAQMD 2023.

Air pollutant emissions for the Project were estimated using the California Emissions Estimator Model
(CalEEMod) version 2022.1.1.14 computer program (CAPCOA 2022). CalEEMod is designed to model
construction and operational emissions for land development projects and allows for the input of project- and
county-specific information. For air quality modeling purposes, construction of the Project was based on the
Project’s construction assumptions as described in Section 1.0 and default assumptions derived from
CalEEMod. Operational emissions are assessed qualitatively below because the Project is not anticipated
to result in increased use of the Arroyo Seco. Additional input details are included in Appendix A of this
IS/MND.

Construction Emissions

Air pollutant emissions would occur from the following: construction equipment exhaust; fugitive dust from site
grading; exhaust and particulate emissions from trucks hauling demolition and construction debris, soil, and
building materials to and from the Project sites; automobiles and light trucks driven to and from the Project
sites by construction workers; and volatile organic compounds (VOCs) from painting and asphalt paving
operations. The Project would comply with applicable SCAQMD rules and regulations, including Rule 402
for nuisance and Rule 403 for fugitive dust control. Rule 403 measures include regular watering of active
grading areas and unpaved roads, limiting vehicle speeds on unpaved surfaces, stabilizing stockpiled earth,
and curtailing grading operations during high wind conditions (SCAQMD 2005). Watering of active grading
areas is included in the CalEEMod emissions analysis and results in reduced PM10 and PM2.5 emissions.
It should be noted that some Project requirements and features (such as watering grading areas), although
required Project elements, are shown in the CalEEMod format as mitigation measures. The emission
reductions associated with compliance with this rule have been included in the emissions calculations.

Maximum Daily Regional Emissions

Table 10, Estimated Maximum Daily Regional Construction Emissions, presents the estimated maximum
daily emissions during construction of the Project and compares the estimated emissions with the
SCAQMD’s daily regional emission thresholds. Installation of the water harvester at the San Pascual site,
including related construction equipment operation and vehicle trips, was assumed in this modeling as a
worst-case scenario (i.e., more activity in one location). As shown, construction mass daily emissions would
be far below the SCAQMD thresholds for all criteria air pollutants. Therefore, there would be less than
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significant impacts related to regional emissions of criteria pollutant during construction, and no mitigation

is required.

TABLE 10
ESTIMATED MAXIMUM DAILY REGIONAL CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS
Emissions (Ibs/day)

Year VOoC NOx co SOx PM10 PM2.5

2024 2 16 17 <1 1 1

2025 1 9 11 <1 <1 <1
Maximum 2 16 17 <1 1 1
SCAQMD Thresholds (Table 7) 75 100 550 150 150 55
Exceeds SCAQMD Thresholds? No No No No No No

Ibs/day: pounds per day; VOC: volatile organic compound; NOy: nitrogen oxides; CO: carbon monoxide; SOy: sulfur
oxides; PM10: respirable particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter; PM2.5: fine particulate matter 2.5 microns or
less in diameter; SCAQMD: South Coast Air Quality Management District.

Source: SCAQMD 2023 (thresholds); see Appendix A for CalEEMod model outputs.

Localized Significance Thresholds

In addition to the mass daily emissions thresholds established by the SCAQMD, short-term local impacts to
nearby sensitive receptors from on-site emissions of NO2, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 are examined based on
SCAQMD’s localized significance threshold (LST) methodology. To assess local air quality impacts for
development projects without complex dispersion modeling, the SCAQMD developed screening (lookup)
tables to assist lead agencies in evaluating impacts.

The LST method is recommended to be limited to projects that are five acres or less. For the purposes of
an LST analysis, the SCAQMD considers receptors where it is possible that an individual could remain for
1 hour for NO2 and CO exposure and 24 hours for PM10 and PM2.5 exposure. The emissions limits in the
lookup tables are based on the SCAQMD’s Ambient Air Quality Standards (SCAQMD 2016).

Table 11, Construction-Phase Localized Significance Threshold Emissions, on the following page shows
the maximum daily on-site emissions for construction activities compared with the SCAQMD LST screening
thresholds. The screening thresholds shown are from the lookup tables for a site that is one acre, based on
the assumption that the most intensive phase of construction that involves soil disturbance would not exceed
one acre per day, and at a distance of 25 meters (82 feet) or closer to a receptor as this is the nearest
distance for which most of the equipment would be operated concurrently. Receptors located further away
than this would be exposed to less air pollutants. As shown, localized emissions for all criteria pollutants
from construction of the Project would be below their respective screening thresholds. Therefore, there
would be less than significant impacts related to local emissions of criteria pollutant during construction, and
no mitigation is required.

Environmental Checklist Form
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TABLE 11
CONSTRUCTION-PHASE LOCALIZED SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLD EMISSIONS
Emissions (lbs/day)
Emissions and Thresholds NOx co PM10 PM2.5
Project maximum daily on-site emissions 12 11 1 1
Localized Significance Screening Threshold* 69 535 4 3
Exceed Screening Threshold? No No No No

Ibs/day: pounds per day; NOx: nitrogen oxides; CO: carbon monoxide; PM10: respirable particulate matter 10 microns or less
in diameter; PM2.5: fine particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter.

Note: Data is for SCAQMD Source Receptor Area 8, West San Gabriel Valley
*NOx, CO, PM10 and PM2.5 thresholds are based on a distance of 25 meters (82 ft) of the Project sites.
Source: SCAQMD 2009 (thresholds); see Appendix A for CalEEMod model outputs.

Operational Emissions

The ongoing operation of the Project would result in a long-term increase in air quality emissions. This
increase would be due to emissions (1) from Project-generated vehicle trips associated with inspection and
maintenance and (2) from the electric demand for some of the Project infrastructure. The Project would
involve the infrequent occurrence of, on average, one round trip to both sites per month related to inspection
and maintenance activities. It is expected that maintenance personnel would travel to and from the sites in
one to two vehicles — such as a pickup truck, or pickup truck and a vacuum truck, for instance. Occasional
additional visits for more intensive maintenance activity or to respond to equipment issues may occur.

Emissions would also occur from electricity use needed to operate a small flow pump that operates year-
round, bigger pumps that operate when it rains and once every three weeks to ensure proper operation, and
a water harvester. The air pollutant emissions associated with these long-term sources on most days would
be near zero and would be too low a concentration to be meaningfully quantified. These very low emissions
would not result in an exceedance of the SCAQMD operations phase significance thresholds. Therefore,
operation of the Project would result in less than significant impacts, and no mitigation is required.

Cumulative Impacts

Construction Emissions

Construction activities associated with the proposed Project would result in less than significant
construction-related regional and localized air quality impacts, as quantified above in Tables 5 and 6,
respectively. SCAQMD’s policy with respect to cumulative impacts associated with the above-referenced
pollutants and their precursors is that impacts that would be directly less than significant would also be
cumulatively less than significant. As discussed above, short-term construction emissions associated with
the Project would be well below SCAQMD thresholds. Therefore, consistent with SCAQMD policy, the
cumulative construction impact of criteria pollutants would be less than significant, and no mitigation is
required. Therefore, Project construction would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the project region is in non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

Operational Emissions

Operational emissions would be near zero most days, as discussed above and were analyzed qualitatively
because of the very low anticipated emissions would not exceed any of the SCAQMD operations phase
significance thresholds. Therefore, the Project would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable increase
of a pollutant for which the SoCAB is in nonattainment. Emissions of nonattainment pollutants or their
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precursors would not be cumulatively considerable. There would be a less than significant impact, and no
mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations? [ [ X O

WHY? A significant impact may occur when a project would generate pollutant concentrations to a degree
that would significantly affect sensitive receptors, which include populations that are more susceptible to the
effects of air pollution than the population at large. Exposure of sensitive receptors is addressed for the
following situations: criteria pollutants; CO hotspots; and toxic air contaminants (TACs), specifically diesel
particulate matter (DPM) from on-site construction. CARB identified DPM as a TAC in 1998. Operational,
long-term TACs may be generated by some industrial land uses; commercial land uses (e.g., gas stations
and dry cleaners); and diesel trucks on freeways. Operation of the proposed Project would not result in
substantial levels of TAC emissions as emissions would be limited to those from one vehicle trip and
electricity use. Regarding criteria pollutants, exposure of persons to NOy, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions
is discussed in response to Threshold 2.3(b), above. As discussed, criteria pollutant emissions would be
minimal. There would be less than significant impacts, and no mitigation is required.

In an urban setting, vehicle exhaust is the primary source of CO. Consequently, the highest CO
concentrations generally are found close to congested intersections. Under typical meteorological
conditions, CO concentrations tend to decrease as the distance from the emissions source (e.g., congested
intersection) increases. The air basin is currently in a state of attainment for CO. CO concentrations
associated with Project-related trips would be limited to on average, one round trip to both BMP sites and
the water harvester site per month. This extremely low level of long-term vehicle activity is of insufficient
magnitude to contribute toward a CO hotspot. As such, Project-related traffic would result in less than
significant CO impacts, and no mitigation is required.

Construction activities would result in short-term, Project-generated emissions of DPM from the exhaust of
off-road, heavy-duty diesel equipment used for site preparation (e.g., site preparation, grading);
infrastructure construction; and other miscellaneous activities. The dose to which receptors are exposed is
the primary factor used to determine health risk. Dose is a function of the concentration of a substance or
substances in the environment and the duration of exposure to the substance. Thus, the risks estimated for
a maximally exposed individual are higher if a fixed exposure occurs over a longer time period. According
to the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, health risk assessments—which determine the
exposure of sensitive receptors to TAC emissions—should be based on a 40-year exposure period;
however, such assessments should be limited to the period/duration of activities associated with the Project.

There would be relatively few pieces of off-road, heavy-duty diesel equipment in use and the total
construction period would be short when compared to a 40-year exposure period. Combined with the highly
dispersive properties of DPM and additional reductions in particulate emissions from newer construction
equipment, as required by USEPA and CARB regulations, construction emissions of TACs would not expose
sensitive receptors to substantial emissions of TACs. There would be a less than significant impact, and no
mitigation is required.
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Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors)
adversely affecting substantial number of people? O O X O

Why? The SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook lists land uses that are typically associated with odor
complaints. They include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food processing plants, chemical
plants, composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding (SCAQMD 1993). The Project does
not include any uses identified by the SCAQMD as being associated with odors and, therefore, would not
produce emissions which would lead to odors. The proposed water infrastructure would not involve any
sources of odorous emissions. The Project uses are also regulated from nuisance odors or other
objectionable emissions by SCAQMD Rule 402. Rule 402 prohibits any discharge from any source of air
contaminants or other material which, would cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to the public.
The Project would be a less than significant impact, and no mitigation is required.

Mitigation Measures

There would be no significant impacts related to air quality, and no mitigation is required.

24 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Information in this section is derived from the Biological Resources Assessment for the Arroyo Seco Water
Reuse Project in the Cities of Pasadena, South Pasadena, and Los Angeles, California (BRA) dated
November 16, 2023, and prepared by Psomas for the Project (Psomas 2023a). The BRA is based on
literature review, database searches, and field observations, including performance of a tree survey,
jurisdictional delineation, and special status plant surveys by Psomas. The BRA is provided in its entirety in
Appendix B of this IS/MND.

The survey area assessed for impacts to biological resources encompasses the two discrete Project sites,
construction staging areas, and adjacent areas. The survey area referenced herein includes: (1) the San
Rafael area at the northern end of the survey area, which consists of a concrete-lined drain that conveys
water from adjacent residential areas located northwest of the survey area and drain into the Arroyo Seco;
(2) the Arroyo Seco Channel, which consists of the concrete-lined channel extending between the two
Project sites along with an adjacent dirt trail than runs along the eastern bank adjacent to the San Pascual
Stables; and (3) the San Pascual area, a densely vegetated area that accepts flows diverted from the Arroyo
Seco Channel through existing infrastructure and is located immediately northwest of Arroyo Park. The Golf
Course maintenance yard was not included in the survey area because it is in a heavily disturbed condition
and no special status biological resources are present within the fenced area.
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Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through
habitat modification, on any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, | | X O
policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

WHY? Plants or wildlife may be considered “special status” due to declining populations, vulnerability to
habitat change, or restricted distributions. Certain special status species have been listed as Threatened or
Endangered under the State and/or Federal Endangered Species Acts.

Special Status Plants

According to the Project-specific BRA, a total of 50 special status plant species have been reported in the
vicinity of the Project survey area. Of the 50 species reported from the literature review, 10 species are
federally and/or State-listed Endangered, Threatened, or are candidates for listing: Braunton’s milk-vetch
(Astragalus brauntonii), Santa Susana tarplant (Deinandra minthornii), Agoura Hills dudleya (Dudleya
cymose ssp. Agourensis), marcescent dudleya (Dudleya cymose ssp. Marcescens), Santa Monica dudleya
(Dudleya cymose ssp. Ovatifolia), conejo dudleya (Dudleya parva), Verity's dudleya (Dudleya verity), conejo
buckwheat (Eriogonum crocatum), California Orcutt grass (Orcuttia californica), and Lyon’s pentachaeta
(Pentachaeta Iyonia). None of these species has potential to occur within the survey area either due to lack
of suitable habitat or because the survey area is outside the known range. No impacts on federally or State
listed plant species are expected to occur.

In addition to species formally listed by the resource agencies, 20 species reported in the vicinity of the
survey area have a California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR). One list 4.3 species, club-haired mariposa lily
(Calochortus clavatus var. clavatus), and one list 4.2 species, Plummer's mariposa-lily (Calochortus
plummerae), have limited potential to occur due to the presence of marginally suitable habitat. One list 4.2
species, southern California black walnut, has potential and is known to occur near the survey area. The
remainder of these 20 species do not have potential to occur in the survey area due to a lack of potentially
suitable soils or habitat. No impacts on CRPR 1B or 2B plant species are expected to occur. Impacts on
species with a CRPR of 3 or 4 are not typically considered significant impacts pursuant to CEQA.

Focused special status plant survey results identified only one species, California black walnut, occurring
within the Project vicinity. This individual is located adjacent to the survey area boundary near the San
Rafael site. The California black walnut is not expected to be impacted as it is located immediately outside
the southwest boundary of the San Rafael site and staging area. Although Project construction and
operational activities are expected to have no impact on special status plant species, MM BIO-1 requires
biological monitoring to ensure avoidance of the southern California black walnut near the San Rafael site
and other special status biological resources on and near the Project sites. With implementation of MM BIO-
1, potential impacts to special status plants would be reduced to a less than significant impact.

Special Status Wildlife

According to the Project-specific BRA, a total of 24 special status wildlife species have been reported in the
vicinity of the survey area. Of the species reported from the literature review, six species are federally and/or
State-listed Endangered or Threatened or are candidates for listing including: southwestern willow flycatcher
(Empidonax traillii extimus), coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica), southern
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mountain yellow-legged frog (Rana muscosa), bank swallow (Riparia riparia), least Bell's vireo (Vireo bellii
pusillus), and Crotch bumble bee (Bombus croftchii). Marginally suitable habitat for bank swallow is present
within the survey area. The remaining species are not expected to occur in the survey area due to lack of
suitable habitat.

In addition to species formally listed by the resource agencies, 13 special status species (i.e., California
Species of Special Concern) have been reported near the survey area. Six of these species — big free-tailed
bat (Nyctinomops macrotis), western yellow bat (Lasiurus xanthinus), western mastiff bat (Eumops perotis
californicus), pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus), Southern California legless lizard (Anniella stebbinsi), and coast
range newt (Taricha tarosa) — have potential to occur in the survey area due to the presence of potentially
suitable or marginally suitable habitat. The remaining seven species are not expected to occur in the survey
area due to lack of suitable habitat.

However, no impacts on federally- or State-listed species are expected to occur. Although several other
special status wildlife species (i.e., not federally- or State-listed) may occur within the Project sites, these
species are only expected to occur temporarily in limited numbers and not breeding or roosting within Project
work areas. Because of this, even if one or more of these species were present on the site at the start of
construction, an adverse effect to individuals that may be on site would not result in a significant impact
under CEQA. Bats are discussed further below under Threshold 2.4(d). Therefore, Project construction and
operational activities would result in no impacts on special status wildlife species, and no mitigation is
required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or
other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional [ X [ [
plans, policies, regulations, or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

WHY?

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) regulates the removal of native trees and/or riparian
habitat associated with stream channels via the California Fish and Game Code. Therefore, effects to both
individual trees that may be under CDFW jurisdiction and mapped riparian habitat (limited to Coast live oak-
western sycamore woodland) are discussed below.

Trees

The CDFW is charged with issuing Streambed Alteration Agreements that would allow for the removal of
native tree species that occur within the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake. A total of 40
trees would be removed or encroached upon that fall under the CDFW'’s jurisdiction within the riparian
habitat identified as part of the BRA (13 of these trees are toyon and blue elderberry that CDFW often
considers as large shrubs and may not require compensatory mitigation). A multitude of these trees are also
subject to regulation by the respective city tree ordinances described further below in Threshold 2.4(e). The
Project would acquire appropriate jurisdictional approval from the cities of Pasadena, South Pasadena, and
Los Angeles, as applicable, prior to tree removal or trimming. As discussed in Section 1.0 of this IS/MND, it
is anticipated that 3 of the removed trees would be solely under CDFW jurisdiction (i.e., trees that do not
overlap removals regulated by the cities. The precise number of replacement trees for affected trees under
CDFW's jurisdiction would be dependent on negotiation with CDFW during the Clean Water Act permitting
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process, subsequent to the CEQA process. Additionally, MM BIO-2 defines protective measures that shall
be implemented for all trees to be preserved on-site during construction. With implementation of MM BIO-2
and compliance with local and federal permitting requirements, potential impacts to trees under CDFW
jurisdiction would be reduced to a less than significant level.

Riparian Habitat

The CDFW Vegetation Classification and Mapping Program provides a list of vegetation Alliances,
Associations, and Special Stands that are considered “Sensitive Natural Communities” based on their rarity
and threat. Information on rarity is based on the range and distribution of a given type of vegetation, and the
proportion of occurrences that are of good ecological integrity. Threats and trends are considered in
categories like residential and commercial development; agriculture, energy production, and mining; and
invasive and other problematic plant species. One vegetation type present in the survey area, coast live
oak—western sycamore woodland, is considered a special status vegetation type by the CDFW.

Activities within the construction footprint of the sites would be considered permanent impacts. For the San
Rafael site, four separate, irregularly-shaped, areas at the Project footprint boundary have been identified
for staging and collectively encompass 0.30 acre. For the San Pascual site, the paved parking lot has been
identified as a staging and laydown area, which encompasses 0.25 acre. Impacts related to the vegetation
communities, shown below, consider the extent of adverse effects within the Project’s disturbance footprint
and staging areas. Activities within these areas would be considered temporary impacts.

The Project would temporarily and permanently impact a variety of vegetation types. However, most of these
impacts, at both the San Rafael and San Pascual sites, are either minimal in extent (under one acre of an
individual vegetation type) or would affect degraded and/or non-native/ornamental vegetation or
unvegetated areas. Acreage of impacts from both temporary and permanent are listed in Table 12, Summary
of Impacts to Vegetation Types and Other Areas, below.

TABLE 12
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS TO VEGETATION TYPES AND OTHER AREAS
San Rafael Site Impacts San Pascual Site
(acres) Impacts (acres) Total Impacts (acres)
Vegetation Type Temporary | Permanent | Temporary | Permanent | Temporary | Permanent

Disturbed coast live oak woodland 0.00 0.066 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.066
Coast live oak-western sycamore 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.234 0.00 1.234
woodland
Non-native ornamental woodland 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.705 0.00 0.705
Disturbed blue elderberry - laurel 0.143 1.288 0.00 0.00 0.143 1288
sumac scrub
Bare ground 0.098 0.056 0.00 0.00 0.098 0.056
Developed 0.011 0.009 0.25 0.133 0.261 0.142
Disturbed 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.137 0.00 0.137

TOTALS 0.252 1.419 0.25 2.209 0.502 3.628
Note: Bold italics indicate a special status vegetation type and a riparian habitat
Source: Psomas 2023a. Appendix B.

At shown in Table 12, there would be no special status vegetation types impacted at the San Rafael site. At
the San Pascual site, 1.23 acres of coast live oak-western sycamore woodland (a CDFW special status
vegetation type and a riparian habitat) would be permanently impacted (i.e., not temporarily during the
construction period only). However, the Project would also result in the removal of 1.52 acres of non-native
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vegetation species (124 percent of the quantity of native vegetation removed) and installation of native
replacement trees as well as native shrubs and groundcovers, including plants representative of this
vegetation type, across the San Pascual site.

Impact Analysis

The San Pascual site is lacking in understory vegetation among the trees and large shrubs. As such, the
area mapped as coast live oak-western sycamore woodland on the site, as well as non-native ornamental
woodland, is comprised largely of individual trees and large shrubs. As discussed previously, the Project
would involve removal of 136 existing trees on the San Pascual site, including 36 trees considered protected
under South Pasadena’s or Los Angeles’ respective tree ordinances. Most of the existing trees being
removed at San Pascual that are not protected under a tree ordinance (100 trees) are Mexican fan palms
(83 trees), which represent the primary species mapped in the non-native ornamental woodland present in
the central portion of this site. All trees being removed and not covered under a tree ordinance are both non-
native and invasive plant species. Table 13, Comparison of Existing Protected Trees and Proposed Trees
at the San Pascual Site, summarizes the species and number of protected trees and large shrubs that would
be removed and the species proposed to be planted at this site as part of the Project.

TABLE 13
COMPARISON OF EXISTING PROTECTED TREES
AND PROPOSED TREES AT THE SAN PASCUAL SITE

Quantity Quantity Proposed
Tree Species Removed to be Planted
arroyo willow
Salix lasiolepis 2 62
black willow
Salix gooddingii 8 N/A
blue elderberry
. 13 26
Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea
coast live oak o 8 o4
Quercus agrifolia
western sycamore 5 17
Platanus racemosa
Totals 36 129
N/A = not applicable

As shown, at the San Pascual site the Project would plant approximately 3.5 times the number of protected
trees with the same species, except black willow, that are all associated with coast live oak-western
sycamore woodland. Additionally, the proposed plant palette includes four western redbud (cercis
occidentalis), a native tree species, in the northernmost portion of the San Pascual site. Further, the
landscape concept includes extensive planting of native shrub and groundcover species as an understory
to the remaining and newly installed trees. The shrub and groundcover species include those appropriate
for a coast live oak-western sycamore woodland as well as riparian-related species. Understory vegetation,
in combination with trees and large shrubs, is an important component of habitat and its presence creates
higher habitat quality than a similar acreage with no or minimal understory coverage. This is because a
habitat area with multiple layers (i.e., heights) of vegetation provides a greater number and diversity of food
sources and increased cover, perching, foraging, and nesting opportunities. This is in part due to the
provision of a higher number of ecological niches resulting in a greater number and diversity of animal
species that would utilize the site. Additionally, because the proposed plant palette is comprised of solely
native species, the resulting habitat would also better support native wildlife species that have specific,

Environmental Checklist Form

R:\Projects\PAS_Pasaden\3PAS010750\Environmental Documentation\MND\AS Water Reuse_Draft MND-111623.docx 2 '2 0



Arroyo Seco Water Reuse Project
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

specialized habitat requirements. Therefore, coast live oak-western sycamore woodland with robust
understory native vegetation species-the proposed condition, represents a higher quality habitat than the
same trees without the understory vegetation, as in the existing condition. Accordingly, the Project is
expected to result in a net benefit to coast live oak-western sycamore woodland vegetation and other riparian
habitat areas and improve overall habitat functions and values for native species of the region. The number
and type of trees proposed on the conceptual landscape plan may be refined as part of permitting processes
with the affected agencies (i.e., Pasadena and CDFW). However, all required tree replacements to fully
meet each agency’s requirements will be planted and would be located within the Project site.

Although there are no existing special status vegetation types on the San Rafael site, same as discussed
for the San Pasqual site, Implementation of the Project would result in improved habitat functions and values
for native species in the region than a similar acreage in the existing condition, which is comprised solely on
non-native, degraded vegetation communities. Table 14, Comparison of Existing Protected Trees and
Proposed Trees at the San Rafael Site, summarizes the species and number of protected trees and large
shrubs that would be removed and the species proposed to be planted at this site as part of the Project.

TABLE 14
COMPARISON OF EXISTING PROTECTED TREES
AND PROPOSED TREES AT THE SAN RAFAEL SITE

Quantity Quantity Proposed
Tree Species Removed to be Planted
blue elderberry
; 6 6
Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea
coast live oak o N/A 17
Quercus agrifolia
western sycamore N/A 6
Platanus racemosa
Totals 6 29
N/A = not applicable

As shown, as with the San Pascual site, at the San Rafael site the Project proposes to plant almost five
times the number of protected trees with the same species and two complementary species—coast live oak
and western sycamore. As discussed for the San Pascual site, the landscape concept for the San Rafael
site includes extensive planting of native shrub and groundcover species as an understory to the remaining
and newly installed trees, increasing the quality of the habitat substantively compared to the existing
condition. As discussed, the number and type of trees proposed on the conceptual landscape plan may be
refined as part of permitting processes with the affected agencies (i.e., Pasadena and CDFW). However, all
required tree replacements to fully meet each agency’s requirements will be planted and would be located
within the Project site.

As noted above, Project construction would result in temporary impacts related to staging areas. Specifically,
At the San Rafael site, an approximately 0.25 acre across four separate areas adjacent to the Project
footprint would be used for staging. These areas were carefully located to avoid trees and are comprised of
disturbed blue-elderberry-laurel sumac scrub, bare ground, or developed areas. At the San Pascual site, an
approximate 0.50-acre paved parking lot would be used for staging. No special status vegetation types
would be affected by temporary impacts.

Therefore, both temporary and permanent Project impacts on trees, riparian habitat, and/ or other special
status vegetation communities would be considered less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
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Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on State or federally
protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal O X O [
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?

WHY? Jurisdictional resources were delineated as part of the BRA throughout the survey area. Within the
survey area, an interconnected drainage system flows downstream from San Rafael Creek and from the
Arroyo Seco Channel and exits in part via an existing diversion into the San Pascual site and in part
continuing downstream through the Arroyo Seco Channel.

Impacts to ACOE “Waters of the U.S.”

Impacts to U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)* Waters of the United States (WOTUS)® would result
from creating a diversion structure within San Rafael Creek. The proposed Project modifications include
modifying the side wall and channel bottom of the San Rafael Creek to divert water into proposed water
treatment wetlands in areas that are currently uplands. This would be a permanent impact to WOTUS at the
site, though it would not affect flows to downstream waters other than a beneficial impact through improving
the quality of the water flowing into the Arroyo Seco Channel from the San Rafael Creek drainage area.
There would be an increased diversion of stormwater runoff from the San Rafael Creek, at the San Rafael
site, and the Arroyo Seco Channel, at the San Pascual site compared to the existing condition as both BMPs
sites would infiltrate a portion of the diverted water. However, there is no habitat being supported by runoff
downstream of the sites that would be adversely affected by the 320 af average annual water capture for
water supply resulting from Project implementation. Runoff from this watershed drains to over 50 linear miles
of the Los Angeles River, which is largely channelized, and then to the Pacific Ocean.

Permanent impacts to WOTUS would also occur in the San Pascual site from grading activities and
vegetation removal to construct the proposed facilities. A summary of Project impacts related to WOTUS is
provided in Table 15, Summary of Impacts to Waters of the U.S. (USACE Jurisdiction).

Section 404 of the federal Clean Water Act (CWA) regulate activities affecting resources under the jurisdiction of the USACE.
WOTUS under the jurisdiction of the ACOE include navigable coastal and inland waters, lakes, rivers, streams, and their
tributaries; interstate waters and their tributaries; wetlands adjacent to such waters; intermittent streams; and other waters that
could affect interstate commerce,
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TABLE 15
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS TO WATERS OF THE U.S. (USACE JURISDICTION)
Impacts (acres)
San Rafael Arroyo Seco San Pascual
Agency Impact Type Site Channel Site Totals
Wetlands
Existing 0.000 0.000 0.064 0.064
USACE Permanent 0.000 0.000 0.064 0.064
Temporary 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Non-wetland waters
Existing 0.098 2.604 0.219 2.921
USACE Permanent 0.001 0.000 0.219 0.220
Temporary 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
USACE: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Source: Psomas 2023a, Appendix B.

Impacts to RWQCB “Waters of the State”

Impacts to Los Angeles RWQCB “waters of the State largely mirror those of WOTUS. The construction of
a diversion structure is considered a permanent impact to the unvegetated, concrete-lined, San Rafael
Creek. The Project also proposes a concrete cap or bridge over San Rafael Creek. While the USACE
regulates only discharges to jurisdictional waterways, the RWQCB typically considers the installation of
structures that cover channels (such as this concrete cap/bridge) to be a permanent, though indirect, impact
because it may have an impact on water quality. Impacts to jurisdictional “waters of the State” slightly exceed
those of WOTUS at the San Pascual site because the basin includes an existing side channel that drains
adjacent upland areas into the San Pascual site. This side channel is not considered WOTUS but still falls
under the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles RWQCB as an isolated feature. A summary of Project impacts
related to “waters of the State” under the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles RWQCB is provided in Table 16,
Summary of Impacts to Waters of the State (Los Angeles RWQCB Jurisdiction).

TABLE 16
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS TO WATERS OF THE STATE
(LOS ANGELES RWQCB JURISDICTION)

Impacts (acres)
San Rafael Arroyo Seco San Pascual
Agency Impact Type Creek Channel Basin Totals
Wetlands
Existing 0.000 0.000 0.064 0.064
LARWQCB Permanent 0.000 0.000 0.064 0.064
Temporary 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Non-wetland Waters
Existing 0.098 2.604 0.221 2923
LARWQCB Permanent 0.008 0.000 0.221 0.229
Temporary 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
LARWQCB: Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
Source: Psomas 2023a, Appendix B.

6  Section 401 of the Clean Water Act provides the RWQCB with the authority to regulate, through a Water Quality Certification,
any proposed federally permitted activity that may affect water quality. The RWQCB also has jurisdiction over isolated wetlands
and waters of the State under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act.
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Impacts to CDFW Jurisdictional Waters

Impacts to CDFW? jurisdictional waters would result from modifications to San Rafael Creek to create the
diversion structure to allow water to reach the proposed treatment wetlands. The proposed construction of
the concrete cap/bridge over San Rafael Creek would likely not be considered as an impact by the CDFW
because there is no aquatic habitat in the concrete channel. A summary of Project impacts to CDFW
jurisdictional areas is provided in Table 17, Summary of Impacts to CDFW Jurisdictional Waters.

TABLE 17
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS TO CDFW JURISDICTIONAL WATERS
Impacts per Project Area (acres)
San Rafael San Pascual
Agency Impact Type Creek Arroyo Seco Basin Totals
Existing 0.098 3.018 1.798 4.914
CDFW Permanent 0.001 0.000 1.617 1.618
Temporary 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

CDFW: California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Source: Psomas 2023a, Appendix B.

As impacts to jurisdictional waters would result from the Project, as described for each agency above, the
Project would acquire jurisdictional permits pursuant to the Clean Water Act prior to any impacts on
jurisdictional resources. Specifically, prior to any impacts on waters under the regulatory authority of the
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), the Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE), or the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), the City of Pasadena (Pasadena) must prepare and process a
RWQCB Report of Waste Discharge, ACOE 404 application, and a CDFW Section 1602 Notification of Lake
or Streambed Alteration, as applicable. Pasadena must ensure implementation of and compliance with all
measures required by the RWQCB, ACOE, and CDFW permits. Compensatory mitigation may include
restoration (i.e., reestablishment or rehabilitation), establishment (i.e., creation), enhancement, and/or
preservation of jurisdictional resources. Compensatory mitigation may occur through permittee-responsible
mitigation, payment to an in-lieu fee program, or purchase of compensatory mitigation credits from an
approved mitigation bank. As part of the required permitting process, mitigation ratios (i.e., the amount of
mitigation acreage compared to the amount of impacted habitat) would be negotiated with the regulatory
agencies with a minimum 1:1 replacement of impacted jurisdictional resources with jurisdictional resources
of equivalent or higher quality habitat value.

As discussed in Section 1.0, a temporary bridge would span the Arroyo Seco Channel to have access to the
San Rafael site that would accommodate the potential weight of all anticipated construction vehicles. The
abutments on either side of the temporary bridge would not touch the limits of the Channel itself. Therefore,
there would be no impacts to jurisdictional features related to the temporary bridge at the San Rafael site.

Through compliance with required Clean Water Act permitting requirements, potential impacts to protected
wetlands would be reduced to a less than significant level.

7 Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code regulate activities affecting resources under the jurisdiction of the CDFW.
The CDFW has jurisdictional authority over resources associated with rivers, streams, and lakes.

Environmental Checklist Form
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Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established O X O [
native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the
use of native wildlife nursery sites?

WHY? Wildlife movement typically consists of (1) dispersal (e.g., juvenile animals from natal areas or
individuals extending range distributions); (2) seasonal migration; and (3) movements related to home range
activities (e.g., foraging for food or water, defending territories, or searching for mates, breeding areas, or
cover). This movement is necessary to maintain healthy wildlife populations, especially where open space
is limited in size or otherwise isolated from other open space areas.

Wildlife Movement

The Project site is located at the urban-wildland interface. Residential development, stables, community
parks, parking lots, roadways, and flood control facilities surround the area. Within the Project vicinity,
vehicular use is low and pedestrian and/or equestrian use is moderate to high in some areas and low in
others. Vehicular use is typically restricted to maintenance vehicles along the channel and pedestrian use
is mainly limited to the walkways east and north within the survey area.

Wildlife movement through the Project vicinity consist largely of species common in urban or suburban
landscapes such as common birds, flying invertebrates, reptiles, and amphibians able to persist in small
habitat patches and within developed lands as well as mammals such as coyote, common raccoon, striped
skunk, and Virginia opossum, among others. Regional movement for these species may occur to a greater
degree along green belts such as the Arroyo Seco but movement is also expected to occur throughout the
suburban landscape. Implementation of the Project components would not create any additional constraints
to wildlife movement and local wildlife are expected to move throughout the Project sites and surrounding
areas in a similar manner to existing conditions. Therefore, impacts on wildlife movement would be
considered less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

Migratory Bird Treaty Acy

The federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) protects migratory birds and their nests and eggs, both
common and special status. Bird species protected under the provisions of the MBTA are identified by the
List of Migratory Birds (50 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] §10.13, as amended). Birds have the potential
to nest in the vegetation in the survey area, and their nests may be impacted by the Project. In addition to
the MBTA, Sections 3503 and 3503.5 of the California Fish and Game Code protect nesting migratory birds
and raptors. Impacts to nesting birds, both on and adjacent to the Project site, would be considered a
significant impact prior to mitigation. Therefore, if Project construction, on either site, is initiated during the
typical breeding season for nesting birds (i.e., February 1 to September 15) and nesting raptors (i.e., as
early as January 1 for some raptors to June 30), MM BIO-3 requires a pre-construction nesting bird/raptor
survey to ensure compliance with the MBTA and describes the process for protecting any active nests
identified while construction is ongoing. If construction activities are initiated during the non-breeding
season, implementation of MM BIO-3 would not be required and there would be no potential impact to
nesting birds and raptors. With implementation of MM BIO-4, potential impacts to nesting migratory birds
and raptors during their breeding seasons due to Project construction would be reduced to a less than
significant level.
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Roosting Bats

Several bat species may forage throughout the Project sites and roost in mature trees or under bridges.
However, large roosting colonies have not been documented on or near the Project sites and are not
expected to occur. Impacts on individual roosting bats or small colonies (i.e., less than ten individuals) are
a potential constraint on development. Indirect impacts on individual roosting bats or small colonies may
occur with Project implementation and may result in bats avoiding the site temporarily. Therefore, the Project
would implement MM BIO-4, which requires a two-step tree removal process to be implemented to prevent
bat mortality. With implementation of MM BIO-4, potential impacts to roosting bats would be reduced to a
less than significant level.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or | X | O
ordinance?

WHY? The Project includes properties in three cities that regulate impacts to trees: Pasadena, South
Pasadena, and Los Angeles, as discussed below. Many of these trees are also subject to regulation by the
CDFW, as previously discussed in Threshold 2.4(b). Exhibit 18, Tree Impacts at San Rafael Site, and Exhibit
19, Tree Impacts at San Pascual Site, show the location, survey number, and species of all trees within the
survey area. Trees within the disturbance footprint are shown, including those with tree protection areas that
would be avoided and protected in place as part of the Project.

City of Pasadena

Trees that are regulated by Pasadena are described in Chapter 8.52, City Trees and Tree Protection
Ordinance, of the Pasadena Municipal Code, hereinafter referred to as the Pasadena Tree Ordinance.
Under the Pasadena Tree Ordinance, removal of or injury to any protected trees requires a permit from
Pasadena. Protected trees are defined in Section 8.52.020(T) as “a native, specimen, landmark, landmark-
eligible, mature (except for the trees in RS or RM-12 zones), or public tree”. Additionally, the Pasadena Tree
Ordinance states that “Special consideration shall be afforded mature, public, landmark, landmark-eligible,
native and specimen trees as set forth in this chapter’#Native trees that are specified in the Pasadena Tree
Ordinance include California buckeye (Aesculus californica), white alder (Alnus rhombifolia), Southern
California black walnut (Juglans californica), native oaks (coast live oak [Quercus agrifolia], scrub oak [Q.
berberidifolia], canyon oak [Q. chrysolepis], Engelmann oak [Q. engelmannii], and valley oak [Q. lobatal)),
western sycamore (Platanus racemosa), Fremont cottonwood (Populus fremonttii), black cottonwood
(Populus trichocarpa), arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis), and California bay laurel (Umbellularia californica).
Replacement requirements under the Pasadena Tree Ordinance are determined on a case-by-case basis
by a matrix in which the quantity of replacement trees to be required is based on the size of trees to be
removed and the size of trees that are subsequently planted.

A total of 6 trees, all native blue elderberry, would be removed at the San Rafael site and all fall under
Pasadena’s jurisdiction, as summarized in Table 18, Trees Proposed for Removal Protected by the
Pasadena Tree Ordinance. The data in each table summarizing protected trees is presented consistent with
the data required to be documented under each city’s tree ordinance.
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TABLE 18
TREES PROPOSED FOR REMOVAL PROTECTED BY THE PASADENA TREE
ORDINANCE
Canopy
Tree # Main Sum of Trunk | Height Diameter | Health | Aesthetic
No. Tree Species Trunks | DBH (in) DBH (in) (ft) (ft) Rating Rating
523 blue elderberry. 3 12.4,5.5, 230 40 30 3 3
Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea 51
526 | Plue elderberry 2 9.6, 5.7 15.3 10 25 3 3
Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea
527 | blue elderberry 1 211 21.1 25 30 3 3
Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea
52g | blue elderberry 1 15.1 15.1 30 20 3 3
Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea
529 | blue elderberry 2 13.9, 6.2 20.1 30 25 3 3
Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea
530 blue elderberry. 3 12.4,12.2, 314 30 30 3 3
Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea 6.8

Aesthetics/Health Rating: 1=Very Poor, 2=Poor, 3=Fair, 4=Good, and 5=Excellent

DBH: diameter at breast height; in: inches; ft: feet

Note: Tree numbers identify individual surveyed trees and match data in Tree Report, which is an attachment to the BRA in Appendix B.
Source: Psomas 2023a (Appendix B)

The Project would implement MMs BIO-1 and BIO-2, which define the requirements and processes to
protect special status natural resources (which includes the California black walnut situated near the San
Rafael site) and trees, respectively, to be preserved on-site during construction process. With
implementation of MMs BIO-1 and BIO-2 and compliance with Pasadena Tree Ordinance requirements,
potential impacts to City of Pasadena trees would be reduced to a less than significant level.

City of South Pasadena

South Pasadena regulates impacts to “protected trees” that are defined in Section 34.1 of the South
Pasadena Municipal Code, hereafter referred to as the South Pasadena Tree Ordinance. Protected trees
include heritage trees (historically significant trees as determined by the City of South Pasadena); any tree
species with a dbh of 12 inches or more; any oak tree species with a minimum dbh of 4 inches; all native
tree species with minimum dbh of 4 inches; and shrubs that are at least 16 feet tall with a single trunk that
has a dbh of 4 inches or more. For the Project, South Pasadena considered all native tree and shrub species
meeting the applicable size requirements (i.e., branch diameter and/or height) within their jurisdiction on the
San Pascual site to be considered protected under the South Pasadena Tree Ordinance. Replacement tree
requirements are based on a matrix that is similar to the procedure used Pasadena. A total of 27 trees would
be removed or encroached upon that fall under South Pasadena’s jurisdiction, as summarized in Table 19,
Tree Proposed for Removal Protected by the South Pasadena Tree Ordinance.
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TABLE 19
TREES PROPOSED FOR REMOVAL PROTECTED BY THE SOUTH PASADENA TREE
ORDINANCE
Height Range | Canopy Diameter
Tree No. Tree Species Quantity | DBH Range (in) (ft) Range (ft)
308, 309, 316, western sycamore
322, 361 Platanus racemosa 5 5.0-63.7 20-60 8-40
304, 306, 307, 312, | coast live oak
315, 356, 374 Quercus agrifolia 7 8.0-33.1 30-60 8-40
310, 313, 375, black willow
380 through 384 |  Salix gooddingii 8 4.0-15.0 20-35 10-20
347, 365 arroyo willow 2 16.5 25 15
Salix lasiolepis
350, 353, 354, blue elderberry
366, 377 Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea 5 6.5-26.0 10-25 10-25
DBH: diameter at breast height; in: inches; ft: feet
Source: Psomas 2023a (Appendix B)

To reduce impacts to trees to be protected in place during construction, the Project would implement MM
BIO-2 that defines the process to protect trees to be preserved on-site during the construction process. With
implementation of MM BIO-2 and compliance with South Pasadena Tree Ordinance requirements, potential
impacts to South Pasadena trees would be reduced to a less than significant level.

City of Los Angeles

Los Angeles regulates trees that are designated as “protected trees” as defined by Section 17.02 of the Los
Angeles Municipal Code, hereafter referred to as the Los Angeles Tree Ordinance. This category includes
all native oak trees, Southern California black walnuts, western sycamores, California bay laurels, toyon
(Heteromeles arbutifolia), and blue elderberry (Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea) that have a minimum trunk
dbh of 4 inches. Additionally, Los Angeles requires that all non-protected trees with a minimum dbh of
8 inches are documented. A total of 9 trees would be removed or encroached upon that fall under Los
Angeles’ jurisdiction, as summarized in Table 20, Tree Proposed for Removal Protected by the Los Angeles
Tree Ordinance.

2-28 Environmental Checklist Form
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TABLE 20
TREES PROPOSED FOR REMOVAL PROTECTED
BY THE LOS ANGELES TREE ORDINANCE

Sum of Canopy

Tree # Main Trunk DBH | Height | Diameter | Health | Aesthetic

No. Tree Species Trunks DBH (in) (in) (ft) (ft) Rating Rating

306 |Coastliveoak =~ 1 20.3 20.3 30 30 5 4
Quercus agrifolia

3p7 |Plue elderberry 2 3.0,15 45 15 12 4 3
Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea

32g | blue elderberry 3 54,5323 13.0 15 10 3 3
Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea

335 | Plue elderberry 1 8.2 8.2 18 12 4 4
Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea

340 |blue elderberry 1 13.2 13.2 12 15 3 3
Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea

blue elderberry 45,42, 3.0,
341 Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea 5 20,20 15.7 15 10 3 2
blue elderberry 4.2,4.2,30,

342 . 9 1.5,1.5,1.0, 18.4 15 10 3 2
Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea 1010 1.0

343 | blue elderberry 1 15.0 15.0 35 18 4 4
Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea

344 |Plue elderberry 2 41,36 7.7 18 10 4 3
Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea

Aesthetics/Health Rating: 1=Very Poor, 2=Poor, 3=Fair, 4=Good, and 5=Excellent
DBH: diameter at breast height; in: inches; ft: feet

Source: Psomas 2023a. Appendix B.

Construction at the San Pascual site would require removal of one Shamel ash (Fraxinus uhdei) and five
Mexican fan palms (Washingtonia robusta) that occur within the City of Los Angeles limits. However, these
tree species are not considered protected by the Los Angeles Tree Ordinance. The Project would implement
MM BIO-2, which defines the process to protect trees to be preserved on-site during construction. With
implementation of MM BIO-2 and compliance with Los Angeles Tree Ordinance requirements, potential
impacts to Los Angeles trees would be reduced to a less than significant level.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

f)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other O O ] X
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

WHY? The Project does not conflict with any Significant Ecological Areas, Wildflower Reserve Areas, or
Sensitive Environmental Resource Areas, as none exists within the Project site. There are no adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan or Natural Community Conservation Plan within the Project area. Therefore, the
Project would not conflict with any local, regional, or State plans protecting biological resources. There would
be no impact, and no mitigation is required.
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MITIGATION MEASURES

MM BIO-1

MM BIO-2

MM BIO-3

Biological Monitoring. Prior to initiation of Project construction activities, a qualified
Biologist shall ensure the limits of construction are clearly marked in the field in the vicinity of
natural resources, such as the California black walnut situated near the San Rafael site and
jurisdictional drainages, to avoid impacts to special status natural resources being protected
in place during construction. Field marking shall include 4-foot high, orange, construction
safety fencing (snow fencing) staked at sufficient intervals to prevent failure. Safety fencing
shall be maintained throughout the construction phase by the Contractor and replaced or
moved as needed. The biologist shall monitor work activities on the first day of construction,
during all vegetation removal, and on an as-needed basis thereafter.

Trees. All trees to be preserved on-site during the construction process shall have the
following measures implemented:

o Prior to initiation of construction activities, protective fencing shall be placed around
the critical root zone (five feet outside the outer canopy) of all trees that are in the
Project construction area and are intended to remain in place. No ground disturbance
or storage of construction materials should occur within the critical root zone during
construction.

o A Certified Arborist shall be retained to monitor construction activities of any ground
disturbance planned within or adjacent to the critical root zone for any tree to be
preserved during construction.

Nesting Birds/Raptors. The Project shall be conducted in compliance with the conditions
set forth in the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and California Fish and Game Code with
methods approved by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and California Department
of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) to protect active bird/raptor nests. To avoid impacts on active
nests for common and special status birds and raptors, no vegetation removal or ground-
disturbing activities shall occur during avian breeding season which generally runs from
February 1 through September 15 (as early as January 1 for some raptors). The applicant
shall schedule vegetation clearing during the non-breeding season (i.e., September 16 to
December 31) to the extent feasible. If Project timing requires that vegetation clearing occur
between February 1 and September 15, the applicant or its designee shall retain a qualified
Biologist to conduct a pre-construction survey for nesting birds and raptors. The pre-
construction survey shall be conducted by a qualified Biologist within three days prior to
vegetation clearing. The pre-construction nesting bird survey area shall include the Project
impact area (i.e., disturbance footprint) plus a 250-foot buffer to search for nesting birds and
a 500-foot buffer to search for nesting raptors. If no active nests are found, no further
mitigation would be required.

If an active nest is located in the pre-construction nesting bird survey area, the Biologist shall
delineate an appropriate buffer to protect the nest based on the sensitivity of the species. A
minimum 300-foot no disturbance buffer shall be used around each active bird nest. A
protective buffer of 500 feet shall be used to protect nesting raptors and 0.5 mile for special
status species (e.g., California Endangered Species Act [CESA]-listed), if feasible. If
appropriate, a smaller buffer may be considered around active nests that are not considered
special status species (e.g., CESA-listed). Adjustments to the buffer size may be based on
site topography, existing disturbance, sensitivity of the individuals (established by observing
the individuals at the nest), and the type of construction activity. Personnel working on the
Project, including all contractors working on site, shall be instructed on the presence of
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nesting birds, area sensitivity, and adherence to no-disturbance buffers. No construction
activities shall be allowed in the designated buffer until the Biologist determines that nesting
activity has ended. Construction may proceed within the buffer once the Biologist determines
that nesting activity has ceased (i.e., fledglings have left the nest or the nest has failed). The
designated buffer will be clearly marked in the field and will be mapped as Environmentally
Sensitive Areas (ESAs) on construction plans.

Prior to the initiation of construction activities, an email summary of the results shall be
submitted to the City of Pasadena with a map of any active nests found and their designated
buffers. Construction shall be allowed to proceed if appropriate buffer distances are employed
for all active nests. The Biologist shall then prepare a formal Letter Report describing
methods used, results of the survey, recommended buffers, and/or justification for buffer
reductions. The Letter Report shall be submitted to the City of Pasadena within one week of
completion of the survey. If an active nest is observed during the survey, the Letter Report
shall include a map showing the designated protective buffer.

MM BIO-4 Bats. A two-step tree removal process shall be implemented to prevent bat mortality. Prior
to tree removal, a qualified biologist shall conduct a pre-construction bat habitat assessment.
If the tree potentially supports roosting bats, at the direction of the biologist, some level of
disturbance (such as trimming of lower branches of trees) shall be applied three days prior
to removal to allow bats to escape. The trees shall be removed on day three (i.e., there shall
be no less or more than two nights between initial disturbance and the tree removal). On
each of the three days of the tree removal process, the tree to be removed will be visually
inspected by a qualified biologist to confirm no bats are roosting immediately prior to removal.

2.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES

Information in this section is based upon the records searches and literature reviews of information available
from the South-Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) and the Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC). The results of the cultural resources assessment are presented below, and supporting
documentation is provided in Appendix C of this IS/MND.

Existing Conditions

A literature review of documents on file at the SCCIC at California State University, Fullerton was completed
on January 18, 2022. The results of the records search identified 22 previously studies that have been
conducted within a half-mile of the Project sites, which includes 7 previous studies (LA-06334, LA-06385,
LA-08252, LA-08928, LA-10541, LA-11231, LA-11529) covering the Project sites, which are described in
more detail in Table 21, Cultural Resource Studies Including the Project Sites. In general, prior studies within
a half-mile of the Project site consist of archaeological field studies and literature reviews,
management/planning, architectural and historical evaluation, cultural resources mitigation monitoring and
other research conducted between 1986 and 2009.
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TABLE 21
CULTURAL RESOURCE STUDIES INCLUDING THE PROJECT SITES

Report No Affiliation Year Author Title
LA-06334 Greenyvood and 2002 Kinkella, Below the Basketball Court: Burial Recovery at Arroyo Seco Park
Associates Andrew
LA-06385 Historic Resources 2001 McAvoy, Section 106 Review for 5568 Via Marison Avenue Arroyo Seco
Group Christy J. Park Historic District Los Angeles, California
\?Vnyﬂﬂﬁrk’e“ls%mn Request for Determination of Eligibility for Inclusion in the
LA-08252 | Caltrans 1986 St; hen an;j National Register of Historic Places/Historic Bridges in California:
epnhen, Concrete Arch, Suspension, Steel Girder and Steel Arch
Pierzinski
A Phase | (CEQA) and Class lii (NEPA) Cultural Resources
McK Investigation for the Lower Arroyo Seco Trail and Trailhead
LA-08928 | McKenna et al. 2007 J c er;tnaA Improvements Project Area in the City of Pasadena, Los Angeles
eanette A. County, California
Dolan. Christ d Finding of Effect for the Proposed Arroyo Seco Bike Path, Los
LA-10541 | o20an Lhnsty and 1 5505 | EDAW, Inc. Angeles County, California
Monica Strauss
Historic American Engineering Record Arroyo Seco Flood Control
LA-11231 | Meiser, M.K. 2009 | EDAW, Inc. Channel, Los Angeles County, California
Depart t of Arroyo Seco Channel Project in the cities of Los Angeles and
LA-11529 | Castanon, David 2008 epartment 0 Pasadena, Los Angeles County, California

the Army

Source: SCCIC 2022

The SCCIC records searches also identified one previously recorded archaeological resource (as opposed
to study) within a half-mile of the Project sites (see Table 22, Previously Recorded Cultural Resources Within
a Half-Mile of the Project Sites, below). The archaeological resource is a precontact site (prior to the arrival
of Europeans) and documented as a lithic scatter (remnants of tool stone production) site with an ancestral
Gabrielino/Tongva cemetery. No archeological resources were identified within the Project sites.

Additionally, three non-archaeological resources (P-19-186859, P-19-189325, P-19-190590) were identified
within the Project sites. The non-archaeological resources include one historic-era built environment site
and two historic-era districts. The historic-era built environment resource is the Arroyo Seco Flood Control
Channel. The historic-era districts consist of the Arroyo Seco Park District and the Pasadena Arroyo Parks
and Recreation District. The three non-archaeological cultural resources identified within the Project sites
are briefly discussed further below in the impacts analysis.
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TABLE 22
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED CULTURAL RESOURCES
WITHIN A HALF-MILE OF THE PROJECT SITES

Primary Proximity to
Number Trinomial Resource Description Recording of Events Project Site
P-19-003057 | CA-LAN-003057 | Prehistoric: Arroyo Seco/San Pascual John M. Foster, Greenwood & .
. : Outside
Site Associates (2002)
P-19-186859 ) Historic: Arroyo Seco Flood Control EDAW (2003) Within
Channel
P-19-189325 - Historic: Arroyo Seco Park District McEvoy (2000) Within
P-19-190509 ) HIStOFICZ' Pasellde'na Arroyo Parks and Pasadena Heritage (2007) Within
Recreation District
Source: SCCIC 2022

A Sacred Lands File (SLF) search was requested from the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC)
on November 23, 2021. On January 12, 2022, the NAHC replied that the results of the SLF check conducted
through the NAHC are positive for sacred land within the vicinity of the Project sites, and to contact the
Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians — Kizh Nation. Additionally, the NAHC provided a list of nine Native
American tribes or individuals to contact for further information.

Impacts Analysis

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a [ [ [ ¢
historical resource pursuant to Section 15064.5?

WHY? Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines generally defines a historic resource as a resource that is
(1) listed in or determined to be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (California
Register); (2) included in a local register of historical resources (pursuant to Section 5020.1(k) of the Public
Resources Code); or (3) identified as significant in an historical resources survey (meeting the criteria in
Section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code). Additionally, any object, building, structure, site, area,
place, record, or manuscript that a lead agency determines to be historically significant or significant in the
architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural
annals of California may be considered to be an historical resource, provided the lead agency’s
determination is supported by substantial evidence in light of the whole record. Generally, a resource shall
be considered by the lead agency to be “historically significant” if the resource meets the criteria for listing
on the California Register. The California Register automatically includes all properties listed in the NRHP
and those formally determined to be eligible for listing in the National Register.

As stated above, the records search identified three non-archaeological resources (P-19-186859, P-19-
189325, P-19-190590) within the Project sites. These are built environment resources and are each
discussed below.
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P-19-186859

Cultural resource P-19-186859 is the Arroyo Seco Flood Control Channel. The Channel is a 10-mile-long
masonry-lined open channel with two soft-bottom natural segments. This Channel extends from the base of
the Devil’'s Gate Dam to its confluence at the Los Angeles River. The channelization of the Arroyo Seco was
completed in 1947. This Channel was recommended eligible for the NRHP by M. Strauss in 2003 under
Criterion A. The Project would not directly or indirectly impact the Arroyo Seco Flood Control Channel.

P-19-189325

Cultural resource P-19-189325 is the Arroyo Seco Park District. The Arroyo Seco Park District consists of a
series of contiguous parks extending along the Arroyo Seco from San Pascual Avenue on the north to
Pasadena Avenue on the south. These parks include the existing Heritage Square Park, Lummis Park,
Sycamore Grove Park, the northern portion of the Ernest E. Debs Regional Park, and Arroyo Seco Park (the
site of the Project). Parts of the Arroyo Seco Park District are traversed by the Pasadena Freeway, previously
determined eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) in 1983. Several buildings and
structures are located within the Arroyo Seco Park District. The arroyo waterway is confined to a concrete
flood control drainage channel through its length. The drainage Channel and many of the buildings and
structures reflect the type of construction common to public works and federal relief projects in the 1930s.

The San Rafael site falls within the boundaries of the Arroyo Seco Park District, specifically, within the Arroyo
Seco Park. The District Record (HRG 2000) states the following about the Arroyo Seco Park, and does not
identify character-defining features for Arroyo Seco Park:

Completion of the Pasadena Freeway and subsequent development along the Arroyo Seco
has diminished the distinctive character of Arroyo Seco Park’s original plan as first envisioned
in 1931. Although the area of the park remains intact, the park’s boundaries are no longer
consistent with its original design and several large sections have assumed other names.
Nevertheless, Arroyo Seco Park remains a testament to Los Angeles’ efforts to develop a
municipal park and parkway system along the Arroyo Seco in the 1920s and 1930s. The
WPAs involvement is an added level of significance, as these efforts were largely made
possible by the New Deal Federal relief programs of the 1930s.

The contributing elements identified for the District Record include the Bowling Clubhouse (1938), Comfort
Station (1932), Watch’an's House (1932), Service Buildings, Sheds, and Yard (1932), 5 Tennis Courts
(1932), Paved Walks and Drives, and Mature Trees (i.e., Firehorn, California pepper, California native
sycamores, and eucalyptus). As discussed further in Section 2.4, Biological Resources, there are no trees
of these species proposed to be removed on the San Rafael site (see Table 14). Although the Project would
remove some mature trees (a total of six blue elderberry), the removals would occur in an area that currently
lacks a formal landscape design. As discussed in detail in Section 2.4, Biological Resources, implementation
of the Project would result in a net increase of trees and native vegetation present at this site. Additionally,
the Project would reflect a formal landscape design that is intended to present a naturalized but aesthetically
pleasing visual condition. The existing equestrian/pedestrian perimeter trails would remain and be
enhanced, and all upgrades to the existing circulation system and other features on the San Rafael site
would be made in conformance with the Arroyo Seco Design Guidelines. The trails would continue to serve
as important paths of circulation throughout the Park and help to maintain its historic use. Therefore, the
Project would not directly or indirectly impact the Arroyo Seco Park District or any contributing resources.

P-19-190590

Cultural resource P-19-190590 is the Pasadena Arroyo Parks and Recreation District (District). The District
currently includes 81 structures and is included on the NRHP. A total of 24 of the 81 structures are
considered contributing structures to the Pasadena Arroyo Parks and Recreation District. The Arroyo Seco
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Flood Control Channel is not considered a contributing resource since it is not associated in the context of
parks and recreation at the local level. Major character-defining features of the District include numerous
buildings and structures, none of which occurs within the San Rafael site, and the trail circulation system
that connects the entire District. The closest contributing structure to the Project site is the San Rafael
Bridge, located approximately 70 feet north (upstream) of the San Rafael site at the nearest points. However,
this structure has no potential to be impacted by the Project and would not be used for construction vehicle
access or staging. The only character-defining feature within Project site are portions of the Arroyo Seco
Trail. However, any improvements made to the trail as part of the Project would not alter the historic function
or circulation of the trails and would be completed in conformance with the Arroyo Seco Design Guidelines.
Therefore, the Project would not directly or indirectly impact the Pasadena Arroyo Parks and Recreation
District or any contributing resources.

No other historic resources were identified on or within one-half mile of the Project sites. No on-site
structures meet the 50-year construction age criterion for historic evaluation, that have not already been
assessed. Therefore, no impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an [ X [ [
archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5?

WHY? As discussed above, there are no known archaeological sites on the Project sites. The SCCIC record
search and literature review did identify one cultural resource within the one-half-mile search radius of the
Project sites. Cultural Resource P-19-003057 is a multicomponent (precontact and historic-era)
archaeological site known as the Arroyo Seco/San Pascual Site. This archaeological site was documented
in 2002 and consists of precontact lithic scatters (debris left from the manufacturing of stone tools).
Ethnographic data (McKenna et al. 2007:28), from the local Native American community has identified this
part of Arroyo Seco as “MKat’, meaning rocky, and suggest the area was used by the Indigenous
Californians to quarry stone to produce tools. Human burials dating to the precontact era were also
documented at this site. The historic component is related to Rancho San Pascual and the Mission San
Gabriel. However, implementation of the Project would have no impact on this site. Nevertheless, excavation
in native (i.e., previously undisturbed) soils always has the potential to encounter unknown, intact,
archaeological resources, which would be considered a significant impact. Therefore, MM CUL-1, which
requires monitoring of earthmoving activities in native (i.e., undisturbed) soils and describes the treatment
of intact archaeological resources that may be inadvertently discovered during construction. With
implementation of MM CUL-1, there would be less than significant impacts to unknown archaeological
resources.

Ri\Projects\PAS_Pasaden\3PAS010750\Environmen tal Document tation\MND\AS Water Reuse_Draft MND-111623.docx 2-35 Environmental Checklist Form



Arroyo Seco Water Reuse Project
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries? [ [ X [

WHY? There are no known human remains on the sites. The Project sites are not part of a formal cemetery
and are not known to have been used for burial of historic or prehistoric human remains. Thus, the Project
would not impact known human remains or cemeteries; however, unknown human remains could potentially
be buried within the Project sites below the surface. If human remains are encountered during Project
construction, those remains would require proper treatment, in accordance with applicable laws. Sections
7050.5 through 7055 of the California Health and Safety Code describe the general provisions for human
remains. Specifically, Section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code describes the protocols to be
followed if human remains are accidentally discovered during excavation of a site. In addition, the
requirements and procedures set forth in Section 5097.98 of the California Public Resources Code would
be implemented. If human remains are found during excavation, construction activities must stop in the
vicinity of the find and in any area that is reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains until the County
Coroner has been notified; the remains have been investigated; and appropriate recommendations have
been made for the treatment and disposition of the remains. Following compliance with State regulations,
which detail the appropriate actions necessary in the event human remains are encountered, potential
impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

MITIGATION MEASURES

MM CUL-1  Prior to the initiation of any earthmoving activity in which native soil is disturbed, the City shall
be responsible for retaining a qualified Archaeologist to observe grading activities and to
salvage and catalogue archaeological resources, as necessary. The Archaeologist shall be
present at the pre-grade conference, shall establish procedures for archaeological resource
surveillance, and shall establish, in cooperation with the City or its designee, procedures for
temporarily halting or redirecting work to permit the sampling, identification, and evaluation
of any discovered artifacts as appropriate. If archaeological resources are found to be
significant pursuant to Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the Archaeologist shall
determine appropriate actions, in cooperation with the City or its designee, for exploration
and/or recovery. The Archaeologist shall also prepare a report of findings. The report shall
include the period of inspection, an analysis of any artifacts found, and the present repository
of the artifacts. The Archaeologist shall prepare excavated material to the point of
identification and curation. The City or its designee shall pay curatorial fees associated with
the cost of curation.
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2.6 ENERGY

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy O O X |
resources, during project construction or operation?

WHY? The Project would result in energy consumption from the construction phase related to construction
equipment use and vehicle trips, including worker trips, equipment delivery, and export of demolition debris
and excavated soil.

Project construction would require the use of construction equipment for grading and building activities. All
off-road construction equipment is assumed to use diesel fuel. Construction also includes the vehicles of
construction workers and vendors traveling to and from the Project site. Off-road construction equipment
use was calculated from the equipment data (mix, hours per day, horsepower, load factor, and days per
phase) provided in the CalEEMod construction output files which informed the air quality and greenhouse
gas emissions analyses and is included in Appendix A, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Data.
The total horsepower hours for the Project was then multiplied by fuel usage estimates per hours of
construction activities included in the OFFROAD2017 Model (see Appendix D, Energy Data).

Fuel consumption from construction worker, vendor, and delivery/haul trucks was calculated using the trip
rates and distances provided in the CalEEMod construction output files. Total vehicle miles traveled (VMT)
was then calculated for each type of construction-related trip and divided by the corresponding miles per
gallon factor using CARB’s EMissions FACtor (EMFAC) 2021 model. EMFAC provides the total annual VMT
and fuel consumed for each vehicle type. Construction vendor and delivery/haul trucks were assumed to be
heavy-duty diesel trucks. Table 23, Energy Use During Construction, provides an estimate of diesel and
gasoline fuel consumption during Project construction.

TABLE 23
ENERGY USE DURING CONSTRUCTION
Source Gasoline (gallons) Diesel Fuel (gallons)
Off-road construction equipment 0 12,950
Worker commute trips 1,852 2
On-road haul trips 1 1,132
Totals' 1,853 14,085

"Totals may be affected by rounding.
Sources: Based on data from CalEEMod, OFFROAD2007 and EMFAC2021. See Appendix A for CalEEMod
data and Appendix D for energy calculations.

Fuel energy consumed during construction would be temporary, finite, and this amount of fuel consumption
would not represent a substantial demand on energy resources. Furthermore, there are no unusual Project
characteristics that would necessitate the use of construction equipment that would be less energy efficient
than at comparable construction sites in other parts of California. Therefore, the Project’s construction would
not result in inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary fuel consumption.
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Operation of the Project would use nominal amounts of energy from infrequent, inspection- and
maintenance-related vehicle trips. In addition, electricity would be used for a small flow pump that would be
used year-round, other pumps that would be used during rainy days and once every three weeks to ensure
proper operation, and the water harvester and related infrastructure. Vehicle trips and electricity use is not
considered to require a wasteful or inefficient use of energy because it would develop additional water
infiltration and treatment for the local area, as well as provide treated stormwater to irrigate Arroyo Seco
Golf Course. Therefore, the Project’'s operation would not result in inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary
energy or fuel consumption. There would be less than significant impacts, and no mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
b) Conflict with or obstruct a State or local plan for renewable
energy or energy efficiency? [ [ [ X

WHY? As Pasadena is the CEQA lead agency, the following analysis considers the City of Pasadena’s policy
documents. The Project is consistent with Pasadena’s Comprehensive Water Conservation Plan as well as
Pasadena Water and Power's (PWPs) Water Integrated Resources Plan (WIRP), both of which call for
measures to increase water conservation and increasing local water supplies. In addition, the Project is
consistent with Pasadena’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) emission reduction strategy and its Green City Action
Plan, both of which include water conservation by improving storm water infiltration and urban greening.
Consistency with specific measures identified in the CAP are presented in Section 2.8, Greenhouse Gas
Emissions, of this document.

The Project would develop a natural water treatment and infiltration option which would capture and treat
100 percent of dry-weather flows. The use of a nature-based water treatment and infiltration option would
result in conservation of energy resources compared to a fully engineered or structural water treatment
option. As discussed above, the Project would not involve excessive long-term energy use. As such, the
Project would not obstruct implementation of the City’s policies related to increased energy use and,
consequently, would neither obstruct nor conflict with City or State policies related to energy use. There
would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.

MITIGATION MEASURES
There would be no significant impacts related to energy, and no mitigation is required.

27 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Information in this section is derived from the Geotechnical Evaluation, San Rafael Treatment Wetland,
Arroyo Seco Water Reuse and National Stream Restoration Project, Pasadena, California (San Rafael
Geotechnical Evaluation) and Geotechnical Evaluation, San Pascual Treatment Wetland, Arroyo Seco
Water Reuse and National Stream Restoration Project, Pasadena, California (San Pascual Geotechnical
Evaluation), both dated June 2022 and prepared by Ninyo & Moore (Ninyo & Moore 2022a, 2022b,
respectively). The Geotechnical Evaluations are provided in their entirety in Appendices E-1 and E-2).
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Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact 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.

WHY? The numerous faults in Southern California include active, potentially active, and inactive faults. The
criteria for these major groups are based on criteria developed by the California Geological Survey (CGS)
for the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone Program. An active fault is defined as one that has had surface
displacement within Holocene time (about the last 11,700 years). A potentially active fault has demonstrated
surface displacement during Quaternary time (approximately the last 1.6 million years) but has had no
known Holocene movement. Faults that have not moved in the last 1.6 million years are considered inactive.
Surface fault rupture is the offset or rupturing of the ground surface by relative displacement across a fault
during an earthquake.

The San Rafael site is not within an Alquist-Priolo Zone, nor do traces of any known active or potentially
active faults traverse through or project toward the site. The nearest mapped active fault to the San Rafael
site is the Raymond fault located approximately 0.4 mile to the south. Therefore, the potential for surface
rupture is relatively low at this location. However, lurching or cracking of the ground surface due to nearby
seismic events is possible (Ninyo & Moore 2022a).

The San Pascual site is located within an Alquist-Priolo Zone associated with the Raymond fault and is
possibly underlain by one or more active splays of this fault. According to the California Geological Study
(CGS) Fault Evaluation Report (FER) prepared for the Raymond fault, the fault is buried by the younger
alluvial deposits where it crosses Arroyo Seco. Previous studies discussed in the FER have mapped
potential (inferred) locations of the fault beneath Arroyo Seco. Many of these inferred locations cross
beneath the southern end and/or middle section of the San Pascual site. Accordingly, the potential for
surface rupture at the site during an earthquake along this section of the Raymond fault is considered high.
Lurching or cracking of the ground surface due to seismic events on other nearby faults, or deeper
earthquakes along the Raymond fault, is also possible at the San Pascual site (Ninyo & Moore 2022b). The
Golf Course maintenance yard is not within an Alquist-Priolo Zone. Exhibit 20, Raymond Fault at San
Pascual, shows the location of the San Pascual site, as well as upstream and downstream areas that
encompass the San Rafael and Golf Course maintenance yard, relative to the Raymond Fault Alquist-Priolo
Zone.

The potential for surface rupture, lurching, or cracking is an existing seismic hazard that affects the BMP
sites, and the Project would not exacerbate this condition. The Project would not involve construction of
habitable structures or structures whose height, mass, or materials would pose a hazard in the event of an
earthquake that results in ground displacement. The Geotechnical Evaluations concluded implementation
of the Project was feasible given the geotechnical recommendations are incorporated into its design and
construction (Ninyo & Moore 2022a, 2022b). Earthquake-resistant design and materials used in new
construction must meet the current seismic engineering standards of the California Building Code (CBC)
requirements in effect at the time of design and construction of the Project. Compliance with these standards
would reduce the risk to people and structures to the maximum extent practicable under current engineering
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practice. The Geotechnical Evaluations outline the site- and Project-specific requirements for each site to
meet CBC standards. The proposed Project would not directly or indirectly cause substantial adverse effects
due to surface rupture. There would be a less than significant impact and no mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: N N X N
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

WHY? The Project site is located in the seismically active southern California region and could be subjected
to moderate to strong ground shaking in the event of an earthquake on one of the many active faults. As
discussed in Threshold 2.7(a)(i), the active Raymond Fault is located approximately 0.4 mile south of the
San Rafael site and one or more active splays of the Raymond Fault possibly underlie the San Pascual site.
Consistent with its location in a seismically active region and the proximity to active faults capable of
producing an earthquake event of moment magnitude (M) of 6.0 or greater, the Geotechnical Evaluations
for both sites site concluded the Project area has a high potential to experience strong ground shaking
(Ninyo & Moore 2022a, 2022b).

Seismic ground shaking from major earthquakes in the region is not anticipated to be greater than at other
sites in Southern California. The potential for strong ground shaking is an existing seismic hazard that affects
the site, and the Project would not exacerbate this condition. Also, the Project would not involve construction
of habitable structures or structures whose height, mass, or materials would pose a hazard in the event of
an earthquake. The Geotechnical Evaluations concluded implementation of the Project was feasible given
the geotechnical recommendations are incorporated into its design and construction (Ninyo & Moore 2022a,
2022b). Earthquake-resistant design and materials used in new construction must meet the current seismic
engineering standards of the CBC requirements in effect at the time of design and construction of the Project.
Compliance with these standards would reduce the risk to people and structures to the maximum extent
practicable under current engineering practice. The Geotechnical Evaluation outlines the site- and Project-
specific requirements for each site to meet CBC standards. The proposed Project would not directly or
indirectly cause substantial adverse effects due to strong seismic ground shaking. There would be a less than
significant impact and no mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: O O X N
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

WHY? Liquefaction is a phenomenon in which loose, saturated or near saturated, relatively cohesionless
soil deposits at depths less than 50 feet lose shear strength during strong ground motions of sufficient
duration. The Geotechnical Evaluation for the San Rafael site included review of the Seismic Hazard Zone
Map prepared by the CGS, and determined the southern portion of the San Rafael site and all of the San
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Pascual site and Arroyo Seco Golf Course are located in areas mapped as being potentially susceptible to
liquefaction (refer to Appendices D-1 and D-2). However, it is noted that this Evaluation was performed for
the San Rafael site concept situated fully on the east side of San Rafael Creek. Nonetheless, the geologic
and seismic conditions documented in the Geotechnical Evaluation also apply to the portion of the San
Rafael site now situated on the west side of the Creek. Geotechnical conditions do not typically change
substantively within the immediate geographic area. The Seismic Hazard Zone Map indicates the portion of
the San Rafael site west of the Creek, as well as the San Pascual site and Arroyo Seco Golf Course, is
within an area mapped as susceptible to liquefaction.

However, based on Ninyo & Moore’s understanding of the proposed improvements and because the Project
does not meet the requirements of a “project” per the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act, an evaluation of the
potential for liquefaction and liquefaction-related risks, including dynamic settlement and lateral spread were
not included in the Geotechnical Evaluations. In addition, due to the existence of shallow formational (i.e.,
bedrock) material at both sites it was concluded that soil liquefaction is not a design consideration for the
Project. Finally, the Geotechnical Evaluations concluded implementation of the Project was feasible given
the geotechnical recommendations are incorporated into its design and construction (Ninyo & Moore 2022a,
2022b). Moreover, the Project would not exacerbate any existing liquefaction conditions. There would be
less than significant impacts related to liquefaction, and no mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: N N X N

iv) Landslides?

WHY? The Seismic Hazard Map indicates the San Pascual site or and Arroyo Seco Golf Course are not
located in an area identified as susceptible to earthquake-induced landslides (Ninyo & Moore 2022b). The
Geotechnical Evaluation’s review of geologic literature indicates that landslides are not present on the slopes
adjacent to the San Rafael site (where located east of the Creek); however, the ascending slopes along the
north side of the site and west of San Rafael Creek—including the portion of the San Rafael site west of the
Creek—are mapped as being susceptible to earthquake-induced landslides. Bedding in the area dips to the
northeast, which is considered favorable for stability of the slope along the north side of the site. The Project
BMPs are situated on relatively flat and gently sloping ground areas underlain by fill and alluvial deposits,
which are not considered susceptible to landslides. The Evaluation notes it is anticipated that excavations
made to construct the Project would be shallow in nature (up to a depth of 15 feet) and not extend into the
toe of the slope near the San Rafael site. However, the Geotechnical Evaluation states that detailed plans
should be provided for review prior to construction, and that additional analyses could be warranted based
on the proposed improvements, their locations to the adjacent slopes, and chosen construction methods.
The Geotechnical Evaluations concluded implementation of the Project was feasible given the geotechnical
recommendations are incorporated into its design and construction (Ninyo & Moore 2022a, 2022b).
Compliance with applicable CBC standards, including incorporation of all geotechnical recommendations,
would reduce the risk to people and structures to the maximum extent practicable under current engineering
practice. Moreover, any potential for landslides on the site is an existing environmental condition, which the
Project would not exacerbate. There would be a less than significant impact, and no mitigation is required.
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Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? | | X O

WHY? The largest source of erosion and topsoil loss, particularly in a developed environment, is
uncontrolled drainage during construction activities. Grading and other earthwork associated with Project
construction may temporarily expose soils on the Project site to wind and/or water erosion. Since the Project
area of earth disturbance is greater than one acre, compliance with the State Water Resources Control
Board’s (SWRCB’s) National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for Storm
Water Discharges Associated with the Construction and Land Disturbance Activities® (Construction General
Permit) would be required. Pursuant to the Construction General Permit, Pasadena would be required to
prepare, or have prepared, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that would include
erosion-control Best Management Practices (BMPs). Once construction is complete, there would not be
substantial soil erosion from the site and the Project would develop either hardscape or landscape areas
with appropriate irrigation to ensure there is no loss of topsoil. There would be a less than significant impact,
and no mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that
would become unstable as a result of the Project, and O O X ]
potentially result in onsite or offsite landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

WHY? Secondary seismic hazards related to the underlying geologic unit include several types of ground
failure that can occur due to severe ground shaking. These hazards include landslides, collapse, ground
lurching, shallow ground rupture, and liquefaction. The probability for each type of ground failure depends
on the severity of the earthquake, the site’s distance from the fault, the local topography, and subsoil and
groundwater conditions, among other factors. In addition, there can be soil engineering characteristics
inherent in the underlying sediments on a site that can adversely affect structures if not appropriately
managed during construction, including expansive soils. Liquefaction and landslide are addressed above
under Thresholds 2.7(a)(iii) and 2.7(a)(iv). As discussed, the risks of these instabilities would be less than
significant with incorporation of CBC standards, including incorporation of all geotechnical
recommendations.

No seismic or soil engineering characteristics have been identified that would result in instability, nor would
implementation of the Project cause the site to become unstable as the Geotechnical Evaluations concluded
the Project was feasible given the geotechnical recommendations are incorporated into its design and
construction (Ninyo & Moore 2022a, 2022b). The Geotechnical Evaluations outline the site- and
Project-specific requirements to meet CBC standards. Therefore, the Project would not be located on a

8 Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002, adopted by the SWRCB on September 2, 2009 (effective for all project
sites on July 1, 2010) and most recently amended by Order No. 2012-0006-DWQ on July 17, 2012.

Ri\Projects\PAS_Pasaden\3PAS010750\Environmental Documentation\MND\AS Water Reuse_Draft MND-111623.docx 2-42 Environmental Checklist Form



Arroyo Seco Water Reuse Project
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

geologic unit or soil that is unstable or would become unstable. There would be a less than significant impact,
and no mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

d) Belocated on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial direct or | | X O
indirect risks to life or property?

WHY? Expansive soils are soils that swell when they absorb water and shrink as they dry, such as pure
clay soils and claystone. The hazard associated with expansive soils is that they can overstress and cause
damage to the foundation of buildings set on top of them. The site is underlain by undocumented fill, younger
alluvium, and older alluvium materials that consist of silty sand, and natural deposits consisting of silts,
sands, gravel, cobbles, and possible boulders in the alluvium (Ninyo & Moore 2022a, 2022b). According to
the Pasadena General Plan Safety Element Technical Background Report, most of Pasadena is underlain
by sediments consisting of unconsolidated coarse sand and pebble, cobble, and boulder gravel, which are
in the low to moderately low range for expansion potential (Pasadena 2002). This is consistent with the soll
types encountered in the site-specific Geotechnical Evaluations that included soil sampling on both sites.
As such, it can be assumed that the geologic materials at the San Pascual site, largely in South Pasadena,
is similar to that described in Pasadena’s General Plan Technical Background Report. Also, compliance
with established building standards, including the CBC, would reduce the likelihood that substantial risks to
life or property related to soil expansion would occur due to the proposed Project. There would be less than
significant impacts and no mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic
tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where | | | X
sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater?

WHY? The Project would not involve septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems, and the
Project would not generate wastewater. There would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
f)  Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource [ X [ [
or site or unique geologic feature?
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WHY? Information on known fossil localities was obtained from the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles
County (LACM). On November 24, 2021, the LACM responded that they do not have any fossil localities
that lie directly within the proposed Project area, either at the surface or at depth (LACNHM 2021,
Appendix C).

A paleontological records search was requested from the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County,
Vertebrate Paleontology Department and results were received on November 24, 2021. The results indicate
that there are no fossil localities that lie directly within the proposed Project site; however, there are fossil
localities nearby from the same sedimentary deposits that occur in the proposed Project site, either at the
surface or at depth. The following provides the closest known localities in the collection of the LACM. Fossil
fish were recovered from the Topanga Formation, including herrings (Ganolytes), perch-like fish
(Thyrsocles), ray-finned fish (Etringus), mantis shrimp (Squillidae), and other unspecified fish. Unknown or
unrecorded (Pleistocene) fossils in the region have produced specimens of mammoth (Mammuthus), Bison
(Bison), sabertooth cat (Smilodon), deer (Odocoileus), turkey (Meleagris), mastodon (Mammut), and horse
(Equus). Fossils from these deposits were collected between 8 and 14 feet below ground surface (bgs).
Therefore, the Project would not impact known paleontological resources; however, surface sediments at
and surrounding the Project site consist of unrecorded (Pleistocene) to unknown formations (Pleistocene;
sand and silty).

Deep excavation that involves disturbance of native soils could result in the disturbance and/or destruction
of paleontological resources that may be present in deeper Pleistocene alluvial deposits that underlie the
Project site. Implementation of MM GEO-1 related to paleontological resources at the San Rafael and
Pascual sites would reduce this impact to a less than significant level. Excavation associated with installation
of the water harvester and AST would be on the order of one to three feet, and therefore would not have a
potential to encounter unknown paleontological resources.

MITIGATION MEASURES

MM GEO-1 In the event that paleontological resources are inadvertently unearthed during excavation
activities at the San Rafael and San Pascual sites, the contractor shall immediately cease all
earth-disturbing activities within a 100-foot radius of the area of discovery and the contractor
shall contact the City immediately. The contractor shall retain a qualified professional
paleontologist to evaluate the significance of the find, and in consultation with the City,
determine an appropriate course of action. If the paleontological resources are found to be
significant, the paleontologist, in consultation with the City, shall determine appropriate
actions for exploration and salvage. After the find has been appropriately avoided or
mitigated, work in the area may resume.
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2.8 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Would the project:

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

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse O 0 X 0
gases?

WHY? The following discussions of the environmental setting and the evaluation of Project consistency with
Pasadena’s adopted Climate Action Plan (CAP) addresses the potential GHG related impacts associated
with the Project. As the CEQA Lead Agency, Pasadena’s CAP applies to the whole of the Project.

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

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

Pasadena Climate Action Plan

The City of Pasadena has prepared and adopted a CAP (Pasadena 2018). The Pasadena’s CAP includes
the following components: a summary of existing state and local initiatives addressing climate change;
community-wide GHG inventory and emissions forecasts; GHG reduction goals, measures, and actions;
means of implementing and monitoring the plan; and adaptation strategies and climate change
preparedness. This document builds upon the City’s existing sustainability efforts, such as the Green City
Action Plan and provides a framework to further reduce GHG emissions throughout the City. It is accepted
as very unlikely that any individual development project of the size and character of the proposed Project
would have GHG emissions of a magnitude to directly impact global climate change; therefore, any impact
would be considered on a cumulative basis.

The CAP Consistency Checklist (Checklist) is intended to be a tool for new development projects to
demonstrate consistency with Pasadena’s CAP, which is a qualified GHG emissions reduction plan in
accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5. Projects that meet the requirements of the
Consistency Checklist would be deemed to be consistent with the Pasadena’s CAP. The following options
are provided for new development projects to establish consistency with the CAP.
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Option A requires that the new development project apply sustainable development actions, as
deemed appropriate by the CAP, which would become conditions of the entitlement for approval of
the project.

Option B requires that the Project demonstrate consistency with the applicable Pasadena’s per
service population GHG efficiency threshold.

Option C requires that the Project achieve Net Zero GHG Emissions, which requires quantifying the
project's GHG emission levels and demonstrating that the project would not result in a net increase
in GHG emissions.

A consistency analysis for Option A is detailed below. This analysis only considers the Project against Option
A criteria, which is considered most applicable. It is acknowledged that the Project may be consistent with
the CAP via Options B and/or C regardless of whether the Project achieves consistency via Option A.

The CAP Consistency Checklist (Checklist) is intended to be a tool for new development projects to
demonstrate consistency with Pasadena’s CAP, which is a qualified GHG emissions reduction plan in
accordance with Section 15183.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines. However, this Checklist was developed for
land development projects and not for infrastructure projects such as the Project. Most of the Checklist
requirements are not applicable to the Project. The Checklist does provide the following GHG Reduction
Strategies within the CAP’s water conservation and urban greening strategies that are applicable to the
Project. The Project’s consistency with these strategies is shown in Table 24, Pasadena Climate Action Plan
Consistency Analysis.

TABLE 24
PASADENA CLIMATE ACTION PLAN CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS

GHG Reduction Strategy Sustainable Development Action Project Consistent?

WC-1.1: Reduce potable
water use throughout
Pasadena

Indoor Water Efficiency: Will the project
achieve at least a 35% reduction in
indoor water use per the LEED V4 Indoor
Water Use Reduction Calculator?

Please attach the calculator output.

Not applicable. The Project would not affect
indoor water efficiency.

WC-2.1: Increase access to
and use of non-potable water

Rainwater Capture and Reuse: Does the
project utilize a rainwater capture

and reuse system to reduce the amount of
potable water consumed on site?

Please include these specifications on the
project plans.

Consistent. Yes, the Project would be
infiltrating some of the runoff captured, and it
is located near the boundary of the Raymond
Groundwater Basin. Therefore, infiltrated
water will contribute to water supply for this
regional resource. Additionally, the Project
would allow treated stormwater to be used to
irrigate the Arroyo Seco Golf Course .

Indoor & Outdoor Recycled Water: Will the
project be plumbed to utilize recycled water for
either indoor or outdoor water use? Please
include these specifications on the project
plans.

Consistent. The Project would result in
outdoor natural water treatment as well as
infiltration of water to contribute to
groundwater recharge. Additionally, reuse of
water stored at the San Pascual site for
irrigation helps reduce potable water use.

Greywater: Will the project be plumbed to take
advantage of greywater

produced on site such as a laundry to
landscape system or another on-site

water reuse system? Please include these
specifications on the project plans.

Not applicable. The Project would not affect
indoor water efficiency.
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TABLE 24
PASADENA CLIMATE ACTION PLAN CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS

GHG Reduction Strategy Sustainable Development Action Project Consistent?
WC-3.1: Improve storm water | Permeable Surfaces: Is at least 30% of the Consistent. Yes, the Project will help
to slow, sink, and treat water | hardscape (e.g., surface parking remove floatables, sediment, and nutrient
run-off, recharge lots, walkways, patios, etc.) permeable to allow | laden water from the San Rafael Creek and
groundwater, and improve infiltration? Please include Arroyo Seco creating a more pleasing natural
water quality these specifications on the project plans. look to the built channel infrastructure in the

region. The natural treatment provided in the
wetland and natural stream along with the
series of treatment filters will discharge
treated, cleaner water to the Arroyo Seco.

Stormwater Capture: Is the project designed to | Consistent. Yes, the system has detention

retain stormwater resulting from the 95th capabilities that could contribute towards
percentile, 24-hour rain event as defined by the | enhanced flood retention capabilities of the
Los Angeles County 95th percentile whole storm drain system. To contribute

precipitation isohyetal map? Please provide the | meaningfully to flood protection, stormwater
engineered stormwater retention plan with the | BMPs must utilize a combination of volume
project plans (http://dpw.lacounty.gov/ capture and peak flow reduction. The volume
wrd/hydrologygis/) detention contributes to flood management,
and because this project site is in the upland
areas of the greater watershed, it offers
distributed volume control that is needed
across the watershed to mitigate flooding
from the largest rain events.

UG-1.1: Continue to preserve, | Greenspace: Does the project include at least | Consistent. Yes, the use of two different

enhance, and acquire 500 sq. ft. of public use greenspace BMP types allows for a diverse habitat for
additional green space (landscaped yards, parklets, rooftop garden, plants, animals, and insects. The proposed
throughout Pasadena to etc.)? At a minimum, 50% of the required wetland areas would introduce more aquatic
improve carbon sequestration, | greenspace must include softscape plant and animal species to this area of the
reduce the urban heat-island | landscaping (e.g., trees, plants, grass, etc.). Arroyo Seco that currently features more
effect, and increase species that prefer dry conditions. The
opportunities for active infiltration areas placed alongside the
recreation wetlands would act as a transition between

the wet and dry.

UG-2.1: Continue to protect Trees: Does the project result in a net gain of | Consistent. Yes, native trees that are part of

existing trees and plant new trees? Please include these specifications of the post-construction landscape plan would
ones to improve and ensure the project plans. contribute to increased tree count and shade
viability of Pasadena’s urban for the area. Special consideration would be
forest made for the infiltration basin area to

increase the total tree count at the site.

The CAP includes water conservation as part of Pasadena’s GHG emissions reduction strategy. This
strategy includes promotion of water conservation and efficiency in both indoor and outdoor uses by
increasing access to and use of recycled water and improving storm water infiltration. The Project is
consistent with this goal by providing storm water infiltration, water treatment, and irrigation using treated
water. This includes Measure 4, “Improve the resilience of systems that provide resources and services
critical to community function”, by increasing the local water supply through infiltration to the groundwater
table and stormwater reuse as well as energy conservation through the use of, in part, natural water
treatment through infiltration at the San Rafael site.

Pasadena’s CAP has also included discussions regarding PWP’s WIRP. Specifically, “The WIRP, adopted
in 2011, calls for a long-term water resource strategy through 2035 and contains information on Pasadena
Water and Power's water demands, water supply, and conservation options. The plan identifies for a
preferred water resource portfolio that includes aggressive water conservation and increasing local water
supplies. These actions will reduce GHG emissions by reducing demand for imported water which utilize
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significant energy to pump water from Northern California and the Colorado River.” The Project would be
consistent with the WIRP goal of increasing local water supplies through water infiltration and treatment.

Other Regulations and Policies

Pasadena’s Green City Action Plan was adopted in 2006 and provides a list of environmental initiatives
intended to guide Pasadena towards sustainability and accelerate its environmental commitment. The
framework for and goals contained in this plan follow the United Nations Urban Environmental Accords
(UNUEA), which include 21 actions that address energy, waste reduction, urban design, urban nature,
transportation, environmental health, and water.

SB X7-7, also known as the Water Conservation Act, and enacted in 2009, requires all water suppliers to
increase water use efficiency and reduce per capita urban water use by 20 percent by 2020. The Project
would help both Pasadena and South Pasadena, as water suppliers, to meet this requirement.

Because the Project is consistent with Pasadena’s CAP and Green City Action Plan, the Project satisfies
the demonstration of Sustainable Development Actions under Option A. As such, the Project would result in
less than significant impacts related to GHG emissions or conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions, and no mitigation is required.

Mitigation Measures

There would be no significant impacts related to GHG emissions, and no mitigation is required.

2.9 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Information in this section is derived in part from the San Rafael Geotechnical Evaluation and the San
Pascual Geotechnical Evaluation, which included soil sampling and laboratory testing for hazardous
materials (Ninyo & Moore 2022a, Appendix E-1; 2022b, Appendix E-2, respectively).

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous | | X O
materials?

WHY? With Project implementation, the Arroyo Seco would continue operations as a recreational and open
space area, which does not use or store hazardous substances other than occasional use of small volumes
of materials used for landscape equipment, such as fuels, oils, and solvents. Pasadena and South Pasadena
would be required to continue adherence to applicable zoning and fire regulations for the use and storage
of any hazardous substances as part of maintenance of the segments of the Arroyo Seco in their respective
jurisdictions. As such, upon compliance with applicable regulations, the routine use, disposal, and transport
of small amounts of commonly used hazardous materials associated with Project operation would not result
in a significant hazard to the public or to the environment. There would be a less than significant impact,
and no mitigation is required.
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Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

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

WHY? Construction of the Project would involve the use of common hazardous substances such as
petroleum-based fuels and hydraulic fluid. However, the level of risk associated with the accidental release
of hazardous substances during construction is considered low due to the small volume of hazardous
materials that would be used during construction. The construction contractor would be required to use
standard construction controls and safety procedures during any transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials. Operation of the Project would not involve transport, use, or disposal of unusually hazardous
materials. Common materials to maintain water-related infrastructure such as lubricants and solvents would
be used as needed. Standard construction practices would be observed such that any materials released
are appropriately contained and remediated as required by local, State, and federal law. As such, the
transport, use, and disposal of hazardous substances required for construction and operation of the Project
and the risk of release of these substances into the environment would not represent a significant hazard.
There would be a less than significant impact, and no mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

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

WHY? There is one school within approximately “a-mile of the San Pascual site—San Pascual STEAM
Magnet Elementary School, 815 San Pascual Ave, Los Angeles—located approximately “4-mile to the east-
northeast at the closest points. As discussed under Threshold 2.9(b) above, construction of the Project
would involve the use of common hazardous substances such as petroleum-based fuels or hydraulic fluid
used for construction equipment. However, this would not be considered a significant hazard for potential
environmental release. The remote risk of release of a small volume of fuel or other materials commonly
used in construction activity, which are not acutely hazardous, would not pose a potential health hazard to
the occupants (e.g., students, staff) of the school to the east of the site. Operation of the Project would not
have potential for emitting hazards emissions or handling hazardous materials such that would result in
impacts on the existing school in proximity to the Project site. There would be a less than significant impact
and no mitigation is required.
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Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

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

WHY? Based on review of the Cortese List data resources, the Project sites are not located on the State of
California Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites List published by California Environmental Protection
Agency (CalEPA) and compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the California Government Code (referred
to as the Cortese List) (CalEPA 2023). The BMP sites and Golf Course maintenance yard are not known or
anticipated to have been contaminated with hazardous materials, and no hazardous material storage
facilities are known to exist on-site. For these reasons, the Project is not located on a site that is included
on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. There would
be no impact, and no mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

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

WHY? The Project sites are not within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public airport or public
use airport. The nearest public use airport to the Project sites is the San Gabriel Valley Airport located
approximately eight miles southeast of the Project sites. Therefore, the Project would not result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the Project area, nor for people visiting the Project. There would be
no impact, and no mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation | | | X
plan?

WHY? Construction and operation of the Project would not place any permanent or temporary physical
barriers on any existing public streets. As such, the Project would not obstruct any emergency evacuation
or response activities. Construction staging would not interfere with circulation along San Pascual Avenue,
Stoney Drive, or any other nearby roadways. For these reasons, the Project would not interfere with any

Environmental Checklist Form

R:\Projects\PAS_Pasaden\3PAS010750\Environmental Documentation\MND\AS Water Reuse_Draft MND-111623.docx 2 - 5 0



Arroyo Seco Water Reuse Project
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

emergency response or emergency evacuation plans. There would be no impact, and no mitigation is
required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
h) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a [ [ [ X
significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires?

WHY? The Project site is not within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) designated area
(CAL FIRE 2023). There would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.

MITIGATION MEASURES

There would be no significant impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials, and no mitigation is
required.

210 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Information in this section is derived in part from the Hydrology and Hydraulics Report, San Rafael Treatment
Basin Stormwater Capture Project (San Rafael Hydrology Study), dated January 2023; and the San Pascual
Stormwater Capture Facility; Stormwater Capture Study Technical Memorandum (San Pascual Hydrology
Study), dated September 2022, and both prepared by Craftwater Engineering, Inc. (Craftwater Engineering,
Inc. 2023 and 2022, respectively). The two hydrology studies can be found in their entirety in Appendices
F-1 and F-2 to this IS/MND.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or | | X O
groundwater quality?

WHY? The Project site is within the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles RWQCB. The Project could result in
short-term, construction-related impacts to surface water quality from grading and other construction
activities (e.qg., erosion, spills, and leaks from construction equipment). As discussed under Threshold 2.7(b),
compliance with stormwater management and pollution control BMPs, as outlined in the SWPPP required
for the Project consistent with the NPDES Construction General Permit, would ensure the pollutant levels in
runoff do not violate standards. Operation of the Project would not violate any water quality standards, as
the Project would contribute to meeting the ULAR water quality targets and would not introduce new
contaminants to the runoff from the site. The Project would include an irrigation system; however, the system
has been designed and would be controlled and monitored to minimize runoff. Water percolating into soils
from the infiltration basin at the San Rafael site would further treat that water. Construction and operation of
the Project would not degrade surface or groundwater quality. There would be less than significant impacts,
and no mitigation is required.
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Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project O O O |Z|
may impede sustainable groundwater management of the
basin?

WHY? The Project would minimally increase demand for water associated with use of the proposed irrigation
system to support the new landscaping. Additionally, a nominal amount of water may be used during
construction for dust suppression. These potable water supplies may be in part derived from the City’s
groundwater sources but would not change the volume of water withdrawn from the Raymond Basin, as
such withdrawal is controlled by the Raymond Basin Management Board. Further, the Project would result
in an estimated water supply benefit of 320 af per year on average, from approximately 258 af of
groundwater recharge and approximately 30 af of irrigation reuse at the Arroyo Seco Golf Course. The
irrigation reuse would reduce current potable water use at this recreational facility. There would be no
adverse impact, and no mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course or a stream
or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a 0 0 X O
manner that would:

i) Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

WHY? The Project would change the existing drainage condition on the San Rafael and San Pascual sites.
The change at the San Rafael site would represent a new stormwater diversion into new treatment wetlands.
The change at the San Pascual site would represent the reuse of an existing diversion and treatment
wetland. Regardless, at both sites the stormwater capture and treatment BMPs have been designed to
ensure sediment entrained in the stormwater as well as surrounding soils are adequately managed to allow
the proper functioning of the BMPs. Therefore, the Project would not result in substantial erosion or siltation
on- or off-site. There would be a less than significant impact, and no mitigation is required.

Environmental Checklist Form
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Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course or a stream
or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a
manner that would:
i) Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff O O X [
in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site?
iiiy Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage O O X [
systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?

WHY? The Project would not result in increased stormwater runoff volumes. The proposed BMPs would
include a small extent of new impervious surfaces, such as concrete seatwalls and the San Pascual
pretreatment infrastructure enclosure that would be partially above ground (refer to Exhibit 14). However,
the treatment wetlands have been designed to optimize infiltration and would facilitate a greater amount of
on-site infiltration than in the existing condition. Therefore, there would be no adverse effects related to
storm water drainage capacity and the Project would not substantially increase the rate or amount of runoff
such that on- or off-site flooding would occur. There would be a less than significant impact, and no mitigation
is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course or a stream
or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a 0 O O X
manner that would:

iv) Impede or redirect flood flows?

WHY? The Geotechnical Evaluations determined that the Project site is not located in the 100-year Flood
Hazard Area. The Project area is designated within “Other Flood Areas — Zone X,” which includes areas
potentially subject to 500-year floods, areas of 100-year floods with average depths of less than one foot,
and areas protected by levees (Ninyo & Moore 2022a, 2022b). Therefore, the Project would not impede or
redirect flood flows. There would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.
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Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of
pollutants due to project inundation? [ [ [ X

WHY? Threshold 2.10(c)(iv) above addressed flood hazards. Additionally, the site is not located downslope
of any large body of water that could affect the site in the event of an earthquake-induced failure or seiche
and is located more than 25 miles from the Pacific Ocean. There would be no impacts related to flooding,
tsunami, seiche, or inundation, and no mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality
control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan? [ [ [ I

WHY? As discussed under Threshold 2.10(a) above, operation of the Project would not violate any water
quality standards. The Project would neither conflict with nor obstruct implementation of the LARWQCB’s
Water Quality Control Plan. The Raymond Basin, PWP’s source of groundwater, is defined by the California
Department of Water Resources (DWR) as very-low priority pursuant to the 2014 Sustainable Groundwater
Management Act (DWR 2023). As such, there is currently no sustainable groundwater management plan
applicable to the Project site. There would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.

MITIGATION MEASURES
There would be no significant impacts related to hydrology and water quality, and no mitigation is required.

2.11 LAND USE AND PLANNING

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community? | | | X

WHY? The Project would not physically divide an existing community, as the proposed Project consists of
water capture and treatment infrastructure and recreational improvements within existing recreation/open
space areas. There would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.
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Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with
any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose | | | X
of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

WHY? The primary land use planning documents that govern the Project sites are the General Plans and
zoning codes of the cities of Pasadena, South Pasadena, and Los Angeles.

The entirety of the San Rafael site is within Pasadena except for the portion extending along the western
side of San Rafael Creek that is within an LACFCD easement (refer to Exhibit 9). Most of the San Pascual
site is within South Pasadena except for approximately the northern quarter of the site thatis in Los Angeles.
Pasadena, South Pasadena, and Los Angeles all have a General Plan land use designation and zoning
designation of OS/Open Space for each respective city’s portions of the two sites.

Per Section 17.26.020(A) of the Pasadena Municipal Code (PMC), “[tlhe OS district is applied to sites with
open space, parks, and recreational facilities of a landscaped, open character having a minimum contiguous
site area of two acres.” Section 17.26.030 of the PMC specifies that development of “Park and Recreation
Facilities” in the OS zone requires a Conditional Use Permit (CUP). Consultation with the Pasadena
Planning Department determined that no entitiement is anticipated to be required. The Project would not be
considered a park and recreation facility development (e.g., sports courts, ballfields, disc golf, archery
facility). The Project would be reviewed by the City of Pasadena Planning and Community Development
Department consistent with the applicable procedures defined in the Pasadena zoning code. The Project
would not cause a significant environmental effect due to a conflict with Pasadena’s land use designation
and zoning code.

Per Section 36.240.020(B) of the South Pasadena Municipal Code (SPMC), “B. The OS zoning district is
applied to areas suitable for open space land uses including parks, natural open space areas, recreational
facilities, and areas used for flood control. The OS zoning districtis consistent with the Open Space
land use designation of the [South Pasadena] General Plan.” Per Section 36.240.030 of the SPMC,
permitted uses in the OS zone include hiking trails and natures preserves and accessory uses. The San
Pascual BMP can be considered a nature preserve with accessory uses and would provide hiking trails. As
such, the Project would be considered consistent with South Pasadena’s land use designation and zoning
code.

Per Section 12.05.05(A) of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), “It is the purpose of the ‘OS’ Open
Space Zone to provide regulations for publicly owned land in order to implement the City’s adopted [Los
Angeles] General Plan, including the recreation, parks and open space designations in the City’s adopted
district and community plans, and other relevant elements, including the Open Space, Conservation and
Public Recreation Elements. Implementation of the General Plan will serve to protect and preserve natural
resources and natural features of the environment; to provide outdoor recreation opportunities and advance
the public health and welfare; to enhance environmental quality; to encourage the management of public
lands in a manner which protects environmental characteristics; and to encourage the maintenance of open
space uses on all publicly owned park and recreation land, and open space public land which is essentially
unimproved.” Applicable allowed uses in Los Angeles’ Open Space zone include:
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o Parks and recreation facilities, including: bicycle trails, equestrian trails, walking trails, nature trails,
park land/lawn areas, children’s play areas, child care facilities, picnic facilities, and athletic fields
(not to exceed 200 seats in park) used for park and recreation purposes; and

o Water conservation areas, including percolation basins and flood plain areas.

The Project is considered a park and recreation facility with trails and a water conservation area. As such,
the Project would be considered consistent with Los Angeles’ land use designation and zoning code.

Therefore, the Project would not conflict with any applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. There would be no impact, and no
mitigation is required.

MITIGATION MEASURES

There would be no significant impacts related to land use and planning, and no mitigation is required.

212 MINERAL RESOURCES

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact 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 | | | X
state?

WHY? No active mining operations exists in Pasadena, South Pasadena, or Los Angeles on or near the
Project sites. The Project area is not identified as by CGS as Mineral Resource Zone (MRZ) 2, which is
defined as areas where geologic data indicate that significant Portland Cement Concrete-Grade aggregate
resources are present (CGS 1982). Therefore, the Project would not result in the loss of an available known
mineral resource with value to the region, including concrete aggregate. There would be no impact, and no
mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

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

WHY? As discussed previously, Pasadena, South Pasadena, and Los Angeles all have a General Plan land
use designation and zoning designation of OS/Open Space for the respective city’s portions of the two sites.
There are no active mining operations in the Lower Arroyo Seco. Therefore, the Project would not result in
significant impacts from the loss of a locally important mineral resource recovery site. There would be no
impact, and no mitigation is required.
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MITIGATION MEASURES

There would be no significant impacts related to mineral resources, and no mitigation is required.

213 NOISE
Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase
in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of O O X [
standards established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

WHY?
NOISE DESCRIPTORS

Several rating scales (or noise “metrics”) exist to analyze the effects of noise on a community. These scales
include the equivalent noise level (Leq) and the community noise equivalent level (CNEL). Average noise
levels over a period of minutes or hours are usually expressed as A-weighted decibels (dBA) Leg, Which is
the equivalent noise level for that period of time. The period of time averaging may be specified; Leqz) would
be a 3-hour average. When no period is specified, a one-hour average is assumed. Noise of short duration
(i.e., substantially less than the averaging period) is averaged into ambient noise during the period of
interest. Thus, a loud noise lasting many seconds or a few minutes may have minimal effect on the measured
sound level averaged over a one-hour period.

To evaluate community noise impacts, CNEL was developed to account for human sensitivity to evening
and night-time noise. CNEL separates a 24-hour day into three periods: daytime (7:00 AM to 7:00 PM),
evening (7:00 PM to 10:00 PM), and nighttime (10:00 PM to 7:00 AM). The evening sound levels are
assigned a 5 dBA penalty, and the night-time sound levels are assigned a 10 dBA penalty prior to averaging
them with daytime hourly sound levels.

Several statistical descriptors are also often used to describe noise, including Lmnax and Lmin; these are the
highest and lowest A-weighted sound levels that occur during a noise event, respectively.

Existing Noise Levels

The existing noise environment in the Project area is primarily influenced by traffic noise on nearby roads.
The roadways contributing the most noise to the Project site is State Route 110 located to the south and
local residential roadways to a much lesser extent. To characterize the existing noise environment, Psomas
conducted an ambient noise survey at the site on June 9, 2023. Short-term (approximately 20 minutes each)
noise level measurements were taken using a Larson Davis Laboratories SoundTrack LxT® sound level
meter. This sound level meter was placed, approximately five ft above the ground and equipped with a
windscreen at each noise monitoring location.

Table 25, Existing Ambient Noise Levels, describes the location of each monitoring location and the existing
noise levels measured.
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TABLE 25
EXISTING AMBIENT NOISE LEVELS

Lmin dBA Leq dBA Lmax dBA

Noise Monitoring Location Primary Noise Sources (Minimum) (Average) | (Maximum)
NM1 - At the southern end of the San Pascual site | Vehicular Traffic, and Park
along Stoney Dr. between the Arroyo Seco and Trail Activity 56.7 62.6 77.4

Channel and Arroyo Park (614 Stoney Dr)

NM2 — At the northern end of the San Pascual site | Vehicular Traffic, and Park
at the Stoney Dr. and San Pascual Ave. and Trail Activity 50.5 64.4 80.6
intersection across from Arroyo Park

NM3 — Across from the San Rafael site along the Hiking and Equestrian
hiking trail on the east side of the Channel below Activity 40.5 57.1 78.6
the bridge crossing downstream of San Rafael Ave.

dBA: A-weight decibels
Source: Attachment G

As shown, existing average noise levels (Leq) ranged from 57.1 dBA to 64.4 dBA, with the highest noise
measurement at Site NM2, located near the corner of Stoney Dr. and San Pascual Avenue. Existing noise
levels at the Project sites are considered low and typical of recreational areas. Noise monitoring data and
calculations are provided in Appendix C of this IS/MND.

Noise-Sensitive Receptors

The State of California defines noise-sensitive receptors as those land uses that require serenity or are
otherwise adversely affected by noise events or conditions. Furthermore, Pasadena attempts to minimize
exposure to excessive noise levels to residents, workers, and visitors. The land use categories requiring the
lowest noise thresholds are schools, libraries, churches, hospitals, and residences. The nearest noise
sensitive uses are residential uses proximate to the BMP sites. There are no residences near the Golf
Course maintenance yard.

Applicable Noise Standards

City of Pasadena General Plan

The City is affected by several different sources of noise, including automobile traffic, Rose Bowl events,
commercial activity, and periodic nuisances such as construction, loud parties, and other events. The Noise
Element is intended to identify these sources and provide objectives and policies that ensure that noise from
these sources does not create an unacceptable noise environment (Pasadena 2002). The Noise Element
contains guidelines for noise compatible land use for long-term operations.

The Noise Element of the Pasadena General Plan acknowledges that noise from major roadways may affect
sensitive receptors. The following policy and implementation measures are applicable to the Project:

Policy 2a: The City will encourage noise-compatible land uses along major roadways.

Measure 1:  The City will consult the guidelines for noise compatible land use shown on
Figure 1 [Table 3 of the Noise Analysis] to guide the appropriateness of land
uses relative to roadway noise.

The Noise Element of the Pasadena General Plan recognizes that construction activity is a source of
occasional temporary nuisance noise throughout the City of Pasadena and that these and other such
nuisance noises are common to cities and, because of their unpredictable nature, must be addressed on a
case-by-case basis. The following General Plan policies are applicable to the Project:
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Policy 7b: The City will encourage limitations on construction activities adjacent to sensitive noise
receptors.

Policy 7c: The City will encourage construction and landscaping activities that employ techniques to
minimize noise.

City of Pasadena Municipal Code

Chapter 9.36, Noise Restrictions, of the PMC is Pasadena’s Noise Ordinance. It states it is the City’s policy
“. . . to prohibit unnecessary, excessive and annoying noises from all sources. Noise at certain levels is
detrimental to the health and welfare of the general public.” The following sections of the Pasadena Noise
Ordinance are applicable to the Project:

Section 9.36.040, Ambient Noise Level, of the PMC states:
A. When “ambient noise level” is referred to in this chapter, it means the actual measured

ambient noise level.

B. Any sound level measurement made pursuant to the provisions of this chapter shall be
measured with a sound level meter using the A weighting.

1. Where the sound alleged to be offending is of a type or character set forth below, the
following values shall be added to the sound level measurement of the offending noise:

a. Except for noise emanating from any electrical transformer or gas metering and
pressure control equipment existing and installed prior to the effective date of the
ordinance codified herein, any steady audible tone: + 5;

b. Repeated impulsive noise: + 5;
c. Noise occurring more than 5 but less than 15 minutes per hour: - 5;
d. Noise occurring more than 1 but less than 5 minutes per hour: - 10;
e. Noise occurring less than 1 minute per hour: -20.
2. Values of subsections (B)(1)(c), (B)(1)(d), and (B)(1)(e) of this section shall be added to
the sound level measurements during daytime (6 AM to 11 PM) periods only.
Section 9.36.050, General Noise Sources, of the PMC states:

9. A It is unlawful for any person to create, cause, make or continue to make or permit to
be made or continued any noise or sound which exceeds the ambient noise level at the
property line of any property by more than 5 decibels.

Section 9.36.070, Construction Projects, of the PMC states:

A. No person shall operate any pile driver, power shovel, pneumatic hammer, derrick power
hoist, forklift, cement mixer or any other similar construction equipment within a residential
district or within a radius of 500 ft therefrom at any time other than as listed below:

1. From 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM Monday through Friday;
2. From 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM on Saturday; and

3. Operation of any of the listed construction equipment is prohibited on Sundays and
holidays.
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B. No person shall perform any construction or repair work on buildings, structures or projects
within a residential district or within a radius of 500 ft there from in such a manner that a
reasonable person of normal sensitiveness residing in the area is caused discomfort or
annoyance at any time other than as listed below:

1. From 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM Monday through Friday;
2. From 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM on Saturday; and
3. Performance of construction or repair work is prohibited on Sundays and holidays.
C. For purposes of this section, holidays are New Year's Day, Martin Luther King Jr. Day,

Lincoln’s Birthday, Washington’s Birthday, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day,
Veterans Day, Thanksgiving Day, Day after Thanksgiving, and Christmas.

Section 9.36.080, Construction Equipment, of the PMC states:
It is unlawful for any person to operate any powered construction equipment if the
operation of such equipment emits noise at a level in excess of 85 dBA when measured
within a radius of 100 ft from such equipment.

Construction (Temporary) Noise

Construction of the Project would entail noise generated from site preparation, grading/excavation, and
infrastructure construction activities. Project construction would begin in Summer 2024 and occur over a
total period of approximately 17 months in a single phase, with semi-consecutive construction of the San
Rafael and San Pascual BMPs. The San Rafael construction period would be approximately 9 months and
the San Pascual construction period would be approximately 13 months. Construction at the San Pascual
site would be initiated after demolition, site preparation, and grading activity at San Rafael are complete,
which is expected to require about 4 months. Therefore, there would be construction activity at San Rafael
only for 4 months, construction at both sites simultaneously for 5 months, and construction at San Pascual
only for 8 months. Installation of the water harvester and related infrastructure at the Golf Course
maintenance yard is anticipated to overlap with construction activities at the San Pascual site during the last
8 months of the Project construction period.

Local residents in the vicinity of both Project sites would be subject to elevated noise levels due to the
operation of Project-related construction equipment. Construction activities are carried out in discrete steps,
each of which has its own mix of equipment and, consequently, its own noise characteristics. These
sequential phases would change the character of the noise levels surrounding the construction site as work
progresses. Construction noise levels reported in the USEPA’s Noise from Construction Equipment and
Operations, Building Equipment, and Home Appliances were used to estimate construction noise levels for
the Project. Typically, the estimated construction noise levels are governed primarily by equipment that
produces the highest noise levels. Construction noise levels for each generalized construction phase of the
Project are based on a typical construction equipment mix for a mixed-use project and do not include use
of atypical, very loud, and vibration-intensive equipment (e.g., pile drivers).

It is noted that noise analysis associated with the Project’s construction activities is conservative and may
be overestimated because it is based on noise levels from construction engines developed in the 1970s and
earlier, which did not have modern engine designs or noise attenuation systems. Construction activities
were also assessed with noise for all construction equipment being utilized at the same time, which would
not occur for the majority of the construction period. Finally, the construction noise levels presented below
do not consider intervening topography or structures that may reduce noise. In particular, it is noted the
residential uses near the San Rafael site are situated at elevations from approximately 40 feet to 200 feet
above the site.
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The degree to which noise-sensitive receptors are affected by construction activities depends heavily on
their distance from the noise source. Table 26, Construction Noise Levels at Surrounding Uses, shows both
the estimated maximum and average noise levels for the most intense (i.e., noise generating) construction
activity anticipated to occur during Project implementation. Maximum noise levels represent the noise levels
from construction equipment occurring nearest to the noise sensitive use/receptor. Average noise levels
represent the noise exposure to sensitive uses based on the distance to the center of the Project site during
construction of each of the Project sites.

TABLE 26
CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS AT SURROUNDING USES

San Rafael Construction Noise Exposure Levels (Leq dBA)

North - San West - Aratina South - San East - Arroyo
Rafael Avenue Street Pascual Stables Drive EXceeds
Residences Residences Residences Noise Threshold
Max Avg Max Avg Max Avg Max Avg Level (85 dBA at
Construction Phase® | (80 ft) | (350 ft) | (170 ft) | (380 ft) | (60 ft) | (130 ft) | (340 ft) | (580 ft) | at 100 ft 100 ft)?
Ground Clearing/Demo 80 67 73 66 82 76 67 63 78 No
Excavation 74 61 67 60 76 70 61 57 72 No
Foundation Construction 84 71 77 70 86 80 7 67 82 No
Building Construction 74 61 67 60 76 70 61 57 72 No
Paving and Site Cleanup 80 67 73 66 82 76 67 63 78 No
San Pascual Construction Noise Exposure Levels (Leq dBA)
North - San West - San
Ramon Drive Pascual Ave South - San East - Arroyo Exceeds
Residences Residences Pascual Park Park Noise | Threshold
Max Avg Max Avg Max Avg Max Avg Level (85 dBA at
Construction Phase? | (30 ft) | (460 ft) | (70 ft) | (470 ft) | (110 ft) | (200 ft) | (40 ft) | (130 ft) | at 100 ft 100 ft)?
Ground Clearing/Demo 88 65 81 65 77 72 86 76 78 No
Excavation 82 59 75 59 71 66 80 70 72 No
Foundation Construction 92 69 85 69 81 76 90 80 82 No
Building Construction 82 59 75 59 7 66 80 70 72 No
Paving and Site Cleanup 88 65 81 65 77 72 86 76 78 No

Leq dBA: average noise energy level in A-weighted decibels; max: maximum; avg: average; ft: feet

@ These construction phase names relate to the anticipated equipment mix as applied in the noise model and are named for more typical land
development projects.

Note: Noise levels from construction activities do not take into account attenuation provided by intervening structures.
Source: Psomas 2023.

Noise exposure levels are provided for the nearest land uses proximate to the two Project sites for
informational purposes. However, Pasadena evaluates excessive noise levels from construction activities
based on a reference distance of 100 feet from construction equipment. As shown in Table 26, noise levels
from construction equipment would be less than the 85 A-weighted decibels (dBA) noise limit as measured
at 100 feet from the equipment pursuant to Section 9.36.080, Construction Equipment, of the PMC.
Estimated maximum noise levels from Project-related construction activities would range from 61 to
92 average noise energy level in A-weighted decibels (dBA L¢g); and average noise levels would range from
57 to 80 dBA Leq, dependent on distance.

Truck trips are needed for delivery of construction equipment and materials as well as the export of
greenwaste, excavated soil, and other construction debris. Noise generated from truck trips would add to
the ambient noise level generated by vehicle traffic. However, noise increases associated with construction
truck traffic would be less than the 3 dBA increase threshold that is discernable to human hearing due to the
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small magnitude of traffic resulting from hauling of grading materials relative to background traffic. It is
anticipated that excavation of the Project sites, which would involve the greatest number of daily truck trips,
would result in between approximately 3 to 6 one-way truck trips per day. These truck trips, in addition to
worker and staff trips, would not result in an audible increase in traffic noise and would not, therefore,
represent a substantial increase in noise levels.

In summary, noise from construction activities on the sites would be clearly audible above the existing
ambient noise environment. However, construction would occur during the least noise-sensitive portions of
the day consistent with Section 9.36.070, Construction Projects, of the PMC. Also, noise levels from
construction equipment would not exceed the noise level limit established under Section 9.36.080 of the
PMC of 85 dBA at 100 ft. Because the Project would comply with Pasadena’s construction noise limit and
be limited to the least noise-sensitive hours of the day consistent with the PMC, noise associated with Project
construction would result in less than significant impact, and no mitigation is required.

Operational (Permanent) Noise Increases

Off-site Traffic Noise Generation

A three-decibel increase occurs when traffic volumes double or a project increases the percentage of noisy
trucks on roadways. Three decibels is considered the minimum change needed for humans to detect a
change in noise levels in outdoor environments.

The Project would provide expanded and improved physical facilities and open space resources to existing
users of the Lower Arroyo Seco. However, the Project is not anticipated to directly increase use of the Lower
Arroyo Seco area as a destination. It is expected that existing users of the Arroyo Seco area would use the
proposed Project features, as they are similar to passive and active recreation features existing in the area.
As such, there would not be substantial additional vehicle trips by visitors traveling to and from the sites.

Long-term maintenance is expected to involve, on average, a single visit to both sites per month by a two-
to four- person crew during a one-day (e.g., up to eight-hour) visit. The maintenance performed during each
visit would vary depending on the equipment status and the season (wet or dry). It is expected that
maintenance personnel would travel to and from the sites in one to two vehicles — such as a pickup truck,
or pickup truck and a vacuum truck, for instance. Occasional visits for more intensive maintenance activity
or to respond to equipment issues may occur. This level of maintenance activity would not result in a
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels.

There would be a less than significant impacts related to Project-related traffic noise, and no mitigation is
required.

Equipment Noise Generation

Operational noise sources associated with the proposed Project would include, but are not limited to,
landscape maintenance equipment, and infrastructure such as water pumps at the San Rafael and San
Pascual sites and the water harvester sited at the Arroyo Seco Golf Course maintenance yard. Noise from
landscape maintenance would be similar to noise currently being generated by landscape maintenance in
the more naturalized areas of the Arroyo Seco. There would be pumps installed at both Project sites. A small
low flow pump would function year-round, but larger pumps would only work when it rains and likely once
every few weeks to ensure proper functionality during long-term dry periods. The pumps would be
constructed with a subsurface installation at a depth of at least 10 feet underground. Subsurface installation
of these pumps will attenuate noise levels such that they would comply with the noise limits identified in the
PMC. A stormwater harvester would be installed in a prefabricated building in the existing maintenance yard
at Arroyo Seco Golf Course, and it would be essentially silent outside the enclosure. The adjacent AST
would not be housed in a structure but would not generate noise that would be heard outside the immediate
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vicinity. Compliance with Pasadena’s requirements would result in noise levels that would not violate
Pasadena standards. As such, noise impacts from the long-term operation and maintenance of the Project
would not result in a substantial increase in ambient noise levels at the nearest off-site noise-sensitive
receptors. There would be a less than significant impact, and no mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels? [ [ X [

WHY? Depending on the type of construction activities employed, construction of the proposed Project could
generate groundborne vibration. Pasadena uses the vibration-induced structural damage criteria developed
by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). Caltrans vibration structural damage potential
guideline thresholds are shown in Table 27, Vibration Damage Threshold Criteria.

TABLE 27
VIBRATION DAMAGE THRESHOLD CRITERIA

Continuous Single-Event
Source PPV Source PPV
Building Class (in/sec) (in/sec)

Class I: buildings in steel or reinforced concrete, such as factories, retaining walls, 0.5 1.2
bridges, steel towers, open channels, underground chambers and tunnels with
and without concrete alignment

Class II: buildings with foundation walls and floors in concrete, walls in concrete 0.3 0.7
or masonry, stone masonry retaining walls, underground chambers and tunnels
with masonry alignments, conduits in loose material

Class llI: buildings as mentioned above but with wooden ceilings and walls in 0.2 0.5
masonry
Class IV: construction very sensitive to vibrations; objects of historic interest 0.12 0.3

ppv: peak particle velocity; in/sec: inch(es) per second

Source: Psomas 2020.

The structural damage threshold of 0.2 in/sec for Class Il buildings are selected for residential buildings for
this analysis. These thresholds represent the vibration limits for structural damage to buildings proximate to
the Project sites from continuous sources of vibration. Caltrans’ vibration annoyance thresholds are shown
in Table 28, Vibration Annoyance Criteria. Based on the guidance in Table 28, the “strongly perceptible”
vibration level of 0.9 peak particle velocity in inches per second (ppv in/sec) is considered as a threshold for
a potentially significant vibration impact for human annoyance.
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TABLE 28
VIBRATION ANNOYANCE CRITERIA
Average Human Response ppV (in/sec)
Severe 2.0
Strongly perceptible 0.9
Distinctly perceptible 0.24
Barely perceptible 0.035
ppv: peak particle velocity; in/sec: inch(es) per second
Source: Caltrans 2013.

Table 29, Vibration Levels for Construction Equipment, summarizes typical vibration levels measured during
construction activities for various vibration-inducing pieces of equipment. Pile driving and blasting are
generally the sources of the most severe vibration during construction. Neither pile driving nor blasting would
be used during Project construction. Conventional construction equipment would be used for Project
construction.

TABLE 29
VIBRATION LEVELS FOR CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT
Equipment ppv at 25 ft (in/sec)

Pile driver (impact) up;?er range 1.518

typical 0.644
Pile driver (sonic) up[.)er range 0.734

typical 0.170
Vibratory roller 0.210
Large bulldozer 0.089
Caisson drilling 0.089
Loaded trucks 0.076
Jackhammer 0.035
Small bulldozer 0.003
ppv: peak particle velocity; ft: feet; in/sec: inches per second.
Source: USEPA 1971.

Table 30, Vibration Levels at Nearby Land Uses, shows the estimated vibration level (in ppv) from
construction activities at the Project sites compared to both structural damage and annoyance criteria. The
distances at which vibration levels were calculated represent the distance from the nearest construction
activity to the nearest structure, rather than nearest property line.
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TABLE 30
VIBRATION LEVELS AT NEARBY LAND USES
San Rafael Site Vibration Levels (ppv)
North - San Rafael West - Aratina St South - San East - Arroyo Dr
Ave Residences Residences Pascual Stables Residences
Equipment (ppv @ 115 ft) (ppv @ 190 ft) (Ppv @ 125 ft) (ppv @ 360 ft)
Large Bulldozer 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00
Small bulldozer 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Loaded trucks 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00
Structural Damage Criteria 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
Annoyance Criteria 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9
Exceeds Criteria? No No No No
San Pascual Site Vibration Levels (ppv)
North - San
Equipment Ramon Drive West - San Pascual South - San East - Arroyo
Residences Ave Residences Pascual Park Park
(ppv @ 65 ft) (pPv @ 120 ft) (ppv @ 630 ft) (ppv @ 80 ft)
Large Bulldozer 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.02
Small bulldozer 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Loaded trucks 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.01
Structural Damage Criteria 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
Annoyance Criteria 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9
Exceeds Criteria? No No No No
ppv: peak particle velocity; ft: feet
Source: Psomas 2023.

As shown in Table 30, the vibration levels generated by Project construction activities at surrounding land
uses near both sites would not exceed the significance criteria when construction activities occur under
maximum (i.e., closest to the receptor) exposure conditions against Caltrans’ structural damage significance
criteria. Construction-related vibration levels would be substantially less under average conditions when
construction activities are located further away. Because vibration levels would be below the criteria,
vibration generated by the Project’s construction equipment would not be expected to generate either
strongly perceptible levels of vibration or structural damage at the nearest uses. There would be a less than
significant impact, and no mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
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 | | | X
airport, would the project expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise levels?

WHY? There are no public or private airports located within two miles of the Project sites. The Project sites
are located approximately 8 miles northwest of the San Gabriel Valley Airport and approximately 12 miles
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southeast of the Hollywood-Burbank (formerly Bob Hope) Airport at the closest points. The Project sites are
located well outside the existing and projected 65-dBA CNEL noise contour of either of these airports and
is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Aircraft overflights do not significantly contribute to the
noise environment at the Project sites. There would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.

MITIGATION MEASURES
There would be no significant impacts related to noise, and no mitigation is required.

214 POPULATION AND HOUSING

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area,
either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and [ [ [ X
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through the extension
of roads or other infrastructure)?

WHY? No residential units are included in the Project; therefore, the Project would not directly induce
unplanned population growth. Also, the Project is not anticipated to directly increase use of the Lower Arroyo
Seco area as a destination. It is expected that existing users of the Arroyo Seco area would use the proposed
Project features, as they are similar passive and active recreation features existing in the area. Additionally,
the Project would not indirectly induce growth, such as through provision of employment or extension of
infrastructure. Development of the Project would not require extending or improving infrastructure in a
manner that would facilitate off-site growth in Pasadena, South Pasadena, or Los Angeles. The Project sites
are designated for open space and recreation uses. Implementation of the Project would maintain the
existing open space uses and would not displace established housing. Therefore, the proposed Project
would not induce substantial population growth. There would be no impact and no mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing O O O X
elsewhere?

WHY? The Project sites are undeveloped open space and do not contain any existing residential units.
Therefore, Project implementation would not displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing,
necessitating replacement housing elsewhere whose construction could result in environmental impacts.
There would be no impact related to construction of replacement housing, and no mitigation is required.

MITIGATION MEASURES

There would be no significant impacts related to population and housing, and no mitigation is required.
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215 PUBLIC SERVICES

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

a) Resultin substantial adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically altered government facilities,
need for new or physically altered government facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental | | | X
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times, or other performance objectives for fire
protection?

WHY? As discussed in Section 2.14, Population and Housing, above, the Project would not result in direct
or indirect population growth. The Project would include construction of water treatment and expanded
recreational facilities in the Lower Arroyo Seco. These Project elements would not alter demand and would
not result in demand for additional fire protection facilities, such as a new fire station, that would in turn
cause adverse environmental impacts. There would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

a) Resultin substantial adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically altered government facilities,
need for new or physically altered government facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental | | | X
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times, or other performance objectives for police
protection?

WHY? As discussed in Section 2.14, Population and Housing, above, the Project would not result in direct
or indirect population growth. The Project would include construction of water treatment and expanded
recreational facilities in the Lower Arroyo Seco. These Project elements would not alter demand and would
not result in demand for additional police protection facilities, such as a new police station, that would in turn
cause adverse environmental impacts. There would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.
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construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times, or other performance objectives for schools?

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
a) Resultin substantial adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically altered government facilities,
need for new or physically altered government facilities, the [ [ [ X

WHY? As discussed in Section 2.14, Population and Housing, above, the proposed Project would not result
in direct or indirect population growth. Therefore, there would be no additional demand for school services.

There would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically altered government facilities,
need for new or physically altered government facilities, the [ [ [ X
construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times, or other performance objectives for parks?

WHY? As discussed in Section 2.14, Population and Housing, above, the Project would not result in direct
or indirect population growth. Therefore, there would be no additional demand for parks due to new
population. The Project would include the construction of water treatment and expanded recreational
facilities in the Lower Arroyo Seco, whose environmental impacts are addressed in this IS/MND. The Project
would not directly or indirectly increase the demand for or usage of other parks and recreation facilities such
that new parks and recreational facilities would be required, construction of which would adversely affect
the environment. There would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.
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Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

a) Resultin substantial adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically altered government facilities,
need for new or physically altered government facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental | | | X
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times, or other performance objectives for other
public facilities?

WHY? As discussed in Section 2.14, Population and Housing, above, the Project would not result in direct
or indirect population growth. Therefore, there would be no additional demand for other public facilities, such
as libraries. There would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.

MITIGATION MEASURES
There would be no significant impacts related to public services, and no mitigation is required.

216 RECREATION

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks
or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical | | | X
deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?

WHY? As discussed in Section 2.14, Population and Housing, above, the Project would not result in direct
or indirect population growth and would not therefore directly or indirectly increase the demand for or usage
of existing parks and other recreational facilities. The Project includes the development of new water
treatment and expanded recreation facilities, whose environmental impacts are addressed in this IS/MND.
The Project would not directly or indirectly increase the demand for or usage of other parks and recreation
facilities such that existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities would experience
substantial physical deterioration. There would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

b) Include recreational facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities which might have an O X O |
adverse physical effect on the environment?
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WHY? As discussed under Threshold 2.16(a) above, the Project would not result in direct or indirect
population growth and would not therefore directly or indirectly increase the demand for or usage of existing
parks and other recreational facilities. The Project includes the development of new water treatment and
expanded recreation facilities, whose environmental impacts are addressed in this IS/MND. As discussed
in Section 2.1 through 2.20 of this IS/MND, there would be less than significant impacts with implementation
of the identified mitigation measures for biological resources, cultural resources, and geology and soils
(paleontological resources).

MITIGATION MEASURES

There would be less than significant impacts with implementation of the identified mitigation measures for
biological resources, cultural resources, and geology and soils (paleontological resources).

217 TRANSPORTATION

Information in this section is derived in part from the Arroyo Seco Water Reuse Project Traffic Evaluation
(Traffic Evaluation), dated October 27, 2023, and prepared by Psomas (Psomas 2023b). The Traffic
Evaluation is provided in Appendix H to this IS/MND.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy addressing
the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and | | X O
pedestrian facilities?

WHY? Pasadena developed and adopted its Transportation Impact Analysis Current Practice and
Guidelines (TIA Guidelines) to ensure that transportation system improvements necessary to support new
development while maintaining the quality of life within the community are identified prior to project approval
and funded prior to construction. As the CEQA Lead Agency, Pasadena’s transportation guidelines apply to
the Project. Pursuant to Senate Bill (SB) 743, Pasadena TIA Guidelines establish CEQA transportation
analysis metrics including: vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per Capita, vehicle trips (VT) per Capita, Proximity
and Quality of the Bicycle and Transit Networks, and Pedestrian Accessibility (Pasadena 2022).

Construction Traffic

As discussed in Section 1.0, Project Information, of this IS/MND, the Project would be constructed beginning
in Summer 2024 over a total period of 17 months and would be completed in a single phase, with semi-
consecutive construction of the San Rafael and San Pascual BMPs. The San Rafael construction period
would be approximately 9 months and the San Pascual construction period would be approximately 13
months. Construction at the San Pascual site would be initiated after demolition, site preparation, and grading
activity at San Rafael are complete, which is expected to require about 4 months. Therefore, there would be
construction activity at San Rafael only for 4 months, construction at both sites simultaneously for 5 months,
and construction at San Pascual only for 8 months. Project construction is anticipated to occur from Monday
through Friday, between the hours of 7:00 AM and 5:00 PM, without activity on weekends or federal holidays.

Construction would not require staging along adjacent public roadways or other areas that would disrupt
existing traffic patterns. There may be occasions where large construction equipment or construction
materials are transported across Stoney Drive (i.e., between the staging/laydown area and the site),
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requiring temporary traffic control. Additionally, a two-inch-diameter water line would be installed across
Stoney Drive between the San Pascual site and Arroyo Park via trenching. This would involve closure of
one lane of the road at a time. However, no street or other lane closures, or street improvements, would be
required to implement the Project. The primary access point for construction traffic at the San Rafael site
would be via San Pascual Avenue, then north through the paved parking lot at San Pascual Stables and
continuing west along the unpaved road immediately north of the stables until it ends at the Channel. A
temporary concrete bridge would span the Arroyo Seco Channel at this point to access the west side of the
Channel. This temporary bridge is necessary to have access to the San Rafael site that would accommodate
the potential weight of all anticipated construction vehicles. The main point of ingress and egress for
construction traffic, including private worker vehicles, at the San Pascual site would be via San Pascual
Avenue and Stoney Drive. Ingress and egress for construction traffic associated with installation of the water
harvester and related infrastructure would be via Lohman Lane.

A safe path for equestrian and pedestrian traffic at the northern (upstream) end of the San Rafael site during
construction would be made available to the maximum extent feasible. There would be brief periods where
the existing trail alignment on the west side of the Channel at the bridge crossing would be restricted to
public access for safety and/or to allow the proposed improvements in this portion of the site to be completed.
At least a single lane for vehicular traffic along Stoney Drive at the San Pascual site as well as a safe detour
for equestrian and pedestrian traffic would be available at all times throughout the construction period. The
City of Pasadena has been in communication with the San Pascual Stables and would continue to
communicate regarding equestrian access at both sites throughout the construction period.

The Traffic Evaluation assumes that truck trips would be evenly spaced throughout the workday, and that all
workers would arrive during the same hour in the morning and would depart in the same hour in the
afternoon/evening. Table 31, Total Construction Trip Generation, summarizes the total construction traffic
expected for all Project activities; and Table 32, Peak Day Construction Trip Generation (8" Month),
summarizes the peak day (highest) construction trip generation. As shown in Table 32, the peak day
construction activity is estimated to occur in the eighth month of construction (counting from the beginning on
San Rafael site construction) and would result in an estimated 57 daily trips, including 23 trips in the peak
hour. For much of the Project’s construction period, the main daily traffic would be generated by the workers.
Therefore, even with conservative assumptions about construction traffic for this Project, the level of
construction traffic would not conflict with a program plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation
system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities.
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TABLE 31
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION TRIP GENERATION
Peak Hour
Month Activity Total Trips | Work Days Daily Trips Trips
San Rafael Site
1 Demolition 6 20 Assumes 2 trips on 3 0
consecutive days
2 Site Preparation 200 20 10 1
3-4 Grading/Excavation 400 40 10 1
5-8 Infrastructure Construction 4 80 Assumes 4 trips in 1
same day
9 Paving 0 20 0 0
Construction worker trips (per day rate only) 20 10
San Pascual Site
5 Demolition 0 20 0 0
6-7 Site Preparation 400 40 10 1
8-10 Grading/Excavation 800 60 13 2
Assumes 2, 2, and 1 trips
11-16 | Infrastructure Construction 10 120 on 3 single days 0
distributed through phase
17 Paving 0 20 0 0
Construction worker trips (per day rate only) 20 10
Source: Psomas 2023b; Appendix H.
TABLE 32
PEAK DAY CONSTRUCTION TRIP GENERATION (8™ MONTH)
Total Peak Hour
Component Activity Trips Work Days | Daily Trips Trips
] Infrastructure Construction 4 80 4 1
San Rafael Site - -
Construction worker trips (per day rate only) 20 10
| Grading | 800 | 60 13 2
San Pascual Site - -
Construction worker trips (per day rate only) 20 10
Peak Day Trips 57 23
Source: Psomas 2023b; Appendix H.

Operational Traffic

Per the Pasadena TIA Guidelines, a CEQA transportation analysis shall be conducted for development
projects which satisfy any of the following conditions: (1) proposes 50 or more net new residential dwelling
units, or (2) project proposes 50,000 or more net new non-residential square feet (Pasadena 2022). The
Project is not a development project and does not meet any conditions requiring a CEQA transportation
analysis.

As discussed in Section 1.0 of this IS/IMND, the Project is not anticipated to directly increase use of the
Lower Arroyo Seco area as a destination. It is expected that existing users of the Arroyo Seco area would
use the proposed Project features, as they are similar passive and active recreation features existing in the
area. Long-term maintenance is expected to involve, on average, a single visit to both sites per month by a

2-72 Environmental Checklist Form

R:\Projects\PAS_Pasaden\3PAS010750\Environmental Documentation\MND\AS Water Reuse_Draft MND-111623.docx



Arroyo Seco Water Reuse Project
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

two- to four- person crew during a one-day (e.g., up to eight-hour) visit. The maintenance performed during
each visit would vary depending on the equipment status and the season (wet or dry). It is expected that
maintenance personnel would travel to and from the sites in one to two vehicles — such as a pickup truck,
or pickup truck and a vacuum truck, for instance. Occasional visits for more intensive maintenance activity
or to respond to equipment issues may occur. Therefore, no Project-level analysis of CEQA impacts is
required. Also, Pasadena does not require analysis of construction traffic part of the CEQA analysis.
However, an assessment of construction traffic associated with both Project sites was conducted.

Alternative Transportation Policies

Pasadena has set forth policies for public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities in its General Plan. One
of the eight guiding principles of the General Plan is that “Pasadena will be a city where people can circulate
without cars.” More specific policies regarding non-vehicular transportation modes are provided in the
Mobility Element of the General Plan. Objective 2 of the Mobility Element is to “Encourage walking, biking,
transit and other alternatives to motor vehicles.” This objective is supported by policies including: “Continue
to strengthen the marketing and promotion of non-auto transportation to residents, employees and visitors,”
“Ensure that secure and convenient bicycle parking is available at destinations,” and “Provide convenient,
safe and accessible transit stops” (Pasadena 2015). The Project would not conflict with the City’s policies
to encourage walking, biking, and transit. The Project would support some of these policies, as it would
improve ease of access and safety of alternative transportation (pedestrian) as well as equestrian use within
the Lower Arroyo Seco, including in the cities of South Pasadena and Pasadena.

There would be a less than significant impact, and no mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA n n n <
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)(1)?

WHY? Section 15064.3(b)(1) of the State CEQA Guidelines refers to evaluating transportation impacts using
vehicle miles traveled for land use projects. The City’s Transportation Impact Analysis Current Practice and
Guidelines were prepared to reflect the requirements of SB 743. The Project is not a land use project and
would not generate any long-term change in traffic associated with the Lower Arroyo Seco.

As discussed under Threshold 2.17(a) above, although not required, an assessment of construction traffic
was prepared for the Project. This analysis determined there would be less than significant direct and
cumulative impacts related to construction traffic. As such, the Project would not conflict with or be
inconsistent with Section 15064.3(b)(1) of the State CEQA Guidelines or the City’s transportation plans and
policies. There would be a less than significant impact and no mitigation is required.
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Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or | | | X
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

WHY? The Project would not involve any alterations to existing public or private roadways. Therefore, the
Project would not increase hazards due to a geometric design feature or incompatible use. There would be
no impact, and no mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
d) Result in inadequate emergency access? | | | X

WHY? The construction and operation of the Project would not place any permanent or temporary physical
barriers on any existing public streets, nor involve any alterations to existing public or private roadways. As
such, the Project would not affect emergency access. There would be no impact, and no mitigation is
required.

MITIGATION MEASURES
There would be no significant impacts related to transportation, and no mitigation is required.

218 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
a) 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 ] ] ] X
resources as defined in Public Resources Code Section
5020.1(k)?

WHY? As mentioned in Section 2.5, Cultural Resources, the Project is subject to compliance with AB 52,
which requires consideration of impacts to “tribal cultural resources” (TCRs), defined in Section 21074 of
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the Public Resources Code, as part of the CEQA process. AB 52 requires the City to notify any groups (who
have requested notification) who are traditionally or culturally affiliated with the geographic area of a project
for which a negative declaration, mitigation negative declaration, or environmental impact report is required
pursuant to CEQA. The AB 52 process was initiated on April 3, 2023, and this consultation process has
been completed. Based on the cultural resources analysis conducted for the Project (refer to Section 2.5,
Cultural Resources, of this IS/MND), there are no known tribal cultural resources within the Project site and
therefore no resources listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR) or
other local register of historical resources. There would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

a) 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:

ii) Aresource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion
and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant | X | O
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 Resources Code
Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a California Native
American tribe?

WHY? As discussed under Threshold 2.18(a), on April 3, 2023, Pasadena sent notification of the Project to
Native American tribal contacts pursuant to AB 52—the Gabrieleno Band of Mission—Indians - Kizh Nation
(Kizh Nation) and the Gabrielino-Tongva tribe. The Kizh Nation requested consultation and the Gabrielino-
Tongva tribe did not respond.

Kizh Nation has indicated that the City of Pasadena lies within an area where ancestral territories of
Gabrieleno Tribe villages adjoined and overlapped, at least during the Late Prehistoric (i.e., before European
contact) and Protohistoric Periods (i.e., Post-contact). Kizh Nation has stated that several Native American
burials, foot trails, and water conveyance systems known as zanja irrigation systems built by the local Native
American population under the supervision of the Spanish are documented nearby. Maps and documents
have been provided by Kizh Nation, and while the documentation does not conclusively identify these
resources within the City, they do highlight the overall sensitivity of the area.

This area of Los Angeles County was inhabited by Native Americans, but as discussed above under
Threshold 2.18(a) existing site records and field surveys do not indicate archaeological resources significant
to Native Americans on the Project sites. It should be noted, though, there is always the possibility that
undiscovered intact cultural resources, including tribal cultural resources, may be present below the surface
in native sediments.

On June 6, 2023, the initial consultation between Pasadena and the Kizh Nation was conducted via
telephone. The history of the tribe in the vicinity of the Project area was provided, and the tribe requested
information regarding the disposition of soils on the two sites. On June 6, 2023, a follow up email was sent
by Kizh Nation further describing the history of the area surrounding the Project sites. On June 28, 2023,
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Pasadena responded to the request for soils information by submitting the Geotechnical Evaluations
performed for their use. Between July 7 and September 21, 2023, consultation regarding the mitigation
measures recommended by Kizh Nation continued via several e-mail communications culminating in
another conference call on September 21, 2023. The issue under discussion during these communications
revolved around Kizh Nation’s assertion they are the sole Gabrieleno tribe with ancestral affiliation in the
area and as such any mitigation should specify that Native American monitoring during grading activity be
conducted solely by tribal members approved by Kizh Nation. The City had retained most of the mitigation
measure language recommended by Kizh Nation except for stating that the Project applicant will
accommodate a Native American monitor that is culturally affiliated with the Project sites as recognized by
the NAHC. On the September 215t call, the City explained that per California code related to contracting it
was not permissible to require the Native American monitoring to be sole source (i.e., not competitively
contracted). Additionally, the City did not feel it was appropriate for them to be an entity to decide or affirm
that Kizh Nation is the sole tribe that existed in the Project area. As such, the mitigation measures requested
by the tribe are not considered feasible pursuant to Sections 15041 et. seq. and 15364 of the State CEQA
Guidelines. At an impasse, the City contacted the NAHC for further guidance but NAHC, on October 171,
indicated they did not have authority regarding the selection of a qualified Native American monitor or the
monitoring activities of a construction project. After further consultation, the City reached mutual agreement
regarding the mitigation measures cannot be reached with Kizh Nation. MMs TCR-1 through TCR-3 would
be implemented during construction activities to recognize Kizh Nation’s concerns. With implementation of
MMs TCR-1 through TCR-3, impacts to tribal cultural resources would be reduced to a less than significant
level.

MITIGATION MEASURES
TCR-1 Retain a Native American Monitor Prior to Commencement of Ground Disturbing Activities:

Prior to the commencement of any ground disturbing activities at the two project sites, the
project applicant/lead agency shall retain a Native American Monitor from or approved by the
Gabrielefio Band of Mission Indians — Kizh Nation. The tribal monitor will only be present on-
site during the construction phases that involve ground disturbing activities. Ground
disturbing activities are defined by the tribe as activities that may include demolition,
pavement removal, potholing, auguring, grubbing, tree removal, boring, grading, excavation,
drilling, and trenching within the project areas.

The tribal monitor will complete daily monitoring logs that will provide descriptions of the day’s
activities, including type of construction activities performed, location of activities, soil types,
and any cultural materials identified. The on-site monitoring shall end when all ground-
disturbing activities on the project sites are completed, or when the tribal monitor has
indicated that all upcoming ground-disturbing activities at the project sites have little to no
potential for impacting Tribal Cultural Resources. Copies of the monitor logs will be provided
to the lead agency upon written request to the consulting tribe.

TCR-2 Unanticipated Discovery of Tribal Cultural Resource Objects (Non-Funerary/Non-
Ceremonial):

Upon discovery of any Tribal Cultural Resources, all construction activities shall cease in the
immediate vicinity of the discovery (not less than the surrounding 50 feet) and shall not
resume until the find can be assessed. All Tribal Cultural Resources unearthed by Project
activities shall be evaluated by the tribal monitor and a qualified Archaeologist if one is
present. If the resources are Native American in origin, the consulting tribe will retain it/them
in the form and/or manner the tribe deems appropriate, for educational, cultural, and/or
historic purposes.
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TCR-3 Unanticipated Discovery of Human Remains and Associated Funerary or Ceremonial
Objects:

If human remains and/or grave goods are discovered or recognized at the Project sites, all
ground disturbance shall immediately cease, and the County coroner shall be notified per
Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, and Health & Safety Code Section 7050.5. Human
remains and grave/burial goods shall be treated alike per California Public Resources Code
section 5097.98(d)(1) and (2). Work may continue in other parts of the Project sites while
evaluation and, if necessary, mitigation takes place (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5[f]).
Preservation in place (i.e., avoidance) is the preferred manner of treatment for human
remains and/or burial goods. If preservation in place is not feasible, treatment may include
implementation of archaeological data recovery excavations to remove the resource along
with subsequent laboratory processing and analysis. Any discovery of human remains/burial
goods that are Native American in origin shall be kept confidential to prevent further
disturbance.

Any historic archaeological material that is not Native American in origin (non-TCR) shall be
curated at a public, non-profit institution with a research interest in the materials, such as the
Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County or the Fowler Museum, if such an institution
agrees to accept the material. If no institution accepts the archaeological material, it shall be
offered to a local school or historical society in the area for educational purposes.

219 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

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 O O X O
facilities the construction or relocation of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

WHY? The Project would minimally increase demand for water associated with use of the proposed irrigation
system to support the new landscaping. A two-inch-diameter water line would be installed across Stoney
Drive between the San Pascual site and Arroyo Park. The water line would have a meter and backflow
preventer on site and would connect to an existing six-inch-diameter water line on the east side of Stoney
Drive. The purpose of this water line and the water line connection at the San Rafael site would initially be
to provide irrigation water to the newly planted landscaping; after the landscaping is established the on-site
irrigation infrastructure would be removed but the water line connection would remain in the event of
extended drought conditions, “hot spots” in the landscape that require temporary supplemental water, and/or
for maintenance needs. However, this long-term water use beyond initial landscape irrigation is expected to
be only periodic and in minimal volumes. Additionally, a nominal amount of water may be used during
construction for dust suppression. However, the Project would result in an estimated water supply benefit of
320 af per year on average, from approximately 258 af of groundwater recharge and approximately 30 af of
irrigation reuse at the Arroyo Seco Golf Course. The irrigation reuse would reduce current potable water use
at this recreational facility. Therefore, this demand would not result in the need for new or expanded water
supply infrastructure beyond that installed as part of the Project.
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The Project would not result in wastewater generation and would not, therefore, result in the need for new
or expanded wastewater treatment facilities. There would be no increase in stormwater runoff. The proposed
BMPs would include a small extent of new impervious surfaces, such as concrete seatwalls and the San
Pascual pretreatment infrastructure enclosure that would be partially above ground (refer to Exhibit 14).
However, the treatment wetlands have been designed to optimize infiltration and would facilitate a greater
amount of on-site infiltration than in the existing condition. Therefore, the Project would not, therefore, result
in the need for new or expanded stormwater drainage facilities.

A new wooden utility pole would be installed near the existing utility pole at the northern end of the San
Pascual site and used to connect electric (i.e., SCE) service; all power lines connecting to this utility pole
would be installed underground in the remainder of the site. While operation of the water treatment
infrastructure and irrigation system would generate demand for electricity, this demand would not result in
the need for new or expanded electric power facilities outside the Project site. Finally, the proposed Project
would not require natural gas or telecommunications facilities.

Implementation of the Project would not result in the need for water, wastewater, storm water drainage,
electricity, natural gas, or telecommunication facilities the construction of which could cause significant
effects. Impacts on utilities would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project
and reasonably foreseeable future development during O O X ]
normal, dry and multiple dry years?

WHY? As discussed under Threshold 2.19(a) above, the Project would minimally increase demand for water
associated with use of the proposed irrigation system to support the new landscaping. As discussed, the
water supply infrastructure at the two sites would initially provide irrigation water to the newly planted
landscaping; after the landscaping is established the on-site irrigation infrastructure would be removed but
the water line connection would remain in the event of extended drought conditions, “hot spots” in the
landscape that require temporary supplemental water, and/or for maintenance needs. However, this long-
term water use beyond initial landscape irrigation is expected to be only periodic and in minimal volumes.
Additionally, a nominal amount of water may be used during construction for dust suppression. However,
the Project would result in an estimated water supply benefit of 320 af per year on average, from
approximately 258 af of groundwater recharge and approximately 30 af of irrigation reuse at the Arroyo Seco
Golf Course. The irrigation reuse would reduce current potable water use at this recreational facility.
Therefore, the temporary dust suppression water use during construction and long-term, but nominal,
irrigation water use on the sites would not result in insufficient water supplies, such that Pasadena (for the
San Rafael site) or South Pasadena (for the San Pascual site) would be unable to meet the Project’s
demands and existing and foreseeable demands for potable water. Impacts would be less than significant,
and no mitigation is required.
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Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

c) Resultin a determination by the wastewater treatment provider
which serves or may serve the Project that it has adequate 0 0 0 X
capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to
the provider’s existing commitments?

WHY? As discussed under Threshold 2.19(a) above, the Project would not generate wastewater. Therefore,
there would not be a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that there is inadequate capacity.
There would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or
in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise ] U X O
impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals?

WHY? Construction of the Project would generate an estimated 600 cy of demolition debris, 3,000 cy of
greenwaste, and 6,000 cy of excavated soil. Waste from the Project site would be exported to Scholl Canyon
Landfill, located at 3001 Scholl Canyon Road. Section 8.62 et. seq. of the PMC is the City’s construction
and demolition waste management ordinance (C&D ordinance). The Project would be subject to the C&D
ordinance and therefore required to divert at least 75 percent of the construction waste stream from landfill
disposal, not including excavated soil. Clean (i.e., uncontaminated) excavated soil as well as clean
greenwaste can be used as alternative daily cover or other on-site beneficial uses that do not directly
contribute to landfill space at Scholl Canyon Landfill. However, to provide a conservative analysis, all
construction waste generated is considered against the facility’s remaining capacity. Therefore, for purposes
of this analysis, implementation of the Project would generate an estimated 6,900 cy of construction waste.
As of the end of 2020, the Scholl Canyon Landfill had a maximum daily capacity of 3,400 tons and a
remaining permitted capacity of approximately 5.8 million cubic yards (3.4 million tons) (LACPW 2021). The
one-time disposal of approximately 6,900 cy would represent approximately 0.2 percent of Scholl Canyon
Landfill's remaining permitted capacity.

Operation of the Project would not generate any additional solid waste compared to existing conditions. The
volume of waste disposed at Scholl Canyon Landfill after diversion would not be expected to result in
inadequate landfill capacity. Therefore, the Project would be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted
capacity. There would be a less than significant impact and no mitigation is required.
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Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
e) Comply with federal, State, and local management and 0 0 0 X
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste?

WHY? As discussed under Threshold 2.19(f) above, the Project would be subject to, and comply with, the
City’s C&D ordinance. The finite amount of construction waste requiring landfill disposal after diversion
efforts would not interfere with attainment of waste management goals pursuant to AB 939, the California
Integrated Waste Management Act. As such, the Project would comply with federal, State, and local
regulations related to solid waste. There would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.

MITIGATION MEASURES

There would be no significant impacts related to utilities and service systems, and no mitigation is required.
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2.20 WILDFIRE

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact 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 Il Il Il X
emergency evacuation plan?

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate
wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to, O O O X
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 [ [ [ P
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 O O O X
runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes?

WHY? As discussed previously under Threshold 2.9(h), the Project sites are not within a VHFHSZ-
designated area (CAL FIRE 2023) or near a State Responsibility Area. There would be no impacts, and no
mitigation is required.

MITIGATION MEASURES
There would be no significant impacts related to wildfire, and no mitigation is required.
2.21 EARLIER ANALYSIS

Earlier analysis 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. See CEQA Guidelines Section
15063(c)(3)(D). The CEQA review for the Project is not being tiered from a Program EIR, Master EIR, or
other, prior CEQA document. All documents used in the preparation of this IS/MND are provided in Section
3.0, Initial Study Reference Documents.
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2.22 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Does the project:

a) 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 0 X 0 0
animal community, substantially reduce the number or restrict
the range of rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate
important examples of the major periods of California history or
prehistory?

WHY? As discussed in Section 2.4, Biological Resources, construction of the Project would impact a special
status vegetation type, protected trees, and jurisdictional resources; has the potential to impact bats; and
has the potential to impact nesting birds and raptors if construction activities are initiated during the nesting
season. With implementation of MMs BIO-1 through BIO-4, such potential impacts would be less than
significant. Construction and operation of the Project would not degrade the quality of the environment;
would not substantially reduce the habitat of fish or wildlife species; would not cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels; would not threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community;
and would not reduce the number of or restrict the range of a Rare or Endangered plant or animal with
implementation of mitigation. Implementation of the Project would result in a greater number of native trees
and other plants on both sites than in the existing condition. Accordingly, the Project is expected to result in
a net benefit to coast live oak-western sycamore woodland vegetation and improve habitat functions and
values for native species of the region.

As discussed in Section 2.5, Cultural Resources, Section 2.7, Geology and Soils, and Section 2.18, Tribal
Cultural Resources, no impacts would occur to known historic, archaeological, tribal cultural, and/or
paleontological resources. Potential impacts to unknown human remains from implementation of the Project
would be less than significant through compliance with State regulations. Potential impacts to unknown
archaeological resources would be less than significant with implementation of MM CUL-1. Potential impacts
to unknown paleontological resources would be less than significant with implementation of MM GEO-1.
Potential impacts to unknown tribal cultural resources would be less than significant with implementation of
MMs TCR-1 through TCR-3. Therefore, the Project does not have the potential to eliminate important
examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory with implementation of mitigation.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

b) Have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable” means that the
incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed 0 0 X 0
in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of
other current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects)?
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WHY? As shown in the analysis in Sections 2.1 through 2.20 above, all construction-related impacts would
be either less than significant or mitigated to a less than significant level. As demonstrated by the analysis
in this IS/MND, there would be no long-term significant operational impacts. As such, there is no potential
contribution to long-term cumulative impacts from operation of the Project. There are no projects sponsored
by Pasadena, South Pasadena, or Los Angeles within or near the Project sites and there are no known
projects within approximately one mile of the Project site. Based on the small scale of the Project and limited
impacts, only projects ongoing within this relatively close distance could potentially result in cumulatively
considerable impacts. Therefore, the Project would not result in impacts that are individually limited but
cumulatively considerable. There would be a less than significant impact, and no mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
c) Have environmental effects which will cause substantial 0 0 0 X
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

WHY? As shown in the analysis in Sections 2.1 through 2.20 above, the Project would not have
environmental effects that could cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly. There would be no impact, and no mitigation is required.
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1. Basic Project Information

1.1. Basic Project Information

Project Name Arroyo Seco Water Reuse v2
Construction Start Date 3/1/2024
Operational Year 2025

Lead Agency —

Land Use Scale Project/site

Analysis Level for Defaults County

Windspeed (m/s) 0.50

Precipitation (days) 7.20

Location 34.12065303999505, -118.16760703700828
County Los Angeles-South Coast
City South Pasadena

Air District South Coast AQMD

Air Basin South Coast

TAZ 4945

EDFzZ 7

Electric Utility Pasadena Water & Power
Gas Utility Southern California Gas
App Version 2022.1.1.14

1.2. Land Use Types

Land Use Subtype Building Area (sq ft) [Landscape Area (sq |Special Landscape |Population Description
ft) Area (sq ft)
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City Park 2.50 Acre 2.50 0.00 2.50 2.50 — —
City Park 1.70 Acre 1.70 0.00 1.70 1.70 — —

1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector

No measures selected

2. Emissions Summary

2.1. Construction Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer — _
(Max)

unmit. 1.25 11.7 13.4 0.02 0.55 0.34 0.84 0.51 0.07 0.54 2,596

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — _ _
(Max)

Unmit. 1.66 15.8 17.0 0.03 0.78 0.68 1.39 0.71 0.13 0.83 3,578

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Unmit. 0.59 5.53 6.18 0.01 0.28 0.23 0.51 0.26 0.04 0.30 1,263
Annual (Max) — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 0.11 1.01 1.13 < 0.005 0.05 0.04 0.09 0.05 0.01 0.06 209

2.2. Construction Emissions by Year, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily - Summer —
(Max)

2024 1.25 11.7 13.4 0.02 0.55 0.34 0.84 0.51 0.07 0.54 2,596
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2025 0.57 5.52 5.68 0.01 0.21 0.00 0.21 0.19 0.00 0.19 1,339
Daily - Winter — — — — — — — — — _ _
(Max)

2024 1.66 15.8 17.0 0.03 0.78 0.68 1.39 0.71 0.13 0.83 3,578
2025 0.98 9.24 111 0.02 0.48 0.61 1.09 0.44 0.11 0.55 2,225

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

2024 0.59 5.53 6.18 0.01 0.28 0.23 0.51 0.26 0.04 0.30 1,263
2025 0.23 2.22 2.34 < 0.005 0.09 0.01 0.09 0.08 < 0.005 0.08 531
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
2024 0.11 1.01 1.13 < 0.005 0.05 0.04 0.09 0.05 0.01 0.06 209
2025 0.04 0.41 0.43 < 0.005 0.02 < 0.005 0.02 0.01 < 0.005 0.01 87.9

2.4. Operations Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer —
(Max)

unmit. < 0.005 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.68

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — —_ _ _ _
(Max)

Unmit. < 0.005 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.68

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Unmit. < 0.005 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.68
Annual (Max) — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. < 0.005 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.11
2.5. Operations Emissions by Sector, Unmitigated
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Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer —

(Max)

Mobile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Area < 0.005 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00
Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00
Water — — — — — — — — — — < 0.005
Waste — — — — — — — — — — 0.68
Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — 0.00
Total < 0.005 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.68
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Mobile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Area < 0.005 — — — — — — — — — —
Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00
Water — — — — — — — — — — < 0.005
Waste — — — — — — — — — — 0.68
Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — 0.00
Total < 0.005 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.68

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Area < 0.005 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00
Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00
Water — — — — — — — — — — < 0.005
Waste — — — — — — — — — — 0.68
Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — 0.00
Total < 0.005 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.68
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Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Mobile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Area < 0.005 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00
Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00
Water — — — — — — — — — — <0.005
Waste — — — — — — — — — — 0.11
Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — 0.00
Total < 0.005 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.11

3. Construction Emissions Details

3.1. Demolition (2024) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

Daily, Summer

(Max)

Off-Road 0.61 5.78 6.95 0.01 0.33 — 0.33 0.30 — 0.30 1,029
Equipment

Demolition — — — — — 0.02 0.02 — < 0.005 <0.005 —
Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Off-Road 0.61 5.78 6.95 0.01 0.33 — 0.33 0.30 — 0.30 1,029
Equipment

Demolition — — — — — 0.02 0.02 — < 0.005 < 0.005 —
Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average Daily
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Off-Road 0.04 0.35 0.42 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 62.0
Equipment

Demolition — — — — — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 —
Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Off-Road 0.01 0.06 0.08 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 10.3
Equipment

Demolition — — — — — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 —
Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Offsite — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Worker 0.04 0.05 0.75 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.00 0.03 0.03 143
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling < 0.005 0.04 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 30.3
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Worker 0.04 0.06 0.64 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.00 0.03 0.03 135
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling < 0.005 0.04 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 30.3

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — _ _

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 8.30
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.83
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.37
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.30
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3.3. Demolition (2024) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — — _
(Max)

Off-Road 0.61 5.78 6.95 0.01 0.33 — 0.33 0.30 — 0.30 1,029
Equipment

Demolition — — — — — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 —
Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — —_ _ _ _
(Max)

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road 0.04 0.35 0.42 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 62.0
Equipment

Demolition — — — — — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 —
Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Off-Road 0.01 0.06 0.08 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 10.3
Equipment

Demolition — — — — — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 —
Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Offsite — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Worker 0.04 0.05 0.75 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.00 0.03 0.03 143
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Daily, Winter — — — — — — — —_ _ _ _
(Max)

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 8.30
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.37
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.5. Site Preparation (2024) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — —_ _ _ _
(Max)

Off-Road 0.50 4.57 5.03 0.01 0.27 — 0.27 0.25 — 0.25 738
Equipment

Dust From — — — — — 0.14 0.14 — 0.01 0.01 —
Material
Movement

Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — _ _
(Max)

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — _ _

Off-Road 0.03 0.29 0.32 <0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 46.5
Equipment

15/52



Arroyo Seco Water Reuse v2 Detailed Report, 7/13/2023

Dust From — — — — — 0.01 0.01 — < 0.005 < 0.005 —
Material
Movement

Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _

Off-Road 0.01 0.05 0.06 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 7.70
Equipment

Dust From — — — — — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 —
Material
Movement

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Offsite — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — —_ _ _ _
(Max)

Worker 0.03 0.04 0.57 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.02 0.02 107
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.01 0.48 0.18 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.10 0.11 < 0.005 0.03 0.03 403

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — —_ _ _ _
(Max)

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 6.51
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling < 0.005 0.03 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 254
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.08
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling < 0.005 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 4.20

3.7. Site Preparation (2024) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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Onsite

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — _ _
(Max)

Off-Road 0.50 4.57 5.03 0.01 0.27 — 0.27 0.25 — 0.25 738
Equipment

Dust From — — — — — 0.14 0.14 — 0.01 0.01 —
Material
Movement

Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

Off-Road 0.50 4.57 5.03 0.01 0.27 — 0.27 0.25 — 0.25 738
Equipment

Dust From — — — — — 0.14 0.14 — 0.01 0.01 —
Material
Movement

Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road 0.06 0.56 0.62 < 0.005 0.03 — 0.03 0.03 — 0.03 91.0
Equipment

Dust From — — — — — 0.02 0.02 — < 0.005 < 0.005 —
Material
Movement

Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _

Off-Road 0.01 0.10 0.11 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 15.1
Equipment

Dust From — — — — — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 —
Material
Movement

Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — _
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Daily, Summer — — — — — — — —_ _ _ _

(Max)

Worker 0.03 0.04 0.57 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.02 0.02 107
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.01 0.49 0.19 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.10 0.11 < 0.005 0.03 0.03 412
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Worker 0.03 0.04 0.48 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.02 0.02 102
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.01 0.51 0.19 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.10 0.11 < 0.005 0.03 0.03 411

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 0.01 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 12.7
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling < 0.005 0.06 0.02 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 50.7
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 211
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling < 0.005 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 <0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 8.40

3.9. Grading (2024) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — _ — _
(Max)

Off-Road 0.50 4.57 5.03 0.01 0.27 — 0.27 0.25 — 0.25 738
Equipment
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Dust From — — — — — 0.14 0.14 — 0.01 0.01 —
Material
Movement

Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ — _
(Max)

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — _ _

Off-Road 0.06 0.55 0.61 < 0.005 0.03 — 0.03 0.03 — 0.03 88.9
Equipment

Dust From — — — — — 0.02 0.02 — < 0.005 < 0.005 —
Material
Movement

Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — —_ — — _

Off-Road 0.01 0.10 0.11 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 14.7
Equipment

Dust From — — — — — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 —
Material
Movement

Onsite truck  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Offsite — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — — _
(Max)

Worker 0.03 0.04 0.57 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.02 0.02 107
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.01 0.50 0.19 < 0.005 0.01 0.11 0.11 0.01 0.03 0.03 421

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 0.01 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 12.4
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling < 0.005 0.06 0.02 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 50.7
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Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 2.06
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling < 0.005 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 8.40

3.11. Grading (2024) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — — _
(Max)

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — —_ _ _ _
(Max)

Off-Road 0.99 9.15 10.1 0.01 0.54 — 0.54 0.50 — 0.50 1,476
Equipment

Dust From — — — — — 0.28 0.28 — 0.03 0.03 —
Material
Movement

Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road 0.17 1.56 1.71 < 0.005 0.09 — 0.09 0.09 — 0.09 251
Equipment

Dust From — — — — — 0.05 0.05 — 0.01 0.01 —
Material
Movement

Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road 0.03 0.28 0.31 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 41.6
Equipment
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Dust From
Material
Movement

Onsite truck
Offsite

Daily, Summer
(Max)

Daily, Winter
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Average Daily
Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Annual
Worker
Vendor

Hauling

0.00

0.07
0.00
0.01

0.01
0.00
< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00
< 0.005

0.00

0.08
0.00
0.69

0.01
0.00
0.12
< 0.005
0.00
0.02

0.00

0.96
0.00
0.26

0.17
0.00
0.04
0.03
0.00
0.01

3.13. Grading (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

N

Onsite

Daily, Summer
(Max)

Daily, Winter
(Max)

0.00

0.00
0.00
< 0.005

0.00
0.00
< 0.005

0.00
0.00
< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.01

0.00
0.00
< 0.005

0.00
0.00
< 0.005

0.01

0.00

0.20
0.00
0.14

0.03
0.00
0.02

0.01
0.00
< 0.005

0.01

0.00

0.20
0.00
0.15

0.03
0.00
0.02

0.01
0.00
< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.01

0.00
0.00
< 0.005

0.00
0.00
< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.05
0.00
0.04

0.01
0.00
0.01

< 0.005
0.00
< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.05
0.00
0.05

0.01
0.00
0.01

< 0.005
0.00
< 0.005
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0.00

203
0.00
561

35.2
0.00
95.5

5.82
0.00
15.8
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Off-Road
Equipment

Dust From
Material
Movement

Onsite truck
Average Daily

Off-Road
Equipment

Dust From
Material
Movement

Onsite truck
Annual

Off-Road
Equipment

Dust From
Material
Movement

Onsite truck
Offsite

Daily, Summer
(Max)

Daily, Winter
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Average Daily
Worker
Vendor

Hauling

0.91

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.06
0.00

0.01

< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005

8.50

0.00

0.10

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.07
0.00

0.67

< 0.005
0.00

0.01

9.99

0.00

0.12

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.88
0.00

0.25

0.01
0.00

< 0.005

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00

< 0.005

0.00
0.00

< 0.005

0.47

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.01

0.00
0.00

< 0.005

0.28

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.20
0.00

0.14

< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005
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0.47

0.28

0.00

0.01

<0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.20
0.00

0.15

< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005
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0.43

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.01

0.00
0.00

< 0.005

0.03

0.00

<0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.05
0.00

0.04

< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005

0.43

0.03

0.00

0.01

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.05
0.00

0.05

< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005

1,475

0.00

17.3

0.00

2.87

0.00

199
0.00
550

2.37
0.00

6.47
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Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.39
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.07

3.15. Building Construction (2024) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — — _
(Max)

Off-Road 0.59 5.86 571 0.01 0.22 — 0.22 0.21 — 0.21 1,339
Equipment

Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — —_ _ _ _
(Max)

Off-Road 0.59 5.86 5.71 0.01 0.22 — 0.22 0.21 — 0.21 1,339
Equipment

Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road 0.14 1.41 1.38 < 0.005 0.05 — 0.05 0.05 — 0.05 323
Equipment

Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Off-Road 0.03 0.26 0.25 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 53.4
Equipment

Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Offsite — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)



Arroyo Seco Water Reuse v2 Detailed Report, 7/13/2023

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.17. Building Construction (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

Off-Road 0.57 5.52 5.68 0.01 0.21 — 0.21 0.19 — 0.19 1,339
Equipment

Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — _ _
(Max)
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Off-Road 0.57 5.52 5.68 0.01 0.21 — 0.21 0.19 — 0.19 1,339
Equipment
Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road 0.20 1.97 2.02 < 0.005 0.07 — 0.07 0.07 — 0.07 477
Equipment

Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Off-Road 0.04 0.36 0.37 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 79.0
Equipment

Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Offsite — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.19. Paving (2024) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

Daily, Summer — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
(Max)

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — _ _
(Max)

Off-Road 0.26 231 281 <0.005 0.12 — 0.12 0.11 — 0.11 423
Equipment

Paving 0.00 — — — — — — — — — _
Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road 0.02 0.15 0.18 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 26.7
Equipment

Paving 0.00 — — — — — — — — — _
Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _
Off-Road < 0.005 0.03 0.03 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 4.42
Equipment

Paving 0.00 — — — — — — — — — _
Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Offsite — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — _ _
(Max)

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

Worker 0.02 0.03 0.32 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.07 0.00 0.02 0.02 67.7
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Vendor
Hauling
Average Daily
Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Annual
Worker
Vendor

Hauling

0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.02
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

3.21. Architectural Coating (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

Daily, Summer
(Max)

Off-Road
Equipment

Architectural
Coatings

Onsite truck

Daily, Winter
(Max)

Average Daily

Off-Road
Equipment

Architectural
Coatings

0.25

0.00

0.00

0.02

0.00

2.25

0.00

0.15

2.81

0.00

0.18

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.11

0.00

0.01

0.00
0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00
0.00

PM10D

0.00

27152

0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00
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0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

4.34
0.00
0.00

0.72
0.00
0.00

PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T

0.11

0.00

0.01

0.10

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.10

0.00

0.01

424

0.00

27.9
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Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
Off-Road < 0.005 0.03 0.03 <0.005 < 0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — < 0.005 461
Equipment

Architectural 0.00 — — — — — — — — — —
Coatings

Onsite truck 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Offsite — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily, Summer — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Average Daily — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

4. Operations Emissions Details

4.1. Mobile Emissions by Land Use
4.1.1. Unmitigated
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Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer — —

(Max)

City Park 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

City Park 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
City Park 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
4.2. Energy

4.2.1. Electricity Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer — — —

(Max)

City Park — — — — — — — — — — 0.00
Total — — — — — — — — — — 0.00
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

City Park — — — — — — — — — — 0.00
Total — — — — — — — — — — 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
City Park — — — — — — — — — — 0.00
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Total — — — — — — — — — — 0.00

4.2.3. Natural Gas Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer — —

(Max)

City Park 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00
Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

City Park 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00
Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — _ —
City Park 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00
Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00

4.3. Area Emissions by Source
4.3.2. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer —
(Max)

Consumer < 0.005 — — — — — — — — _ _
Products

Architectural 0.00 — — — — — — — . — _
Coatings
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Landscape 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00
Equipment

Total < 0.005 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — _ _
(Max)

Consumer < 0.005 — — — — — — — — — _
Products

Architectural 0.00 — — — — — — — — — _

Coatings
Total < 0.005 — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — _ —
Consumer < 0.005 — — — — — — — — — —
Products

Architectural 0.00 — — — — — — — . — _

Coatings

Landscape 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00
Equipment

Total < 0.005 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00

4.4. Water Emissions by Land Use
4.4.2. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer —

(Max)

City Park — — — — — — — — — — < 0.005
Total — — — — — — — — — — <0.005
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — —_ _ _ _
(Max)

City Park — — — — — — — — — — < 0.005
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Total — — — — — — — — — — < 0.005
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

City Park — — — — — — — — — — < 0.005
Total — — — — — — — — — — < 0.005

4.5. Waste Emissions by Land Use
4.5.2. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer — —

(Max)

City Park — — — — — — — — — — 0.68
Total — — — — — — — — — — 0.68
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — _ _
(Max)

City Park — — — — — — — — — — 0.68
Total — — — — — — — — — — 0.68
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
City Park — — — — — — — — — — 0.11
Total — — — — — — — — — — 0.11

4.6. Refrigerant Emissions by Land Use
4.6.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer —
(Max)
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City Park — — — — — — — — — — 0.00
Total — — — — — — — — — — 0.00
Daily, Winter — — — — — — — —_ _ _ _
(Max)

City Park — — — — — — — — — — 0.00
Total — — — — — — — — — — 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —
City Park — — — — — — — — — — 0.00
Total — — — — — — — — — — 0.00

4.7. Offroad Emissions By Equipment Type

4.7.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Type

Daily, Summer —
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — —_ _ _ _
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — —

4.8. Stationary Emissions By Equipment Type
4.8.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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Type

Daily, Summer —
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — —_ _ _ _
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — —

4.9. User Defined Emissions By Equipment Type
4.9.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Type

Daily, Summer —
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — _ _
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type
4.10.1. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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Daily, Summer —
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — — — _
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — —

4.10.2. Above and Belowground Carbon Accumulation by Land Use Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer — —
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily, Winter — — — — — — — — _ _ _
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — —
Annual — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — —

4.10.3. Avoided and Sequestered Emissions by Species - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, Summer — —
(Max)

Avoided — — — — — — — — _ — _

Subtotal — — — — — — — — _ — _



Sequestered
Subtotal
Removed
Subtotal

Daily, Winter
(Max)

Avoided
Subtotal
Sequestered
Subtotal
Removed
Subtotal
Annual
Avoided
Subtotal
Sequestered
Subtotal
Removed

Subtotal

5. Activity Data

5.1. Construction Schedule

Arroyo Seco Water Reuse v2 Detailed Report, 7/13/2023

Phase Type Start Date End Date Days Per Week Work Days per Phase Phase Description
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San Rafael Demolition

San Pascual Demolition

Demolition

Demolition

San Rafael Site Preparation Site Preparation

San Pascual Site
Preparation

San Rafael Grading
San Pascual Grading

San Rafael Building
Construction

San Pascual Building
Construction

San Rafael Paving

San Pascual Paving

Site Preparation

Grading
Grading

Building Construction

Building Construction

Paving

Architectural Coating

5.2. Off-Road Equipment

5.2.1. Unmitigated

San Rafael Demolition
San Rafael Demolition

San Rafael Demolition

San Rafael Demolition
San Pascual Demolition
San Pascual Demolition

San Pascual Demolition

San Pascual Demolition

San Rafael Site
Preparation

Excavators
Skid Steer Loaders

Tractors/Loaders/Backh
oes

Crawler Tractors
Excavators
Skid Steer Loaders

Tractors/Loaders/Backh
oes

Crawler Tractors

Excavators

Diesel
Diesel

Diesel

Diesel
Diesel
Diesel

Diesel

Diesel

Diesel

3/1/2024
71412024
4/2/2024
8/5/2024

5/3/2024
10/6/2024
71412024

1/7/2025

11/5/2024
7/8/2025

Average
Average

Average

Average
Average
Average

Average

Average

Average

4/1/2024
8/4/2024
5/2/2024
10/5/2024

7/3/2024
1/6/2025
11/4/2024

7/7/2025

12/5/2024
8/8/2025

1.00
1.00

1.00

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

1.00
1.00
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5.00
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5.00
5.00
5.00

5.00

5.00
5.00
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8.00
8.00

8.00

8.00
8.00
8.00
8.00

8.00
8.00

22.0
22.0
23.0
45.0

44.0
66.0
88.0

130

23.0
24.0

36.0
71.0

84.0

87.0
36.0
71.0
84.0

87.0
36.0

0.38
0.37

0.37

0.43
0.38
0.37
0.37

0.43
0.38



San Rafael Site
Preparation

San Rafael Site
Preparation

San Pascual Site
Preparation

San Pascual Site
Preparation

San Pascual Site
Preparation

San Rafael Grading
San Rafael Grading
San Rafael Grading
San Pascual Grading
San Pascual Grading
San Pascual Grading

San Rafael Building
Construction

San Rafael Building
Construction

San Rafael Building
Construction

San Rafael Building
Construction

San Pascual Building
Construction

San Pascual Building
Construction

San Pascual Building
Construction

San Pascual Building
Construction

Skid Steer Loaders

Crawler Tractors

Excavators

Skid Steer Loaders

Crawler Tractors

Excavators

Skid Steer Loaders
Crawler Tractors
Excavators

Skid Steer Loaders
Crawler Tractors

Cranes

Excavators

Skid Steer Loaders

Pumps

Cranes

Excavators

Skid Steer Loaders

Pumps

Diesel

Diesel

Diesel

Diesel

Diesel

Diesel
Diesel
Diesel
Diesel
Diesel
Diesel

Diesel

Diesel

Diesel

Diesel

Diesel

Diesel

Diesel

Diesel

Average

Average

Average

Average

Average

Average
Average
Average
Average
Average
Average

Average

Average

Average

Average

Average

Average

Average

Average

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00
1.00
1.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00
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8.00

8.00

8.00

8.00

8.00

8.00
8.00
8.00
8.00
8.00
8.00
7.00

8.00

8.00

8.00

7.00

8.00

8.00

8.00

71.0

87.0

36.0

71.0

87.0

36.0
71.0
87.0
36.0
71.0
87.0
367

36.0

71.0

11.0

367

36.0

71.0

11.0

0.37

0.43

0.38

0.37

0.43

0.38
0.37
0.43
0.38
0.37
0.43
0.29

0.38

0.37

0.74

0.29

0.38

0.37

0.74



San Rafael Paving Pavers
San Rafael Paving Rollers
San Pascual Paving Rollers
San Pascual Paving Pavers

5.3. Construction Vehicles

5.3.1. Unmitigated

Diesel
Diesel
Diesel

Diesel

Average
Average
Average

Average

Trip Type One-Way Trips per Day Miles per Trip Vehicle Mix

San Rafael Demolition

San Rafael Demolition

San Rafael Demolition

San Rafael Demolition

San Rafael Demolition

San Rafael Site Preparation

San Rafael Site Preparation

San Rafael Site Preparation

San Rafael Site Preparation

San Rafael Site Preparation

San Rafael Grading

San Rafael Grading

San Rafael Grading

San Rafael Grading

San Rafael Grading

San Rafael Building Construction
San Rafael Building Construction

San Rafael Building Construction

Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Onsite truck
Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Onsite truck
Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Onsite truck
Worker

Vendor

10.0

0.41

7.50

5.43

7.50

5.68

0.00
0.00

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
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18.5
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20.0

18.5
10.2
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8.00
6.00
6.00
8.00

81.0
36.0
36.0
81.0

0.42
0.38
0.38
0.42

LDA,LDT1,LDT2
HHDT,MHDT
HHDT

HHDT
LDA,LDT1,LDT2
HHDT,MHDT
HHDT

HHDT
LDA,LDT1,LDT2
HHDT,MHDT
HHDT

HHDT
LDA,LDT1,LDT2

HHDT,MHDT
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San Rafael Building Construction Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT
San Rafael Building Construction Onsite truck — — HHDT

San Rafael Paving — — — _

San Rafael Paving Worker 5.00 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2
San Rafael Paving Vendor — 10.2 HHDT,MHDT
San Rafael Paving Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

San Rafael Paving Onsite truck — — HHDT

San Pascual Demolition — — — _

San Pascual Demolition Worker 10.0 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2
San Pascual Demolition Vendor — 10.2 HHDT,MHDT
San Pascual Demolition Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

San Pascual Demolition Onsite truck — — HHDT

San Pascual Site Preparation — — — _

San Pascual Site Preparation Worker 7.50 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2
San Pascual Site Preparation Vendor — 10.2 HHDT,MHDT
San Pascual Site Preparation Hauling 5.56 20.0 HHDT

San Pascual Site Preparation Onsite truck — — HHDT

San Pascual Grading — — — —

San Pascual Grading Worker 15.0 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2
San Pascual Grading Vendor — 10.2 HHDT,MHDT
San Pascual Grading Hauling 7.58 20.0 HHDT

San Pascual Grading Onsite truck — — HHDT

San Pascual Building Construction — — — _

San Pascual Building Construction Worker 0.00 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2
San Pascual Building Construction Vendor 0.00 10.2 HHDT,MHDT
San Pascual Building Construction Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

San Pascual Building Construction Onsite truck — — HHDT
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San Pascual Paving — — — _

San Pascual Paving Worker 0.00 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2
San Pascual Paving Vendor — 10.2 HHDT,MHDT
San Pascual Paving Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

San Pascual Paving Onsite truck — — HHDT

5.4. Vehicles

5.4.1. Construction Vehicle Control Strategies

Control Strategies Applied PM10 Reduction PM2.5 Reduction

Water unpaved roads twice daily 55% 55%

5.5. Architectural Coatings

Phase Name Residential Interior Area Coated |Residential Exterior Area Coated | Non-Residential Interior Area Non-Residential Exterior Area Parking Area Coated (sq ft)
(sq ft) (sq ft) Coated (sq ft) Coated (sq ft)

San Pascual Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

5.6. Dust Mitigation

5.6.1. Construction Earthmoving Activities

Material Imported (Cubic Yards) |Material Exported (Cubic Yards) |Acres Graded (acres) Material Demolished (Ton of Acres Paved (acres)
Debris)

San Rafael Demolition 0.00 0.00 0.00 36.0

San Pascual Demolition 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 —
San Rafael Site Preparation — 1,000 11.0 0.00 —
San Pascual Site Preparation — 2,000 22.0 0.00 —
San Rafael Grading — 2,000 33.0 0.00 —
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San Pascual Grading — 4,000 44.0 0.00 —
San Rafael Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

5.6.2. Construction Earthmoving Control Strategies

Control Strategies Applied Frequency (per day) PM10 Reduction PM2.5 Reduction

Water Exposed Area 74% 74%

Water Demolished Area 2 36% 36%

5.7. Construction Paving

City Park 0.00 0%

City Park 0.00 0%

5.8. Construction Electricity Consumption and Emissions Factors

kWh per Year and Emission Factor (Ib/MWh)

2024 0.00 1,028 0.03 < 0.005

2025 0.00 1,028 0.03 < 0.005

5.9. Operational Mobile Sources

5.9.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Type Trips/Weekday Trips/Saturday Trips/Sunday Trips/Year VMT/Weekday VMT/Saturday VMT/Sunday VMT/Year

City Park 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

City Park 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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5.10. Operational Area Sources
5.10.1. Hearths

5.10.1.1. Unmitigated

5.10.2. Architectural Coatings

Residential Interior Area Coated (sq ft) |Residential Exterior Area Coated (sq ft) | Non-Residential Interior Area Coated Non-Residential Exterior Area Coated |[Parking Area Coated (sq ft)
(sq ft) (sq ft)
0 0.00 —

0.00 0.00

5.10.3. Landscape Equipment

Snow Days daylyr 0.00

Summer Days daylyr 250

5.11. Operational Energy Consumption
5.11.1. Unmitigated

Electricity (kWh/yr) and CO2 and CH4 and N20 and Natural Gas (kBTU/yr)

City Park 0.00 79.6 0.0330 0.0040 0.00

City Park 0.00 79.6 0.0330 0.0040 0.00

5.12. Operational Water and Wastewater Consumption

5.12.1. Unmitigated
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City Park 0.00 77.9
City Park 0.00 53.0

5.13. Operational Waste Generation

5.13.1. Unmitigated

City Park 0.21 —
City Park 0.15 —

5.14. Operational Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Equipment

5.14.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Type Equipment Type Quantity (kg) Operations Leak Rate |Service Leak Rate

City Park Other commercial AAIC R-410A 2,088 < 0.005 4.00 4.00 18.0
and heat pumps

City Park Stand-alone retail R-134a 1,430 0.04 1.00 0.00 1.00
refrigerators and
freezers

City Park Other commercial AIC R-410A 2,088 < 0.005 4.00 4.00 18.0
and heat pumps

City Park Stand-alone retail R-134a 1,430 0.04 1.00 0.00 1.00
refrigerators and
freezers

5.15. Operational Off-Road Equipment

5.15.1. Unmitigated
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5.16. Stationary Sources

5.16.1. Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps

Equipment Type Fuel Type Number per Day Hours per Day Load Factor

5.16.2. Process Boilers

Equipment Type Fuel Type Boiler Rating (MMBtu/hr) Daily Heat Input (MMBtu/day) Annual Heat Input (MMBtu/yr)

5.17. User Defined

Equipment Type Fuel Type

5.18. Vegetation
5.18.1. Land Use Change

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

Vegetation Land Use Type Vegetation Soil Type Initial Acres

5.18.1. Biomass Cover Type

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

5.18.2. Sequestration
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5.18.2.1. Unmitigated

6. Climate Risk Detailed Report

6.1. Climate Risk Summary

Cal-Adapt midcentury 2040-2059 average projections for four hazards are reported below for your project location. These are under Representation Concentration Pathway (RCP) 8.5 which assumes GHG
emissions will continue to rise strongly through 2050 and then plateau around 2100.

Temperature and Extreme Heat 15.4 annual days of extreme heat

Extreme Precipitation 7.00 annual days with precipitation above 20 mm
Sea Level Rise 0.00 meters of inundation depth

Wildfire 0.00

annual hectares burned

Temperature and Extreme Heat data are for grid cell in which your project are located. The projection is based on the 98th historical percentile of daily maximum/minimum temperatures from observed
historical data (32 climate model ensemble from Cal-Adapt, 2040-2059 average under RCP 8.5). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

Extreme Precipitation data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The threshold of 20 mm is equivalent to about % an inch of rain, which would be light to moderate rainfall if received over a full
day or heavy rain if received over a period of 2 to 4 hours. Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

Sea Level Rise data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from Radke et al. (2017), as reported in Cal-Adapt (2040-2059 average under RCP 8.5), and consider different
increments of sea level rise coupled with extreme storm events. Users may select from four model simulations to view the range in potential inundation depth for the grid cell. The four simulations make
different assumptions about expected rainfall and temperature are: Warmer/drier (HadGEM2-ES), Cooler/wetter (CNRM-CM5), Average conditions (CanESM2), Range of different rainfall and temperature
possibilities (MIROCS). Each grid cell is 50 meters (m) by 50 m, or about 164 feet (ft) by 164 ft.

Wildfire data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from UC Davis, as reported in Cal-Adapt (2040—-2059 average under RCP 8.5), and consider historical data of climate,
vegetation, population density, and large (> 400 ha) fire history. Users may select from four model simulations to view the range in potential wildfire probabilities for the grid cell. The four simulations make
different assumptions about expected rainfall and temperature are: Warmer/drier (HadGEM2-ES), Cooler/wetter (CNRM-CM5), Average conditions (CanESM2), Range of different rainfall and temperature
possibilities (MIROCS). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

6.2. Initial Climate Risk Scores

Temperature and Extreme Heat

Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A N/A

Sea Level Rise 1 0 0 N/A
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Wildfire 1
Flooding N/A
Drought N/A
Snowpack Reduction N/A
Air Quality Degradation 0

N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
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N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the greatest

exposure.

The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the

greatest ability to adapt.

The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores do not include implementation of climate risk reduction measures.

6.3. Adjusted Climate Risk Scores

Temperature and Extreme Heat

Extreme Precipitation N/A
Sea Level Rise 1
Wildfire 1
Flooding N/A
Drought N/A
Snowpack Reduction N/A
Air Quality Degradation 1

N/A

N/A
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A
N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A
N/A

N/A

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the greatest

exposure.

The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the

greatest ability to adapt.

The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores include implementation of climate risk reduction measures.

6.4. Climate Risk Reduction Measures

7. Health and Equity Details
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7.1. CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Scores
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The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution burden compared to other census tracts in the state.

Indicator

Exposure Indicators
AQ-Ozone

AQ-PM

AQ-DPM

Drinking Water

Lead Risk Housing
Pesticides

Toxic Releases

Traffic

Effect Indicators
CleanUp Sites
Groundwater

Haz Waste Facilities/Generators
Impaired Water Bodies
Solid Waste

Sensitive Population
Asthma
Cardio-vascular

Low Birth Weights
Socioeconomic Factor Indicators
Education

Housing

Linguistic

Poverty

Result for Project Census Tract

717
59.2
88.5
87.2
73.0
0.00
69.1
69.4

54.3
14.9
38.7
33.2
52.9

9.70
6.54

243

16.2
56.5
46.0

29.2
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Unemployment

7.2. Healthy Places Index Scores

51.3
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The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts in the state.

Economic

Above Poverty
Employed

Median HI
Education
Bachelor's or higher
High school enroliment
Preschool enroliment
Transportation

Auto Access

Active commuting
Social

2-parent households
Voting
Neighborhood
Alcohol availability
Park access

Retail density
Supermarket access
Tree canopy
Housing

Homeownership

68.77967407
91.37687668
58.24457847
85.38431926
100

59.16848454
53.75336841
70.76863852
61.91453869
76.97934043
46.27229565
50.48120108
80.73912486
80.11035545
90.63261902

17.51571924
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Housing habitability

Low-inc homeowner severe housing cost burden

Low-inc renter severe housing cost burden

Uncrowded housing
Health Outcomes

Insured adults

Arthritis

Asthma ER Admissions
High Blood Pressure
Cancer (excluding skin)
Asthma

Coronary Heart Disease
Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease
Diagnosed Diabetes

Life Expectancy at Birth
Cognitively Disabled
Physically Disabled
Heart Attack ER Admissions
Mental Health Not Good
Chronic Kidney Disease
Obesity

Pedestrian Injuries
Physical Health Not Good
Stroke

Health Risk Behaviors
Binge Drinking

Current Smoker

44.87360452
83.60066727
79.18644938
58.74502759
52.90645451
0.0

98.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

41.7

74.6

54.0

95.3

0.0

0.0

0.0

40.5

0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
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No Leisure Time for Physical Activity
Climate Change Exposures
Wildfire Risk

SLR Inundation Area

Children

Elderly

English Speaking

Foreign-born

Outdoor Workers

Climate Change Adaptive Capacity
Impervious Surface Cover

Traffic Density

Traffic Access

Other Indices

Hardship

Other Decision Support

2016 Voting

7.3. Overall Health & Equity Scores

0.0

0.0

0.0

19.9
61.3
74.0
48.3
58.4

59.6

60.6

56.5

18.2

65.4
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CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Score for Project Location (a)

Healthy Places Index Score for Project Location (b)

Project Located in a Designated Disadvantaged Community (Senate Bill 535)
Project Located in a Low-Income Community (Assembly Bill 1550)

Project Located in a Community Air Protection Program Community (Assembly Bill 617)

35.0
77.0
No
No

No

a: The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution burden compared to other census tracts in the state.
b: The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts in the state.
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7.4. Health & Equity Measures

No Health & Equity Measures selected.
7.5. Evaluation Scorecard

Health & Equity Evaluation Scorecard not completed.

7.6. Health & Equity Custom Measures

No Health & Equity Custom Measures created.

8. User Changes to Default Data

Characteristics: Utility Information Located within the City of Pasadena
Construction: Construction Phases Based on project specific durations
Construction: Off-Road Equipment Project specific equipment estimates. AC phase equipment used to represent 2nd paving phase -

equipment has been adjusted appropriately.
Operations: Vehicle Data No daily trip generation.

Construction: Dust From Material Movement Developer provided export
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Balancing the Natural and Built Environment

November 16, 2023

Ms. Christina Monde VIA EMAIL
Project Manager cmonde@cityofpasadena.net
City of Pasadena Department of Public Works

100 North Garfield Avenue, Room N306

Pasadena, California 91109

Subject:  Biological Resources Assessment for the Arroyo Seco Water Reuse Project in the Cities of
Pasadena, South Pasadena, and Los Angeles, California

Dear Ms. Monde:

This Biological Resources Assessment Letter Report presents the findings of a biological and
jurisdictional waters resources assessment for Arroyo Seco Water Reuse Project (hereinafter referred to as
the “Project”) located in the cities of Pasadena, South Pasadena, and Los Angeles in Los Angeles County,
California (Exhibit 1, Regional Location and Local Vicinity). The purpose of the biological assessment is
to document biological resources, evaluate potential biological constraints on the Project, identify
potential impacts to biological and jurisdictional water resources that could result from implementation of
the Project; and recommend protective measures to ensure avoidance of impacts or to reduce impacts to a
level of less than significant.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION

The proposed Project involves the diversion of stormwater runoff from San Rafael Creek into treatment
wetlands that would be created in an approximate 1.4-acre adjacent upland area (San Rafael Site). These
treatment wetlands would improve water quality and allow for soil infiltration before discharging this
treated water into the Arroyo Seco Channel. Further downstream, water would be diverted from the
Arroyo Seco via existing facilities to treatment wetlands constructed in the approximate 2.2-acre San
Pascual Site.

The Arroyo Seco Water Reuse Project survey area is generally centered along a portion of the Arroyo
Seco Channel that begins just south of the San Rafael Avenue bridge overpass of the Arroyo Seco
Channel in the City of Pasadena and extends approximately “2-mile south (downstream) to immediately
north of the State Route 110 overpass in the City of South Pasadena. The survey area referenced herein
includes: (1) the San Rafael area at the northern end of the survey area, which consists of a concrete-lined
drain that conveys water from adjacent residential areas located northwest of the survey area and drain
into the Arroyo Seco; (2) the Arroyo Seco Channel, which consists of the concrete-lined

channel extending between the Project site along with an adjacent dirt trail that runs along the 295 South Lake Avenue

eastern bank adjacent to the San Pascual Stables; and (3) the San Pascual area, a densely Suite 1000
vegetated area that accepts flows diverted from the Arroyo Seco Channel through existing Pasadena, CA 91101
infrastructure and is located immediately northwest of Arroyo Park. The Golf Course

. . . e . . Tel 626.351.2000
maintenance yard was not included in the survey area because it is in a heavily disturbed Fax 626.351.2030

condition and no special status biological resources are present within the fenced area. The www.Psomas.com
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survey area captures all direct and indirect jurisdictional waters and biological resources that may be
affected by Project implementation.

The Project area was assessed for impacts to biological resources encompasses the two discrete Project
sites, construction staging areas, and adjacent areas. The San Rafael site is situated southwest of the San
Rafael Avenue overpass of the Arroyo Seco Channel and adjacent to Pasadena’s southern boundary. In
addition to the property within Pasadena, the San Rafael site includes a linear feature that is within the
limits of the San Rafael Creek easement under Los Angeles County Flood Control District (LACFCD)
jurisdiction. The San Pascual site is situated southeast of the San Pascual Avenue overpass of the Arroyo
Seco Channel and is primarily within South Pasadena with a small portion of this site within the City of
Los Angeles. The survey area is located on the U.S. Geological Survey’s (USGS’) Pasadena and Los
Angeles 7.5-minute quadrangles of the San Bernardino Meridian at Township 1 North, Range 12 West,
Section 32 and Township 1 South, Range 12 West, Section 5 (Exhibit 2, U.S. Geological Survey
Quadrangle Topographic Map; Exhibit 3, Survey Area).

METHODS

A literature review and field studies were conducted to document the biological resources as well as
jurisdictional drainage features on and adjacent to the sites using the methods described below. An
additional temporary staging area, the parking lot located on the southeast corner of the intersection of
San Pascual Avenue and Stoney Drive was included in all field surveys at the San Pascual Site.

Literature Review

Prior to the survey, a literature review was conducted to identify special status plants, wildlife, and
habitats that have been reported to occur in the vicinity of the survey area. The California Native Plant
Society’s (CNPS’) Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants (CNPS 2023) and the California Department
of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW’s) California Natural Diversity Database (CDFW 2023a) were reviewed.
Database searches included the USGS’ Pasadena and Los Angeles 7.5-minute quadrangles. Resources
reviewed to assist in the delineation of jurisdictional features included the U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service’s (USDA NRCS’) Web Soil Survey, the USDA
NRCS’ Hydric Soils List (USDA NRCS 2023), and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS”)
National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) Wetland Mapper (USFWS 2023).

Vegetation Mapping and General Survey

Psomas Senior Biologist Sarah Thomas conducted a general plant and wildlife survey and verified
vegetation within the Project’s survey area on June 16, 2023. Vegetation was mapped on a 1-inch equals
100-foot (1"=100") scale color aerial. Nomenclature for vegetation types generally follows that of 4
Manual of California Vegetation (Sawyer et. al. 2009) when feasible. All plant species observed were
recorded in field notes. Plants were identified using taxonomic keys, descriptions, and illustrations in
Jepson Flora Project (2023), Baldwin et al. (2012), Hickman (1993), and Munz (1974). Nomenclature of
plant taxa conform to the Special Vascular Plants, Bryophytes, and Lichens List (CDFW 2023b) for
special status species and the Jepson eFlora (Jepson Flora Project 2023) for all other taxa.

All wildlife species detected during the survey were documented in field notes. Active searches for
reptiles and amphibians included lifting, overturning, and carefully replacing rocks and debris. Birds were
identified by visual and auditory recognition. Surveys for mammals were conducted during the day and
included searching for and identifying diagnostic signs, including scat, footprints, scratch-outs, dust
bowls, burrows, and trails. Taxonomy and nomenclature for wildlife generally follows the Special
Animals List (CDFW 2022b) for special status species; for other species, Center for North American
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Herpetology (2015) for amphibians and reptiles, the American Ornithological Society (2021) for birds,
and the Smithsonian National Museum of Natural History (2011) for mammals.

A tree survey was conducted to identify and quantify trees regulated by the cities of Pasadena, South
Pasadena, Los Angeles, and/or the California Fish and Game Code, and to assess impacts resulting from
Project implementation. Detailed methods and results can be found in the Tree Report for the Arroyo Seco
Water Reuse and Natural Stream Restoration Project (Tree Report, Psomas 2023a), provided as
Attachment A.

Focused Special Status Plant Survey

Botanical surveys were floristic in nature and consistent with the protocols created by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) (CDFW 2018). Prior to the field surveys, a literature search
was conducted to identify special status plant species reported from the vicinity of the Project sites.
Sources reviewed included the USGS Pasadena, Burbank, Hollywood, Los Angeles, E1 Monte, and Mt.
Wilson 7.5-minute quadrangles in the California Native Plant Society’s Inventory of Rare and
Endangered Vascular Plants of California (CNPS 2023) and the CDFW’s California Natural Diversity
Database (CDFW 2023a). Additionally, a soils map (Exhibit 4; Soils Map) of the sites was prepared to
assist in determining potentials for plant species occurrence.

Rainfall received in the winter and spring determines the germination of many annual and perennial herb
species. The region received approximately 9.96 inches of precipitation between July 2021 and June 2022
(data taken from Burbank Station) (CIMIS 2023). The average annual precipitation for this area is
between 13.91 inches.

Reference populations were monitored for annual and difficult-to-detect target species to ensure that the
surveys were comprehensive. This is especially relevant during periods of unusual rainfall patterns or
below average rainfall. If conditions at a nearby reference population are suitable for germination and
growth, then it can be inferred that conditions would also be suitable on the Project sites. Reference
populations were not monitored for species with a California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) of 3 or 4, large
perennials which would be identifiable throughout the year, or for species lacking a publicly accessible
reference population.

Psomas Biologist Sarah Thomas conducted special status plant survey for special status plants on June 16,
2023. The plant survey area included the entire boundary of the Project sites. The potentially suitable
habitats for special status plants on the project sites were systematically surveyed to the extent possible
during the site visit. All plant species observed were recorded in field notes. Plants were identified using
taxonomic keys, descriptions, and illustrations in Jepson Flora Project (2023), Baldwin et al. (2012),
Hickman (1993), and Munz (1974). Nomenclature of plant taxa conform to the Special Vascular Plants,
Bryophytes, and Lichens List (CDFW 2023Db) for special status species and the Jepson eFlora (Jepson
Flora Project 2023) for all other taxa.

Any special status plant species observed on the project sites would be mapped Garmin handheld Global
Positioning System unit and data would be collected on the number and phenology of individuals
(estimated for large populations) and microsite characteristics (e.g., slope, aspect, soil texture,
surrounding habitat, and associated species).

Jurisdictional Delineation

Section 404 of the federal Clean Water Act (CWA) and Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game
Code regulate activities affecting resources under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
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(USACE) and the CDFW, respectively. Waters of the United States (WOTUS) under the jurisdiction of
the USACE include navigable coastal and inland waters, lakes, rivers, streams, and their tributaries;
interstate waters and their tributaries; wetlands adjacent to such waters; intermittent streams; and other
waters that could affect interstate commerce. The CDFW has jurisdictional authority over resources
associated with rivers, streams, and lakes. Section 401 of the CWA provides the Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB) with the authority to regulate, through a Water Quality Certification, any
proposed federally permitted activity that may affect water quality. The RWQCB also has jurisdiction
over isolated wetlands and waters of the State under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act.

A delineation of jurisdictional water resource boundaries was conducted by Psomas Senior Regulatory
Specialist David Hughes and Biologist Trevor Bristle on February 10, 2022, to describe the type and
extent of waters regulated by the USACE, the RWQCB, and/or the CDFW within the survey area.
Jurisdictional features were mapped on an aerial. Non-wetland waters of the United States under the
jurisdiction of the USACE were assessed based on the presence of an Ordinary High Water Mark
(OHWM). The presence of wetland waters of the United States was assessed using a three-parameter
approach for wetland hydrology, hydrophytic vegetation, and hydric soils, as described in the Regional
Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West Region (USACE 2008). It
should be noted that the RWQCB shares USACE jurisdiction unless isolated conditions are present. If
conditions indicating isolated waters are present, the RWQCB takes jurisdiction using the USACE’s
definition of the OHWM and/or the three-parameter wetlands methods. The CDFW’s jurisdiction is
generally defined as the top of the bank of a river, stream, or lake or to the outer limit of riparian
vegetation located within or immediately adjacent to the river, stream, or lake. Detailed methods and
results can be found in the Jurisdictional Delineation for the Arroyo Seco Water Reuse and Natural
Stream Restoration Project (Jurisdictional Delineation Report, Psomas 2023b), provided as
Attachment B.

SURVEY RESULTS

Vegetation Types and Other Landcovers

The survey area consists of disturbed coast live oak woodland, coast live oak-western sycamore
woodland, Peruvian pepper tree — coast live oak woodland, non-native ornamental woodland, disturbed
blue elderberry — laurel sumac scrub, non-native grassland, bare ground, disturbed, and developed
(Exhibit 5, Vegetation Types and Other Areas) areas. These areas are each described below.

Disturbed Coast Live Oak Woodland

Disturbed coast live oak woodland occurs directly adjacent to trails, channels, and within generally
disturbed areas within and near the San Rafael site and within the Arroyo Seco Channel. This vegetation
type consists of coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia) as the dominant tree, with a mostly closed overstory.
Other tree species also occurring include blue elderberry (Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea). Understory
species include but are not limited to western poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum), hollyleaf
redberry (Rhamnus ilicifolia), toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia), dwarf nettle (Urtica urens), and foxtail
chess (Bromus madritensis). This vegetation type corresponds to the Quercus agrifolia Woodland
Alliance in Sawyer et. al. (2009). It is not considered a sensitive natural community by the CDFW.

Coast Live Oak — Western Sycamore Woodland
Coast live oak — western sycamore woodland occurs on the south end of the Project, along the edges of

the San Pascual site. This vegetation type consists mostly of areas with mature coast live oaks and
Western sycamore (Platanus racemosa) trees with a closed canopy. Other tree species also occurring
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include blue elderberry, black willow (Salix gooddingii), toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia), and shamel ash
(Fraxinus uhdei). The understory is relatively sparse with species such as but not limited to mule fat
(Baccharis salicifolia ssp. salicifolia), sisymbrium (Sisymbrium sp.), bitter gooseberry, common
horehound (Marrubium vulgare), toyon, and brome. This vegetation type corresponds to the Platanus
racemosa - Quercus agrifolia Alliance in Sawyer et. al. (2009). It is considered a sensitive natural
community by the CDFW.

Peruvian Pepper Tree — Coast Live Oak Woodland

Peruvian pepper tree — coast live oak woodland occurs along the eastern edge of survey area, adjacent to
the Arroyo Channel and opposite the San Rafael site. This vegetation type consists mostly of areas with
large Peruvian pepper trees and coast live oaks with a closed canopy. Other tree species also occurring
include blue elderberry. The understory is relatively sparse with species such as, but not limited to, mule
fat (Baccharis salicifolia ssp. salicifolia), sisymbrium (Sisymbrium sp.), bitter gooseberry, common
horehound (Marrubium vulgare), toyon, and brome.

This vegetation type does not correspond to a named alliance or association in Sawyer et. al. (2009). Its

composition is similar to the California Sycamore — coast live oak riparian woodlands, though the cover
of coast live oak is less than the required cover (i.e., greater than 50 percent) for that alliance. Since the

alliance is not considered a sensitive natural community by the CDFW, the Peruvian pepper tree — coast
live oak woodland within the survey area is not considered sensitive.

Disturbed Blue Elderberry — Laurel Sumac Scrub

Disturbed blue elderberry — laurel sumac scrub occurs in the north side of the survey area throughout the
San Rafael site west of San Rafael Creek, in open areas to the west of the Creek that show signs of past
disturbance and maintenance, and along the western edge of the survey area adjacent to the Arroyo Seco
Channel. These areas are dominated by laurel sumac (Malsoma laurina) and blue elderberry with an open
canopy. The understory is sparse, but some co-occurring species include California sagebrush, toyon, and
horehound.

This vegetation type does not correspond to a named alliance or association in Sawyer et. al. (2009). Its
composition is similar to the Malosma laurina Shrubland Alliance, though the cover of laurel sumac is
less than the required cover (i.e., greater than 50 percent) for this alliance. Since this alliance is not
considered a sensitive natural community by the CDFW, the disturbed blue elderberry — laurel sumac
scrub within the survey area is not considered sensitive.

Non-Native Grassland

Non-native grassland occurs in a small strip in the northeastern corner of the survey area. This vegetation
type is dominated by brome. This vegetation type corresponds to the Bromus rubens — Schismus
(arabicus, barbatus) Herbaceous Semi-Natural Alliance in Sawyer et. al. (2009). Being dominated by a
non-native species, it is not considered a sensitive natural community by the CDFW.

Non-Native Ornamental Woodland

Non-native ornamental woodland consists of areas with non-native ornamental landscaped trees and
occurs in linear areas in the Arroyo Seco Channel and throughout the central portion of the San Pasqual
site. In the survey area, this vegetation type includes trees such as Brazilian pepper tree, eucalyptus,
Mexican fan palm, Chinese elm, carob, shamel ash, and chitalpa.
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Bare Ground

Bare ground consists of undeveloped areas devoid of any vegetation. Bare ground areas in the survey area
includes the unpaved trails on either side of the Arroyo Seco Channel.

Disturbed

Disturbed areas show signs of past disturbance and are unvegetated or contain sparse weedy vegetation.
Disturbed areas in the survey area occur at the intersection of San Pascual Avenue and Stoney Drive
adjacent to the channel at the northeast corner of the San Pasqual site.

Developed

Developed areas in the survey area consist of paved roads and highways, buildings and structures, and
concrete flood control facilities (i.e., Arroyo Seco Channel and San Rafael Creek). One additional
developed area, the concrete bridge over San Rafael Creek, is not reflected because it located under the

adjacent woodland canopy at the San Rafael site.

A discussion of individual tree resources, separate from vegetation types, is provided in impacts section
further below and reflected on Exhibits 6a and 6b, Tree Locations.

Jurisdictional Resources

As previously described, the survey area encompasses the two discrete Project sites, construction staging
areas, and adjacent areas which are divided into three general sub-areas for ease of reference. These sub-
areas include: (1) the San Rafael area at the northern end of the survey area, which consists of a concrete-
lined drain that conveys water from adjacent residential areas located northwest of the survey area and
drain into the Arroyo Seco; (2) the Arroyo Seco Channel, which consists of the concrete-lined channel
extending between the Project site along with an adjacent a dirt trail than runs along the eastern bank
adjacent to the San Pascual Stables; and (3) the San Pascual area, a densely vegetated area that accepts
flows diverted from the Arroyo Seco Channel through existing infrastructure and is located immediately
northwest of Arroyo Park. Within the survey area, an interconnected drainage system flows downstream
from San Rafael Creek and from the Arroyo Seco Channel and exits in part via an existing diversion into
the San Pasqual site and in part continuing downstream through the Arroyo Seco Channel. This drainage
system is shown on Exhibits 7a and 7b, Jurisdictional Resources. A summary of these resources within
the survey area is provided in Table 1.
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TABLE 1
SUMMARY OF JURISDICTIONAL RESOURCES IN THE SURVEY AREA
USACE RWQCB
Latitude/Longitude Jurisdiction Jurisdiction
(decimal degrees) OH_WM (acres) (acres)
Feature Width CDFW
Survey Upstream Downstream Length Range Non- Non- |Jurisdiction
Area End End (If) (feet) Wetland | Wetland | Wetland | Wetland (acres)
San Rafael 34.125844°, 34.124887°,
Creek Area -118.166938° | -118.166877° 405 6-10 0.000 0.098 0.00 0.098 0.098
Arroyo Seco 34.125528°, 34.119197°,
Channel -118.166729° -118.167141° 2,730 40-50 0.000 2.604 0.00 2.604 3.018
San Pascual | 34.121016°, 34.119819°,
Area -118.167599° | -118.167001° 580 5-36 0.064 0.219 0.064 0.221 1.798
Totals| 0.064 2.921 0.064 2,923 4.914

OHWNM: Ordinary High Water Mark; USACE: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; RWQCB: Regional Water Quality Control Board; CDFW:
California Department of Fish and Wildlife; If: linear feet

Three sampling points were assessed for the presence of hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland
hydrology. All three points were located within the San Pascual site as it was the only portion of the
survey area that contained an earthen-bottom drainage feature. One of these points, located at the southern
end of the San Pascual site, was determined to meet the criteria of wetland conditions. The additional two
sampling points, located upstream within the site, did not meet the criteria for wetland conditions.

Wildlife Habitat

The survey area provides moderate quality habitat for wildlife. There are patches of vegetation with a
high percentage of native plant species as well as some connectivity between patches and further up- and

downstream; however, the presence of routine human intrusion into the area on trails and within

surrounding urban development decreases the wildlife value relative to more undisturbed areas. The lack
of habitat in the area in general, relegates the habitat on the sites as higher value to some degree due to
limited availability locally.

No fish species were observed during the biological resource surveys on the sites and the drainages in the
survey area provide minimal habitat for fish due to the limited amount, depth of surface water present,
and the isolated nature of the drainages in the survey area. During storm events and/or releases from
Devil’s Gate Dam located approximately 4.5 miles upstream of the survey area, fish may pass through the
Arroyo Seco. No native fish breeding habitat occurs in the survey area. Fish species that may occur
include, but are not limited to, common species such as the non-native, historically stocked, rainbow trout
(Onocorhynchus mykiss); green sunfish (Lepomis cyanellus); and western mosquitofish (Gambusia

affinis).

No amphibian species were observed during the biological survey. Common species that may occur
include black-bellied slender salamander (Batrachoseps nigriventris), garden slender Salamander
(Batrachoseps major major), California toad (Anaxyrus boreas halophilus), and Baja California treefrog
(Pseudacris hypochondriaca).

One reptile species was observed during the survey, the common side-blotched lizard (Uta stansburiana).
Other common species that may occur include western fence lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis), western
skink (Plestiodon skiltonianus), southern alligator lizard (Elgaria multicarinata), California kingsnake
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(Lampropeltis californiae), gopher snake (Pituophis catenifer), and southern Pacific rattlesnake (Crotalus
oreganus helleri).

Bird species observed on or adjacent to the survey area include mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), red-
tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), red-shouldered hawk (Buteo lineatus), acorn woodpecker (Melanerpes
formicivorus), Nuttall’s woodpecker (Picoides nuttallii), California scrub-jay (4dphelocoma californica),
oak titmouse (Baeolophus inornatus), bushtit (Psaltriparus minimus), common raven (Corvus corax),
California thrasher (Toxostoma redivivum), northern mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos), house finch
(Haemorhous mexicanus), lesser goldfinch (Spinus psaltria), spotted towhee (Pipilo maculatus),
California towhee (Melozone crissalis), song sparrow (Melospiza melodia), and yellow-rumped warbler
(Setophaga coronata). Other common bird species that may occur include black phoebe (Sayornis
nigricans), Bewick's wren (Thryomanes bewickii), and Anna's hummingbird (Calypte anna)

One mammal species was observed during the survey, the California ground squirrel (Otospermophilus
beecheyi). Other common species that may occur include but are not limited to Botta’s pocket gopher
(Thomomys bottae), common raccoon (Procyon lotor), striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), bobcat (Lynx
rufus), and coyote (Canis latrans). Common bat species with potential to forage in the survey area
include canyon bat (Parastrellus hesperus).

Wildlife Movement

Within large open space areas where few or no man-made or naturally occurring physical constraints to
wildlife movement are present, wildlife corridors may not yet exist. However, once open space areas
become constrained and/or fragmented as a result of urban development or the construction of physical
obstacles (e.g., roads and highways), the remaining landscape features or travel routes that connect the
larger open space areas become corridors as long as they provide adequate space, cover, food, and water
and do not contain obstacles or distractions (e.g., man-made noise, lighting) that would generally hinder
wildlife movement.

The survey area is located at the urban-wildland interface. Residential development, stables, community
parks, parking lots, roadways, and flood control facilities surround the area. Within the survey area,
vehicular use is low and pedestrian, bicyclist, and/or equestrian use is moderate to high in some areas and
low in others. Vehicular use is typically restricted to maintenance vehicles along the channel and
pedestrian use is mainly limited to the walkways east and north within the survey area.

Wildlife movement through the survey area consist largely of species common in urban or suburban
landscapes such as common birds and flying invertebrates, reptiles, and amphibians able to persist in
small habitat patches and within developed lands as well as mammals such as coyote, common raccoon,
striped skunk, and Virginia opossum, among others. Regional movement for these species may occur to a
greater degree along green belts such as the Arroyo Seco but movement is also expected to occur
throughout the suburban landscape. Therefore, the survey area is not expected to support a critical
regional movement pathway for any local native species.

Special Status Vegetation Types

The CDFW Vegetation Classification and Mapping Program provides a list of vegetation Alliances,
Associations, and Special Stands that are considered “Sensitive Natural Communities” based on their
rarity and threat (CDFW 2022d). Information on rarity is based on the range and distribution of a given
type of vegetation, and the proportion of occurrences that are of good ecological integrity. Threats and
trends are considered in categories like residential and commercial development; agriculture, energy
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production, and mining; and invasive and other problematic plant species. One vegetation type present in
the survey area, coast live oak — western sycamore woodland, is considered sensitive by the CDFW.

Special Status Plant and Wildlife Species

Plants or wildlife may be considered “special status” due to declining populations, vulnerability to habitat
change, or restricted distributions. Certain special status species have been listed as Threatened or
Endangered under the State and/or Federal Endangered Species Acts.

Special Status Plants

Fifty special status plant species have been reported in the vicinity of the survey area (CNPS 2023;
CDFW 2023a) [summarized in Table 1 of the Focused Special Status Plant Survey Report for the Arroyo
Seco Water Reuse and Natural Stream Restoration Project (Special Status Plant Survey Report, Psomas
2023c¢)].

Of the 50 species reported from the literature review, 10 species are federally and/or State-listed
Endangered, Threatened, or are candidates for listing: Braunton’s milk-vetch (Astragalus brauntonii),
Santa Susana tarplant (Deinandra minthornii), Agoura Hills dudleya (Dudleya cymose ssp. Agourensis),
marcescent dudleya (Dudleya cymose ssp. Marcescens), Santa Monica dudleya (Dudleya cymose ssp.
Ovatifolia), conejo dudleya (Dudleya parva), Verity's dudleya (Dudleya verity), conejo buckwheat
(Eriogonum crocatum), California Orcutt grass (Orcuttia californica), and Lyon’s pentachaeta
(Pentachaeta lyonia). None of these species has potential to occur within the survey area either due to
lack of suitable habitat or because the survey area is outside the known range.

In addition to species formally listed by the resource agencies, 20 species reported in the vicinity of the
survey area have a California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR). One list 4.3 species, club-haired mariposa lily
(Calochortus clavatus var. clavatus), and one list 4.2 species, Plummer’s mariposa-lily (Calochortus
plummerae), have limited potential to occur due to the presence of marginally suitable habitat. One list
4.2 species, southern California black walnut, has potential and is known to occur near the survey area.
The remainder of these 20 species do not have potential to occur in the survey area due to a lack of
potentially suitable soils or habitat. Focused special status plant survey results identified only one species,
California black walnut, occurring within the project vicinity. This individual is located adjacent to the
survey area boundary near the San Rafael site (Psomas 2023c). Exhibits 6a and 6b, Tree Locations, shows
the location and type of all trees surveyed within the survey area.

Special Status Wildlife

A total of 24 special status wildlife species have been reported in the vicinity of the survey area (CDFW
2023a). Of the species reported from the literature review, six species are federally and/or State-listed
Endangered or Threatened or are candidates for listing: southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax
traillii extimus), coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica), southern mountain
yellow-legged frog (Rana muscosa), bank swallow (Riparia riparia), least Bell's vireo (Vireo bellii
pusillus), and Crotch bumble bee (Bombus crotchii). Marginally suitable habitat for bank swallow is
present within the survey area. The remaining species are not expected to occur in the survey area due to
lack of suitable habitat.

In addition to species formally listed by the resource agencies, 13 special status species (i.e., California
Species of Special Concern) have been reported near the survey area. Six of these species — big free-tailed
bat (Nyctinomops macrotis), western yellow bat (Lasiurus xanthinus), western mastiff bat (Eumops
perotis californicus), pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus), Southern California legless lizard (Anniella
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stebbinsi), and coast range newt (Taricha tarosa) — have potential to occur in the survey area due to the
presence of potentially suitable or marginally suitable habitat. The remaining seven species are not
expected to occur in the survey area due to lack of suitable habitat.

Critical Habitat

Critical Habitat is designated by the USFWS for the survival and recovery of species listed as Threatened
or Endangered under the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA). Areas designated as Critical Habitat
include the physical or biological features that are essential to the survival and eventual recovery of that
species. The survey area does not include any designated or proposed Critical Habitat areas for any
species.

PROJECT IMPACTS

To evaluate the potential impacts on biological and jurisdictional water resources, it is necessary to
understand the various Project components and whether their effects are direct or indirect and/or
temporary or permanent. Exhibits 5, 6a-b, and 7a-b illustrate both the survey area and the Projects limits
of disturbance (i.e., construction footprint) and staging areas. For the San Rafael site, four separate,
irregularly-shaped, areas at the Project footprint boundary have been identified for staging and
collectively encompass 0.30 acre. For the San Pascual site, the paved parking lot with approximately 18
spaces that serves the adjacent ballfields in the southeast corner of the San Pascual Avenue and Stoney
Drive, in South Pasadena, has been identified as a staging and laydown area. The staging area at the San
Pascual site encompasses 0.25 acre. The following impact analysis considers the extent of adverse effects
within the Project’s disturbance footprint (i.e., permanent impact area) and staging areas (i.e., temporary
impact area).

As discussed further below, the Project’s implementation would have no net effect on biological or
jurisdictional water resources because: (1) they would not represent any permanent conversions from
native to non-native vegetation/unvegetated landcover, (2) because the effects are temporary, and/or (3)
recommended measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.

Vegetation Types and Other Areas

The Project would temporarily and permanently impact a variety of vegetation types. However, most of
these impacts, at both the San Rafael and San Pascual sites, are either minimal in extent (under one acre
of an individual vegetation type) or would affect degraded and/or non-native/ornamental vegetation or
unvegetated areas. Acreage of impacts from both temporary and permanent are listed in Table 2,
Summary of Impacts to Vegetation Types and Other Areas, below.
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TABLE 2
SUMMARY OF PROPOSED IMPACTS
TO VEGETATION TYPES AND OTHER AREAS

San Rafael Site Impacts

San Pascual Site

(acres) Impacts (acres) Total Impacts (acres)
Vegetation Type Temporary | Permanent | Temporary | Permanent | Temporary | Permanent

Disturbed coast live oak woodland 0.00 0.066 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.066
\,Cvgf)zg'r‘]’j oak —western sycamore |, o, 0.00 0.00 1.234 0.00 1234
Peruvian pepper tree - coast ive 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Non-native ornamental woodland 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.705 0.00 0.705
Disturbed bue elderberry - laure! 0.143 1.288 0.00 0.00 0.143 1.288
Non-native grassland 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Bare ground 0.098 0.056 0.00 0.00 0.098 0.056
Developed 0.011 0.009 0.25 0.133 0.261 0.142
Disturbed 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.137 0.00 0.137

TOTALS 0.252 1.419 0.25 2.209 0.502 3.628

In the San Pascual site, 1.23 acres of coast live oak-western sycamore woodland (a CDFW sensitive
vegetation type) would also be impacted. However, these Project impacts are associated with the removal
of non-native species and installation of additional native plants representative of this vegetation type.
The Project is expected to result in a net benefit to coast live oak-western sycamore woodland vegetation
and improve habitat functions and values for native species of the region. Therefore, Project impacts on
vegetation types and other areas would be considered less than significant.

Jurisdictional Areas

The proposed modifications include modifying the side wall and channel bottom of the San Rafael Creek
to divert water into water treatment wetlands in areas that are currently uplands. The greater extent of
Project-related impacts would occur at the San Pascual site, which would be regraded to accommodate
proposed facilities to treat water diverted from the Arroyo Seco Channel for subsequent re-use. Impacts to
these jurisdictional areas are discussed further below and are shown on Exhibits 7a and 7b.

Impacts to USACE WOTUS would result from creating a diversion structure within San Rafael Creek.
This would be a permanent impact to WOTUS, though it would not affect flows to downstream waters
other than a beneficial impact through improving the quality of the water flowing into the Arroyo Seco
Channel from the San Rafael Creek drainage area. Permanent impacts to WOTUS would occur in the San
Pascual site from grading activities and vegetation removal to construction the proposed facilities. A

summary of Project impacts related to WOTUS is provided in Table 3.
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TABLE 3
SUMMARY OF PROPOSED IMPACTS TO “WATERS OF THE U.S.”
Impacts (acres)
San Rafael Arroyo Seco San Pascual
Agency Impact Type Site Channel Site Total
Wetlands
Existing 0.000 0.000 0.064 0.064
USACE Permanent 0.000 0.000 0.064 0.064
Temporary 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Non-wetland waters
Existing 0.098 2.604 0.219 2.921
USACE Permanent 0.001 0.000 0.219 0.220
Temporary 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
USACE: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Impacts to RWQCB “waters of the State” largely mirror those of WOTUS. The construction of a
diversion structure is considered a permanent impact to the unvegetated concrete-lined San Rafael Creek.
The Project proposes a concrete cap or bridge over San Rafael Creek. While the USACE regulates only
discharges to jurisdictional waterways, the RWQCB typically considers the installation of structures that
cover channels (such as the concrete cap/bridge over the San Rafael Creel) to be a permanent, though
indirect, impact because it may have an impact on water quality. Impacts to jurisdictional “waters of the
State” slightly exceed those of WOTUS at the San Pascual site because the basin includes an existing side
channel that drains adjacent upland areas into the San Pasqual site. This side channel is not considered
WOTUS but still falls under the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles RWQCB as an isolated feature. A
summary of Project impacts related to “waters of the State” under the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles
RWQCB is provided in Table 4.

TABLE 4
SUMMARY OF PROPOSED IMPACTS TO
LOS ANGELES RWQCB “WATERS OF THE STATE”

Impacts (acres)
San Rafael Arroyo Seco San Pascual
Agency Impact Type Creek Channel Basin Total
Wetlands
Existing 0.000 0.000 0.064 0.064
RWQCB Permanent 0.000 0.000 0.064 0.064
Temporary 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Non-wetland Waters
Existing 0.098 2.604 0.221 2.923
RWQCB Permanent 0.008 0.000 0.221 0.229
Temporary 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
RWQCB: Regional Water Quality Control Board

Impacts to CDFW jurisdictional waters would result from modifications to San Rafael Creek for the
creation of the diversion structure to allow water to reach the proposed treatment wetlands. The proposed
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construction of the concrete cap/bridge over San Rafael Creek would likely not be considered as an
impact by the CDFW because there is no aquatic habitat in the concrete channel to be affected. A
summary of Project impacts to CDFW jurisdictional areas is provided in Table 5.

TABLE 5
SUMMARY OF PROPOSED IMPACTS TO
CDFW JURISDICTIONAL WATERS

Impacts per Project Area (acres)
San Rafael San Pascual
Agency Impact Type Creek Arroyo Seco Basin Total
Existing 0.098 3.018 1.798 4.914
CDFW Permanent 0.001 0.000 1.617 1.618
Temporary 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
CDFW: California Department of Fish and Wildlife

As impacts to jurisdictional waters would result from the Project, as described for each agency above, the
Project would acquire jurisdictional permits pursuant to the Clean Water Act prior to any impacts on
jurisdictional resources. Pasadena must ensure implementation of and compliance with all measures
required by the RWQCB, ACOE, and CDFW permits. Compensatory mitigation may include restoration
(i.e., reestablishment or rehabilitation), establishment (i.e., creation), enhancement, and/or preservation of
jurisdictional resources. Compensatory mitigation may occur through permittee-responsible mitigation,
payment to an in-lieu fee program, or purchase of compensatory mitigation credits from an approved
mitigation bank. As part of the required permitting process, mitigation ratios (i.e., the amount of
mitigation acreage compared to the amount of impacted habitat) would be negotiated with the regulatory
agencies with a minimum 1:1 replacement of impacted jurisdictional resources with jurisdictional
resources of equivalent or higher quality habitat value.

A temporary bridge would span the Arroyo Seco Channel to have access to the San Rafael site that would
accommodate the potential weight of all anticipated construction vehicles. The abutments on either side
of the temporary bridge would not touch the limits of the Channel itself. Therefore, there would be no
impacts to jurisdictional features related to the temporary bridge at the San Rafael site.

Further details related to USACE, RWQCB, and CDFW jurisdictional impacts can be found in the
Jurisdictional Delineation Report (Psomas 2023b).

Wildlife Movement

Implementation of the Project components would not create any additional constraints to wildlife
movement and local wildlife are expected to move throughout the Project sites and surrounding areas in a
similar manner to existing conditions. Therefore, impacts on wildlife movement would be considered less
than significant.

Special Status Plant Species

No impacts on federally or State listed, or CRPR 1B or 2B plant species are expected to occur. Impacts on
species with a CRPR of 3 or 4 are not typically considered constraints on development.
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One CRPR list 4.2 species that occurs within the survey area, southern California black walnut, is not
expected to be impacted as it is immediately outside the southwest boundary of the San Rafael site and
staging area (see Exhibit 7a). Although Project construction and operational activities are expected to
have no impact on special status plant species, protective measures are recommended to ensure avoidance
of the southern California black walnut and other biological resources. Implementation of Mitigation
Measure 1 would ensure potential impacts on special status plants are reduced to a less than significant
level.

Special Status Wildlife Species

No impacts on federally or State listed species are expected to occur. Although several other special status
wildlife species may occur within the Project sites, they are only expected to occur temporarily while
passing through the area and not sheltering from prey, breeding, or roosting within these areas. Therefore,
Project construction and operational activities are expected to have no impact on special status wildlife
species.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Protected Trees

As described above, the Project would pass through three cities that regulate impacts to trees: Pasadena,
South Pasadena, and Los Angeles. The boundaries of these cities are represented on Exhibits 6a and 6b,
Tree Locations. Additionally, CDFW regulates the removal of native trees associated with stream
channels. The following is a summary of how each jurisdiction addresses tree preservation and removal.
Detailed tree data is located within the Tree Report (Psomas 2023a).

City of Pasadena

Trees that are regulated by the City of Pasadena are described in Chapter 8.52 of the Pasadena Municipal
Code, hereinafter referred to as the Pasadena Tree Ordinance. Under the Pasadena Tree Ordinance,
removal of or injury to any protected trees requires a permit from Pasadena. Protected trees include native
trees that have a trunk diameter at breast height (dbh) of at least 8 inches and various other non-native
“specimen” trees of varying minimum sizes as provided in the Pasadena Tree Ordinance. The Pasadena
Tree Ordinance also protects any tree designated as a “landmark” tree (trees having significant cultural or
historical importance). Native trees that are specified in the Pasadena Tree Ordinance include California
buckeye (desculus californica), white alder (4/nus rhombifolia), Southern California black walnut
(Juglans californica), native oaks (coast live oak [Quercus agrifolia], scrub oak [Q. berberidifolia],
canyon oak [Q. chrysolepis], Engelmann oak [Q. engelmannii], and valley oak [Q. lobata]), western
sycamore (Platanus racemosa), Fremont cottonwood (Populus fremonttii), black cottonwood (Populus
trichocarpa), arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis), and California bay laurel (Umbellularia californica).
Replacement requirements under the Pasadena Tree Ordinance are determined on a case-by-case basis by
a matrix in which the quantity of replacement trees to be required is based on the size of trees to be
removed and the size of trees that are subsequently planted. A total of 6 trees would be removed that fall
under the City of Pasadena’s jurisdiction.

City of South Pasadena

The City of South Pasadena regulates impacts to “protected trees” that are defined in Section 34.1 of the
South Pasadena Municipal Code, hereafter referred to as the South Pasadena Tree Ordinance. Protected
trees include heritage trees (historically significant trees as determined by the City of South Pasadena);
any tree species with a dbh of 12 inches or more; any oak tree species with a minimum dbh of 4 inches;
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all native tree species with minimum dbh of 4 inches; and shrubs that are at least 16 feet tall with a single
trunk that has a dbh of 4 inches or more. Replacement trees requirements are based on a matrix that is
similar to the procedure used by the City of Pasadena. A total of 117 trees would be removed that fall
under the City of South Pasadena’s jurisdiction.

City of Los Angeles

The City of Los Angeles regulates trees that are designated as “protected trees” as defined by Section
17.02 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, hereafter referred to as the Los Angeles Tree Ordinance. This
category includes all native oak trees, Southern California black walnuts, western sycamores, California
bay laurels, toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia), and blue elderberry (Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea) that
have a minimum trunk dbh of 4 inches. Additionally, the City of Los Angeles requires that all non-
protected trees with a minimum dbh of 8 inches are documented. A total of 14 trees would be removed
that fall under the City of Los Angeles’ jurisdiction.

California Department of Fish and Wildlife

Many trees on the survey area are also subject to regulation by the California Fish and Game Code. The
CDFW is charged with issuing Streambed Alteration Agreements that would allow for the removal of
native tree species that occur within the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake. The minimum
size requirement for regulation by the CDFW is two inches dbh. Mitigation/replacement ratios for trees
within CDFW jurisdiction is based on the size of the tree dbh (i.e., mitigation ratios increase as the size of
the impacted tree increases). It should be noted that many trees on the survey area are subject to
regulation by both the various city tree ordinances described above and the California Fish and Game
Code.

A total of 40 trees would be removed or encroached upon that fall under the CDFW’s jurisdiction within
the riparian habitat identified as part of this assessment(13 of these trees are toyon and blue elderberry
that CDFW often considers as large shrubs and may not require compensatory mitigation). The project
would acquire appropriate jurisdictional approval from the cities of Pasadena, South Pasadena, and Los
Angeles, as applicable, prior to tree removal or trimming. As discussed in Section 1.0 of this IS/MND, it
is anticipated that 3 of the removed trees would be solely under CDFW jurisdiction (i.e., trees that do not
overlap removals regulated by the cities. The precise number of replacement trees would be dependent on
negotiation with the CDFW during the Clean Water Act permitting process, subsequent to the CEQA
process.

Summary of Tree Impacts

A total of 195 trees or shrubs (shrubs of a scale or trunk size, dependent on species, that are considered
trees) (hereinafter collectively referred to solely as trees) were surveyed within the San Rafael and San
Pascual sites as being under the jurisdiction of either Pasadena, South Pasadena, or Los Angeles. Of these,
a total of 142 trees, including 42 protected trees (i.e., subject to respective city tree ordinances), would be
removed or would experience encroachment. Tree encroachment is assumed to result in a tree loss and is
therefore considered as an impact. However, in reality, encroachment may or may not result in a tree loss
or other negative outcomes. Most of the affected trees are located at the San Pascual site, which has dense
existing vegetation. The remaining 53 trees would be protected in place during construction.

Table 6 provides the number of existing trees, total proposed tree removals, total protected tree removals,
and required tree replacements broken down by each city within the Project site but not including trees
under CDFW jurisdiction.
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TABLE 6
SUMMARY OF TREE REMOVALS AND REPLACEMENTS
Existing Trees Total Tree Protected Tree | Required Tree
Jurisdiction within Site Removals Removals Replacements
San Rafael Site
Pasadena 29 6 6 20
San Pascual Site
South Pasadena 141 121 27 128
Los Angeles 25 15 9 36
San Pascual Subtotals 166 136 36 164
Project Totals 195 142 42 184
Source: Psomas

Based on application of each city’s tree ordinance, the Project is expected to require a total of 184
replacement trees in various sizes ranging from 15-gallon to 36-inch boxes. Additionally, based on
anticipated removal of 3 trees under CDFW jurisdiction that do not overlap removals identified for the
cities (i.e., would only be regulated by CDFW) an additional 9 replacement trees are expected to be
required as part of Clean Water Act permitting, specifically the Streambed Alteration Agreement. This
results in an estimated tree replacement total of 193 trees.

As shown in Table 6, there were total of 195 existing trees surveyed within the Project sites. The Project’s
landscape concept proposes to plant a total of 193 native trees as well as native shrubs and groundcovers
as part of landscaping activities. This would result in an estimated net total of 246 trees on the San Rafael
and San Pascual sites, in addition to new native understory (i.e., shrubs and groundcover) plantings. No
trees or other vegetation would be removed or trimmed as part of water harvester installation. These
figures are estimated and would be finalized as part of permitting processes with the affected agencies.
However, all required tree replacements to fully meet each agency’s requirements would be planted and
would be located within the San Rafael and San Pascual sites.

Nesting Raptors

Raptor species (i.e., birds of prey) have the potential to nest within mature trees in and adjacent to the
Project sites and their nests may be impacted by Project implementation. If construction activities occur
during the raptor nesting season (i.e., generally February 1 to June 30), the loss of an active nest of any
raptor species, including common raptor species, would be considered a violation of Sections 3503,
3503.5, and 3513 of the California Fish and Game Code. Therefore, Project impacts on nesting raptors
would be considered potentially significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure No. 4 is
recommended to reduce the impacts to less than significant.

Nesting Birds

The federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) protects migratory birds and their nests and eggs, both
common and special status. Bird species protected under the provisions of the MBTA are identified by the
List of Migratory Birds (50 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] §10.13, as amended). Birds have the
potential to nest in the vegetation in the survey area, and their nests may be impacted by the Project. In
addition to the MBTA, Sections 3503 and 3503.5 of the California Fish and Game Code protect nesting
migratory birds and raptors. Impacts to nesting birds, both on and adjacent to the Project site, would be
considered a significant impact prior to mitigation. Therefore, if Project construction, on either site, is
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initiated during the typical breeding season for nesting birds (i.e., February 1 to September 15) and
nesting raptors (i.e., as early as January 1 for some raptors to June 30), MM BIO-3 requires a
pre-construction nesting bird/raptor survey to ensure compliance with the MBTA and describes the
process for protecting any active nests identified while construction is ongoing. If construction activities
are initiated during the non-breeding season, implementation of Mitigation Measure 3 would not be
required and there would be no potential impact to nesting birds and raptors.

Roosting Bats

Several bat species may forage throughout the Project sites and roost in mature trees or under bridges.
However, large roosting colonies have not been documented on or near the Project sites and are not
expected to occur. Impacts on individual roosting bats, or small colonies (i.e., less than ten individuals),
are a potential constraint on development. Indirect impacts on individual roosting bats or small colonies
may occur with Project implementation and may result in bats avoiding the site temporarily. Therefore,
the Project would implement Mitigation Measure 4, which requires a two-step tree removal process to
prevent bat mortality.

Noise

During active construction, temporary noise impacts have the potential to disrupt foraging, nesting,
roosting, and/or denning activities for a variety of wildlife species. Construction noise could deter wildlife
from using habitat located adjacent to construction activity. This impact would be considered adverse but
would not be considered a significant impact because a substantial amount of similar conditions are
present in the vicinity of the Project sites where the animals may disperse. Following construction, the
ambient noise levels adjacent to the Project sites are not expected to increase above current conditions.
The Project impacts from temporary increases in noise levels are, therefore, expected to be less than
significant.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the impacts assessment described above, the following mitigation measures are recommended to
reduce impacts to a level of less than significant:

1. Biological Monitoring. Prior to initiation of Project construction activities, a qualified Biologist
shall ensure the limits of construction are clearly marked in the field in the vicinity of natural
resources, such as the California black walnut situated near the San Rafael site and jurisdictional
drainages, to avoid impacts to special status natural resources being protected in place during
construction. Field marking shall include 4-foot high, orange, construction safety fencing (snow
fencing) staked at sufficient intervals to prevent failure. Safety fencing shall be maintained
throughout the construction phase by the Contractor and replaced or moved as needed. The
biologist shall monitor work activities on the first day of construction, during all vegetation
removal, and on an as-needed basis thereafter.

2. Trees. All trees to be preserved on-site during the construction process shall have the following
measures implemented:

Prior to initiation of construction activities, protective fencing shall be placed around the critical
root zone (five feet outside the outer canopy) of all trees that are in the Project construction area
and are intended to remain in place. No ground disturbance or storage of construction materials
should occur within the critical root zone during construction.
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A Certified Arborist shall be retained to monitor construction activities of any ground disturbance
planned within or adjacent to the critical root zone for any tree to be preserved during
construction.

Nesting Birds/Raptors. The Project shall be conducted in compliance with the conditions set forth
in the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and California Fish and Game Code with methods
approved by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW) to protect active bird/raptor nests. To avoid impacts on active nests for
common and special status birds and raptors, no vegetation removal or ground-disturbing
activities shall occur during avian breeding season which generally runs from February 1 through
September 15 (as early as January 1 for some raptors). The applicant shall schedule vegetation
clearing during the non-breeding season (i.e., September 16 to December 31) to the extent
feasible. If Project timing requires that vegetation clearing occur between February 1 and
September 15, the applicant or its designee shall retain a qualified Biologist to conduct a pre-
construction survey for nesting birds and raptors. The pre-construction survey shall be conducted
by a qualified Biologist within three days prior to vegetation clearing. The pre-construction
nesting bird survey area shall include the Project impact area (i.e., disturbance footprint) plus a
250-foot buffer to search for nesting birds and a 500-foot buffer to search for nesting raptors. If
no active nests are found, no further mitigation would be required.

If an active nest is located in the pre-construction nesting bird survey area, the Biologist shall
delineate an appropriate buffer to protect the nest based on the sensitivity of the species. A
minimum 300-foot no disturbance buffer shall be used around each active bird nest. A protective
buffer of 500 feet shall be used to protect nesting raptors and 0.5 mile for special status species
(e.g., California Endangered Species Act [CESA]-listed), if feasible. If appropriate, a smaller
buffer may be considered around active nests that are not considered special status species (e.g.,
CESA-listed). Adjustments to the buffer size may be based on site topography, existing
disturbance, sensitivity of the individuals (established by observing the individuals at the nest),
and the type of construction activity. Personnel working on the Project, including all contractors
working on site, shall be instructed on the presence of nesting birds, area sensitivity, and
adherence to no-disturbance buffers. No construction activities shall be allowed in the designated
buffer until the Biologist determines that nesting activity has ended. Construction may proceed
within the buffer once the Biologist determines that nesting activity has ceased (i.e., fledglings
have left the nest or the nest has failed). The designated buffer will be clearly marked in the field
and will be mapped as Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) on construction plans.

Prior to the initiation of construction activities, an email summary of the results shall be submitted
to Pasadena with a map of any active nests found and their designated buffers. Construction shall
be allowed to proceed if appropriate buffer distances are employed for all active nests. The
Biologist shall then prepare a formal Letter Report describing methods used, results of the survey,
recommended buffers, and/or justification for buffer reductions. The Letter Report shall be
submitted to Pasadena within one week of completion of the survey. If an active nest is observed
during the survey, the Letter Report shall include a map showing the designated protective buffer.

Bats. A two-step tree removal process shall be implemented to prevent bat mortality. Prior to tree
removal, a qualified biologist shall conduct a pre-construction bat habitat assessment. If the tree
potentially supports roosting bats, at the direction of the biologist, some level of disturbance (such
as trimming of lower branches of trees) shall be applied three days prior to removal to allow bats
to escape. The trees shall be removed on day three (i.e., there shall be no less or more than two
nights between initial disturbance and the tree removal). On each of the three days of the tree
removal process, the tree to be removed will be visually inspected by a qualified biologist to
confirm no bats are roosting immediately prior to removal.
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If you have any questions or comments, please contact Marc Blain at 626.351.2000.

Sincerely,

PSOMAS

/ . /-
Ann M. John Marc T. Blain

Vice President, Resource Management Senior Project Manager
Enclosures: Exhibit 1 — Regional Location and Local Vicinity

Exhibit 2 — U.S. Geological Survey Quadrangle Topographic Map
Exhibit 3 — Survey Area

Exhibit 4 — Soils Map

Exhibit 5 — Vegetation Types and Other Areas

Exhibits 6a and 6b —Tree Locations

Exhibits 7a and 7b — Jurisdictional Resources

Attachment A — Tree Survey Report

Attachment B — Jurisdictional Delineation Report
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Arroyo Seco Water Reuse and Natural Stream Restoration Project

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this report is to identify and quantify trees and assess tree impacts resulting from
implementation of the Arroyo Seco Water Reuse and Natural Stream Restoration Project
(hereafter referred to as the Project) that are regulated by the cities of Pasadena, South
Pasadena, Los Angeles, and/or the California Fish and Game Code.

1.1 PROJECT LOCATION

The survey area for this report is generally centered along a portion of the Arroyo Seco Channel
that begins just south of the San Rafael Avenue bridge in the City of Pasadena and extends
approximately “z-mile south (downstream), near the 110 freeway overpass in the City of South
Pasadena. The survey area encompasses the two discrete Project sites, construction staging
areas, and adjacent areas. (Exhibit 1). In addition to Pasadena and South Pasadena, the Project
includes lands in the City of Los Angeles. The survey area is located on the U.S. Geological
Survey’s (USGS’) Pasadena and Los Angeles 7.5-minute quadrangles of the San Bernardino
Meridian at Township 1 North, Range 12 West, Section 32 and Township 1 South, Range 12
West, Section 5.

The survey area is divided into three general sub-areas for ease of reference. These include:
(1) the San Rafael Creek area (San Rafael site) at the northern end of the survey area, which
consists of a concrete-lined drain that conveys water from the Johnston Lake area that is located
west of the survey area into the Arroyo Seco Channel; (2) the Equestrian Trail area, which is a
dirt trail that runs along the easterly bank of the Arroyo Seco Channel and is adjacent to the San
Pasqual Stables; and (3) the San Pascual Basin area (San Pascual site), a densely vegetated
basin that accepts flows directed from the Arroyo Seco and is located at the northern end of
Arroyo Park in the City of South Pasadena. These sub-areas are shown in Exhibit 2.

1.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed Project involves the diversion of stormwater runoff from San Rafael Creek into
treatment wetlands that would be created in an adjacent upland area. These treatment wetlands
would improve water quality and allow for soil infiltration before discharging this treated water into
the Arroyo Seco. Further downstream, water would be diverted from the Arroyo Seco to water
treatment facilities and infiltration basins constructed in the approximate 2.5-acre San Pascual
site. Trees that occur along a dirt equestrian trail that runs along the easterly bank of the Arroyo
Seco were also documented in case any of these trees may be affected by Project
implementation.

1.3 REGULATORY AUTHORITY

As described above, the Project would pass through three cities that regulate impacts to trees:
(1) the City of Pasadena; (2) the City of Los Angeles; and (3) the City of South Pasadena. The
boundaries of these cities are represented on Exhibit 2. Additionally, the California Department of
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) regulates the removal of native trees that are associated with stream
channels. The following is a summary how each jurisdiction addresses tree preservation and
removal.

City of Pasadena
Trees that are regulated by the City of Pasadena are described in Chapter 8.52 of the Pasadena

Municipal Code, hereafter referred to as the Pasadena Tree Ordinance. Under the Pasadena
Tree Ordinance, public trees (in addition to native, landmark, specimen, and mature trees) are

Ri\Projects\PAS_Pasaden\3PAS010750\Technical Reports\Tree Report\Tree_Rpt_Arroyo_Water_Reuse-111323.docx 1 Tree Su rvey R epon‘
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Arroyo Seco Water Reuse and Natural Stream Restoration Project

considered protected which would require approval by the City Manager. Other tree definitions
that are pertinent to the resources in the survey area include native trees that have a trunk
diameter at breast height (dbh) of at least 8 inches and various other non-native “specimen” trees
of varying minimum sizes as provided in the Pasadena Tree Ordinance. The Pasadena Tree
Ordinance also protects any tree designated as a “landmark” tree (trees having significant cultural
or historical importance). Native trees that are specified in the Pasadena Tree Ordinance include
California buckeye (Aesculus californica), white alder (Alnus rhombifolia), Southern California
black walnut (Juglans californica), native oaks (coast live oak [Quercus agrifolia], scrub oak [Q.
berberidifolia], canyon oak [Q. chrysolepis], Engelmann oak [Q. engelmannii], and valley oak [Q.
lobatal), western sycamore (Platanus racemosa), Fremont cottonwood (Populus fremonttii), black
cottonwood (Populus trichocarpa), arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis), and California bay laurel
(Umbellularia californica). Replacement requirements under the Pasadena Tree Ordinance are
determined on a case-by-case basis by a matrix in which the quantity of replacement trees to be
required is based on the size of trees to be removed and the size of trees that are subsequently
planted.

City of South Pasadena

The City of South Pasadena regulates impacts to “protected trees” that are defined in Section 34.1
of the South Pasadena Municipal Code, hereafter referred to as the South Pasadena Tree
Ordinance. Protected trees include heritage trees (historically significant trees as determined by
the City of South Pasadena); any tree species with a dbh of 12 inches or more; any oak tree
species with a minimum dbh of 4 inches; all native tree species with minimum dbh of 4 inches;
and shrubs that are at least 16 feet tall with a single trunk that has a dbh of 4 inches or more.
Replacement trees requirements are based on a matrix that is similar to the procedure used by
the City of Pasadena.

City of Los Angeles

The City of Los Angeles regulates trees that are designated as “protected trees” as defined by
Section 17.02 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, hereafter referred to as the Los Angeles Tree
Ordinance. This category includes all native oak trees, Southern California black walnuts, western
sycamores, California bay laurels, toyons (Heteromeles arbutifolia), and blue elderberry
(Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea) that have a minimum trunk dbh of 4 inches. Additionally, the City
of Los Angeles requires documentation of all trees with a minimum dbh of 8 inches (referred to
as significant “non-protected” trees).

California Department of Fish and Wildlife

Many trees on the survey area are also subject to regulation by the California Fish and Game
Code. The CDFW is charged with issuing Streambed Alteration Agreements that would allow for
the removal of native tree species that occur within the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream,
or lake. The minimum size requirement for regulation by the CDFW is two inches dbh.
Mitigation/replacement ratios for trees within CDFW jurisdiction is based on the size of the tree
dbh (i.e., mitigation ratios increase as the size of the impacted tree increases). It should be noted
that many trees on the survey area are subject to regulation by both the various city tree
ordinances described above and the California Fish and Game Code.
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Arroyo Seco Water Reuse and Natural Stream Restoration Project

20 METHODOLOGY

Psomas Certified Arborists David Hughes (International Society of Arboriculture [ISA] Certificate
WE-7752A) and Trevor Bristle (ISA Certificate WE-10233A) performed surveys throughout the
survey area on February 3 and September 9, 2022. During the surveys, the location of each tree
was mapped and given an individual number. Additionally, the following data were collected: trunk
dbh, tree height, and canopy width. Qualitative ratings for each tree’s overall health and aesthetic
quality were also given. The collected data are included in Attachment A and described in more
detail below.

21 MAPPING

Each tree that was surveyed was mapped using a hand-held global positioning system (GPS)
device. Locations were confirmed in the field by using geo-referenced field maps. Metal tags were
affixed to trees in the San Pascual site, though tree numbers were simply marked on the field
map for trees in other parts of the survey area since they could be easily distinguished on the field
map. Tree numbers in the survey area range from 301 through 542.

2.2 DIAMETER

Using a diameter tape, measurements were taken at four and one-half feet above mean natural
grade; multiple trunks were measured separately. For multi-trunk trees, the dbh is represented as
the cumulative dbh of all the trunks. The dbh was estimated for trees that could not be safely
accessed.

23 HEIGHT AND CANOPY

The height of each tree was estimated from mean natural grade to the highest branch. Also, the
diameter of each tree’s canopy was estimated at its widest point.

24  AESTHETICS
Each tree assessed was inspected and compared to an archetype tree (considered excellent on
all points mentioned below) of the same species. Tree aesthetics were evaluated with respect to

overall form and symmetry, crown balance, branching pattern, and broken branches.

The trees were rated on a scale of 1 to 5, as follows:

1: Very Poor
2: Poor

3: Fair

4: Good

5: Excellent
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Arroyo Seco Water Reuse and Natural Stream Restoration Project

2.5 HEALTH

The health of each tree was assessed based on visual evidence of vigor, such as the amount of
foliage; leaf color and size; presence of branch or twig dieback; severity of insect infestation; the
presence of disease; heart rot; fire damage; mechanical damage; amount of new growth;
appearance of bark; and rate of callous development over wounds. The tree’s structural integrity
was also evaluated with respect to branch attachment, branch placement, root health, and
stability. In addition, the health assessment considered such elements as the presence of decay,
weak branch attachments, and the presence of exposed roots due to soil erosion.

The trees were rated on the 1 to 5 scale, noted above.
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Arroyo Seco Water Reuse and Natural Stream Restoration Project

3.0 RESULTS

A total of 242 trees were mapped in the survey area, consisting of 2 carob trees (Ceratonia
siliqua), 1 chitalpa (Chitalpa tashkentensis), 5 shamel ash (Fraxinus uhdei), 5 toyons, 1 Southern
California black walnut, 17 western sycamores, 57 coast live oaks, 1 scrub oak (Quercus
berberidifolia), 1 valley oak, 8 black willows (Salix gooddingii), 4 arroyo willows, 45 blue
elderberries, 4 Peruvian pepper trees (Schinus molle), 7 Brazilian pepper trees (Schinus
terebinthifolia), 1 Chinese elm (Ulmus parviflora), and 83 Mexican fan palms (Washingtonia
robusta). The locations of these trees are shown on Exhibits 3a through 3c and a summary of the
jurisdictions in which they are found is provided in Table 1. A description of trees found within
each jurisdiction is provided below.

General guidelines of expected mitigation are discussed in this section, though the final tree
replacement requirements would be determined once project design is complete.

TABLE 1
SUMMARY OF TREES WITHIN THE SURVEY AREA
Tree Species Applicable Jurisdictions
Total on City of City of
Project City of South Los
Common Name Botanical Name Site Pasadena | Pasadena | Angeles CDFW

carob Ceratonia siliqua 2 0 2 0 0
chitalpa Chitalpa tashkentensis 1 0 1 0 0
shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 5 0 4<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>