Friends of Hahamongna

Comments and Concerns
Re

Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan
Addendum and Draft Initial Study

January 8, 2010



Table of Contents

Lo INtrodUCiON........coooiiiiiiiiee ettt et ae e e 1
IL. LiSt 0f COMCEIMS ........ceoiiniiiiieiieeeeeeceee et e et e e e seeesae e reesreessaeens 2
AL CEQA .ottt ettt a et ea bbbttt e Rt et et e e he Skt ke b ea b a b et et et et et e st e st et e eaenr e tebentententennens 2
B. Extensive NUmber of New PrOjects .............cccocuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinccieer ettt ettt e st st eneereesesbesaeennent 2
C. Public Desire for Low INtENSItY .............ccccooiiiiiiiiiiiiie ettt ettt sae e te st er e e beesteseeneasneaneansees 2
DD LANA USE ISSUES .......ooiuiiiiiiiiieiiieeeie ettt ettt et bt e e tt e bt esat oo e bt e e bt e e bt e eeb e e e s bt e e st e e bt eseb e bbesabeesnbesabeeeeeeebesansesbeesutes 3
E. ROAA/BIKeWAY/TTAIL........ocoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee ettt ettt st e e st e s bt e st e s bt e s s b e eat e e b aasssesnseessbesnbaesasaannseenn 3
FoTH@ES ...t s h ettt ettt ettt b e e 4 et b e ea e eh e h ekt e et e e bt bt ekt b e e e et et e bt sneeene 3
G. IMPAct 0N CUFTEIE USES .........ooiiiiiiiiiiietiee ettt ettt e st e be e e bt e et e e bt e be e sabe e beesabeeatesateeenabeeas 3
HoPATKINE ...ttt et e b e bt sttt s et ettt bt e st e et s bt e st e bt eo et e s et e b ekt et e b e e bt et e e b eates 4

L. Public Records Act REQUESE ..............cooveiiiiiiiiiieiiet ettt ettt ettt et e et e s e st e ae s s e s sesbesnse st aesbesreensasnsesnnennnan 4
II1. Friends of Hahamongna Recommendations ................c....ccccoviiiiniinniinnienniienneenne. 5
IV. Details 0n CONCEINS .........cccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie ettt sttt ettt 6
AL CEQA VIOIAIONS........ocoiiiiiiiiiieee ettt ettt ettt st e e sttt e e abtee e asseeasaseeesssseeerssseeassseaanssaesassssesesssasaanssesenssns 6
1.An EIR Should be Prepared for the ANNex Plan.............ccociiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiicres ettt e ae st sveesaeneas 6

a. The Annex Plan is Not Within the Scope of the MEIR for the Arroyo Seco Master Plans...................cccccccveeeee. 7

b. The Initial Study Relies on Inapplicable CEQA Guidelines to Analyze Annex Plan Impacts................ccccoooeeee.. 7

c. The Annex Plan Would Have Additional Impacts and Require Additional and New Mitigation Measures........ 8

d. Station Fire Substantially Changed Environment Surrounding Hahamongna Watershed Park ....................... 8

2. Initial Study Incorrectly Claims that the Annex Plan Would Not Intensify USes........ccccocovvevirineninieiinennie e 9
3. Inadequate ANalysis Of IMPACES ......co.eoeiuiriiitiii ittt ettt ettt et e et ent e e e ne s e abesaessensessasaaseens 11
a. The Removal of 70 Trees Would Cause Unnecessary Aesthetic Impacts .....................cccoovveiiiniiienieccenieeee, 11

i. Tree Removal Would Degrade the Visual Quality of the ARRex .....................coooveuvveiiiviriiieirieiiieeieesee e sne s 11

il. Landscaped Areas in the Arroyo Sgco Do Not Require Removal of Non-Native Vegetation .............................. 11

iii. Non-Native Trees Proposed for Removal at the Annex are Located in a Landscaped Area............................... 12

iv. The Initial Study Fails to Disclose Location of All Trees Slated for Removal ..........................c.cccoevvveevenrennnen, 12

v. Annex Plan Does Not Provide for Replacement Trees in Formerly Proposed 50 Foot Wide Road Corridor .....12



b. The Initial Study Fails to Analyze All Impacts to Biological Resources.................c.cccocoiiiinininiiniiinecee e, 12

i. The Annex Plan Fails to Identify All Areas of Natural Habitat ..........................cccccoocuiriiiiiiiiniiiiiniiniieeaeaene, 12
ii. Some Native Trees are Incorrectly Classified as Non-Native in the Annex Plan.........................cccoueevevervavenann. 13
iil. Installation of Replacement Trees Would Require Watering ...................ccocoeevviiiviiiiinieeiicieinnieeeenneeenineesnnees 13
iv. The Initial Study Fails to Analyze Impacts to Wildlife from Tree Removal ........................cccccovvvvvvvvvvinverennnnnn. 14
v. Biological Surveys for the Annex Property are Qutdated...........................ccocouevveemvvuereceiiiienirieiiesieeesnesireesseeannes 14
€. AIr QUAality IIMPACES ......oooiieiiii ettt et et e et e st e et e et e e sst e et e e st e e seesnte e st e nnn e e neeeenreean 15
i. The Initial Study Fails to Analyze the Cumulative Impacts of Particulate Matter Emissions.............................. 15
ii. Climate Change Impacts from Loss of Trees Should be Analyzed .......................cccoovvveecveveeeeiiiieiieieerieieaenns 16
d. Recreation IMPACES.............coooiiiiiiiiiiiieee ettt ettt et bt sa e e b sn et an et ettt ren 16

i. “Bikes Only” Restriction on Annex Bikeway Unnecessarily Restricts Use of the Path and May Inhibit Ability to

FURA LhE BIKEWAY ...ttt et ette et et e s st e se e e st e et e aae e e seeanseeasea s s eesaseansaesasesssenateesssannseennseesasens 16
ii. Habitat Restoration Projects Would Remove Recreational USes ......................c.cccorveviimriveviiniiunniiniiiesiisseniseenns 17
iti. Loop Trail Location Should be Modified to Allow Continued Use of Jumping Arena......................ccccoceueun... 17
iv. Recreation Impacts to Equestrian Uses Must be Disclosed ............................ccccoovemviiviiiinoiiiiiniiiinieaieeneeneeens 17
v. Impacts of Extension of Park Hours Must be Studied.........................cccocvvviiiiniiiiniiniiininiiiniiseetenieeee e 18

vi. Removal of Numerous Mature Shade Trees Along Proposed Bikeway and Trails Would Negatively Impact
RECFEALION ................coviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii ettt et s a e st s e ab e sine 18
vii. More Specificity is Required to Accurately Determine All Impacts to Recreation ...........................cccocuveveunnn.. 19
e. Safety and Security IMPACES...........ccooiiiiiiiii ettt et st e e e et et e e abesbesseesseseesseaseenssesneesseas 19
i. Paved Bike Path Would Attract High Speed Bicycling and Motorized Vehicles .......................cccoeeveeviuivvrenennnn, 19
ii. Critical Access Route to Main Arena is Omitted in Annex Plan.....................cccooccocccevciiniiinninniiniiiiiiiiienienns 19
iii. Annex Plan Fails to Ensure Security of EQUESIFIQR AFeq ...................ccccoevuiemmiuiiaiiiiiaiiieeieeesreesiiiaeeereeesvaea e 20
4. Use of a Master CUP Would Violate CEQA ........ccuuiiiiiiiietie ettt e eetae e e e aee e eae e e e eaaeeeeaseeeeaeeeenaeeeenneeaneeeas 20
B. Process VIOIAtIONS. ..........cocooiiiiiiiiiiiiiii ettt st e e sttt st ne e 21

1. Revised Annex Plan and Initial Study Fail to Follow Recommendations of Hahamongna Watershed Park Advisory

Committee and Planning COMMUSSION. .........ccuerviriieteriieieetete et ete st e steeeestsesteesaesteessesseesbesssesseessesssessesseensesseesseersessesssenes 21
2. Numerous Version of the Annex Plan Create Confusion ............cccociiiiiiiiiiiiniiiiceese et sae e steesenseens 22
3. Conflicting Goals Regarding Preservation Of TIEES ..........ccccciiiiiiiiiiiiiiniiiisicieieeeeeet et sse e sae b sse e 22
C. Significant Changes to the Plan Have Been Made ...............ccoooiiiiiiiniiiiiiiicic et 22

1/8/2010 Friends of Hahamongna 1ii



D. Problems with Staff Recommended BiKeWay ................coccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii et 24

1. Likely the Bikeway Could Not Complete Recreation Loop Around the Park............coccooiiiiiiiiiiceee, 24
2. Bikeway Should Be Designated FOr Shared-USe.............ccociiiiriiinininiiiccieieeeec ettt 24
E. Costly reconfiguration / relocation of the main, jumping, and oval arenas is unnecessary...................ccccceceeeenne. 24
F. Reorganization of horse boarding area appear to be included to allow future road construction........................... 25
G. Planned Development Zoning UNNECESSATY .................cccoouiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii et 26
H. The Annex Plan and Initial Study Fail to Include All Available Parking.................c..ccoooonviiininnniniiinnieneeee, 27
V. Inconsistencies in Annex Plan and Initial Study........................ccoooiiiiiil, 28
VI. Errors Found in Annex Plan and Initial Study ......................ccoooiininiii, 30
VII. Additional Inadequacies in Annex Plan and Initial Study.............................. 33
VIII. The Focused Environmental Review Fails to Accurately Compare the
Alternative ALINIMENTS...............coooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiic et 36
A. Friends of Hahamongna Proposed Alternatives to Limit Impacts.................ccoccooviniiiiiniiiici e 36
B. Staff Preferred Alternative Continues to be Unnecessarily Wide Corridor .................c.coccooovvieviiiiiiniceinie e, 36
C. Impacts for Alternatives are Inadequately Addressed .................cocoooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinieetcece e 36
D. Bikeways in Other Areas of Arroyo Seco Rely on Existing Infrastructure to Reduce Impacts............................... 37
E. Separation of Uses Not Required Elsewhere in Hahamongna Watershed Park Bikeways/Trails .......................... 37
F. Inadequate Reasons are Given for Rejecting Alternatives Proposed by Friends of Hahamongna......................... 38
1. Perimeter TTail/BIKEWAY .......cccooiieiiiiieiieiiete ettt ettt sttt e e st s b et eat e besate s bt ete et en b e bt anbesaeeabeesbeenseenbeenbeanne 38
2. SUD-TTAIL OPLION 2 ...cuiiiiiiieiieeieeteetee ettt ettt ettt e bt e st e s bt e st e aebe ekt e tassa e st e taesseasbesseesaessessesteessessaebeessesbaeasessseenseeses 40
IXL CONCLUSION .ttt ettt e st e et e e e bt e sas e e e s te e e eneeeens 41

1/8/2010 Friends of Hahamongna iv



B G R S ettt ettt e e ee st e et e e s e e neennen 42
F1: JPL Bridge Approach from Existing Trail - WiIdth ........cccccoiimiiiniiiiiiiiie et 43
F2: Shade Canopy along the exisiting Annex Trail PRoOto..........occcoiiiiiiiiiiiiiicec et 44
F3: Non-Native Trees in Central Arroy0 PROtO.......cccoiiriiriiiiiiiiic ettt ettt 45
F4: JPL Connector Trail Qaks PROLO ........oouiiiiiiiieiciice ettt ettt et ettt e e s e etaessessesaensensesnans 46
ES5: JPL Bridge Approach Width and Grade Variance POt ..........cccccouvirieuiiirnieneininiccininercctnieice ettt 47
F6: Current Trail WIdths. ........c.ovoiiiiiicieee ettt a ettt st e e b s e 48
F7: Approval of Clubhouse-Pasadena Star News March 29, 1953 ......cc.couiiiiiiiiiniiiiiiieeee ettt 49
F8: FOH Trail Solutions 1 and 2...........cceciviiiriiiniiieiiiiiiciieie ettt ettt ettt a et b et eb et nensebesaas 50
FO: FOH Trail SOIUtION 3......coiiiiiiiiiiiieieteee ettt et b e st sttt e et et et a e bbb ae st ebesaeebesbesbeneeene 51
F10: Existing Perimeter Trail/ROAd ............ccccccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii ettt 52
F11: Shared Use Trail PHOO........ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiii ettt s et ettt ebe et et eneens 53
F12: Detail from Berkshire Creek Proposed Site P1an............coccoiiiiiiiiinioiiiiiiiieiiecnreesee e 54

APPENDICES ...ttt ettt sttt e et e e e stae s baesbeesbaessbeesbaesnseesnnnans 55
AT PIOJECEIMAIIX ..ottt ettt ettt e e b e e s a et e s bt e be e e s bt e bb e e ee e b e e satasstasaseesssesnseessteanseesnssennssasnsens 56
A-2: Chatten-Brown & Carstens June 5 Letter to Michael BECK...........ccoceiiiiiiiininiiniiiee et 60
A-3: Chatten-Brown & Carstens AUGUSt 3 Letter.......c.ccueviiiiiiieiiiiiiiinieiietecret ettt steste st asesessessae s e essesaeeaneereenneens 62
A4 CHIOMOIOZY ...ttt ettt ettt ettt ettt e a e bt e bt s bt sh e e b e s bt s et e b e b e et et e st es e e st e bt se b et ensentenseseensessessansares 69
A-5: Comments to Conceptual Plan (Mary Barmie)...........o.oiiiiiii e 75
A-6: Draft Carrying Capacity ANALYSIS. . ........eirinitint et e e e 80

1/8/2010 Friends of Hahamongna v



FOH
b1

FOH

I. Introduction

The Friends of Hahamongna (FOH) is an advocacy group of Pasadena, La Canada and Altadena
residents working together for the protection of Hahamongna Watershed Park, one of Pasadena’s last
great open spaces. Our members are united in our support of this environmental treasure. We have
attended hundreds of meetings over the past decade monitoring Pasadena’s master planning process for
the park and have been actively engaged in the planning process for the Annex. We are working
cooperatively with the Spirit of the Sage Council, the Hahamongna Watch Group and other park
advocacy groups as the City of Pasadena moves forward to implement the Hahamongna Watershed Park
Master Plan (Hahamongna Master Plan).

FOH views the Hahamongna Watershed Park and the entire Arroyo Seco as Pasadena’s greatest natural
treasure and are concerned that the projects outlined in the Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan
Addendum (Annex Plan) emphasize development, paving, and leveling natural habitat areas. In
addition, we are concerned that the current projects may facilitate future projects related to constructing
roadways and developing parkland for revenue generating purposes.

The purpose of this document is to express our comments and concerns about the Annex Plan and Initial
Study, focusing primarily on the inadequacy of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

L documentation.
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List of Concerns

CEQA

1.

The Initial Study prepared for the Annex Plan fails to provide adequate analysis of the
significant adverse impacts several of the projects included in the Plan would have. FOH has
been told that the impacts of these projects will be studied at a later date, when individual
projects are approved. The impacts of these projects should be analyzed now.

Additionally, despite claims that impacts of projects would be studied on an individual basis
when they are approved, the Annex Plan proposes the use of a Master Conditional Use
Permit that would serve as the only future approval required for many of the future projects
and would negate claims that future environmental review will be completed.

An EIR should have been prepared for the Annex Plan since the projects located on the
Annex property are not within the scope of the review that was prepared for Hahamongna
prior to the acquisition of the Annex property. Additionally, the projects included in the
Annex Plan would have significant adverse environmental impacts and/or require new or
additional mitigation measures that must be analyzed in an EIR.

There are numerous errors, inaccuracies and inconsistencies within the Annex Plan and the
Initial Study that need to be corrected. These are listed in detail in labeled sections below.

The Focused Analysis of the Bikeway and Trails presented in Section 4 of the Initial Study
provides an inaccurate and inadequate analysis of the environmental impacts associated with
the proposed bikeway and alternatives to that proposal.

B. Extensive Number of New Projects

-

1/8/2010

1.

Annex Plan includes approximately 90 new projects, many of which have potentially
significant impacts resulting from tree removal, extensive grading, paving, structure
relocation, underground infrastructure removal or relocation, equestrian facility
reconfiguration, and possible demolition and reconstruction of the equestrian clubhouse.

(Appendix A-1)

C. Public Desire for Low Intensity
1.

A primary goal of Friends of Hahamongna (FOH) is to ensure that the uses of the Annex
continue to be low intensity in the future, as supported by the community and as stated in the
proposed Hahamongna Annex Plan.

Several of the new components in the Annex Plan appear to be in conflict with the Plan’s
stated goal of maintaining only low intensity use of the Annex. The objectionable
components include: tree removal, the proposed exclusive use bikeway, the infrastructure
relocation for the equestrian center; and the access realignments. The purpose of these
components seems to be to either to facilitate building a road and/or to reconfigure the
property for more intensive uses in the future.

Friends of Hahamongna 2
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D. Land Use Issues

p—

E.

F.

G.

1.

As FOH has expressed in meetings with City representatives, we do not believe it is
necessary for a portion of the Annex property to be zoned PD as part of the Planned
Development area for the Jet Propulsion Laboratory (JPL) West Parking Lot. We have found
no basis for staff’s assertion that rezoning the Annex to Open Spaces will put the JPL parking
lease in jeopardy.

There are many projects in this Annex Plan that as proposed would be costly and not likely
eligible for grant funding, such as the reconfiguration of the boarding area. This represents
fiscal irresponsibility on the part of the City during extremely challenging economic times
that are resulting in staff reductions as well as cut backs on services to the public.

Road/Bikeway/Trail

1.

The use of the JPL bridge as a temporary bicycle route crossing is a new project, not found in
the Hahamongna Master Plan, that was added to the Initial Study. The bike route adopted in
the Hahamongna Master Plan parallels the Perimeter Trail and then crosses to the east side of
the park on a proposed North Bridge Crossing. The JPL bridge was not proposed as part of
the adopted bike route.

Another significant change made to the bikeway project AFTER the Annex Plan was
reviewed and commented upon by all the advisory bodies is that the corridor is no longer
shared-use for pedestrians. The bike-only restriction to the bikeway projects will likely
significantly reduce grant opportunities for this project, as grants often support “shared-use”.

The bikeway project has been touted by staff as being necessary to complete the bicycle
recreation loop around Hahamongna Watershed Park. However, the continuation of the
bikeway north of the Annex area is in question due to the Spirit of the Sage Council
Settlement. The bikeway project should not move forward until an acceptable continuation
route is determined that does not jeopardize the Arroyo Seco Master Environmental Impact
Report (Arroyo Seco MEIR) or violate the Spirit of the Sage Council Settlement.

Trees

1.

The Annex Plan’s proposal to remove all 70 non-native trees on the Annex is a new project
in the plan, added AFTER the Annex Plan was reviewed and commented on by the Planning
Commission, the Design Commission and the Transportation Advisory Commission. The
Urban Forestry Advisory Commission was never given the opportunity to comment upon the
Plan.

Impact on Current Uses

1.

The Annex Plan includes components that directly affect assets and structures owned by
either Rose Bowl Riders or individual members that board at the facility. The Annex Plan
must récognize and address this relative to the impact on the club and individuals and the
cost that may be incurred by the City.

Friends of Hahamongna 3
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The Annex Plan recommends the expansion of the boarding area to accommodate up to 70
horses (from the current 38). However, it does not address the additional impacts that would
result from this increase including additional parking needs and necessary barn
reconfiguration.

The Annex Plan and Initial Study propose to use equestrian best management practices. This
proposal should be drafted by a hydrological expert, with experience in equestrian uses, not a
City staff member with limited expertise.

The Annex Plan and Initial Study state that the equestrian boarding and youth camp areas are
being realigned to address drainage issues when planning documents show they are being
realigned to provide circulation around the property from the formerly proposed road on the
Annex (Figure 1).

The Annex Plan’s recommendation to limit the use of lights at the boarding facility would
significantly restrict activity at the equestrian facility, especially in the winter months.
Lighting after dusk is necessary for all aspects of horse care including feeding, grooming,
exercising and emergency care.

H. Parking

—

1.

The Annex Plan fails to include all available parking for the Annex within Hahamongna,
including 200 spaces of the JPL east lot and at least 20 parking spaces that are planned for
the Equestrian Picnic area in the southwest corner of the Park.

Public Records Act Request

1.

FOH has submitted a California Public Records Act request regarding the Upper Arroyo
Seco Stream Sustainability Project which has yet to be answered satisfactorily. FOH has
reason to believe that documentation related to this project may have an impact on the Annex
planning and the previously certified Arroyo Seco MEIR for the Arroyo Seco Master Plans,
of which the Hahamongna Master Plan is a component.

Friends of Hahamongna 4
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Reject the Initial Study as legally inadequate for this level of development and recommend the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report for the Hahamongna Annex.

. Remove the bikeway project from the Annex Plan until a suitable location is identified for the

bikeway continuation north and east from the Annex area that does not violate the Spirit of the
Sage Council agreement or jeopardize the adequacy of the certified MEIR and until funding is
secured.

. If the bikeway is approved, follow the recommendations of the Commissions and the

Hahamongna Advisory Committee and retain all 70 non-native trees on the Annex except the
four which must be removed for the bikeway.

. If the bikeway is approved, reject the exclusive use for bicyclists only and make it for shared use,

following the same standards as used for all the other bikeway segments in Hahamongna. These
have a paved bikeway and an immediately adjacent soft surface path with no buffers or barriers
and an average width of about 16-ft.

. Remove reconfiguration of the boarding area and realignment of the access routes until the

purpose can be documented, adequately evaluated for impacts, and funded.

. Re-zone the portion of the Annex currently zoned PD-16 to Open Space.
. Remove the recommendation for a Master CUP.
. Include the Annex and all of Hahamongna under the Arroyo Seco Public Lands Ordinance.

. Correct or remove the numerous errors, inaccuracies and inconsistencies in the Annex Plan and

Initial Study as identified in the sections below.

. After the removal from the Annex Plan and Initial Study of the objectionable projects with

potentially significant impacts, allow the remainder of the projects with significant community
support to move forward, including the Environmental Education Center and the Equestrian
Therapeutic Recreation Area.

Friends of Hahamongna 5
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A. CEQA Violations

The approximately 90 new projects added to the Arroyo Seco Master Plans by the Hahamongna
Watershed Park Master Plan Annex Plan include numerous projects that have potentially significant
impacts. (A detailed list of projects is included in the appendices.) These impacts should be studied in
an EIR to ensure the impacts have been disclosed and mitigated as required by CEQA. The Annex Plan
cannot rely upon the analysis contained in the MEIR prepared for the Arroyo Seco Master Plans because
neither the Annex property, nor the projects proposed for the Annex, was within the scope of that Master
EIR. In addition, the Station Fire may have created substantial changes to the environment under which
the MEIR was certified

The projects that have potentially significant impacts and may require additional mitigation
measures include tree removal, extensive grading, paving related to the bikeway, structure relocation,
underground infrastructure removal or relocation and equestrian facility reconfiguration. FOH presented
alternatives for the Annex bikeway project that would substantially reduce impacts, but the project
proponents have declined to adopt the alternatives.

1. An EIR Should be Prepared for the Annex Plan.

CEQA requires that the adverse environmental impacts of all projects (including plans) be
analyzed in an environmental review document prior to the approval of the project so that mitigation
measures can be included in the project and alternatives to the project can be considered. Limited
environmental review has been prepared for the Annex Plan due to reliance upon the Master EIR that
was prepared for Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan in 2002, prior to the acquisition of the
Annex property. Public Resources Code section 21157.1 states that a Master EIR “may allow for the
limited review of subsequent projects that were described in the master EIR as being within the scope of
the report.” If; and only if, the subsequent projects were identified in the Master EIR, then CEQA allows
for limited review of the subsequent projects in an initial study if the subsequent projects “will have no
additional significant effect on the environment... that was not identified in the master environmental
impact report and that no new or additional mitigation measures or alternatives may be required.”
(Public Resources Code section 21157.1(c).) If such findings cannot be made, a mitigated negative
declaration or EIR shall be prepared. (Public Resources Code section 21157.1(d).) The intended use of
a MEIR is for the individual projects contained within an area for which a plan has been prepared; it is
not intended for use for a new plan for an area not within the boundaries of the plan analyzed in the
MEIR.

The City has chosen to prepare an Initial Study for the Annex Plan, claiming that additional
environmental review is not required for the Annex Plan because the projects included within Plan are
within the scope of the Master EIR that was prepared in 2002 for the Arroyo Seco Master Plans and
because the Annex Plan projects would not have any additional potentially significant environmental
impacts or require any additional mitigation measures. FOH strongly disagrees with all three of these
conclusions. ‘

1/8/2010 Friends of Hahamongna 6
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a. The Annex Plan is Not Within the Scope of the MEIR for the Arroyo Seco
Master Plans

First, the Annex Plan includes approximately 90 new projects that were not identified in the
Arroyo Seco Master Plans or analyzed in the MEIR for the Arroyo Seco Master Plans. (The
Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan is one of the four components of the overarching Arroyo
Seco Master Plans.) FOH has compiled a detailed list of the new projects contained in the attached
Appendix A-1. The Initial Study acknowledges that the projects at the Annex were not within the scope
of the Master EIR, stating: the existing [Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan] did not identify any
improvements or physical changes for the Annex site; consequently, the MEIR did not evaluate the
environmental impacts of any physical changes in the Hahamongna Annex.” (Initial Study p. 1-1.)

The Initial Study incorrectly claims that “The Arroyo Seco Master EIR included the
Hahamongna Annex as part of the project site, and baseline investigations conducted for the
MEIR evaluated the Annex site.” (Initial Study p. 1-1.) Clear language within the MEIR refutes
this claim:

The proposed project area includes three subareas known as Hahamongna Watershed
Park (approximately 300 acres, part of the Upper Arroyo Seco), the Central Arroyo Seco
(approximately 550 acres), and the Lower Arroyo Seco (approximately 150 acres). The
Upper Arroyo Seco includes the approximately 300-acre Hahamongna Watershed Park
Master Plan area plus an additional 1,000 acres north of the Jet Propulsion Laboratory
(JPL) bridge....The analysis of the Upper Arroyo Seco is limited to the 300-acre
Hahamongna Watershed Park; the mailing address is 4550 Oak Grove Drive.

(Final MEIR p. 12-1 to 12-2.) The 30 acre Annex property was not part of the Hahamongna Watershed
Park at the time the MEIR was prepared and is not within the 300 acres referenced in the document.
Thus, contrary to the claims of the Initial Study, the Annex property was not studied in the MEIR.
Because neither the Annex property, nor the projects proposed for the Annex were included in the
MEIR, the Annex Plan is not a subsequent project within the scope of the MEIR.

Additionally, as discussed in detail below, the approximately 90 new projects would have
potentially significant impacts that have not been analyzed. The projects that have potentially
significant impacts and may require additional mitigation measures include tree removal, extensive
grading, paving related to the bikeway, structure relocation, underground infrastructure removal or
relocation and equestrian facility reconfiguration.

b. The Initial Study Relies on Inapplicable CEQA Guidelines to Analyze
Annex Plan Impacts

The Initial Study incorrectly “utilizes the familiar framework identified in CEQA Guidelines §
15162 to determine if proposed [Annex Plan] activities may cause any additional significant effects
which were not analyzed in the Arroyo Seco Master EIR.” (Initial Study p. 1-3.) CEQA has set out
specific procedures for use of a previously certified Master EIR that are different than the procedures for
tiering off of other types of EIRs. CEQA Guidelines section 15162 sets forth procedures for tiering off
other types of EIRs, not Master EIRs. CEQA sets forth the procedures for use of a Master
Environmental Impact Report (MEIR) in Public Resources Code sections 21157 through 21157.6, and
CEQA Guidelines sections 15175 through 15179.5. For purposes of using a previously prepared MEIR,
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“‘additional significant environmental effect’ means any project-specific effect which was not
addressed as a significant effect in the Master EIR.” (CEQA Guidelines § 15177(b)(3), emphasis
added.) Because the majority of the projects included in the Annex Plan were not identified in the
MEIR, the project-specific impacts could not have been addressed in the MEIR.

c. The Annex Plan Would Have Additional Impacts and Require Additional
and New Mitigation Measures

The Initial Study appears to conclude that if an impact occurs in one place it is the same impact
if it occurs in another location. However, if an impact would occur at the Annex property under the
proposed Plan and that impact would also occur in areas of the Hahamongna Watershed Park that were
analyzed in the MEIR, the impact at the Annex property would be in addition to the impacts that would
already occur at the Hahamongna Watershed Park. For instance, the Initial Study states that short-term
air quality impacts from construction would be the same as that analyzed in the MEIR. This is not true;
the air quality impacts from construction at the Annex property would be in addition to the air quality
impacts from construction at the existing Hahamongna Watershed Park. This is of particular concern
because the Initial Studies shows that construction air quality impacts from Annex projects only are
close to exceeding the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s local thresholds of significance
for PM-10 and PM-2.5 and because the site is located near the sensitive receptors at La Canada High
School. The Initial Study also incorrectly fails to acknowledge that the Annex Plan would have short-
term visual, traffic and parking impacts that are in addition to the impacts analyzed in the MEIR. The
Annex Plan would likewise increase the area where impacts to special status species could occur and
where archeological resources could be disturbed.

The Annex Plan also requires additional and new mitigation measures. Although not specifically
listed as a mitigation measure, the Annex Plan requires the replacement of all non-native trees that the
Annex Plan has slated for removal, and also requires the removal be phased to allow replacement to
occur at the same time as removal. This is a new mitigation measure not included in the MEIR. New
mitigation is also required for the Annex Plan due to the Initial Study's finding that there is inadequate
parking for special events at the Annex. The Initial Study requires that this impact be addressed in
permits for special events, which is a new mitigation measure.

d. Station Fire Substantially Changed Environment Surrounding
Hahamongna Watershed Park

Further, there has been a significant change in circumstances since the MEIR was certified in
2002. The 2009 Station Fire has created substantial changes to the environment by destroying 160,000
acres of habitat. The Initial Study relies on analysis that was prepared in the MEIR, which has become
obsolete due to the biological changes that have resulted from the Station Fire. This fire destroyed
habitat for numerous wildlife species, including many species of special concern. According to a U.S.
Wildlife and Fish Technical Specialist report, 63% of the Arroyo Seco Watershed was burned.
(http://www.fs.fed.us/r5/angeles/station/BAER/SpecialistReports/WildlifeAssessmentReport_PublicRel
ease_StationBAER.pdf , p.12.)

For all of these reasons, the preparation of an EIR should be required for the Annex Plan.
Preparation of an EIR would allow for a thorough analysis of all of the potential adverse impacts of
projects included in the Annex Plan and consideration of alternatives and mitigation measures that
would reduce the significance of those impacts. An EIR would also form an adequate basis for future
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approvals required for projects at the Annex property.

2. Initial Study Incorrectly Claims that the Annex Plan Would Not Intensify Uses

The Initial Study states that “existing uses of the subject property would either remain the same
or would lessen in intensity...". (Initial Study p.1-2.) This is incorrect. The following is a list of ways
in which the Annex Plan would intensify uses of the Annex property:

The Annex Plan p.3-22 states that “[T]he operators of the leased horse boarding area
will be encouraged to make that facility more efficient, allowing for boarding corrals
for up to 70 horses”. This would be an increase of 34 corrals from the current 36 and
a_much more significant impact. There will be a need for additional tack room
space, additional parking, and additional hay and feed storage, all of which will take
more space in the boarding area which is only 2.3 acres. There would potentially be
almost twice as much traffic since there will be twice as many boarders. The amount
of manure generated would almost double. There could be significant impacts upon
recreation because Tom Sawyer’s program has approximately 70 horses on the
property in the summer. Arena usage has to be carefully scheduled even at the
current number of horses to accommodate all programs in the summer.

The therapeutic riding program will have an entirely new facility, up to four
additional horses and an undetermined number of additional students, creating
potentially significant impacts. The increase in horses and students will generate
similar impacts to those listed above. MACH 1 may also want to continue to use the
large main arena for programs so they might also be impacted if the number of horses
in the public boarding area were almost doubled.

New uses are proposed on the former Forest Service campus in addition to the
increase in public assembly uses which the Initial Study acknowledges, creating
potentially significant impacts. Since the Forest Service campus is currently sitting
essentially unused except for the Pasadena City College environmental program, all
other proposed uses are new uses which have not existed on the property recently. For
example, the group picnic area will be a new use as will the environmental vocation
center.

The City’s own Carrying Capacity Analysis demonstrated that the intensity of use of
the property would increase. The Forest Service Campus currently is not being used
which has been the case since the City purchased the property in 2005. To take one
example, the Carrying Capacity Analysis projects at a medium level of intensity of
use that the Main Building of the EEC will hold 188 people and require 84 parking
spaces. Even if the equestrian uses of the property remain the same, it is inevitable
that use of the property will increase with the renovation of the Forest Service campus
and that there will be impacts from this increase in use.

Additionally, there have been unauthorized expansions and modifications of projects approved
under the Hahamongna Master Plan and Arroyo Seco MEIR, the cumulative environmental impacts of
which have not been studied. These expanded and modified uses were not studied in the MEIR and
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cumulative impacts associated with these uses call into question the adequacy of the MEIR as a basis for
any subsequent projects. Examples of projects that have been expanded or modified from what is
included in the Hahamongna Master Plan and analyzed in the MEIR include:

The Sunset Overlook Project was to have the parking removed to be replaced with
habitat restoration. Instead now 25 parking spaces are to remain and an additional 10
spaces are proposed, according to a staff presentation to the HWP Advisory
Committee on September 29, 2009. These impacts have not been evaluated.

The Eastside Neighborhood & JPL (Altadena) Connector Trail now has a spreading
basin proposed that was not in the original Master Plan, Initial Study, Eastside
Neighborhood & JPL (Altadena) Connector Trail, June 2009, p.27. These impacts
have not been evaluated, nor has the relationship of this project to the Upper
Arroyo Seco Stream Sustainability project been evaluated.

Although the Equestrian Staging Area improvements were removed from the
Hahamongna Master Plan, there is now a plan proposed for 20 parking spaces in this
location which could be used for Annex supplemental parking. These spaces were
not shown on Annex Plan Exhibit 3-5 Parking Areas in the Table which lists “Other
Future Parking within HWP.” The impacts have not been evaluated.

The Initial Study is proposing a change in the bike route up to the JPL bridge. (Initial
Study p. 2-25.) The northernmost segment of this route on the west side of the park
would be a new project not approved in the Hahamongna Master Plan nor studied in
the MEIR. The impacts have not been evaluated

The Upper Arroyo Seco Stream Sustainability Project has a pending grant application
approved by the City Council but its effects upon the Hahamongna Master Plan area
have not been studied during the Annex planning process. Despite several requests
by the Friends of Hahamongna, we have been unable to obtain the grant application
and environmental documentation for this project. Impacts need to be included in
the MEIR.

The Disc Golf Course was to have been reconfigured as part of the settlement
agreement with the Spirit of the Sage Council. Although this is not included in the
Annex documents, there may now be plans under consideration which do not
conform to the Spirit of the Sage agreement. This is significant in terms of the Annex
Plan because the current Disc Golf proposal may conflict with the trail which is
proposed along the southern edge of the Annex. All the changes which staff is
considering to the agreed upon Disc Golf Course alignment need to be made public at
this time so that the impacts on trails proposed for the Annex can_be evaluated.

According to the Hahamongna Master Plan, pavement was to be eliminated from the
park whenever possible (p. 3-59); instead the approaches the Flint Wash Bridge were
covered with asphalt. The Design Commission has proposed the use of granular
stone for the bikeway on the Annex but this recommendation is not included in the
documents. Since the bikeway and the trails are included in a focused analysis in the
Initial Study, the surface material which will be used for the bikeway should be
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specified. The analysis of possible surface materials should include the relative
environmental advantages and liabilities of the various surface materials, such as
asphalt’s contribution to the urban heat island effect.

3. Inadequate Analysis of Impacts

The Annex Plan and Initial Study include specific layout for site (Exhibit 2.5 in Initial Study)
and detailed list of projects for Annex (Initial Study pages 2-17 to 2-20) but, the Initial Study fails to
provide adequate review of environmental impacts from these projects. CEQA requires analysis of
environmental impacts at the earliest possible date. If specific projects are included, they must be
studied now. The reason for this is that approval of Annex Master Plan with specific layout and detailed
list of projects would commit City to that specific layout and the listed projects. The City could not
approve future projects for the Annex that do not conform to layout or are inconsistent with listed
projects without first adopting an amendment. The impacts of these projects must be analyzed before
the City is committed to these specific courses of action.

The following adverse environmental impacts associated with the Annex Plan have not been
sufficiently been analyzed or mitigated in the Initial Study.

a. The Removal of 70 Trees Would Cause Unnecessary Aesthetic Impacts
i. Tree Removal Would Degrade the Visual Quality of the Annex

The removal of 70 non-native trees will have a major impact upon aesthetics on the Annex. The
removal of these trees would substantially degrade the visual quality of the Annex since many of these
are mature shade trees which have been growing for decades and provide shade and beauty (Figure F2).
They include liquid ambers, Chinese elms, eucalyptus, pine, California peppers, Italian stone pines, and
other species. The many visitors to the Annex greatly enjoy the beauty of these trees, the shade they
provide, and the wildlife they support.

il. Landscaped Areas in the Arroyo Seco Do Not Require Removal of
Non-Native Vegetation

The Arroyo Seco Design Guidelines provides different recommendations for use of non-native
species depending on whether the area is a landscaped area or whether it is a habitat restoration area.
Non-native vegetation is not required to be removed in landscaped areas, and some new non-native
vegetation is even allowed to be planted in these areas. (Arroyo Seco Design Guidelines p. 2-5 to 2-7.)
The Arroyo Seco Design Guidelines clearly differentiates between landscaped and habitat restoration
areas and suggests that new plantings “should be native species when practical”. (Arroyo Seco Design
Guidelines, 2-1) Landscaped areas include “areas around buildings, natural open space areas, grass
areas not used as sports fields, roadways, specialty gardens, and planned beautification areas.” (Arroyo
Seco Design Guidelines, 2-5)
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iii. Non-Native Trees Proposed for Removal at the Annex are Located in
a Landscaped Area

The Annex has been a landscaped area since the 1950s and many of these trees are the same
species found in other landscaped areas of the Arroyo. Figure F9 shows two photos of California
peppers and pine trees growing near the Rose Bowl and the golf course in the Central Arroyo. There has
been no effort undertaken to remove non-natives from other landscaped areas of the Arroyo.

The Hahamongna Master Plan identifies the habitat restoration areas in the park as follows.
“The Perimeter Trail will serve as a delineator, separating the stream and its associated restored habitats
at the center of HWP from areas of concentrated recreational activity on the westside and water
resources facilities on the east side.” (Hahamongna Master Plan, p.3-42). The Annex, with the
exception of the oak and sycamore woodland restoration areas, is an area of concentrated recreational
activity and NOT a habitat restoration area. The Initial Study and Annex Plan are inadequate in that
they do not explain why the Annex is the only landscaped area within the Arroyo where non-native trees
are slated for removal.

iv. The Initial Study Fails to Disclose Location of All Trees Slated for
Removal

In addition, Initial Study Table 4.2, Trees Impacted by the Bikeway and Trail Along the
Northern Property Boundary, includes the removal of only those trees in the formerly proposed road
corridor and not the non-native trees that would be removed from the rest of the Annex property. There
are many mature shade trees on County Fire Camp 2, on the Forest Service campus, and in the common
areas that should be included in the table to fully assess the impacts of this non-native tree removal.

v. Annex Plan Does Not Provide for Replacement Trees in Formerly
Proposed 50 Foot Wide Road Corridor

The aesthetic impact will be most significant in the formerly proposed road corridor when the 33
non-native trees are removed since the Annex Plan does not designate this area for replacement trees.
(Annex Plan Exhibit 3-3.) There are no oaks, sycamores, or other native trees indicated in the plan to be
planted to replace those which will be cut down. If there is the intent to plant native trees within the
formerly proposed 50 ft wide road corridor, the Annex Plan and the Initial Study should make this clear.
A detailed plan should be included detailing how many native trees and exactly where within the
corridor these will be planted.

b. The Initial Study Fails to Analyze All Impacts to Biological Resources

i. The Annex Plan Fails to Identify All Areas of Natural Habitat

Annex Plan Exhibit 2-4 ‘Natural Environment: Plant Communities within the Annex’ leaves out
an area of natural habitat located on the slope between the jumping arena and the oval teaching arena.
This irregularly shaped area is about 30 ft long and 100 ft wide and contains a large, dense brushy
growth of sumacs where California quail nest. The last time these birds were seen in the vicinity was
about one month ago. Initial Study Exhibit 3.1 ‘Plant Communities within the Annex’ also omits this
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large area of native vegetation. Despite these omissions, the Annex Plan states that the existing
biological environment was described and mapped (Annex Plan, p.2-10).

ii. Some Native Trees are Incorrectly Classified as Non-Native in the
Annex Plan

The Annex Plan calls for the removal of 70 non-native trees on the Annex although most of the
trees to be removed would fall within the definition of “native” as found in the Arroyo Seco Public
Lands Ordinance, Pasadena Municipal Code Section 3.32.020A: “ ‘Native plants” means those plants
historically known to be indigenous to the Arroyo Seco of Pasadena and nearby arroyos of similar
ecology and also those indigenous plants of Southern California or countries of similar climates that
could naturally exist and flourish in the Arroyo Seco in its present ecology.” Most of the trees along the
existing trail have been growing for decades with no supplemental water. These trees are similar to
those species found throughout the landscaped areas of the Arroyo (Figure 3). Because these trees could
exist naturally (without watering) and are able to flourish in the present ecology on the Annex Property,
they should be considered ‘native.’

The Initial Study states that one of the justifications for removing the non-native landscaping
from the Annex is to reduce “the spreading of non-natives into the surrounding areas by reducing the
seed bank.” (Initial Study p. 2-23.) What the Initial Study fails to mention, however, is that eight of the
trees to be removed are Peruvian peppers, also often referred to as California peppers, which are actually
protected trees in the neighboring city of La Canada Flintridge bordering the Annex to the west and
north. Within the 8.5 square miles of La Canada Flintridge, pepper trees are protected by city ordinance,
La Canada Flintridge Municipal Code 4.26.030, and grown extensively. There is no evidence in the
Angeles National Forest to the north that pepper trees have spread invasively beyond the landscaped
areas of La Canada Flintridge.

Peruvian pepper trees are the only non-native trees designated for removal in the Initial Study
that are referred to in any way as being invasive to the area of the Station Fire, and that reference states
that they have a limited ability to be invasive. (Station Fire Invasive Weed Specialist’s Report, p. 3,
http://74.125.155.132/search?q=cache:5p251EsQXzM]:www.fs.fed.us/r5/angeles/station/BAER/Speciali
stReports/WeedAssessmentReport_PublicRelease StationBAER.pdf, incorporated by reference.) The
expert report prepared regarding the potential for invasive plants to impact the area of the Station Fire
does not list a specific concern for invasion by pepper trees as it does for several other plant species.

iii. Installation of Replacement Trees Would Require Watering

The non-native trees on the Annex property do not require supplemental watering for their
continued existence. The proposal to replace these removed trees with new native trees would, however,
require a significant amount of watering to establish the new trees. The Initial Study fails to analyze the
increased water usage that would be required for the planting of new trees. The Initial Study fails to
acknowledge that the City has severe water usage restrictions in place because of the drought in
Southern California.
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iv. The Initial Study Fails to Analyze Impacts to Wildlife from Tree
Removal

There is a clear biological impact resulting from removing 33 trees in the corridor and a total of
70 on the Annex which has not been evaluated. Many wildlife species use these trees, including
migratory birds. The Initial Study fails to accurately analyze the Annex Plan’s potential conflicts with
the Migratory Bird Treaty through the loss of habitat for these birds. A pair of Coopers hawks, listed as
a species of special concern by the California Department of Fish and Game has been nesting in an ash
tree that is slated for removal as part of the Annex Plan. The California quail which live on the property
will frequently be found in the dense brushy branches of the California pepper trees. During the
Christmas Bird Count on December 16, 2009, members of the Audubon society observed four acorn
woodpeckers in a palm tree on the Annex as well as three Nutall's woodpeckers in a non-native maple
tree. Other birds observed in Hahamongna on the same day were a red shouldered hawk, a Downey
woodpecker, an Oak titmouse, Berwick’s wren, Junco, goldfinches, and a Hermit thrush. A western
grey squirrel, commonly found at higher elevations, was observed January 5, 2010 in the Italian stone
pines on the Forest Service campus. FOH will be submitting additional information regarding the
importance of non-native trees for area wildlife from a biological expert. Due to the comment period
running during several major holidays, FOH will be unable to submit this information until after the
comment period, but will do so prior to the City Council hearing on this matter.

v. Biological Surveys for the Annex Property are Outdated

The last biological surveys for the Annex property were conducted in 2002. There have been
significant changes in the area of the property since that time that could result in significant changes to
the survey results. The Station Fire burned more than 161,189 acres of vegetation, including trees, less
than a mile from the Annex property. The Initial Study states that the majority of the habitat burned by
the Station Fire was chaparral, although this fails to recognize that the fire also burned large amounts of
trees. As noted in a United States Department of Agriculture-Forest Service report on the Station Fire:

Upper slopes contain canyon live oak, interior mixed hardwood, and coast live oak
vegetation, transitioning into bigcone Douglas-fir, ponderosa/Jeffrey pine, and mixed
conifer vegetation. Single-leaf pinyon occurs on the northside of the burned area, and
planted ornamental conifers are scattered throughout. Stream corridors contain riparian
mixed hardwood, white alder, willow, cottonwood, and California sycamore vegetation

types.

(http://www.fs.fed.us/r5/angeles/station/BAER/2500-
8%20BAER%20Assessment%20Report_Station%20BAER_Public%20Release 10.16.2009.pdf,
incorporated by reference.)

This report on the Station Fire also notes impacts to numerous species of special concern,
including: “Santa Ana speckled dace, arroyo chub, western pond turtle, two-striped garter snake, San
Diego horned lizard, coastal rosy boa, San Bernardino mountain kingsnake, San Bernardino ringneck
snake, California legless lizard, Nelson’s bighorn sheep, peregrine falcon, California spotted owl,
western red bat and pallid bat, Coast Range newt, a California state species of concern, and ringtail.”
(United States Department of Agriculture-Forest Service, Wildlife and Fish Technical Specialist’s
Report, Burned Area FEmergency Rehabilitation for the Station Fire, September 2009
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http://74.125.155.132/search?q=cache:2pZNbBUGK7E|:www.fs.fed.us/r5/angeles/station/BAER/Speci
alistReports/WildlifeAssessmentReport_PublicRelease StationBAER.pdf, incorporated by reference.)
Impacts to those species relying upon trees for habitat is even more significant because of the long
period of time need for reforestation. (http://www.fs.fed.us/r5/angeles/station/BAER/2500-
8%20BAER%20Assessment%20Report Station%20BAER _Public%20Release 10.16.2009.pdf, at pp.
6-7.)

The two-striped garter snake is one of the Forest Service Sensitive species in the Arroyo Seco
that has been identified on the Annex in the existing northern corridor trail by Lori Paul, a Registered
Veterinary Technician, specializing in wildlife rehabilitation and management who is also a former
zookeeper at the Los Angeles Zoo. A recent US Wildlife and Fish Technical Specialist Report states
that “an emergency does exist for Sensitive species including the two-striped garter snake in Eaton
Wash  Watershed as a result of post-fire effects of the Station Fire".
(http://www.fs.fed.us/r5/angeles/station/BAER/SpecialistReports/WildlifeAssessmentReport_PublicRel
ease_StationBAER.pdf , p.51.) Since populations of the two-striped garter snake are in an
emergency situation in other areas of the Arroyo because of the Station Fire, this fact should be
taken in to account in assessing the proposed projects on the Annex which will impact existing
habitat where this species has been seen.

Other species of special concern, in addition to the two-striped garter snake, that Ms. Paul has
observed on the Annex were two mammals, the San Diego pocket mouse and the Western gray squirrel.
The birds were Acorn woodpecker, Allen’s hummingbird, Anna’s hummingbird, Band-tailed pigeon,
Bewick’'s wren, Bushtits, California quail, California thrasher, California towhee, Canyon wren,
Cooper’s hawk, Costa’s hummingbird, Gold-crowned sparrow, House finch, House wren, Mourning
dove, Oregon junco, Phainopepla, Scrub jay, Spotted towhee (formerly Rufous-sided towhee), Western
grosbeak, Western screech owl, Western tanager, White-crowned sparrow, Wrentit, and Yellow warbler.
The amphibians and reptiles she observed were the California tree frog, Coast range/California newt,
Coastal western whiptail lizard, Pacific gopher snake, Pacific slender salamander, Southern alligator
lizard, Southern Pacific rattlesnake, Western fence lizard, Western skink, and the Western toad.

Due to the significant change in the conditions in the area surrounding the Annex, an updated
biological survey of the Annex property is required to adequately analyze the impacts to wildlife that
would result from projects at the Annex, in particular the removal of numerous trees.

¢. Air Quality Impacts

i. The Initial Study Fails to Analyze the Cumulative Impacts of
Particulate Matter Emissions

The Initial Study fails to adequately analyze the cumulative short-term air quality impacts from
construction at the Annex Property. The Initial Study shows that PM-10 levels from construction would
approximately 10.41 pounds/day and the local threshold of significance is 12 pounds/day. Even on its
own, construction at the Annex would approach the local threshold of significance for this damaging
pollutant, which is of particular concern due to the proximity of the La Canada Flintridge High School to
the Annex property. Additionally, the Initial Study fails to analyze the cumulative impact of operation
PM-10 levels at other areas of the park, listed in the Initial Study as being 1 pound/day, which would
result in a level just shy of the local threshold of significance. The Initial Study also fails to analyze the
cumulative impact of simultaneous construction at the remainder of the Hahamongna Watershed Park
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with construction at the Annex, which would exceed the threshold of significance. Even though a
statement of overriding considerations was adopted for the construction air quality impacts as part of the
MEIR for the Arroyo Seco Master Plan, the construction air quality impacts at the Annex would be in
addition to the impacts already found to be significant, requiring study in an EIR and potentially
adoption of a new statement of overriding considerations.

ii. Climate Change Impacts from Loss of Trees Should be Analyzed

The Annex Plan proposes to remove 70 mature trees from the Annex property. Trees are useful
in combating climate change from greenhouse gas emissions due to their ability to absorb, or sequester,
carbon dioxide. (EPA fact sheet on carbon sequestration, http://www.epa.gov/sequestration/faq.html,
incorporated by reference.) The Initial Study analyzes the Annex Plan’s potential for generating
greenhouse gas emission, but fails to analyze whether the loss of trees would have a detrimental effect
due to the loss of carbon sequestration by mature trees.

d. Recreation Impacts

i. “Bikes Only” Restriction on Annex Bikeway Unnecessarily Restricts
Use of the Path and May Inhibit Ability to Fund the Bikeway

The final revision of the Annex Plan specifies that the northern bikeway will be restricted to
“Bikes Only.” Throughout the advisory review process, the administrative record will show that the
discussion focused on a bike/hiking shared use path in this location. The proposed alternatives separated
the user groups into bike/hiking on the north of the Annex and equestrian/hiking on the south of the
Annex so as to lessen the width of the corridor (Figure 8). All the advisory bodies supported this
proposal.

The “bikes only” proposal, which was not reviewed by the advisory bodies, would severely limit
recreational opportunities. “Bikes only” in the northern corridor would eliminate not only other non-
motorized users on wheels such as in-line skaters but also prohibit universal access by wheelchair.
According to the Hahamongna Master Plan “the majority of the bicycle route will be ADA accessible
(Hahamongna Master Plan, p.3-69). The 800 foot long “Bikes only” restriction of the bikeway would
deny universal accessibility from the Annex out into the park itself. There is a need for both pedestrian
and bicycle access in the northern corridor because JPL employees both walk and ride their bikes to
work and to recreate in the park. They access the Annex via the JPL. Connector Trail.

The Annex Plan also calls for the construction of a universally accessible connection to the
Annex from a new transit stop on Oak Grove Drive (Annex Plan, p.3-17). The usefulness of this
connection will be greatly reduced if the bikeway to which it leads prohibits wheelchairs and other
mobility-assisting devices. The connection would still allow access to the Annex but, if the bikeway
were shared use, there would be universal access to the greater park as well. The Initial Study includes a
focused environmental analysis of the bikeway and trails but fails to address this major recreational
deficiency.

The JPL Connector Trail is currently used by both hikers and bicyclists and has been for
decades. There would be a negative impact on recreation if the trail is closed to bicycles because it is
not wide enough to allow for both a hard surface bikeway and an adjacent hiking trail. ~ The trail has
two massive oaks growing in it which narrow the trail to about four feet near each of these trees (Figure
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4). Other oaks grow along the length of this trail and their drip lines cover the entire trail corridor,
making it unsuitable for a hard surface bikeway. The trail cannot be moved because to the west is
County Fire Camp 2 which is protected by a 50-year lease and to the east is the NASA JPL property.
The Annex Plan and the Initial Study state that this trail will be “improved” and “enhanced.” The
documents give no details as to what is meant by that, however, even though there is in the Initial Study
a detailed focused environmental evaluation of the bikeway and the trails. The documents are deficient
in not answering these questions:

— If bicycle use is to be prohibited on the JPL Connector, how will the elimination
of this recreational and commuter use be addressed? What mitigations are
proposed?

— If, on the other hand, bicycle use will continue to be permitted on the JPL
Connector Trail as it has been for many years, why will shared hiking/biking use
be allowed on it when it will be prohibited on the bikeway to which this trail
connects?

ii. Habitat Restoration Projects Would Remove Recreational Uses

The Annex Plan and the Initial Study do not address why habitat restoration is indicated in
certain areas which now support recreation. Annex Plan Exhibit 3-2 shows the area where the jumping
arena is now located as slated for habitat restoration.

The apparent removal of the jumping arena for habitat restoration will have a negative impact on
recreation which should have been addressed in the Initial Study. Since the Annex is clearly identified
as a developed area (Annex Plan, p. 2-14), there is no reason why recreational uses need to be impacted
negatively when there are many other areas where habitat restoration can take place without causing
these impacts.

iii. Loop Trail Location Should be Modified to Allow Continued Use of
Jumping Arena

The jumping arena is also impacted by the location of the new Horse boarding/youth camp loop
trail. Annex Plan Exhibit 3-3 shows this trail going through the area where the jumping arena now
stands instead of extending to the north of the jumping arena to the edge of the horse boarding area,
where a loop trail could be expected to go. The documents fail to show why the habitat restoration area
and the loop trail could not be modified so that the jumping arena could remain in its current location.
The documents should be revised to decrease the size of the habitat restoration area and to show a trail
alignment which would follow the boundaries of the horse boarding and youth camp areas. There is no
project in the current plan that requires moving the jumping arena and replacing it with vegetation which
is not protected by city ordinance and could be easily be removed. If there are future projects, such as
the formerly proposed road, which would require the relocation of the jumping arena, these need to be
disclosed and their environmental impacts studied at this time.

iv. Recreation Impacts to Equestrian Uses Must be Disclosed

In addition, relocating the jumping arena is not listed as a potential improvement in the plan
although it is a major component of the existing equestrian recreational facilities. The plan should
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include relocation of the jumping arena as a potential improvement or modify the plan exhibits to make
it clear that the jumping arena is to remain in its current location. If the jumping arena is to be
eliminated, this needs to be disclosed and its impacts upon recreation studied at this time.

There have also been discussions at meetings on the Annex Plan concerning decreasing the size
of the main arena although this is not included in the Annex documents. If there are plans to change the
size of the main arena, these plans need to be included in the Annex Plan and the environmental impacts
upon recreation must be studied at this time. The Rose Bowl Riders arena is large enough for driving
clinics and lessons and has been used for these in the past. It is also ideal for Western disciplines such
as barrel racing and is used regularly for this activity. If the main arena is to be replaced with a smaller
arena or two smaller arenas not suitable for these activities, this needs to be addressed in the plan and the
public given an opportunity to comment. The realignment of the rings in general is not addressed in the
Plan; instead all the existing arenas, with the exception of the main arena, are simply not included in any
of the exhibits.

The Annex Plan is proposing to severely restrict equestrian recreational opportunities in other
ways: “all recreation and routine horse care and maintenance will be conducted during HWP park
hours; in the fall and winter months this may require an extension of the park hours to offset the reduced
daylight hours.” (Annex Plan, p.3-12) Since most Rose Bowl Riders members work, this will make it
impossible for them to ride and care for their horses in the winter. The lights in the horse boarding area
and the main arena are decades-old existing uses. The plan documents do not give any rationale as to
why this change should be implemented which will effectively make it impossible for many equestrians
who work to continue to board their horses on the property. The change would also restrict recreational
opportunities by eliminating riding lessons given in the late afternoon and evening hours. This is a
major reduction in recreational opportunities which goes against the goals of the Hahamongna Master
Plan, one of which is to “provide diverse recreation opportunities for the Pasadena community” (Annex
Plan, p.1-8).

v. Impacts of Extension of Park Hours Must be Studied

The Annex documents give an incorrect impression that park hours can be easily extended. The
Hahamongna Master Plan states, however, that the park closes at sundown (p.3-68.) The Pasadena
Municipal Code states that the natural areas of the Arroyo Seco, the Lower Arroyo and Hahamongna,
close at sunset, (PMC 3.24.110(A)23). The documents are deficient in not acknowledging this fact and
recommending instead the extension of park hours. The latter would open the park up to possible sports
field lighting and security lighting in the parking lots, both of which would in fact have major new
environmental impacts, unlike the lighting on the Annex which is an existing condition.

vi. Removal of Numerous Mature Shade Trees Along Proposed Bikeway
and Trails Would Negatively Impact Recreation

The final version of the Annex Plan recommends the removal of all 33 non-native trees not only
in the bikeway alignment but also in the entire 50 foot wide corridor. This will have a major negative
impact upon recreation and aesthetics since what is now a lovely area of the Annex (Figure F2) will lose
all its shade. What is shown along the bikeway in Annex Exhibit 3-3 is “habitat restoration” which
could mean chapparal with no shade value. Since the existing trees contribute greatly to the trail
experience, it is reasonable to expect that the non-native trees cut down in the corridor will be replaced
by native trees in the same locations within the corridor so that they will eventually provide shade and
beauty. A mitigation which plants trees elsewhere will not adequately compensate for the damage
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caused in this location. The Plan does state that native plants, both trees and shrubs will be restored
along the edges of the bikeway alignment (p. 3-13). The Exhibits, however, show only “habitat
restoration.” They do not show that there will necessarily be tree replacement within the former road
corridor as they do in the oak and sycamore restoration areas. What is lacking in the documents is a
detailed tree replacement exhibit showing exactly where within the former road corridor the replacement
trees will be located.

vii. More Specificity is Required to Accurately Determine All Impacts to
Recreation

Other possible impacts on recreation are impossible to determine because of the lack of
specificity in the plan. One good example is the shared horse waste disposal facility. There is no
indication of where this will be placed within the horse boarding area or how large it will be.

e. Safety and Security Impacts

i. Paved Bike Path Would Attract High Speed Bicycling and Motorized
Vehicles

The Annex Plan states that the “bicycle loop is not for high speed bicycling.” (Annex Plan p. 2-
22.) The construction of a paved bike path was one of the main areas of controversy, as it would attract
high speed bicycling. Historically, Hahamongna has been used by bicyclists on mountain and hybrid
bikes. All three user groups, hikers, equestrians and bicyclists, have co-existed successfully in the park
for decades. The likely existence of “high speed cycling” is a safety concern and the prevention of “high
speed cycling” becomes an enforcement issue for the Police Department, neither of which is addressed
in the Initial Study. In addition, the Initial Study does not state how motorized vehicles are going to be
kept off the paved bikeway, a concern because motorcycles have already been seen on the paved
bikeway in the vicinity of the Flint Wash Bridge.

The Initial Study does not discuss mitigation measures to address the adverse effects of high
speed bicycles and motorized vehicles on the existing passive, long-established recreational uses of the
park such as hiking, horseback riding and birdwatching.

ii. Critical Access Route to Main Arena is Omitted in Annex Plan

Annex Plan Exhibit 3-2, Annex Master Plan Use Areas, Annex Plan Exhibit 3-3 Master Plan
Area, and Exhibit 2.5, Proposed HMP Addendum Plan all leave out a critical access route around the
main arena in what will become the public Equestrian Center. This omission was mentioned repeatedly
in public comments. Without through circulation in the public area, horse trailers, some of which are as
large as tractor trailers, will be forced to go through the horse boarding area creating a very unsafe
condition. Activities including horseshoeing, grooming and tacking, veterinary care, and riding will be
occurring in this very small area. The introduction of through traffic to this area has significant safety
impacts which are not addressed in the Initial Study. In addition, the Annex Plan does not explain how
the public is going to get its vehicles through the locked gate of what is identified in the plan as an area
secured for the safety of the horses. The Plan should be corrected to include this important access route.
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iii. Annex Plan Fails to Ensure Security of Equestrian Area

Initial Study p.3-60 “The HMP Addendum calls for the elimination of the main gate at the
current primary entrance to the public equestrian area.” The gate is a protection to the park public in
case a horse gets loose. It is also a protection for the animals who would be exposed to great danger
should they get loose and wander outside the Equestrian Center. A comparison with other equestrian
facilities will show that perimeter fencing and gates are very common for these safety reasons. The
ability to lock up the Equestrian Center after hours is also important because expensive equipment for
ring maintenance, etc. is stored in this area. The Annex Plan is inadequate in that it does not address
either of these issues.

4. Use of a Master CUP Would Violate CEQA

The Annex Plan includes “Apply for a ‘master’ Conditional Use Permit for the entire Annex site
to facilitate the implementation of planned improvements” as the first next step after adoption of the
Annex Plan. The use of a Master CUP for all projects within the Annex Plan would potentially allow
those projects to evade the detailed environmental review that is required by CEQA. As discussed
above, many of the impacts of the projects specified for the Annex property in the Annex Plan have not
been analyzed in the Initial Study. CEQA only requires environmental review of projects when there is
a discretionary approval. The Master CUP appears to be intended to be the last discretionary approval
required for all of the projects specified for the Annex property by the Annex Plan. Thus, it would be
the last opportunity to study, and more importantly mitigate, the impacts of those projects before they
are implemented, and the impacts are experienced by park goers, wildlife, and the surrounding
community. However, the preparation of detailed environmental review for these projects is not listed
as a next step in the Annex Plan.

All of the impacts from the specifically detailed projects in the Annex Plan should be analyzed
now since the City is committing itself to move forward with those specific uses of the Annex property
when it approves the Annex Plan. In meetings with City staff, FOH has been told that its concerns that
impacts from the specific projects listed in the Annex Plan were unfounded because the impacts of these
projects would be studied on a case by case basis when each project came up for individual approval at a
later date. The use of a Master CUP shows that projects would not be studied on a case by case basis at
a later date, but instead would ostensibly receive all approvals required to begin implementation without
any further environmental review.

FOH's position is that the environmental impacts of all Annex projects must be fully and
adequately studied and are concerned that the application of a Master CUP would compromise the
public’s future opportunity to review projects as they are implemented. The Planning Commission
recommended that all projects identified in the August 3, 2009, letter from the FOH CEQA lawyer either
must be studied now as part of the Annex Plan Initial Study OR receive future project-level specific,
independent CEQA review. It is FOH'’s opinion that the Master CUP approach, with general
“streamlined” environmental review, will not permit the project-specific level of environmental review
on a project-by-project basis recommended by the Planning Commission and others. It is FOH's
recommendation that the Master CUP language be removed from the Annex Master Plan, and, that all
Annex projects be required to apply for and obtain separate CUPs with detailed and adequate project-
level environmental review of each project.
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B. Process Violations

1. Revised Annex Plan and Initial Study Fail to Follow Recommendations of
Hahamongna Watershed Park Advisory Committee and Planning Commission

Initial Study p. 4-1

The document states that “[A]s part of the proposed HMP Addendum, the City is considering a
bikeway and (potentially) an adjacent but separate equestrian/pedestrian trail.” The trail in the
northern corridor was to have been removed from the Annex Plan according to the final
recommendation of the September 29, 2009 Staff Report to the Hahamongna Advisory
Committee: “Eliminate the existing/proposed trail route along the northern edge of the public
equestrian area... and reflect only the bikeway, consistent with the Planning Commission
recommendation.” (Update and Consideration of Recommendations on the Hahamongna
Watershed Park Master Plan Addendum for the Hahamongna Annex, p. 8). The Hahamongna
Advisory Committee relied on Staff’s assertion in their final review of the Annex Plan that the
trail would be eliminated.

Annex Plan Exhibit 3-2, Annex Master Plan Use Areas, and Exhibit 3-3, Master Plan Area

Both exhibits show ONLY the Recreational Bikeway in the northern corridor. The text in the
Land Uses and Anticipated Facilities section also does not refer to the trail. The Mobility
section, however, includes the following: “Improve existing pedestrian/equestrian trail from the
transit stop at the park entrance at Oak Grove Drive and Foothill Blvd. north, to and through the
Annex.” p. 3-19. Even though references to the trail have been removed from the Annex Plan in
the sections where the reader would expect to find them, the trail is still included in the Annex
Plan, contradicting the staff recommendation in the September 29, 2009 Staff Report. The result
is to make it almost impossible to know what is planned in the northern corridor.

The same September 29, 2009 Staff Report as mentioned above states that “[T]ext in the IS will
be modified to reflect the Planning Commission recommendation for the proposed bikeway
alignment and therefore serve as the basis of the environmental review. Environmental
evaluation of a trail, whether previously recommended by staff or any suggested alternative trail
alignment will be removed.” (Update and Consideration of Recommendations on the
Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan Addendum for the Hahamongna Annex, p. 8) In the
final Draft Initial Study, Section 4.0 is a Focused Analysis of Bikeways and Trails and sub-
section 4.5 is an Environmental Evaluation of Bikeways and Trails, in direct contradiction to
staff’s representations to the Hahamongna Advisory Committee. The Hahamongna Advisory
Committee relied upon staff’s representations in the September 29 Staff Report in making its
decision not to hold another meeting to give a final review of the completed Final Draft Annex
Plan and Initial Study. Had the Staff Report correctly represented Staff’s plans for the language
of the final draft documents, the Hahamongna Advisory Committee may well have made a
different recommendation to Council after reviewing these documents in their entirety.

If the northern corridor trail is an Annex project, then it must be included in the Annex Plan in
the relevant exhibits as well as in the Land Use, Mobility, and other relevant sections. If the City
is only “potentially” considering a trail adjacent to the bikeway, then the environmental review
of this trail is not appropriate in the Initial Study and should be undertaken instead when the trail
actually becomes a project.
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2. Numerous Version of the Annex Plan Create Confusion

From April 29, 2009 to November 20, 2009, a period of less than seven months, there were four
different versions of the plan and the environmental document:

o Draft issued 4-29-09 Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan Addendum
for the Hahamongna Annex

o Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan Addendum for the Hahamongna
Annex last revised 6-2-09

o Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan Addendum for the Hahamongna
Annex revisions made after 6-2-09

o Draft issued 11-20-09 Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan Addendum
(Final)

The plan and the environmental documents which were reviewed by the various advisory bodies
were different from one Commission to the next. One major change to the Annex Plan was even made
after it had been reviewed by all the advisory bodies, all of which had approved a combined bike/hiking
path. In the Final Draft, staff is recommending a “Bikes Only” path which was not a recommendation
they had made at any of the advisory meetings. The documents which are going to the City Council are
not the same documents which were reviewed and approved by the Commissions and the HWP
Advisory Committee.

3. Conflicting Goals Regarding Preservation of Trees

In addition to the constantly changing documents causing confusion, staff took diametrically
opposed positions in documents which were available to the public at the same time. Tree removal in
the formerly proposed road corridor is a critical issue. In the first revision of the Annex Initial Study,
trees are to be preserved as indicated by this statement: “While the proposed trail corridor is 30 feet in
width... it is the City’s intent to align the trails in a manner that preserves as many existing trees as
reasonably possible... the City estimates that the number of trees that would be impacted by the
proposed improvements is in the range of 7 — 19 trees” (Initial Study Rev. 1 June 2009). This language
remained in the Initial Study, and presumably posted on the Internet, until the Draft Initial Study
replaced it on November 20, 2009. The Staff Report, prepared for the September 29, 2009 meeting of
the Hahamongna Advisory Committee, included the opposite position, however: “The text in both
documents will reflect that... all non-native California trees within the Annex will be recommended for
removal.” (Update and Consideration of Recommendations on the Hahamongna Watershed Park Master
Plan Addendum for the Hahamongna Annex, p. 8) This report was also available on the Internet.

C. Significant Changes to the Plan Have Been Made

1. There are several new projects that differ from those proposed in the Hahamongna Master Plan.
There are others that were added to the Annex Plan after review by the advisory groups. These
include:

a. Removal of all non-native trees within the Annex. A consistent message from the

Committees and Commissions was that tree removal be limited as much as possible but
this project was introduced into the Annex Plan after it was reviewed and commented on
by all but the HWP Advisory Committee. Both the native and the non-native trees
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provide much needed habitat, especially since the Station Fire. Cooper’s hawks have
been known to the nest on the Annex and numerous other nesting birds, including
California Quail, make use of “non-native” trees and vegetation now slated for removal.

Use of the JPL bridge as a temporary bicycle route crossing. This project is outside the
scope of the Annex Plan but constitutes a new project for the Hahamongna Master Plan
that was not evaluated in the MEIR. The Initial Study (p.2-25) states “The all-weather
access for bicycles would take riders along the eastern edge of Hahamongna Watershed
Park to the existing JPL bridge, temporarily and until the future northerly bridge
crossing project is built to complete this northern missing link in the park’s perimeter
trail system. " This is in direct conflict with the comments received from JPL during the
circulation of the MEIR which state "Using the JPL bridge as the North Bridge crossing
for the perimeter trail is not favored because of the mixing of pedestrian, equestrian,

bicycle and vehicular traffic on the bridge." (Final MEIR Vol III) and the_Initial Study,
quoting the Hahamongna Master Plan, (p.4-2) which states "Bicycles will NOT be
allowed on any designated trail or unpaved surfaces within the park nor on the existing
JPL bridge crossing".

The inclusion of this new project is apparently in response to the public’'s question on
where the continuation of the Annex bikeway would go and questions related to land use
restrictions of the Spirit of the Sage Council settlement. Access to the bridge from the
trail is a steep grade and very narrow, unsuitable for a 10 foot wide bike path. (Figures
F5.) Although Staff has asserted that the bikeway through the Annex is necessary to
complete the bicycle loop, it is apparent that there is still a significant “missing link” in
the area covered by the Hahamongna Master Plan and the Spirit of the Sage Council
settlement.

Exclusive use by bicycles on the Annex bikeway. This new restriction apparently
prohibits pedestrians from using the bikeway and no clear alternative has been presented.
At all the Commission and Committee meetings, a bike/hiking path was discussed in the
northern corridor. Many JPL employees use this route to walk to JPL and for lunch hour
recreational walks. As proposed, JPL walkers coming from the JPL Connector Trail now
cannot head east or west along the bikeway and would not be able to cross the bikeway
into the public area due to “no climb” fencing that will be put in place to separate the
bikeway from the public equestrian area (Initial Study, p. 4-2).

Parking at the equestrian staging area. Although the Equestrian Staging Area
improvements were removed from the Hahamongna Master Plan, there is now a plan
proposed for 20 parking spaces in this location that could also be used for Annex
supplemental parking. This is outside the scope of the Initial Study and would be a new
project in the Hahamongna Master Plan
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D. Problems with Staff Recommended Bikeway
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1.

1. Likely the Bikeway Could Not Complete Recreation Loop Around the Park

The bikeway project on the Annex has been touted by staff as being necessary to complete
the bicycle recreation loop around the Hahamongna Watershed Park. However, the
continuation of the bikeway north of the Annex area is in question due to the Spirit of the
Sage Council Settlement. The Spirit of the Sage Settlement Agreement designates areas of
the Hahamongna Watershed Park outside of the Annex as Natural Open Space. The
agreement limits use of areas designated as Natural Open Space to “appropriate, passive
recreation activities.” Trails are not to be paved in these areas and the legality of the use of
bicycles at all in these areas is questionable. The extension of the bikeway beyond the
Annex property to the north may be prohibited by this agreement because they are designated
as Natural Open Space areas.

The temporary bikeway, a new project in the Hahamongna Master Plan, would also be
prevented from forming a complete loop around the Park by the narrow JPL bridge. The
approach to the bridge is steep and narrow and surrounded by rugged terrain which would
require significant grading and fill to convert to a 10 foot wide bicycle access (Figure 5).
Alterations to the bridge abutment would need to be made to remove a raised curb and a
narrow chain-linked gate. Mitigation measures may be necessary on the bridge to address
possible bicycle traffic conflict with commuter vehicular traffic.

The bikeway project for the Annex property should not be approved until it can be
determined whether there is an acceptable continuation route that complies with the Spirit of
the Sage Council Settlement, the Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan (p. 3-47) and
comments from JPL included in the Arroyo Seco MEIR.

2. Bikeway Should Be Designated For Shared-Use

A significant change was made to the bikeway project AFTER it was reviewed by all the
advisory bodies in that the corridor is no longer shared-use for pedestrians. The bike-only
restriction to the bikeway project may significantly reduce grant opportunities for this
project, as grants often support “shared-use”. Bikeways constructed with transportation
funding must conform to the Caltrans Highway Design Manual which defines Class 1
bikeways as separated rights of way for bicyclists and pedestrians. Potential funding sources
are further reduced because the “Bikes Only” bikeway will not be ADA accessible.
According to the Hahamongna Master Plan “the majority of the bicycle route will be ADA
accessible (Hahamongna Master Plan, p.3-69). If the 800 foot long section of the bikeway on
the Annex were also ADA accessible, this could potentially provide more grant
opportunities.

i E. Costly reconfiguration / relocation of the main, jumping, and oval arenas
is unnecessary

Reconfiguring arenas involves the following time consuming and costly steps, which may
result in potentially significant impacts:
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a. Excavation of underground electrical and water lines attached to the arena rails,
removal of existing rails and removal of the light poles on the main arena.

b. Scraping off the existing surface, removal of tons of the underlying hardpan.

c. Grading of new arena location/configuration

d. Building the reconfigured arena which will require large amounts of clay, crushed
limestone, and washed sand which is very expensive.

e. The rails will need to be re-anchored, the water and electrical underground
infrastructure replaced and the light poles for the main arena and sprinklers for the
main and jumping arenas will need to be replaced

2. The reestablishment of the hardpan could result in air quality and traffic impacts due to the

large amounts of materials that will need to be hauled off or onto the site. Noise impacts
from the construction equipment required for this process, in particular the vibratory roller,
could also have significant impacts. Additionally, if not done properly, the reconstruction of
the arenas could result in significant hydrological problems for the site.

. The stated objectives of the Annex Plan can and should be met without the expensive

reconfiguration of the public equestrian area and the jumping arena. The Annex Plan fails to
disclose any reason why this relocation would be necessary.

F. Reorganization of horse boarding area appear to be included to allow
future road construction

1/8/2010

1. The Annex Plan states that the re-grading and reconfiguring of the horse boarding areas is

being done to improve drainage (p. 3-15). An exhibit prepared by Moore Iacofano
Goltsman, Inc during the Annex planning process shows instead that the regrading and
reconfiguring of the horse boarding area is actually being done for circulation purposes
related to the formerly proposed road (Figure 1). The February 2008 exhibit, entitled
“Vehicular Road/Trail/Parking Connections”, shows the road through the northern corridor
with an arrow pointing toward the JPL west parking lot. This proposed road is shown as
connecting with a realigned access route along the eastern edge of the horse boarding and
youth camp areas where stalls are now located. Since the northern road through the corridor
has been taken out of the plan, however, there is no longer any project in the plan that
requires this expensive infrastructure relocation.

. There is insufficient project description to assess the impacts from the reorganization of the

horse boarding area and realignment of north-south access roads to this area, which would
likely be significant. Realigning the road could result in significant impacts because it could
require extensive grading, filling, and excavation that has yet to be disclosed and would
require the movement of a large amount of infrastructure. The infrastructure that would need
to be relocated includes barns and stalls that, except for the trainer barn, are owned by
individual members of Rose Bowl Riders, Inc., not by the Club, or the City. For
clarification purposes, Rose Bowl Riders owns the clubhouse, the wood barn (currently
leased to MACH 1), all the arenas, the tack/feed barn, the trainer barn (8 stalls), the guest
stalls in the upper area, the tractors and all of the supporting infrastructure. The boarding
stalls in the lower area, with the exception of the trainer barn, are owned by individual club
members. The Plan needs to address how acquisition and/or control of these facilities will be
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managed and compensated for

3. Inaddition, there is significant underground infrastructure to supply water and electricity to
the barns and free standing stalls. Moving stalls involves the removal of existing footing
(sand and base), grading and reestablishment of the footing. The Annex Plan and Initial
Study need to make clear what will be moved and to where. With the exception of some
minor grading on the existing access roads, there is no identified need for this project and the
cost would be significant. It should also be noted that the horses would need to be
temporarily relocated during construction, which would be a significant cost to the City.

4. The stated objectives of the Annex Plan can and should be met without the expensive
reorganization of the horse boarding area and the realignment of the access roads. The
formerly proposed road in the northern corridor has a long history (Chronology, Appendix A-
4). If the projects proposed in the equestrian boarding areas and others, such as the
wholesale removal of non-native trees, are being done to facilitate the building of this road at
some future date, this need to be made public at this time so that the road’s impacts can be
studied cumulatively with the other projects proposed for the Annex and the rest of
Hahamongna. If it is the intent to include this road in the Annex in the future, it must be
studied now, or it will run afoul of CEQA's prohibition on project segmentation. “A public
agency is not permitted to subdivide a single project into smaller individual subprojects in
order to avoid the responsibility of considering the environmental impact of the project as a
whole.” (Orinda Assn v. Board of Supervisors (1986) 182 Cal.App.3d 1145, 1171))

5. The Annex Plan and Initial Study propose to use equestrian best management practices. This
proposal should be reviewed by a hydrological expert, with experience in equestrian uses,
with the aim of reducing costs for the City by coming up with a plan that protects water
quality while eliminating the unnecessary reconfiguration of infrastructure and access routes.
The equestrian best management practices plan should be conceptually prepared prior to
approval of the Annex Master Plan to allow the public and decision makers to assess its
adequacy.

G. Planned Development Zoning Unnecessary

At the July 24 meeting, FOH pointed out that we do not believe it is necessary for a portion of the
Annex property to be zoned PD as part of the Planned Development area for the JPL West Parking Lot.
The Planning Commission, when it reviewed the Annex Plan, was also in favor of rezoning this portion
of the Annex to Open Space. Staff’s assertion is that rezoning the Annex to Open Space will put the
JPL parking lease in jeopardy. The portion of the PD area located on the Annex is to be used for only
open space purposes, so Friends requests that the City subdivide the portion of the PD Zone area in the
Annex from the remainder and rezone the subdivided Annex area as Open Space as allowed by Zoning
Code Section 17.26.020(C)(2) and the approved PD Plan. This subdivision of the PD should be included
as an action item in the Open Space Element of the City’s General Plan, currently in preparation, with a
timetable for how and when this is to be accomplished.
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H. The Annex Plan and Initial Study Fail to Include All Available Parking

Not all available parking for Annex property use is documented in the Annex Plan and the Initial
Study. There are 200 spaces of the JPL east lot which will be available for public parking according to
the Hahamongna Master Plan (Hahamongna Master Plan, p.3-60) that are not included in either. Staff
states that these spaces were omitted because they are more than a half mile from the Forest Service
administrative building. However, the distance from the northeast corner of the Annex to the parking
spaces has been measured at 2360-ft, well within the 2800-ft distance which staff has chosen as a
reasonable walking distance (Initial Study, p.3-62) and well within a half mile of most of the activities
planned for the Annex. These spaces should thus be considered available parking for the Annex

property.
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Inconsistencies in Annex Plan and Initial Study

Annex Plan Exhibit 3-2, Annex Master Plan Use Areas
e The use areas shown do not correspond with what is in the text of the document. The
exhibit shows four use areas, A - D, when the text describes six, A - F. The Use Areas
discussed in the text of the document but not delineated on the exhibit are E. -
Recreational Bikeway and F. - Common Areas.
Annex Plan Exhibit 3-2, Annex Master Plan Use Areas, and Annex Plan Exhibit 3-3, Master
Plan Area
e These illustrations are inconsistent in their depiction of the bikeway and the Perimeter
Trail. Exhibit 3-2 shows them diverging as they go north into the park. Exhibit 3-3
shows the Perimeter Trail taking an rectangular jog and then running parallel to the
bikeway north up into the park. Neither exhibit shows the Perimeter Trail as it was
approved in the Hahamongna Master Plan, Exhibit 3-8 Trail Plan, p.3-44. The
rectangular jog in the Perimeter Trail appears to move it out of the way of a future
vehicle access to the JPL west parking lot, which is not an alignment adopted in the
Hahamongna Master Plan. If there are future projects, such as the formerly proposed
road, which would require the modification of the Perimeter Trail alignment, these need
to be disclosed and their environmental impacts studied at this time.
Annex Plan Exhibit 3-2, Annex Master Plan Use Areas, and Annex Plan Exhibit 3-3, Master Plan Area
e Both these exhibits show the Perimeter Trail as being partially on the Annex and partially
in the park. However, Exhibit 3-4, Mobility shows the Perimeter Trail as entirely within
the boundaries of the Annex.
Annex Plan p.3-11
¢ The recommendations for the Environmental Education Center (EEC) and those for the
Equestrian Center differ concerning adaptive reuse. The EEC recommendation is
“Existingstructures will be retained for reuse to the greatest [sic] possible and to
minimize demolition. The recommendation for the Equestrian Center is “Where
possible, the adaptive reuse of existing structures will occur.” It is a significant
inconsistency that minimizing demolition is a recommendation for the EEC but not for
the Equestrian Center. It appears the clubhouse is the only structure on the property
mentioned for possible demolition and replacement and no justification is presented.
Annex Plan p.3-14
* Non-native tree/shrub removal is encouraged. “Any removals shall be done in a phased
approach as Annex projects are funded and implemented over the course of the project.”
The bikeway project as recommended by the Planning Commission required the removal
of only four trees. Staff’s original proposal only required the removal of 19 trees. The
final staff recommendation included the removal of 70 trees including 33 in the formerly
proposed road corridor. Initial Study Table 4.2, “Trees Impacted by the Bikeway and
Trail Along the Northern Property Boundary” includes trees which are NOT impacted by
either the bikeway or the trail project. These trees do not have to be cut down for the
project but rather are merely in the road corridor. It is inconsistent to state that non-
native trees will be removed as projects are undertaken and then include the removal of
trees which are not necessary for the implementation of any identified project. If there
are future projects, such as the formerly proposed road, which would require the removal
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of all 33 non-native trees, then these projects need to be disclosed and their
environmental impacts studied at this time.

e All the 70 non-native trees on the Annex that are to be removed for habitat restoration
need to be included in this Table, not just the trees identified in the formerly proposed

road corridor.

Initial Study p.2-25

¢ The document states that “the all-weather access for bicycles would take riders... to the
existing JPL bridge.” As the Initial Study correctly notes on p.4-2, however, the
Hahamongna Master Plan states that “[b]icycles will not be allowed on any designated
trail or unpaved surfaces within the park nor on the existing JPL bridge crossing.”
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Table of Contents - Annex Plan

The Appendices are not listed
Under 3.2 Land Uses and Anticipated Facilities, “E. Recreational Trail Greenway”
should have been changed to “Recreational Bikeway” to correspond with the text.

Annex Plan p.2-9

The width given for the Northern Trail corridor, 8 to 18 feet, is incorrect, as was pointed
out in public comments several times. The existing trail corridor from fence line to fence
line actually varies in width from 7 feet to over 25 feet. (Figure F6)

[ Annex Plan p.2-9

The JPL Connector Trail has two very large mature oak trees on it not one as is stated in
the document, (Figure F4). The trail corridor in the vicinity of these trees is much less
than the stated 13 feet as is stated.

o The northern oak tree has three trunks, 26", 22", and 20" inches and a 5’8" diameter
at 4.5-ft high. The trail is 1’ 6” wide on the west side and 3’ 6" on the east side in the
vicinity of this tree.

o The southern oak tree has a diameter of 3" 2" at 4.5-ft high and a circumference of
128" The trail is 4-ft wide in the vicinity of this tree.

Annex Plan Exhibit 3-2

Incorrectly depicts the alignment of the Perimeter Trail and the bikeway north of the
Annex along the east side of JPL According to the Hahamongna Master Plan, the trail
and the bikeway do not diverge as indicated on the Annex Plan Exhibit. Hahamongna
Master Plan, p.3-45 states “a paved bicycle trail will parallel the Perimeter Trail on top of
the existing sloped concrete flood revetment adjacent to the west JPL parking area to the
North Bridge Crossing”.

The Hahamongna Master Plan p.3-42 states “the Perimeter Trail will serve as a
delineator, separating the stream and its associated restored habitats... from areas of
concentrated recreation activity”. Hahamongna Master Plan p.3-47 states that specific
trail segments will be abandoned including “all trails below the Perimeter Trail elevation
in the restored habitat and the flood management/water conservation pool areas”. Exhibit
3-2 illustrates a trail heading off into the habitat restoration area in conflict with the trail
plan as adopted in the Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan and should be corrected.

Annex Plan Exhibit 3-5

Parking Areas are incorrect as was pointed over several times during public comment.
There are 200 spaces of the JPL east lot which will be available for public parking
according to the Hahamongna Master Plan (p.3-60).

Although the Equestrian Staging Area improvements were removed from the
Hahamongna Master Plan, there is now a plan proposed for 20 parking spaces in this
location which could also be used for Annex supplemental parking. Neither of these
parking areas is shown in the Exhibit 3-5 Table which lists “Other Future Parking within
HWP.”

Staff states that these spaces were omitted because they are more than a half mile from
the Forest Service administrative building. The distance from the northeast corner of the
Annex to the parking spaces, however, is only 2360-ft, measured with a wheel on the
existing trail across the Arroyo. This is well within the 2800-ft distance which staff has
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chosen as a reasonable walking distance (Initial Study, p.3-62) and well within a half
mile of most of the activities planned for the Annex.

® The Hahamongna Master Plan calls for improvements to the Perimeter Trail and building
a northern bridge crossing which will make the JPL east lot spaces even more easily
accessible.

Annex Plan p.2-23

® The Plan states that organized equestrian activity on the Annex dates “as far back as sixty
years ago.” Organized equestrian activity on the Annex can be dated back almost eighty
years to the 1930s when the Oak Grove Riding Academy was located approximately
where LA County Fire Camp 2 is located today (1930’s Map of La Canada reproduced in
Images of America: La Canada, Arcadia Publishing, 2006, p.123)

Annex Plan p.3-9

® There is a significant error in the acreage of the Equestrian Center. The Center, described
as “a horse riding, staging, teaching and boarding facility for the City” is not 3.6 acres but
is actually 8.05 acres. The breakdown is as follows:

o 3.05 Acres Riding arena and Equestrian Staging Area (Initial Study, p.2-20)
o 2.3 Acres Horse boarding area (Annex Plan, p.3-10)
o 1.9Acres Youth Camp (Annex Plan, p.3-10)
o 0.8 Acre  Therapeutic Riding Center (Annex Plan, p.3-11)
Annex Plan p. 3-12 :

*  One of the Recommendations for natural open space is to restore the oak woodland while
retaining the “existing recreational hiking trail.” This trail is not solely a hiking trail and
should be referred to either as a recreational trail or as a hiking/equestrian trail.

Annex Plan Exhibit 3-5

® Parking Areas, p.3-20, uses an outdated map from an earlier version of the plan which
does not show the correct circulation around the Annex. The route in the public
Equestrian Area is incomplete and the route in the Horse Boarding Area is incorrect in
that it extends out to what would have been the location of the new road on the Annex.
Since the road was removed from the plan, this access route was eliminated beyond its
current length.

Initial Study p.2-20

* Table 2.3 Equestrian Facility Components lists the jumping arena in the Public
Equestrian area. The jumping arena is actually located in what will become the horse
boarding area. To move this arena to the Public Equestrian area will involve
considerable cost and will require the entire reconfiguration of all the arenas in the upper
area.

Initial Study p.2-20

® The acreage of the Equestrian Center is listed incorrectly as 6.74 acres instead of 8.05

acres.
Initial Study p.4-1

® The Linda Vista Annandale Neighborhood Association did not have a representative at

the June 4, 2009 meeting between city staff and Friends of Hahamongna.
Initial Study p.4-1

* Reference is made to an “existing natural surface trail” along a driveway that would be
maintained for equestrian and pedestrian use. There is no existing trail along the Rose
Bowl Riders driveway. If the document is referring to the existing trail between Rose
Bowl Riders and County Fire Camp 2/JPL, the bikeway is planned for this alignment.

Initial Study p.4-5
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The Perimeter Trail does not connect to any “trails on the east side of the JPL. campus.”
The campus is fenced in. This same error is repeated on p.4-6.

Initial Study p.4-6

............ g Hahamongna Master Plan does NOT designate the Perimeter Trail as “a 12-
ft wide, non-bicycle, multi-use trail.” All the numbers were taken out of the final
Hahamongna Master Plan and the Perimeter Trail was defined as “an all-weather,
permeable surface roadway” looping around the entire basin for hikers and equestrians
and providing internal access for emergency and maintenance vehicles (p.3-42.) In the
Redline Version of the Hahamongna Master Plan which still showed the trail widths, the

Perimeter Trail is described as a 12 to 16 foot wide loop (p. 3-45).
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VII. Additional Inadequacies in Annex Plan and Initial Study
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Annex

Annex

Annex

Annex

Annex

Annex

Plan p.1-3

The description of the Rose Bowl Riders facilities omits the small oval arena, the turnout
pen, the round pen and the barn which currently houses MACH 1 and an equipment
storage area.

Plan p.1-6

The timeline does not describe what happened at the 4™ Community meeting on the
Annex held 6/20/2006 but rather describes what was supposed to happen. Results of the
design charrette were to be discussed and the purpose of the meeting was to “generate
feedback about the charrette result to guide the development of a preferred alternative.”
There was a printing equipment malfunction, however, and the charrette results were not
distributed. Another meeting was never scheduled for community feedback so the
preferred alternative was developed by staff.

Plan p.2-9

The description of the JPL Connector Trail states that it is primarily used by JPL hikers.
The trail is also used by JPL bicyclists and by members of the public who have access to
it via the Class II bikeway on Oak Grove Drive and Forestry Camp Road.

Plan p.2-23

In the Buildings and Amenities section, the Annex Plan neglects to mention that the Rose
Bowl Riders clubhouse was built even earlier than the Forest Service buildings. The City
of Pasadena donated two obsolete buildings which members of Rose Bowl Riders
renovated and rebuilt on the property in 1952 - 1953 Figure F7 “[Pasadena Officials]
Approve Project” Pasadena Star News, March 29, 1953.

Plan Exhibit 3-2

Annex Master Plan Use Areas, Annex Plan Exhibit 3-3 Master Plan Area, and Exhibit
2.5 Proposed HMP Addendum Plan These exhibits leave out a critical access route
around the main arena in what will become the public Equestrian Center. This omission
was mentioned repeatedly in public comments.

Plan p.3-13

The statement related to emergency access is misleading. Although the hard surface
bikeway alignment will be capable of supporting “access by small motorized
maintenance/emergency vehicles,” emergency/maintenance access to the park is provided
on the Perimeter Trail which is defined in the Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan
as “an all-weather, permeable surface roadway” looping around the entire basin for hikers
and equestrians and providing internal access for emergency and maintenance vehicles
(Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan, p.3-42.)

One of the justifications used for building the formerly proposed road across the Annex
was as a possible emergency access route. In fact, the emergency route adopted in the
Hahamongna Master Plan is shorter, allowing quicker access to the interior of the park.
The emergency route by Sycamore Field on park roads and the Perimeter Trail, the route
adopted in the Hahamongna Master Plan, is 3485 feet long. The park roads and the
formerly proposed Annex road would be 3622 feet long.

The Annex Plan should be corrected to clarify that the Perimeter Trail is the adopted
emergency access route for Hahamongna, according to the Hahamongna Master Plan.
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Initial Study, p.3-14

® Within the section on the Natural Environment, the Initial Study states that
emergency/maintenance access needs to be located above 1045 to avoid seasonal
inundation. Why this information is included in the Annex Initial Study is unclear since
the Perimeter Trail, the emergency route adopted in the Hahamongna Master Plan, “will
have a minimum elevation of not less than 1045 msl (4.5 feet above the 1040.5 msl
spillway elevation so that it can be accessed during most storm events,” (Final Arroyo

- Seco Master Environmental Impact Report, p.A-17)
Annex Plan Exhibit 3-4

¢ The Mobility Exhibit is incomplete. The map includes all the existing and proposed trails
in both the Annex and the larger park. The map only includes the addition to the bicycle
route on the Annex, however, and does not include both the existing and proposed
bicycle route sections in the park. If the exhibit is intended to show mobility, it should
include the entire bicycle route just as it includes all the trails. The same incomplete
bicycle route is also shown in the Initial Study Exhibit 2-7.

Initial Study, p.2-20

® Table 2.3 Equestrian Facility Components includes as a potential improvement,
“modify/repair/relocate existing Oval Teaching Arena as may be required to implement
other Master Plan components.” There are no other Master Plan components that would
impact this arena if the northern trail has been removed from the plan. There is no
compelling reason why this arena should be impacted for habitat restoration alone. If
there are future projects, such as the formerly proposed road, which would require the
relocation of the oval teaching arena, they need to be disclosed and their environmental

- impacts studied at this time.
Initial Study, p.2-21 and 2-22

® The areas of the equestrian boarding area (88,065 sq. ft), adaptive/therapeutic (36,795 sq.
ft) and youth camp (70,818 sq. ft.) are known with great precision. The boundaries for
the three subareas are not shown on Exhibit 3-2. They can and should be shown in the
Annex Master Plan Use Areas.

* It is unclear why no exhibit in the Annex Plan or the Initial Study shows the use area
falling within the portion of the property zoned Planned Development. Earlier exhibits
showed almost an exact correlation between the PD zone and the equestrian boarding
area. If the usage areas are already known to the point of determining square footage, the

- boundary information of all the use areas can and should be included in the Annex Plan.
Initial Study p.2-23

® The statement that equestrian activity will restricted in the oak woodland area needs to be
clarified. Many of the equestrian/hiking trails run through oak woodland areas. If this
section is referring to off-trail activity that should be made clear.

Initial Study p.3-60

® The document refers to the “current primary entrance to the public equestrian area” but
includes no information concerning where the new primary entrance to the equestrian
area will be. There is no way to assess the impacts of vehicle circulation changes,
especially on safety, without this information.

Initial Study, Appendix D, pp.9-12

* Inthe Final Traffic Impact Study prepared for the City by Linscott, Law and Greenspan,

total parking demand for special events on the Annex is estimated to be 237 spaces. This

estimate of parking needs was based on “information provided by the City of Pasadena

| Parks and Natural Resources Division...” Although the document is not identified by
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name, the “information provided” is found in the “(Draft) Summary of Carrying Capacity
Analysis” which is attached below as Appendix 6. This document is interesting in that it
shows that the figure of 237 parking spaces for special events was arrived at because, in
general, a medium level of intensity was chosen rather than a low level of intensity of
use. Had a low level of intensity of use been chosen, the total parking demand for special
events would have obviously been lower. Low intensity of use was repeatedly preferred
by the community and the advisory groups. For instance, when the Annex conceptual
plan with its 50 foot wide roads and corridor originally came before the HWP Advisory
Committee, they directed staff to return with an option less than Option A the least
impactful of the three alternatives. The Initial Study is inadequate in not including this
document because parking needs may in the future be used as a justification to build a
road through the Annex to the JPL West Parking Lot. The Carrying Capacity Analysis
should have been made available as part of the Initial Study since it shows that the need
for more parking is not inevitable but rather based upon certain decisions made by staff.

As the Annex projects are completed, the Carrying Capacity Analysis should be available
for review and revision. If the intensity of use chosen turns out to be so high that
supplemental parking is needed, there may be pressure to build the road through the
Annex. Another alternative, which would be preferred based upon the community's
desire for “no road,” would be to decrease the intensity of certain activities at the Annex
or elsewhere in the park so that existing parking would suffice.
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VIII. The Focused Environmental Review Fails to Accurately
Compare the Alternative Alignments

A. Friends of Hahamongna Proposed Alternatives to Limit Impacts

Table 4.1 “Focused Environmental Evaluation of the Bikeway and Trails Considered During the
Master Plan Addendum Process” gives the impression that a number of different alternatives were
studied during the Addendum planning process. All the alternatives listed except the first, “Bikeway
and Trail Along the Northern Property Boundary,” were actually proposed, not by the City, but by the
Friends of Hahamongna, a citizens’ support group for the park (Figures 8 and 9).

FOH came up with several different proposals to show that there are a number of different
alternatives that would have far less environmental impact than the proposed alternative. The public,
however, had no meetings to evaluate these various alternatives nor were they able to see them in
advance of the meetings at which they were presented. There was no opportunity for the public to
compare and contrast the alternatives and to give input as to which they preferred. All of the meetings
held were Committee meetings at which the public had only three minutes each to speak. Because of
the controlled format, there were questions which were asked repeatedly by the public regarding
different alternatives which were never answered. With the exception of Sub-Trail Option 1, none of the
alternatives were presented as such in the final proposed Annex Plan.

B. Staff Preferred Alternative Continues to be Unnecessarily Wide Corridor

From the very beginning of the process, all the alternatives given by the City were either a road
or a trail/bikeway wide enough to become a road at a future date, despite the widespread protests against
a road during the park planning process. Two of the alternatives were in the northern boundary corridor.
The third was an 1800 foot access road which would have connected the primary park road east of the
existing Oak Grove Field to the JPL west parking lot via a new road to be built on the Perimeter Trail,
(“OVERVIEW: Proposed Access, Circulation and Parking Options Hahamongna Watershed Park
Annex”, p.2, undated). This road which the staff proposed would follow the same route as the Perimeter
Trail/bikeway which was suggested by the Friends and then rejected by the City, (“Proposed Access,
Circulation & Parking: Option B, Hahamongna Watershed Park Annex”, March 24, 2008). Table 4.1
does not explain why building a road would have been environmentally acceptable when building a
bicycle path in the same location was rejected as having too great an environmental impact!

C. Impacts for Alternatives are Inadequately Addressed

The Focused Environmental Review (Table 4.1 of the Initial Study) compares the Staff
recommended alternative to three alternatives presented by FOH. The failure of this analysis
demonstrates why project alternatives are more appropriately analyzed in an EIR, instead of the Initial
Study proposed for the Annex Plan. Additionally, in attempting to justify its preference for the Staff
recommended alternative, the Focused Environmental Review fails to accurately state impacts from the
recommended alternative. For example:
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® The Initial Study stresses the importance of separating bikes from
equestrian/pedestrian uses in the 800 foot corridor on the Annex. However,
no other portion of the bikeway loop proposed for Hahamongna Watershed
Park separates uses, even though several other locations, including the Flint
Wash Bridge, require side-by-side use.

* The Initial Study stresses the importance of providing barriers or buffers
between uses yet no other area of the proposed route has barriers planned.

* The Initial Study states that the bikeway needs to “meander” but no other area
of the proposed route “meanders”.

D. Bikeways in Other Areas of Arroyo Seco Rely on Existing Infrastructure to
Reduce Impacts

The proposed bikeway through the Annex area establishes standards that far exceed the
remaining portions of the proposed recreational bike loop approved in the Master Plan. The proposed
Annex bikeway will be exclusive use, 10 feet wide, smooth paved surface with barriers and/or buffers
between the bicycles and other users in the area. The approved bikeway in the Master Plan makes use of
existing roads, crossing through the JPL east parking lot, and sharing the JPL access road, Windsor Ave,
and La Canada Verdugo Road with pedestrians and vehicles. Likewise, the south-west to north-west
portion of the approved Master Plan bike loop is on existing park roads and must be shared with
equestrians, pedestrians, and vehicles. The Flint Wash Bridge is 12 feet wide and must be shared by all
users without the benefit of barriers.

E. Separation of Uses Not Required Elsewhere in Hahamongna Watershed
Park Bikeways/Trails

There are several background facts which are helpful in assessing the information in Table 4.1.
The Initial Study stresses the importance of separating bikes from equestrian/pedestrian uses in the 800
foot corridor on the Annex, p.4-2. In reality, however, the bikeway on the Annex is the only location in
Hahamongna where a wide corridor is planned so that the user groups will be separated.

There is no other bikeway location within Hahamongna where bicyclists are not immediately
adjacent to other users nor is there any other location where a divider is called for. In the southern end
of the park in the vicinity of the Devil’s Gate Dam and the Flint Wash Bridge all users groups travel
together for over 1250 feet with no dividers or buffers of any kind. This is 450 feet longer than the
segment on the Annex. On the approaches to the bridge they share a 12 ft wide asphalt bikeway with a
four ft wide dirt shoulder (Figure 11). The bridge itself is only 12 ft wide. For 560 ft, the corridor is no
wider than 16 ft.

Staff reports state that this is the only instance in the park where bikes, pedestrians and
equestrians share a side-by-side multi-use trail. This is incorrect. According to the Berkshire Creek
grant application, the park road to a group picnic area is being removed to be replaced by a “Multi-use
park trail.” A 12 foot paved bikeway is shown immediately adjacent to the hiking/equestrian trail
(width not given) leading to this picnic area. (Figure 12.) There are no dividers of any kind called for in
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the grant request, (“The Restoration of Berkshire Creek in Hahamongna Watershed Park”, City of
Pasadena, Department of Public Works, Parks and Natural Resources Division, November 2008).

In the adopted Hahamongna Master Plan, the bikeway and trail north of the Annex alongside JPL
are immediately adjacent to each other. “A paved bicycle trail will parallel the Perimeter Trail on top of
the existing sloped concrete flood revetment adjacent to the west JPL parking area to the North Bridge
Crossing.” p.3-45 (See Hahamongna Master Plan, Exhibit 3-8, Trail Plan and Hahamongna Master
Plan, Exhibit 3-9 Bicycle Route.) There is nowhere in this segment that a trail/bikeway could even
begin to approach the width of the Annex 30 feet wide corridor. The width of the corridor north of the
Annex varies from 12 feet at its narrowest to about 24 feet at its widest. The bikeway/trail in this
location will have to be 8 feet/4 feet at the narrowest point. There is no way to widen the corridor since
it is bounded by the JPL parking lot on one side and the concrete revetment and sensitive habitat on the
other.

These facts raise many questions:

e  Why would the Annex be the only location in the park which would require more than
about 16 to 20 feet for a combined bikeway/trail?

e Why is it the only location where user safety is invoked to justify a wider corridor?

® Why are the Arroyo Seco Design Guidelines which suggest a physical barrier only
mentioned concerning the bikeway on the Annex and ignored on all the rest of the route?
(IS, p4-2)

® Why must the bikeway “meander” on the Annex, when it is straight as an arrow in the
rest of the park? See Annex Plan Exhibit 2-7 which shows the bikeway as proposed in
the Hahamongna Master Plan. (Note that the meandering section shown in this Exhibit is
actually where the bike route goes out onto an existing park road.)

If there are future projects, such as the formerly proposed road, which are the real reason for the
construction of the bikeway/trail in the manner described in the Initial Study, then these projects need to
be disclosed and their environmental impacts studied at this time.

F. Inadequate Reasons are Given for Rejecting Alternatives Proposed by
Friends of Hahamongna

The following comments refer to points raised specifically in Table 4.1 concerning the Perimeter
Trail/Bikeway and Sub-Trail Option 2.

1. Perimeter Trail/Bikeway

The Perimeter Trail/Bikeway analysis states that there would be 18,000 sq feet of new bikeway
surface vs. 8000 sq ft for the Annex bikeway. In actuality, the bikeway could be built ON the Perimeter
Trail and require no additional square footage whatsoever. The Annex Plan states that the “bikeway
shall be a maximum of 10 feet in width and trails shall be 4 to 8 feet in width” Annex Plan p. 3-19 As

1/8/2010 Friends of Hahamongna 38



FOH
b121

FOH
b122

FOH
b123

FOH
b124

R

noted earlier, the Perimeter Trail was proposed to be up to 16 ft wide in the Hahamongna Master Plan.
A 10 foot wide bikeway could be built with an adjacent 6 foot equestrian/pedestrian trail. Thus, the
Perimeter bikeway would require no changes from what has already been studied in the Master Plan and
would have no additional environmental impacts other than what has already been studied in the MEIR.
The Annex bikeway/trail by contrast would have a greater environmental impact because it would
require a new 8000 sq ft which could not be devoted to habitat restoration.

Furthermore, the bikeway surface proposed in the Addendum - “permeable” and “sustainable” p.
3-13 is not unlike the Perimeter Trail surface proposed in the Hahamongna Master Plan - “an all-
weather, permeable-surface.” (HWP Master Plan, p.3-42.) The Design Commission recommended that
granular stone be used for the bikeway, a surface which would also meet the plan’s requirements for an
all-weather, permeable surface for the Perimeter Trail.

The objection might be made that the Hahamongna Master Plan calls for a 12-foot wide
Perimeter Trail. There are other approved segments of the Perimeter Trail, however, which will be
narrower than 12 feet. As discussed above, the Perimeter Trail and the bikeway north of the Annex will
be located in a corridor that varies in width and is as narrow as 12 feet in one location which suggests an
8 foot bikeway and a 4 foot trail. The Perimeter/Trail Bikeway alternative put forth by the Friends
simply suggests that what was approved in the Hahamongna Master Plan north of the Annex be
continued 1800 ft southward so that bicyclists can access the bikeway on the existing park roads. This is
the environmentally superior proposal which results in minimal environmental impacts and much lower
costs for the City.

As the Friends of Hahamongna pointed out, the Perimeter Bikeway could be constructed so that
it is entirely located on the Annex property and outside the natural areas covered under the City’s
settlement agreement with the Spirit of the Sage Council.

Table 4.1 states that the Perimeter Trail Bikeway “extends into largely undeveloped portions of
the Arroyo.” (Initial Study, p. 4-11.) This is true of the City’s proposal for the perimeter/trail bikeway
north of the Annex which was adopted in the Hahamongna Master Plan. It is not true of the segment
proposed by the Friends of Hahamongna which would be located on the Old Quarry Road, as noted
above (Figure 10).

One of the goals of the Hahamongna Master Plan is to “locate new facilities in developed or
disturbed areas so as to minimize impact to established habitats (Annex Plan p.1-8.) The bikeway/trail
on the Annex northern property boundary disturbs a long-established landscaped area along the trail as
well as a large area of native habitat known to be a location where California quail nest. The bikeway
on the Perimeter Trail would go on what is known as the Old Quarry Road which served the mining
operations in the basin and was not “carved out” by equestrian usage as the Initial Study states p.4-6.

The Initial Study states that portions of the Perimeter Trail Bikeway lie below 1040.5 feet in
elevation. This is puzzling because Annex Plan Exhibit 2-5 Water Elevations does not show the
segment proposed by the Friends to be below this elevation. In addition, the Perimeter Trail as adopted
in the HWP Master Plan is planned to “have a minimum elevation of not less than 1045 msl (4.5 feet
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above the 1040.5 msl spillway elevation so that it can be accessed during most storm events,” (Final
Arroyo Seco Master Environmental Impact Report, p. A-17)

2. Sub-Trail Option 2

Sub-Trail Option 2 is a short trail which would provide direct access from the Perimeter Trail to
the Public Equestrian Center. It would go between the Horse Boarding and Youth Camp areas and then
turn north on an existing trail to reach the Equestrian Center. Since it would go between two areas
where horses are stabled, fencing would be required for security purposes. Table 4.1 states that Sub-
Trail Option 2 requires 550 ft of fencing which would have an adverse aesthetic impact. The northern
property boundary bikeway/trail requires 800 ft of fencing but the Initial Study fails to include that
fencing as an adverse aesthetic impact.

The biological impacts of Sub-Trail Option 2 are misstated. The existing trail that is proposed to
be used is the same trail that is shown as the Horse boarding/youth camp loop trail so there are no
additional environmental impacts along most of its lengths. The segment of new trail through the
habitat restoration area would be only the portion on the slope - approximately 240 sq ft (6 ft wide by 40
linear feet) not 1200 sq ft as stated.

Sub-Trail Option 2 would benefit equestrian users coming from Pasadena and Altadena since
they could enter the public Equestrian Center directly.
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After careful study, FOH believe there are many problems with the proposed Annex Plan and
Initial Study. Due to the importance of this area for both habitat and recreation, careful attention should
be given to any plan for the Annex as it will commit the City to a future course of action. The proposed
Annex Plan should be revised to eliminate the objectionable projects and an EIR should be prepared to
ensure all adverse environmental impacts have been disclosed and mitigated.

1/8/2010 Friends of Hahamongna 41



Figures F1 to F12
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CITY OF PASADENA

PASADENA HWP ANNEX N
VEHICULAR ROAD/TRAIL/PARKING CONNECTIONS

Figure F1 HWP Annex Vehiculaf Road/Trail/Parking Connection, MIG
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Figure F2 Shade canopy along the existing Annex trail

44



Figure F3 Non-natives in the Central Arroyo.
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Figure FS JPL bridge approach from existing trail - width
JPL bridge approach from existing trail - grade variance
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22” (46’ to next measurement. Steep slope along the side not included in the measurements.)
17’ 10” (from RBR fence to telephone pole) 100’ distance to next measurement
22’ End - telephone pole.

NOTE: These measurements are only of the existing trail corridor. There is also land available on the Rose Bowl Riders side of
the fence which could be used for a future bikeway/trail. For example, in the vicinity of the jumping arena there is 15 feet
available in the existing corridor plus an additional 13 feet on the RBR side for a total available width of 28 feet for the proposed
bikeway/trail corridor. Even at the narrowest point behind the MACH 1 barn, there is still a total of over 12 feet available.
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Figure F7 [Pasadena Officials] Approve Project - Pasadena Star News March 29, 1953
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Figure F8§ FOH Trail Solutions 1 and 2 Combined as Approved by the Design Commission 9/15/09
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Legend:

Green = Existing Equestrian Trails

Pink = Park Road and Bikeway

Red = Staff Proposed Trails

Light Blue = Road To Parking

Yellow = Proposed Equestrian and Hiking Trails
Orange = Proposed Biking and Hiking Trail
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Figure F9 FOH Trail Solution 3 (Original Alternative) 9/13/09
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Figure F10 Existing Perimeter Trail/road — FOH’s Original Bikeway Alternative
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Figure F11 Shared use trail at the south end of Hahamongna
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Figure F12 Detail from Berkshire Creek Proposed Site Plan showing multi-use park trail/bikeway
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Appendices A-1 to A-6
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Appendix A-1: Project Matrix

Apply for a Master CUP for entire Annex to

1 | facilitate implementation of projects Y First appeared in the July version.
Outside scope of annex but mentioned in the
Include JPL bridge for crossing to complete the Nov plan. Inconsistent with JPL Comments
2 | loop (temporarily) Y DMEIR Vol 2 and HWP Master Plan.
Recommended by FOH. November version
suggests changing zoning would jeopardize JPL
3 | Change to zoning PD-16 to OS N lease.
Impacts approximately 70 trees. Project
introduced in the November version, after all
4 | Remove all non-native trees from the Annex Y Commission review except HWPAC.
Environmental Education Center
5 | Remodel and expand the main conference hall Y Includes minor re-grading.
6 | Remodel the 3 environmental classrooms Y
7 | Remodel the dining hall Y
8 | Construct 2 new outdoor classrooms Y
9 | Construct new demonstration garden area Y
10 | Repair lab and greenhouse Y
11 | Remodel park residence Y Includes minor re-grading
Repair various metal buildings, remove metal
12 | shed Y
13 | Establish a Group Picnic Area Y
14 | Establish an Environmental Vocation Center Y
15 | Establish a Park Maintenance Facility Y
16 | Establish a Nursery Co-Op Y
17 | Establish a New Restroom Y
Equestrian Center -Public Riding Arena and
Staging Areas
Extensive rehabilitation or replacement of the
18 | clubhouse Y
19 | Upgrade picnic area and install kiosk Y
Includes major re-grading. Language changed to
20 | Install large riding arena with grandstands Y "provide/reconfigure" in July version
Language changed to "modify/repair/relocate” in
21 | Remove round pen N July version
Includes major re-grading. Language changed to
Replace/relocate existing oval arena (displaced "modify/repair/relocate" in July version and
22 | by greenway) Y "displaced by greenway" removed
Includes major re-grading. Language changed to
"modify/repair/relocate" in July version and
23 | Replace MACH I barn (displaced by greenway) | Y "displaced by greenway" removed
Includes major re-grading. Language changed to
"modify/repair/relocate” in July version and
24 | Relocate jumping arena (displaced by greenway) | N "displaced by greenway" removed
Language changed to "formalize" in July version
25 | Install visiting corrals N and removed in November version
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; hoadt
Involves underground infrastructure removal.

26 | Install gates / security fencing Y Has been inconsistent from plan to plan
Involves grading and paving and proposed
27 | Relocate/improve horse trailer parking Y location may not be suitable
28 | Install new tie rails Y
29 | Install water meter Y
30 | BMP for watershed management Y
Introduced in the November plan and where it
will be located is not identified, possible
31 | Relocate access to the equestrian center Y significant impact
Install new gates to control vehicle access to Introduce in the June version and removed again
32 | boarding area N in the November plan
Equestrian Center - Horse Boarding Area
Introduced in the June version. Potentially
33 | Reorganize horse boarding area Y significant impacts and cost
Introduced in the June version. Potentially
34 | Regrade horse boarding area - drainage Y significant impacts and cost
35 | Increase corral capacity (from 36 to 70) Y Introduced in the June version.
Introduced in the June version. Potentially
36 | Install hay / feed storage Y significant impacts and cost.
Introduced in the June version. Potentially
37 | Rehab or replace tack storage barn Y significant impacts and cost.
Introduced in the June version. Potentially
38 | Install 28 parking spaces Y significant impacts and cost.
Introduced in the June version. Potentially
39 | Improve / realign access roads (north road) Y significant impacts and cost.
Introduced in the June version but removed in
the November version. Involves regrading and
40 | Relocate jumping arena N hard pan construction
Introduced in the June version. Potentially
41 | Establish trailer parking area Y significant impacts and cost.
42 | Enhance native vegetation N
Plan does not identify how this will be done so
43 | Secure area for safety of horses Y impacts have not been evaluated.
44 | BMP for watershed management Y Unknown impacts until a BMP expert evaluates
Equestrian Center - Youth Camp Area
45 | Install hay / feed storage Y Introduced in the June version
46 | Install security fencing Y Introduced in the June version
47 | Improve / realign access roads (south road) Y Introduced in the June version
48 | Relocate wrangler’s residence Y Introduced in the June version
49 | Secure area for safety of horses Y
50 | Reorganize horse boarding area Y Introduced in the July version
51 | BMP for watershed management Y Unknown impacts until a BMP expert evaluates
52 | Abandon septic system Y
Equestrian Center - Therapeutic Recreation Area
(relocation)
53 | Grading / site preparation Y
54 | Install new arena Y
55 | Install office space with ADA restroom Y
56 | Install wash rack Y
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Install tack and equipment storage

Y

58 | Install hay / feed storage Y

59 | Install stables for 8 horses Y

60 | Install visitor and staff parking Y

61 | Install spectator viewing area / picnic arena Y

62 | Secure area for safety of horses Y

63 | BMP for watershed management Y

64 | Install access route Y

Natural Open Space (within Annex)

65 | Restore oak woodlands (2 areas) Y

66 | Restore eastern Portion as a Sycamore Grove Y

67 | Upgrade shaded rest areas with picnic tables Y

68 | Remove non-native trees Y Not in earlier versions of the Plan

Recreation Greenway
Involves grading, relocating infrastructure.
Reduced from 50 to 30 in June. November
Construct 30' to 50' recreational greenway for version reduces the bikeway to 10 feet but

69 | bikes, pedestrians and equestrians. N eliminates shared use with pedestrians
Originally removal of 7 - 19 trees in staff

70 | Remove non-native trees Y proposal. Now impacts 70 trees overall,

Recreational Bikeway and (potentially)
pedestrian/equestrian trail (Nov 09)

71 | Exclusive use for bicycles Y Introduced in the November version
Introduced in the November version. Plan now
allows for vehicular traffic not allowed in

72 | Allow small motorize and emergency vehicles Y previous versions.

73 | Construct retaining walls Y Introduced in the November version

74 | Plant natural screen (barrier) on northern side Y Introduced in the November version
Introduced in the November version. Listed as

75 | (Potential) equestrian / pedestrian trail Y "has been considered" 4-8 foot width proposed

Los Angeles County Fire camp 2
Number of impacted trees within the LA CO Fire
76 | Remove non-native trees Y Camp 2
Common Areas within Annex
77 | Restore native planting Y Annex area restoration not included in HWPMP
Site Drainage and Water Quality

78 | Re-grade horse boarding area Y Potential significant impact

79 | Install natural storm water drainage Y Potential significant impact

80 | Repair non-functioning storm drains (3) Y Potential significant impact

81 | Provide individual water meters for tenants Y Potential significant impact

82 | Provide individual electrical service for tenants | Y Potential significant impact

83 | Provide natural gas connections for clubhouse Y Potential significant impact

84 | Eliminate septic systems (2) Y Potential significant impact

Solid Waste
Where it will be located is not identified,
85 | Establish centrally located manure collection Y unknown impact
Mobility
86 | Construct roadway thru annex to JPL parking lot | N Road thru MWD land first appeared in ASMP
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8/2001 version. Was called inner park access
road. Was not listed as a project in the MP
Amendment but was mentioned in the IS.
Removed in the July version.
Extend current road into enhanced parking area
87 | (equestrian area) Y Potentially significant impact
88 | Install way-finding signage Y
89 | Replace asphalt roads with permeable surfaces Y Potentially significant impact
Relocate and construct new roadway on horse
90 | boarding area Y Potentially significant impact
91 | Create parking/dropoff area for buses Y
Eliminate impediments at the primary access to
92 | equestrian area N Unknown what this means. Impact unknown
Bicycle Access
Restore public trail connections btw EEC,
93 | Equestrian Center, JPL Y
94 | Remove perimeter fencing Y
95 | Install Bicycle Racks Y
Parking
Convert impermeable surfaces to permeable Potentially significant impacts. Removed form
96 | surfaces N the November plan
Language removed from the July version of
97 { 1200 space parking structure N the IS.
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Appendix A-2: Chatten-Brown & Carstens’ June 5 Letter to Michael Beck

CHATTEN-BROWN & CARSTENS
2601 OCEAN PARK BOULEVARD
TFLEPHONE (3.0} 314-8040 SUTZE 203 E-MALL
FACSDMILE: (3.0} 314-805) SANTA MONICA. CALIFORNIA 80403 ALMIBCUCEARTIHLAW LM
www ¢bceanklaw com

June 3. 2009
U'ia Email

Michael Beck

City Manager

City of Pasadena

100 N. Gaifield Ave.. Room S228
Pasadena. CA 91109

Re:  Altemnative Location for Bike Path mn Hahamongna Annex

Dear Mr. Beck,

Thank you for providing the Friends of the Hahamongna with the opportunity to
propose an alternative to the 30 foot wide recreational trail greenway currently included
in the June 2, 2009 Draft Hahamongna Watershed Master Plan Addendum for the
Hahamongna Annex (Recreation Greenway Alternative) at our meeting vesterday
afternoon. Friends of the Hahamongna's proposal includes:

¢ keeping the hiking/equestrian trail in its historic location on the Annex. but move
the proposed bike path to an existing unimproved road on the south and east side
of the Annex (referred to in the Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan as the
Perimeter Trail:Roadway);

e eliminating the reconfiguration of the Annex Equestrian Center from the Master
Plan Addendum;

¢ removing the “road to nowhere” on the east side of the Annex from Master Plan
Addendum: and

¢ sending the revised Master Plan Addendum and the environmental review
document for the Addendum back to the Hahamongna Watershed Park Advisory
Committee prior to the City Council hearing on the Master Plan Addendum.

Under the alternative advanced by Friends of the Hahamongna, bicyclists would
still be able to make a loop around the entire park. They would also be able to reach the
Annex locations, such as the Nature Center and the Equestrian Center. via the existing
park road.
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Michael Beck
June 5, 2009
Page 2 of 2

This alternative would also result 1n significant cost reductions because 1t would
require less grading and would no longer require the reconstruction of several of the
Equestrian Center facilities. The Recreational Greenway Alternative in the cusrent
Master Plan Addendum would require considerable grading since there are several
changes in elevation in that area of the Annex. In contrast, the Penmeter Trail Roadway
ts an existing flat unimproved road that would require minimal grading. The Recreational
Greenway Alternative would also require the removal or relocation of the following
Equestrian Center infrastructure: the bamn where Mach 1 therapeutic nding program 15
housed; the oval arena; and the jumping arena. Arenas are expensive to redo because
they require an underlying hard pan_ specific surface matenials. and very precise grading.

Friends of Hahamongna's Alternative would also have environmental benefits.
Since the Perimeter Trail'Roadway already exists, there is only one oak tree near the road
that might be impacted. The Recreational Greenway Alternative would impact between 7
and 19 trees, including 12 oak trees. The Perimeter Trail'Roadway would also require
much less grading, resulting in fewer air quality impacts.

Thank you for your ime and for agreeing to consider the alternative we have
proposed. Feel free to contact me if you have any questions.
Sincerely.
i A
Qo
Amy Minteer

cc:  Pasadena Planning Commission

61



Appendix A-3: Chatten-Brown & Carstens’ August 3 Letter

CeaTtrEN-BROWN & CABSTENS
1601 GUEAN FARK BOULEVARD

TRLEPMRC B A Vo Svnls SLYEE FMAR.
PACEDALR (10X Jon8250 BANTA MOMICA, CALIFUICNDA 92408 LR TALTHLAN D
wow.cheethlaw cor

August 3, 2008
Fia Emal
Theresa Fuentes
Assistamt City Attarney
City of Pasadepa
213 N. Magengp Ave.

Pasadena, CA 91101-1503

Re: Addibopal Comenents and Concerns Regarding the Hahamongna Annex
Master Plan

Diear Ms. Faentes,

Thank vou for mesting with Friends of Hahamongna (Friends) on Friday July 14,
2009 to drscuss the bike path and hiking and equestrian trail proposed foc the
Hahamwmgna Annex property. As we staced at the meeting, Friends 15 concerned with the

current and fisture impacts of the proposed 30 foot bike path and trail cormidor.

We discassed reducmp those impacts by narrowing the proposed comridor. We also
MmMMWWMMMMl} proposed by Friends that would move
the proposed bike path o an existing unimproved road on the south and east sude of the
Annex propesty. The City is concermed that installing a paved beke path at thes location
could violate a settlement apreement it has with the Spait of the Sage Council. Friends
does not agree that locating the bike path on the exwstong unsmproved road would violate
the serms of the agreement the City has with the Spirit of the Sage Council, ut has
suggested that the Cify consider locating the secthon of the alternative bike path m
question oa the adjacent Annex property, whibe Jeaving the remainder of the bike path
and the whole of the wail on the existng unimproved road.

It is Friends” understanding that the City will put markers in place to demomstrate
the potential dimensions of both beke path and trail locations for the
Comemission site visit so the Anmex property. Ar the meetmg. we also descussed holding
another meetmg prior to the Planning Copmression site visit, at which tme staff will be
able to present deailed information abous the proposed bike path and trail locations, as
well a5 show us the locations on an aerial map. As a further altemative, Friends proposes
locatmg the bike and pedestriar path on the exsting trail and the trazl at another location
om the property.
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Tharesa Fusntus
Augnst 3. 2009
Paga 2 of 7

As a final pote on the bike path and 1rails, we have drscovered that the Inisal Stady
for the Hahamongrna Watershed Park Master Plan Addendum incommectly stabes that the
existing trail corridor on the north side of the Axmex property is 10 to 12 feet m widh.
The Instial Study should be comrected to reflect chat the achual width instead vanes from 7
feet 1o over 15 feet in some areas.

At the conciusion of the July 24 meeting, vou requested that Fnends prepare a List
of any additional concemy: we have resarding the City's plans for the Annex property.
Per your request, the following Lst is a list of our concerns with sugpestions for rectifying
the problems where appiicable While we have attempeed to 1ist the concems m order of
prionty, we believe that all of these :ssues are important and should be addressed by the

City.
A, Land Designation and Intemded Uses

» One of the Friends” pnmary goals is to ensure that the uses of the Annex comtipue
10 be low imensity in the fisture, as suppored by the comemunity and as stated m
the proposed Master Pan for the Annex. There are several components in the
plan, however, the purpose of which seems to be either to facilitabe bailding a road
mdvmmmmﬁgmemepmpen} for more imensive uses m the fubme. These

biectonable components inchude: the proposed 30 foot comidor, the infrasmuchure
rﬁnc«mmﬁwﬂlemcmrmdmmw&mh@m We beliege theza
components should be removed from the Plan.

+ At the July 24 meeting. Friends poanted ourt that we do not beliese it 15 pecessary
for a portion of the Armex property 1o be zoned PD as part of the Planned
Development area for the JPL Parcking Lot The porton of the PD area Jocated on
the Ammex i5 set out to be used for only open space purposes, ;0 Friends requaests
that the City subdivide the portion of the PD Zone area in the Annex from the
remainder and rezons the subdivided Armex area as Open Space as allowed by
Zoomg Code Sectiom 17.26. 020{C)(2) andl the approved PD Plan. This subdivision
of the PD should be mcluded as an action stem in the Open Space Element of the
City's General Pan, currently i preparadon, with a timetable for how and when
thas 5 to be accopplished.

+ The Armex documents shouid be amended to refer to the fact that the property was
purchased under the Calrformia Surplus Lands Act to be used solely for open space
and recTeation pUIpOses.
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Tharesa Fuaninc

Augusz 3. 2009
Page 30f 7

B.  Inclesion of ALl Avadable Overfiow Parking

The Anmex Plan shoukd be amended to show that there are at least 210 addstional
parking spaces in Hahamongna Watershed Park which could be used for occassonal
Annex special event overflow parking This inclades the 200 spaces JPL East Ammoyo
parking lot and a 30 space parking lot that is currently plapned for the Eqoestnan Picnec
Area mn the southwvest comer of the park.

C.  Other Master Plan Projects of Cencern

Freends have further concems about the proposed projects wrthin the Armex area in
addition to the proposed 30 foot comdor. At the wp of the prioety list are those projects
that Fnends belseves should be removed from the Master Plan Addendum and Initial
Study. The remaining projects of concem are those projects not yet descussed in adeguate
detail in the Initial Study 0 as to allow the publx and decrsion makers w assess whether
ail mpacrs have been disciosaed and minigared

1.  Reconfipuration / relecation of the maim jumping and oval aremas to
meet industry standards and'or accommodate other Master Flan projects.

The arenas and attached infrastructare are owned by Rose Bowi Riders. Inc. Most
of the infrasoocture was buils through domatoms from the membership. Changes o that
infrasmocture would need to be reviewed and approved by the general membership.
Reconfipuring arenas irvoéves the foflowicg tme consuming and costly steps, whick may
Tesulr in potentally sigrficant inpacts

. Excavaton of undersround electical and water Lines attached 1o the arena
rals. For the main arena, hight poles will have to be removed as well.
. Remowal of exasting rails.
Scrapang off existing sand-based tpsodl The topsoil that bas been scraped
Jp wili coctaic some clay so cacnot be rensed for a reconstmacted arera
. The exasting hardpan mwrst be broken up so thar it can be removed
Removal of namerons tons of broken up hardpan material
Grading of new arena locaton confipurartion
. FEnough clay or a mixtare of sand and decamposing nahma: marenal (wood
chips) will need to be bauled co the Anmex to Sorm a layer for the arenas that is several
inches thick. Large amourss of materal will be requered foc the relocated arenas and thes
mana:ia%canbecosﬁy.
. The clay {or ocher marerials) wil be wetted and compressed with heavy
equipmen, usually a vibmating roler
. The clav will be graded w0 a 1%; siope off the cemeriine
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Teraresa Fusnins
Auguse 3. 2009
Pega dof 7

. Crushed limeseome wili form the pext layer for the hardpan. It will also
need 1o be compacted using a vibrating rofler.
. Vrashed sand, whach is very expensive, wik form the 1op layer.
The rails will need to be re-anchored
The warer and electcal underpround mfrastructure will need to be
replaced.

. The Ligit pales for the main arena and sprinklers for the main ad neapng
areas will nead to be replaced

The reestablishment of the hardpar could resuit m air qual:ty and oaffic impacts
due o the laree amounts of maserials that will nead to be kauled off ar onto the site.
Noise impacts from the constraction equipmeryt requared foc this process. in partcular the
vibrazacy roller, coald also have sigmificant impacts. Additionalty, :f no¢ dome properly.
the recoestrucrion of the arenas could resalr in significant hydrological problems for the
sire.

The stated objectves of the Annex plan can and should be met withow the
expensive recocteuration of the publx equesoian area.

2.  Reorganization of horse boarding area and realipgnment of nerth-south
access roads.

There 1s insufficsent project description to assess the impacts from the
ofmemmmzmamdmhgmmmofmnb-smﬂlucessmad,mnhumwhxh
would hikely be significart. Realipnimg the road could result in significant impacts
because it could require exsensive pradme. filking, and excavaticn chat bas yet o be
disclosed and woudd require the mevement of a large amouns of mfrastrocture. The
icfrasoocture that wouid peed to be relocated inckudes barms and stalls that, except for the
tmnetbammanmdbymdmdmimbetsufRoseBwl!hﬂm.ix no by the
Chub, oc the Citv. The question of modifymg privarely owrned assets needs to be
addressed.

In addsteom, there is siemeficant ymderground infrastructare 1o supply water and
S3eCtricicy w the bams and free standing stalls. Moving stalls imvolves the removal of
existing footing (sand and base), grading and reeszablishment of the foodng. The Master
Plan Addendam and Initsal Stady need to make chear what will be moved and to where.
With the excepton of ;ome minar eradmg on the existmg access roads. there 15 oo
identifiad need for ths project and the cost would be signaficant It should also be noted
that the horses would need to be teeporarly refocated during construction, which would
Benerate a s:en:Ocant cost o the City.
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Traresa Fusnios
; 3, 2009
Page Sof 7

The stated objectves of the Annex plan can and should be met withour the
expensive reorgamnzation of the horse boarding area and the realignment of the access

the main arena The plan as shown would requaire all vehicles with traibers to enter the
gated horse boarding area o make a circuit around the Equestrian Center. The existing
circulation around the upper area works well esen with large events. There is no nead to

chanpe 3.

3. Extensive rehabilifation or replacement of the Clubhonse and refocation of
the Mach 1 barn.

The Clubhouse, built in the early 19305, 15 owned by Bose Bowl Ridess, Inc. The
barn currently bousing Mach 1, which was bailt before 1969, is also owned by Rose Bowl
Ruders, Inc. Changes to either structure would need 0 be reviewed and approved by the
general membership. This should be noted i the Master Man documentation.

4  Improvements for draimape amd eresion parposes.

The Master Plan Addendiom and Mitial Study propose 1o use eguesirian best
maragement practices. This proposal should be reviewed by a yndrological expert, with
EXPerience in equestrian uses, with the aim of redacing costs for the City by coming up
with a plam that protects waer gualiry while eliminating the unnecessary reconfi puration
of infrastructare and access routes. The equestrian best management practices plan
should be conceptually prepared prior to approval of the Master Plan Addendum o aliow
the pubiic and decision makers o assess its adequacy.

5. Use of lights in the Equestrian Center maim arena

The use of Gghts in the maie equesoian arena i5 an existng use dating back 20 -
25 vears. Rather than elipupate the use of Lights for lessons in the winter, which would
lessen recreatonal opportuniries for Pasadena ressdents, the exisong Lights should be
replaced with state of the art lighes that concentrate the ilhammaton within the nng itself.
The wse of lights afier dark at boch the Equestuan Center and the former Forest Service
cArmpus are existing uses which have never before required the extension of park hours.
As this is an exasting use, the comtimied nightrime operation of the lights at the main arera
would be part of the baseline conditons for the sie and thuas pot a new enviroomersal
icpact. Howeser, if park hours were extendad, it would necessitace the placemens of
security Lights m several Hahamoeena parking lots where lights are not currently bocated,
which would be a major pew emvironmental impact that was oot contenplated in the
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Tearesa Fuantes

August 3. 2009
Pega Gof ¥

Amoyo Seco Master Environmental Impact Report. (MEIR p. 13-108, [m response toa
comenent regarding ephvtime kighting, the MEIR states, “nane of the felds or packmg

lots m Haharmongna Watershed Park are proposed to have Sghts 7].)
6.  Secure property for amimal safety.

The on:ginal project to mstall sated controlled vehicle access © boanding area was
remored in the latest revision to the plan Gated access is needed o secure the boarding
area and how and where this access will be placed needs to be described There will be
mnfrasoacture additions to provide the electic gates needed at both the north and south
access Toads and the placermnent has to be carefully placned to provide safe access for cars,
trailers and horses.

7. Eliminate awy impediments at the primary entrance to the public
equesirian area.

It is unciear what the Ciry means by elimmating any mmpediments at the pomary
ennmemﬁnwh]weqnesmmm If impedymests include trees, erading, paving,
fencing or octher infrastructare removal, there are additonal enviroomencal impacts that
need to be discussed and'or metsgated The Master Pian Addendum and Instal Stady
shoald expiain what this project imvoldves,

8  Centrahized waste facility.

There is no detaii in the »acier Plan Addendam or instiai Stady about the
proposed cenmalized waste facility. This fac:lity was onginally proposed for inclusion in
the Hahamonena Master Piam to be docated outside the Annex, but was remosed from the
Plam before 1t was approved. In the carrent plan, the facility is to be located in the
extremedy small horse boarding area. Without more deta:l on the design of the centralized
waste facitity, mchading irs size, it is wuclear whether the facility will £t within the boce
boarimg area.

9. Parkimg for horse boarding area.

The proposed locarion for parking for the horse boardimg area appears 1o be oo a
. Southern California Edison easepoaent, ux the aasement is not descussed i the Master
Plan Addendam or the Imital Seadv. Has Edeson’s approval been obtained” If the
approsai caneot be obtamed. where will the parking be located?
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Tearssa Fuantne
August 3. 2009
Paga T of 7

10. Rehabilitation of the old USES struciares.

The Ciry 15 proposing to refirbish the abandamed United States Forest Service
structures located on the Anmex property. Due o the age of these buildmgs, Friends
believes the tualdings likely contan asbesws. The Imital Stady should disclose whether
&MsanMmbMMﬁmWMmhhmﬂﬂ
any asbestos should be inciaded.

D.  Unsatisfied Public Records Act Requests

The Upper Ammovo Seco Stream Sustamability Propect is a carently proposed
project whach could bave signsficant envirommental mpacts upon the Annex and the

Master Plan area. The Friends have mied repeatedly to obtam documents
redated oo this progect, including the gramt apphcation and emvironmental review
document, through California Public Records Act reqoests and continue 1o reguest these
documents as they are relevant o our stady of the Apnex plan

Thack you for the oppoctanity to comment upon the Hahanmomgna Arnex Plac
Feel free to contact me if vou have amy questions

Amy Minteer

<c- Pasadena Planning Commression
Rosa Laveaga. Ammovo Seco Project Supervisor
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Appendix A-4: Chronology

West Hahamongna Chronology of Development Proposals 1980s - present

For over 20 years the community has repeatedly expressed its desire to keep Hahamongna Watershed Park rustic
and natural, “a haven... for all seeking peace.” For almost as long, there have been proposals to develop it
extensively. In the recent planning for the Hahamongna Annex, a proposed road, taken out of the Hahamongna
Master Plan after community protest, is once again under consideration. The Annex is the 30 acres in the park
formerly owned by the Metropolitan Water District (MWD) and now owned by the City of Pasadena.

The following chronology outlines the developments proposed for the west side of Hahamongna from the late 1980s
to the present in the words of actual documents. For those of you less familiar with the story, it may also be helpful
to have a brief overview:

In the late 1980s, the area behind Devil’s Gate Dam lay desolate and neglected, a dusty quarry and illegal dumping
ground. Even the lake which had pooled behind the dam was no more after the dam was declared seismically unsafe
in the 1970s. This was the dry, barren expanse where a group of visionary local residents saw instead a restored
wetland with lakes, trails, bird sanctuaries and picnic areas. And so began the Devil’s Gate Multi-use Advisory
Committee in the 1980s and the long struggle to keep Devil’s Gate, later Hahamongna, natural.

Pasadena decided in the early 1990s to take out the east side Jet Propulsion Lab (JPL) parking lot and replace it with
water spreading basins. A parking garage was to be built in the park to house the displaced cars, thus generating
revenue from increased water percolation while still retaining the JPL parking revenues. One of the locations
proposed for this garage as early as 1992 was the JPL West Arroyo parking lot, carved out of open space as a
temporary parking lot in 1986. In the 2002 Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan, park user access to this
garage was proposed via a new road to be built across the Annex property. According to city documents, as many
as 600 cars were projected to pass through the park to access the garage on weekends. One consultant even
suggested that revenue could be generated by using this parking garage for off-site parking for the Rose Bowl.

But to return to 1986 — it was actually two west Hahamongna open space parcels, including one on the Annex,
which were rezoned so that the JPL West Arroyo parking lot could be created. These were referred to as Planned
Development-16. Although the Annex parcel was never used for JPL parking, it still to this day retains the PD
zoning. The strange result is that part of the Annex, protected in perpetuity by an open space easement, is zoned for
a planned development!

In 2007, JPL received notification from Pasadena that in 2013 the spreading basin project would begin and JPL
would have to vacate the east parking lot as of spring 2013. Where those 1200 cars would park in the future and
how that would impact Hahamongna became questions of more than academic interest.

Over the years various developments have been proposed for the park in addition to the parking garage. In 1988,
William H. Pickering, a former JPL Director, sent a letter to the City expressing interest in building a Hall of
Science in Oak Grove Park. In 1991, a Devil’s Gate draft park plan map shows a general science museum located
immediately to the east of the Annex property with a large parking lot just to the north. A year later, a Pasadena
staff report mentions the south knoll near the Equestrian Staging Area as a possible location for a science museum.
In 1993 Pasadena staff submitted to the City Council a proposal to bring the Southwest Museum to Hahamongna.
This was an ambitious project which would have changed the nature of the park forever — an influx of 300,000
visitors was projected!

Five year later, in 1998, Pasadena approached MWD expressing interest in purchasing the Annex property where
Los Angeles County Fire, the U.S. Forest Service, Rose Bowl Riders and Tom Sawyer Camps had been located for
many years. At the time MWD was not ready to sell but proposed instead a low cost long-term lease. For over 5
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years the lease negotiations dragged on without success. MWD wanted to retain the existing tenants while Pasadena
wanted a lease which would give them the ability to substitute users and increase the intensity of land uses on the
property in the future. Foothill Municipal Water District also wanted to retain part of the property for a water
storage tank which further complicated the lease negotiations.

In 2005 MWD’s Board of Directors reversed course. They decided that the property was no longer needed for any
water purpose and could be sold. Pasadena then purchased the property and began the Annex planning process
which has resulted in the reappearance of the road to the west JPL parking lot, a critical component of earlier
revenue generating proposals planned for Hahamongna.

Pasadena was not the only entity still interested in developing the Annex, however. In 2001, JPL met with MWD
staff and set forth a plan for a science museum and a parking garage on what is now the Annex property. The JPL
Master Plan, released in 2003, identified the Annex property as having acquisition potential for Laboratory
expansion. There was interest from the private sector as well. In 2003, when word got out that the Forest Service
was not interested in renewing their lease, a real estate broker contacted MWD about putting an office park on the
Annex. About the same time, another broker offered his services to find what he considered a suitable tenant for the
property such as a private school campus.

Throughout the years, despite this enormous development pressure, the community remained steadfast in its
commitment to a natural, rustic Hahamongna, attending dozens, if not hundreds, of meetings over the years. The
equestrian community was particularly active, concerned that the plan was eventually to move Rose Bowl Riders,
Tom Sawyer Camps and MACH 1 off the Annex and out of the Arroyo in favor of higher intensity uses which
would generate more revenue.

The community was so concerned about Hahamongna and the rest of the Arroyo that, in 2003, over 600 comments
were sent in concerning the Arroyo Seco Master Environmental Impact Report. In response to those comments, the
parking garage and the road through the Annex were removed from the Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan.
The road, however, is once again being proposed, prompting Hahamongna watchers to wonder whether the parking
garage will also reappear at a later date, thus segmenting the environmental impacts of this long considered project.
Once the road is built through the Annex, extensive development on the west side of Hahamongna will be difficult
to stop.

The document excerpts that follow are arranged by topic in chronological order. Where some explanation of the
quotes seemed helpful, the comments enclosed in parentheses are mine as is the underlining.
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PARKING GARAGE AND ACCESS ROAD

May, 1992

Devil’s Gate Multi-use Project Preliminary Economic/Feasibility Analysis

This Analysis states that “‘the parking lot used by JPL on the east side of the Devil’s Gate
eventually will be used for habitat restoration, spreading grounds...” p2-33

“To accommodate a change in parking location could require construction of a parking
structure. A 2,000 car facility would require a 400,000 square foot facility, and a four story
structure would occupy a 2.5 acre site”... [The parking structure would] “provide parking
space that can be used by workers at JPL during business hours and by visitors to the
recreation areas at other times.” p2-35

July 25, 1992

Map prepared by Takata Associates. ..

This map shows the existing West Arroyo parking lot to be used for shared parking
between JPL and the park (on weekends). (Interestingly enough, in 1992, this was still a
“temporary” parking lot so it is unclear why it was being considered as a possible location
for the parking garage at this point.)

December 7, 1998

Fact Sheet - 29.5 Acre property owned by Metropolitan Water District [now the Annex],
prepared by Pasadena Parks and Natural Resources

This document states that the MWD/Annex property is of interest for the “extension of the
Oak Grove Road to JPL south east corner then north to JPL Bridge.”

1999

Draft Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan

“JPL parking improvements are proposed in two phases. The first phase will retain the
west side parking lot and reduce the east parking lot by 25% to 849 spaces... The second
phase of the JPL parking improvements will construct a 1,200-space parking structure on

the existing west parking lot site to accommodate JPL’s parking, see Exhibit 3-4, Spreading

Basins & Northeast Parking Plan...” The JPL parking is recommended to be shared use
parking...” p3-36

December 1999

Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan — Implementation of the Master Plan —
Technical Report prepared by The Natelson Company, Inc.

A 1200 space parking structure is planned on the west side of the park. “In addition to the
income from the JPL lease, it has been assumed that the structure parking facility could be
utilized by recreational users on weekends... Assuming a weekend occupancy factor of 50
percent, the parking structure could potentially generate approximately $125,000...” p7
(600 cars per day through the oak woodlands and the Annex!)

February 1, 2001

Assessment of Travel Demand Management Strategies for the Central Arroyo Master Plan,
Linscott Law & Greenspan, Engineers , Appendix G to Appendix F, Traffic Impact Study
Arroyo Seco Master Plan, Arroyo Seco Master Environmental Impact Report, Volume 11
Hahamongna Off-Site Parking

“Parking facilities identified in the Hahamongna Master Plan would be available for use by
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employees and/or patrons [of the Rose Bowl].” p2

“The Hahamongna Master Plan indicates the availability of parking facilities as part of
arrangements with the Jet Propulsion Laboratory (JPL) and/or as part of the development of
a “West Arroyo” parking structure adjacent to the Arroyo. A shuttle service originating at
JPL and/or the “West Arroyo” parking facility would reduce the demand for event related
parking and vehicular travel in the Central Arroyo.

The preferred use for an off-site parking area in the Hahamongna Master Plan area would
be to accommodate the parking needs of Rose Bowl event employees. Employee parking
for larger Rose Bowl events could include the use of 300 to 600 spaces depending on the

size and type of event...” p9

(Note: This was a consultant’s recommendation which, although being a part of the official
documentation, was not released during the environmental review process for the Arroyo
Seco, despite numerous requests from the public for information about the proposed use of
Hahamongna for Rose Bowl parking.)

2002

Draft Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan

“A new [1200 space] JPL parking structure on the west side is proposed as a shared-use
facility. On weekends and holidays, when the parking is not used by JPL, the parking
spaces will be available to the park visitor via the inner park access road through the
Metropolitan Water District (MWD) property.” p 3-46

2003

Response to Comments Matrix, Arroyo Seco Master Plan Project, Volume III, Arroyo Seco
Master Environmental Impact Report.

The response by Pasadena staff to comment letters about the JPL Parking Structure in
Hahamongna Watershed Park is that “based on staff review of the public comments
received to date, a Staff Recommended Alternative has been formulated...This alternative
recommends removing the 1,200 space parking structure from its currently proposed
Westside location.” p13-99. The Staff Recommended Alternative also “removes the West
Arroyo Inner Park Access element from the project description. This alternative does not
include the construction of the road bisecting the MWD property.” p13-118.

The Redline Version of the HWP Master Plan shows the JPL parking garage deleted (p3-
71) as well as the West Arroyo Inner Park Access road across the MWD property deleted,
p3-73. Neither parking garage nor road is included in the HWP Master Plan as adopted.

March 2008

Overview: Proposed Access, Circulation & Parking, Hahamongna Watershed Park Annex

Although the road across the Annex was deleted from the HWP Master Plan, this road
reappears several years later during the planning for the Annex property. The Annex
Proposed Access, Circulation & Parking Options A, B and C would all allow a road to the
JPL West Arroyo parking lot, either now or in the future.

Option A proposes a separate bicycle green way and pedestrian/equestrian trail, making “a
25-foot access corridor” along the northern edge of the Annex to the JPL bridge, a corridor
wide enough to build a road in the future.
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Option B proposes a road extending from the Oak Grove Field along the Perimeter Trail.
This is the existing dirt road sometimes referred to as the Old Quarry Road.

Option C reinstates the road bisecting the Annex property which was removed from the
HWP Master Plan. (The road would be part of a 50-foot wide access corridor that would
also include the bicycle greenway and restored pedestrian/equestrian trail. Foothill
Boulevard where it intersects with Oak Grove Drive is 50 feet wide!)

None of these three options was included in the HWP Master Plan as adopted.

January 2009

JPL Amended and Restated Real Property Lease, effective January 1, 2009

The most recent version of the lease between the City of Pasadena and JPL makes
significant changes concerning the JPL West Arroyo parking lot. Although the lease makes
no mention of how cars are to get there, the lease states that the landlord (the City) shall
have the right to use the parking lots on weekends and holidays “for the purpose of
providing parking for park and recreation and other City related and sponsored purposes
offered by landlord to the general public... these uses shall be considered ‘governmental
activities’ for the purpose of this Lease” Article 4(b)(3). The only way the public could
access this parking lot would be on a new road cut through Hahamongna.

This language also suggests that the parking lot may be used for something other than parks
and recreation parking which could be a major increase in use. Kelly Kitasato, Pasadena
Real Property Manager, stated at the City Council meeting, January 12, 2009 that “the City
would have the opportunity when needed to use the west... parking lot... for some type of
overflow for city functions at the park or at the Rose Bowl.”

There is further evidence within the lease language that the City is planning to retain this
parking lot indefinitely even though, according to the terms of PD-16, it was to be returned
to open space uses if JPL were no longer using it for parking. The lease states that, upon
the expiration of the lease, JPL is to ‘remove all structures and other improvements’ and to
‘restore the Property to its natural condition. Such work shall not include the paving on the
Lower Road or paving and fencing on the West Arroyo...” The lease contradicts the terms
of PD-16 which states that “JPL shall restore and/or landscape the subject properties at the
termination of the parking lease.”

The City has since agreed to remove the objectionable language from the lease. While
commendable, this amendment of the lease only runs through June 30, 2012. It will be the
next lease which will be critical because JPL must move out of the 1200 space east Arroyo
parking lot by the summer of 2013 so that construction can begin on the new spreading
basins.

In the next several years we will see whether or not these long-standing plans for a parking
garage on the west Arroyo parking lot and a road through the Annex are once again
resurrected despite the unwavering community opposition.

November 20, 2009

Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan Addendum for the Hahamongna Annex, Final
Draft

Although the environmental review of the road has been taken out of the Initial Study, the
plan has been changed so that the major impediment to the road will be eliminated. Hence,
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when the time comes for the environmental review of the road in the future, there will not
be much to stop it.

The main impediment is trees in the corridor: SEVENTY non-native trees in total are now
proposed for removal on the Annex in the current Plan including THIRTY-THREE in the
corridor (19 in the trail/bikeway alignment as proposed by staff and 14 additional in the
road corridor)

When the Commissions were reviewing the Annex documents, the Initial Study
said this about the trees: “it is the city’s intent to align the trails in a manner that preserves
as many existing trees as reasonably possible... city estimates that the number of trees that
would be impacted... in range of 7 -19 trees.” Initial Study, Rev. 1, p. 3-19

Now the Initial Study states the following “the proposed Master Plan Addendum
recommends removing all trees that are not native to California from the Annex site...”
p.2-23

The Plan also calls for the removal of a barn out of the corridor and shows ‘‘habitat
restoration” where two arenas are now located in the corridor. To make matters even more
confusing, it appears that the bikeway/trail alignment recommended by staff is still under
consideration. This is 40 feet at its widest location and is the alignment that was rejected
by all the City’s advisory groups which reviewed the Plan.

Mary E. Barrie

Friends of Hahamongna
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Appendix A-5: Mary Barrie’s Comments to HWP Annex Draft Planning

Framework

5159 Crown Ave.
La Canada, CA 91011t
June 30, 2006

Ms. Rosa Laveaga

Arroyo Scco Project Supervisor
P.O. Box 7115, Room 255
Pasadcna, CA 91109

Dear Rosa:

The following arc my comiments on the Hahamongna Watcershed Park Annex
Draft Planning Framework vision statement and goals and objectives as well as some
comments on the design charette results. Thank you for the opportunity to provide morc
input concerning this very significant planning proccss.

Draft Planning Framework Comments

As | mentioned in a previous c-mail, although I support the vision of the native
plant nursery and the nature center, the Annex vision statement is disappointing in that it
does not capturc any sense of the equestrian vision for the property. As a result of
following the goal framework of the Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan,
equestrian input from the Annex planning meetings is only minimally reflected in the
goals and objectives.

At the first community mecting held Apnl 6, your staff grouped similar responscs
together. Out of 57 responses concerning equestrian use of the property, 53 said prescrve
and/or expand cquestrian uses of the Annex. The vision of these community members is
that equestrian uscs should continue in Hahamongna long into the future, for their
children’s grandchildren and beyond. Unfortunately there is no sense of this in these
important planning documents.

The vision statement is deficient in its lack of specificity. It refers generically to
*“an equestrian facility™ which could mcan anything from a small ring with no horses on
the property to something as grand as the Burbank Equestrian Center. Language such as
“an cquestrian facility” does not nccessarily protect Rose Bowl Riders, Tom Sawyer
Camps, and MACH 1.

The goals and objcctives scction also only bricfly mentions the cquestrian use of
the property. Out of 7 goals and 42 objectives, there is only one objective that even
mentions the historic equestrian uscs of the property. As noted above, an overwhelming
number of those commenting at the meeting April 6 stated as a major goal that Rose
Bowl Riders, Tom Sawyer Camps, and MACH 1 should remain on the property.

In a previous correspondence, you stated that the goals and objectives were not
the place to mention specific entities. Most of the community members who turned out at



the planning mcetings, however, did have a very specific goal of keeping Rose Bowl
Riders, Tom Sawyer Camps, and MACH 1 on the property. This was rcpeated over and
over. It seems appropriate to include a specific and much more detailed goal that
accurately reflects their input, such as the following: “Kecp horses on the property. such
as the current uses which are Rose Bowl Riders. Tom Sawyer Camps. and MACH 1., so
that future generations can continue to cnjoy cqucstrian recreation in the Arroyo Seco.™

An objcctive under this goal would be the drafling of a long-term lease between
Pasadena and the equestrian groups, which is crucial if the horses are to remain. The
leasc was also brought up over and over again at the planning meetings as an objcctive
desired by the community.

An interesting goal also mentioned repeatedly at the meetings was to maintain and
enhance the rich diversity of recreational activitics in the community. There was a
rccognition by the public that “one size does NOT fit all” when it comes to children’s
recreation and that the opportunities afforded by Rose Bow! Riders, Tom Sawyer Camps,
and MACH 1 werc uniquc and of great benefit. Goal 4 would better reflect the
community input if it were amended to read as follows:

“Maintain and enhance current recreational uses within the Annex, including equestrian
uses such as Rosc Bowl Riders, Tom Sawyer Camps, and MACH 1..."

The wording of Goal 4 states that the goal is to “provide diverse recreation
opportunitics for the Pasadcna community.” The equestrian programs on the Annex
scrve a regional population, however. Rosc Bowl Riders, for examplc, has a membcership
drawn from 51 different Southern California towns, the top five of which are Pasadcena
(22%). Altadena (17%). La Canada (16%), Los Angeles (8%), and South Pasadena (7%).
In the interest of recognizing that the Anncx property serves regional recreational nceds,
a more appropriate wording might be “Pasadena and surrounding communities.”

One additional comment | had about the Draft Planning Framcwork concerns this
paragraph: ‘‘Another key issue that is not reflected in or resolved through the draft
planning framcwork is the potential conflicts between the proposed uses approved in the
HWP Master Plan and the proposed vision and uscs of thc HWP Annex sitc. These
potential conflicts will need to be further explored and resolved, which may result in
additional revisions to the draft planning framework for the HWP Annex.”

I have heard no discussion about this at any of the planning mectings. Is this intended to
suggest that the equestrian uses of the Annex property will somehow be incompatible
with the restored Hahamongna Watershed Park? The public should be informed what
“potential conflicts™ the city staff is anticipating, so that the “additional revisions to the
draft planning framework™ can bc made during the public input process.
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Design Charette Proposals Comments

The following arc some general comments on planning for the Annex property as
well as some specific comments about individual design scenario proposals.

The charette process was quite fascinating. There werc many thought-provoking
ideas generated. It was great to be able to ignore all constraints, budgetary and otherwisc.
That is what gives me pause now, however, when 1 look over the results. If some of the
more grandiose proposals arc adopted. where will the money come from for
maintenance”? How does building a large new nature center with all its noise and activity
fit into the community’s stated desire to keep the property rustic with low-impact uses?
Wouldn't razing the Forest Service buildings contradict Pasadena’s goal of reusing the
Forest Service campus, a goal stated by city staff when the property was purchased from
the Metropolitan Water District.

As several charette participants suggested, the key may be phasing. Rather than
allowing the Forest Service campus to deteriorate further, restore it and let the public use
it in the interim even if the decision is ultimately to build a new interpretive center. |
seem to recall LA County Fire offering their services to help with asbestos abatement.

Any proposals to relocate the equestrian facilitics should not be adopted without
careful, in-depth study. Some factors to consider include:
- docs the new arca(s) include oak trecs which could not be removed for arenas
and stalls.
- is there infrastructure which must be removed” Who will cover this cost?
- how much of thc equestrian acreage must be set aside for BMPs
- is some of the area (such as the steep slope on the property) unusable, thus
necessitating a larger {ootprint?
- rclocating arcnas is costly. Resurfacing alone cost $8000. Building a new
arcna could cost $25,000 - $30,000.
Rose Bowl Riders has been able to keep horse facilitics available to the less affluent by
operating on a shoestring budget. Where would the funds come from for huge relocation
costs?

The community input process is intended to assist city staff with the development
of a preferred alternative for the Annex property. Onc of the desired outcomes of the
June 20 meeting was to “generate feedback about the charette results to guide the
development of a preferred altermative.” Unfortunatcly, however, the printed overview of
the charctte results was not available to those attending the meeting because of a mix-up
at the printer. Thus, no one at the meeting except for a few charette participants, had seen
the scenarios that were developed, so they were not in a position to state their preference.
Will be the community be given this opportunity at the next public meeting?
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The following are a few specific comments conceming the various design
scenarios gencraled at the charette:

Group 1

1.

Group 2

w

N e

The public path through the cquestrian area poses liability risks and insurance
problems. [t seems unnecessary since the public could walk through the
Enchanted Forest to access the park proper.

The location for the MACH 1 ring is problematic. A road through the Annex
property to the parking lot next to JPL. has been discussed by Pasadena staff as
recently as the last few months. It also appeared in carlicr versions of the
Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan. A waste disposal sitc was also
proposcd in an carlier version of the Master Plan very near where the MACH
1 arena is located in this scenario. [f there is any possibility these plans will
be resurrected, this would be the very worst location for the MACH 1 arena.
There is probably not enough room for a jumping arena as proposed.

This scenario doesn’t allow for extra parking for cvents, which are sometimes
large. The natural horsemanship clinics, for cxample, can have 20 -25
participants and dozens of spectators who pay to watch.

Opening the Enchanted Forest to the public is a good idca as long as
cquestrian uses are also permitted. The shade is especially important for the
children riding with Tom Sawyer Camps and MACH 1.

Adaptive reusc of cxisting buildings makes sensc, cspecially in the short-term.
After the basic remodeling is done, a voluntecr day to paint, plant, and clean
up could work wonders for frec!

The wildflower meadow is a lovely idcea.

This plan appcars to make major changes to the historic trail, which has been
in its present location since before Metropolitan Water District bought the
property in 1970. It would be prudent to investigate the history of this trail
before any attempt is madc to movc it.

French drains around the arena seem rather excessive. The small amount of
manurc deposited in the arcnas is picked up on a daily basis.

Where are the stalls in this plan?

Consolidating all the rings into one is not practical. As anyone knows who
has moved jumps, there is a reason why most facilitics have a scparatc
jumping arcna! Also, with at lcast two arenas, two separate events can be
going on simultancously.

This scenario doesn't take special cvents parking needs into account either.
The Group 2 summary says remove oak woodland from lcascd arca. In the
afternoon session. the group explained that in their plan cquestrian use of the
area would still be permitted. Unfortunately this is not reflected in the
Charette Workshop Notes.
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Group 3

As a member of this charette panel. my understanding was that all the existing
Forest Service buildings were to be removed - not all buildings. 1 do not
recall discussing a proposal to eliminate the Rose Bowl Riders clubhousc or
the structures in the equestrian arca. This is an instance where the summary is
misleading. Nor do I recall any discussion by our group of converting to
12x12 stalls - which also appcars in the summary.

Is the completed bike loop to be dirt or hard surface? (The approaches to the
new Flint Wash Bridge have a 12-foot wide bike path of asphalt concrete.)
Like many of the charette workshop notcs, the lack of specificity may
unfortunately allow for many different interprelations in the future.

Scvcral of the charctte participants in this group suggested relocating the
cntrance to provide a more direct entrance to the Annex property. This would
also provide a more direct entrance to the cast parking lot should a road be
built on the Annex property as has been proposed several times in the past.
Relocating the historic trail would also get it out of the way of a new road.
The name “Watershed Center at Hahamongna™ does not reflect and
acknowledge the historic equestrian use of the property. A more appropriatc
and inclusive namc might be “*Hahamongna Watershed and Equestrian
Center.”

The shared parking suggested by Group 3 is an excellent idea. It reduccs the
total amount of parking needed whilc still allowing extra parking for
equestrian cvents when needed.

Placing the rings or one of the rings below the interpretive center is an
interesting idea. It would provide a very unique visual experience for the
visitor with the beautiful animals in the foreground and the mountain vistas in
the distance.

Siting of the stalls needs 1o be carefully considered in terms of their proximity
to the interpretive center. In this regard, the 3B and 3C plans probably work
better, although 3A might work if the various elements werc moved around so
that the stalls were further away, perhaps moved to the lower arca.

A 10,000 squarc foot nature center is very large. How would this conform to
the community’s preference for keeping the site low-key and rustic? In
addition, Pasadena staff stated publicly before buying the property that the
Forest Service buildings were going to be kept and reused.

Pasadena has an incredible opportunity with the Annex planning process to live
up to its reputation as a city that prides itself on its rich history and its outstanding
quality of life. In the Annex planning process. the city has thc opportunity to create a
statc-of-thc-art cquestrian facility, worthy of the city, which hosts the Rosc Parade.
world famous for its spectacular floats and magnificent horscs.

Sincerely.

Mary E. Barrie
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Appendix A-6 (Draft) Summary of Carrying Capacity Analysis

(DRAFT) SUMMARY OF CARRYING CAPACITY ANALYSIS
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(DRAFT) m.c.._..z,mﬂ OF CARRYING CAPACITY ANALYSIS
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Legend

D Recommended carrying capacity

Notes and Definttions

“intensity o Use” for Qutdoor Spaces: Number of people in an outdoor space. ass imes thata

pescentage (%) of the space will be occupied by human use.

(“Stte Plannvy Stansards™ by Kevin Lynchy “intenaity of Use” for Buidings = Level ot Occupancy

Low Intensty Use = 1-2 people/100 5F = > 50 SF per person [Concentrated Use : Assembly seating or standing room i
Medium intensity Use » 3.6 peopie/100 SF = 33SF to 14 5F per person {Unconcentrated Use: Ta e seating

[High Intensty Use = 7+ psopie/100 SF = < 13 SF pet peron

Concantrated (standing) = 7 SF per person
Concantrated (assembly s3abng) = 12 SF per peison
Linconcentrated (table seating) = 20 SF per person

Minimum parking requirement for the City of Pasadena
Commercial Recreation:
Outdoot Patks and Recreation Focilltes = 2.5 speces/1000SF

& Public ly Uses:
[Clubs. Loages, Private Meeting Halls = 10 spaces/ 1000 SF

Destination Site. an outdoor space that the pubkc will iientuinally vist and drop 1h to see; 2 (eservation
will not be required to utdze the space. Parking Ratio = 2.5:1 inless otherwise noted

Non-Destination Site. an outdoo! space that wil be used 1 coryunbon with an Ndoa! s¢ace and/or wil
roquare a raservation to utlize the space. Parking requaements for the kind of space hav) been
adjusted. Parking = 2.5/10005F x % of area Jo be occuprd by peaple. uniess otherwise 1oted



