Novelo, Lilia : : -

From: | cityclerk |

Subject: , FW: Comments to FEBRUARY 22, 2016 City Council Agenda Item No. 24 - Continued
Public Hearing re: Final EIR for the Pasadena Non-Potable Water Project”.

----- Orlglnal Message--—--

From: JoAnn Black [mailto:joann. black@me com]

Sent: Sunday, February 21, 2016 8:49 PM :

To: C|tyclerk

- Subject: Comments to FEBRUARY 22, 2016 City. Counul Agenda ltem No. 24 - Continued Public Hearmg re: Final EIR for
the Pasadena Non-Potable Water Project”. :

I am writing to express my opposition to the selection of the Sheldon Reservoir site for the subject project. | support the
concept of the project and the value of this alternative water supply, however, the selection of the Sheldon Reservoir
location appears to be thoughtless and self-serving of PWP. | do not believe the same decision would have been made
had the Sheldon Reservoir been Iocated off Linda Vista instead of off Arroyo. :
' [
- We the residents surrounding Sheldon Reserv0|r should not be subjected to the property devaluation that will certalnly
* result upon the initiation of the planned construction at Sheldon Reserv0|r PWP is asking this community to bear the
burden of our property being devalued so it can save the additional money it would cost to locate this project in one of
several non-residential locations noted as suitable for the prOJect As well as, beanng the burden of enduring extensnve
and lengthy construction conditions.

- lattended both the August 13th and August 26th publlc meetmgs The PWP project presenters were ill prepared to

address-the issues and concerns presented by the residents of our community. There was a lack of evrdence that
community issues and concerns such as property value, construction mconvemences noise, dust, health risks,
‘contamination issues, etc. were a consideration beyond what would have been considered if this project was being
constructed in the desert. It was. insulting, hurtful and dlsappomtlng to watch the presenters trying to persuade the
residents that their mtentlons were- honorable. ; : -

Why PWP would sacrifice this community knowmg it would not do so to a Linda Vista, La Canada or similar community is
discriminatory and will hot be tolerated. This community is insulted by this move and will express our objection through '
ali available channels. : -

Sincerely,

JoAnn Black
1728 La Cresta Drive
" Pasadena, Ca 91103

- 02/22/2016
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Novelo, Lilia : - - I ,
—

From:: ‘ cityclerk ‘
Subject: Fw: Agenda Ttem 24 - Non Potable Water Project .

* From: Sangtip Chlenpradap [mailto: schrenpradap@yahoo com]
~ Sent: Friday, February 19, 2016 3:41 PM

To: Morales, Margo :

Subject: Agenda Item 24 - Non Potable Water PrOJect

Dear Councﬂmember McAustm,

We write this letter to express our strong concerns about the manner in which the Non-Potable Water Project (“Project”)
has been designed and studied thus far, and to suggest basic measures to help i |mprove the implementation of the
Project. ,

First, in several places the EIR indicates a much larger--up to 40-foot wide--construction impact than was indicated
verbally by Pasadena Water and Power and Public Works staff at a community meeting held on February 16,
2016. Specifically, page 3.16-9 of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (‘DEIR”) states that "[t]he construction corridor
is expected to be less than 40 feet wide within the pavement, sidewalk/parkway, and shoulder areas. At least one lane is
anticipated to remain open for traffic during construction within most streets, but a limited number of smaller, local
residential streets (e.g., Afton Street, Wellington Avenue, and Laurel Street) would be entirely closed for short durations of
time (one.to two weeks) during construction." (emphasis added). Given the conflicting information contained in the EIR

" and provided by City staff, it would help ease our concerns about construction impacts if the City's approval of the Project

- - explicitly requires that all streets, including Afton, Welhngton and Laurel, be open to local residents 24-hours. per day

throughout the entire duration of construction. , .

Second, it would be a shame ifa public project contnbuted to the weakening of the City's mature ‘trees and it would be
tragic if one or more of these trees were ultimately lost as a result of the City’s actions. We initially note that the Salvia
Canyon route would appear to create fewer impacts to trees given its wider cartway and thus greater distance from street
trees.[1] But, if the Salvia-Canyon route is not chosen, at minimum, we ask that the City more fully address the impacts to
potentially affected street trees by (a) proactively checking on the health of the trees on Laurel Street and other affected
streets beginning now and taking whatever remedial measures are necessary to ensure that the trees are as healthy as
possible before construction begins; (b) monitoring the trees with an arborist at all times during construction; and (c)
conducting post-construction monitoring by a qualified arborist to ensure the trees remain healthy and that any follow-on
corrective action is taken A »

Finally, the noise mitigation measures in the EIR for local residents affected by construction are less than adequate. Of

.- particular note, Mitigation Measure 3.12-1b would "require notification to residents that are located within 500 feet of -
construction activities, which would make people located within the Study Area aware that construction would take place
and can implement noise canceling or noise protectlve measures, thereby alleviating potential annoyance that could be’
caused by construction-related noise." (DEIR p. 3.12-11.)

While it is not clear exactly what this measure means, it arguably puts the onus on reS|dents to fi nd a means of
implementing noise protective measures. At best, this statement defers the identification of a mitigation measuretoa .
future date without providing any clear standards for determining whether the ultimately chosen method is

adequate. Given this flaw, but recognizing the City's desire to act on the Project quickly to pursue grant funding, we ask
that the City at barest minimum (a) require that the detailed construction and noise mitigation plans be made available to
affected residents prior to the start of construction, and (b) require that these plans be approved by the full City Council '
" before construction commences. In this manner, residents will at least be assured that we can voice input on the detailed
_protection measures that will be developed and that our elected representatlves will have a final say in the matter.

In closing, and in recogmtlon of the worthwhile goals of thrs Project-and the C|ty ] expressed desire to act expeditiously,
the requests in this letter momentarily set aside more fundamental questions about whether the Parkview / Laurel Canyon
pipeline route identified as the preferred alternative in the EIR is truly the best long-term solution for the City. To be clear,
- we request that the numerous flaws in the EIR that have been well documented by many of the 112 comments received

1 , ' 02/22/2016
" Item 24



on the DEIR alone (as well as the additional concerns shared publicly in the days leading up to the Council's
consideration of this matter), each of which are hereby incorporated by reference as if fully set forth herein, be corrected
before the City certifies the EIR.

However, if the City fails to do so, this letter at minimum requests that the City’s approval of the Project require that:

e all streets, including Afton, Wellington and Laurel, be open to local residents 24-hours per day throughout the entire
duration of construction;

e the City staff (a) check on the health of the trees on Laurel Street and other affected streets beginning now and
proactively implement whatever remedial measures are recommended or helpful to ensuring that the trees are as healthy
as possible before construction begins; (b) monitor the trees with an arborist-at all times during construction; and (c)
conduct post-construction monitoring by a qualified arborist to ensure the trees remain healthy and that any follow-on
corrective action is taken; and ,

 the detailed construction and noise mitigation plans be made available to affected residents prior to the start of
construction, and that these plans be approved by the full City Council before any construction commences.

While the measures suggested by this letter would not resolve the weaknesses in the four corners of the EIR, it would at
least give the City a chance to ensure that implementation of the project will be as respectful of both impacted residents
and the long-term health of the City’s irreplaceable specimen trees as possible. However, this letter is not intended to
waive any right to challenge the City’s certification of the EIR or any other approvals of this Project by the City or by any
responsible agency that will subsequently be asked to fund or help implement this Project.

Sincerely,

Sangtip Chienpradap
1170 Laurel Street

11 The comments of the Metropolitan Water District (“MWD?”) note that they requires all trees to be located at
least 15-feet from their pipelines and that only shallow-root trees are allowed on their fee-owned property or
easements. This calls into question the EIR’s conclusion that there would be no significant impacts to biological
resources (including the City’s irreplaceable specimen trees) by installing thousands of feet of pipeline far closer to trees
than the MWD would allow on their own property. :



From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:v

- Dear Ms. _Voutchkofv‘a; ‘

Martinez, Ruben

" Cleothus Richardson <cnva@sbcgloba| net>
Monday, February 22, 2016.11:51: AM v
_ <. Official Records - City Clerk: R e :
Lot ‘,.Correctlon Pasadena Non Potable WaterPrOJect SCH#2014081091

x m‘ T

August 31, 2015 t

Ms. Roumiana Voutchkova i

Pasadena Water and Power (PWP) - o

150 South Los Robles Avenue Sulte 200 o
Pasadena, CA 91101 e

. “;]_‘]Re:"f’l?‘éféeadénﬁlIﬂon-;Pbtablé.fWater Project

ok

This letter is in response to the request for wrltten comments to the Draft .
Env1ronmenta1 Impact Report (EIR) for the Pasadena Non—Potable Water Project. Tdm f '
completely against this proposed project and would hke to reglster the followmg concerns .
regardmg the use of the Sheldon Reserv01r L - :

Th1s project is for non-potable water not drlnkmg water “This dlstlnctlon is 1mportant

" because it seems as though fundimental issues underlymg this project were never _
- addressed. For instance, one of the non-residential customers of this project willbe =

Brookside Golf Course. During an increasing cycle of drotight within an arid climate,
should any water be diverted to a golf course? I would think not, but if so, residential
nelghborhoods should not be harmed to provide unreasonably lush lawns for sport

If ethlcal “big picture” issues are not a concern for PWP ‘there are a variety of other
reasons this project should not proceed. These issues are of critical importance to.an area
that is fully residential and already subject to a great number of environmental stressors, |
including noise and air pollution from freeway traffic. My concerns 1nclude the followmg

1. The area that surrounds Sheldon Reservoir is completely residential and
- unsuited to further expansion for industrial use. This project would
‘negatively impact this community, in both the building and operational
stages. If we assume that all phases of the entire prOJect will built, which
indeed we must assume, there will be 2 new reservoirs and 24-hour
machinery located on a site that is completely surrounded by s1ng1e—fam11y
homes. In an area prone to earthquakes, this exposes these res1dents toan
" irresponsibly high level of risk from flooding. ‘ ~ '
. 02/22/ 201 6
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2. Locating polluted “gray” water adjacent to a potable water reservoir is a~
- recipe for disaster. Health and Safety codes strongly recommend a significant
distance between the two systems, to avoid contamination of potable
water. Again, Southern California is a high-risk seismic zone, but even under
ideal conditions, concrete develops cracks. If the reservoir leaks the potable
water may be contamlnated by the non-potable water. If this happens, PWP
customers may be inflicted with water-borne illnesses and disease.

3. The immediate residential area is already subject to sound pollution from the
210 freeway. Although Phase 1 of the Non-Potable Water Project does not
include any machinery, as the additional phases are added, 24-hour machmery will be
added. This will increase sound pollution to the area.

4. If started, this project is highly likely to be delayed due to cultural
preservation concerns. Sheldon Reservoir is a known Native American burial .
ground (at least one body was uncovered in 1938, at the time of the original
excavation). At that time, various Native American artifacts were also
removed and stored by the Southwest Museum. During a meeting, PWP staff
indicated that the area was checked with radar for bones, artifacts, etc. PWP
staff acknowledged, however, that this system only checks to a depth of 5-10
feet maximum. The planned reservoir/s will be much deeper than this and
the level and quantity of archeological remains are unknown.

I attended the recent pubhc meetmgs on August 13 and 26, 2015. The response of the
PWP representatives was defensive and completely unprepared for the level of
community resistance and legitimate concern. Many questions went unanswered. I
respectfully submit that this project has not been considered thoroughly with regard to
its impact on the residential areas on both sides of the Arroyo Seco. Further study
should be given to alternate project locations, preferably closer to the actual sites of the
water rec1p1ents such as the Art Center or Brooks1de Park 1tse1f '

I ask that these concerns be addressed in the EIR for this prOJect.

- Yours truly,

Valinda Richardson .
1921 North Arroyo Boulevard
Pasadena, CA 91103




UPDATED
Jomsky, Mark

From: NRCHOMSKY@aol.com

Sent: Monday, February 22, 2016 2:41 PM
.To: Jomsky, Mark . :
‘Subject: Council Meeting 2/22/2016: Agenda Item #24; Non-Potable Water Project

Attachments:  "NPotable Water Proj DEIR Geology.pdf

Pleasée deliver to the. Mayor and Couhcil p'rior.to the Hearing tonight. Thank you
Linda Vista-Annandale Association

| To: Méyor Tornek and City Council Members

Re: Council Meeting 2/22/26’16; Agenda ltem #24; Non-Potable Water Project

The Linda Vista-Annandale Association (LVAA) sUpports the proposed Non-Potable Water Projét:t as a general matter,
“but we have two objections to the proposed pipeline and related conduits through Linda Vis‘t\a, concerning route alignment
and street tree protection. , '

" First, is the need to adjust the pipeline route away from Laurel St. and Parkview in Linda Vista (and any street that -
parallels Laurel) in order to save our irreplaceable character-defining mature street trees, and in the interests of public
safety. Instead, LVAA has been advocating to no avail for some time to adjust the alignment from Linda Vista Ave. to go
down Salvia Canyon and then up West Drive. The excuse is that Salvia Canyon and West Drive involve potential
Liquefaction zones. ' ' . o

BUT, please see the attached Geology relevant pages from the DEIR. Note that insisting on "avoiding” the Liquefaction.
issue on Salvia Canyon and West Drive is really questionable considering the potential "danger™ elsewhere throughout the
Project, including a short time later crossing the Central Arroyo. NOTE: every where else but Linda Vista, the entire
question is addressed and solved by Mitigation Measure 3.6-1 on Pages 5-6 of the Attachment, and, as therein discussed,
solved by studies and special design efforts. Why doesn't Linda- Vista benefit from this Mitigation for Salvia Canyon and
West Dr., including such special design solutions.as flexible joints? Is it all about the relatively small extra cost when the
entire Project is considered while the essential and irreplaceable character and charm of a number of our streets provided
by mature and irreplaceable street trees are threatened, along with public safety, and including the delicate and
irreplaceable public Canary Island Pines on Laurel? Why is Linda Vista being singled out and treated, arguably, unfairly?

Second, LVAA requests that the Arborist/future Tree Protection Plan sections of the EIR be strengthened to include the
following in order to save our street trees along the proposed Alignment and to ensure public safety: the Arborist, rather
than being a City employee who has little time or special expertise, should be an independent, very highly qualified
Arborist who does not work for the City regularly and, therefore, has no potential confiicts of interest; such Arborist should
_ be selected with LVAA's input and advice; such- Arborist should be onsite at all times while all digging proceeds; the
Arborist should be given authority in the future Tree Protection Plan to direct hand digging as necessary to protect and
save street trees; and, the Tree Protection Plan to be prepared should receive public review before going into effect.

Thank you for your attention to our concerns and suggestions.
Sincerely,

“Nina Chomsky, LVAA President

02/22/2016
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Pasadena Water and Sower .
Pasadena Non-Potable Water Project Environmental Analysis
Environmental Impact Report . .. Public Draft

3.6 Geology and Serls

This section describes the exrstlng geology and soils in the Study Area and presents a
summary description. of the régulatory- setting. This section also evaluates the potential
for the proposed Project to expose people or structures to potentlal seismic-related
impacts, result in soil erosion, or the loss. of topsoil, or occur within: unstable soils. The -
proposed Project -would result in potentlally significant adverse effects, to- people or

- structures associated with earthquake fault rupture,. strong- seismic ground shaking,

seismic-related ground fallure or landslldes and impacts form being located on geology:
or soil that is unstable that could result in landslides, -lateral: spreading;. subsidence,
|lquefact|on or. collapse However, with the |mplementatlon of standard eonstruction

design, regulatlons and mrtlgatlon measures proposed as part of the proposed Project,

impacts would be reduced fo a, less-than-srgnlflcant level.
piLitih

3. 6 4 Physrcal Envsrenmental Setl:mg Geology and Soils ,‘

Geologg .

The Study Area'is located wnthln the County of Los Angeles in the northwest portlon of
the San Gabriel Valley. The San Gabriel Valley within the’ Vicihity of PWP's service area

Is characterized as having sharp confrasts:in terrain. This portion of the valley contains a *

steeply rising range of the San Gabriel Mountalns in the north, hlghlands referred o as
the San Rafael Hills on the. west -and a. series of east—trendmg knolls along the south.

Elevations in PWP's service arearange f from about 560 feet above mean sea level atthe
southernmost point, to ‘about 1, 280 feet near the pomt where the. Arroyo Seco emerges--
from the San Gabriel Mountalns C e .

Sorle

Sorls W|th|n the San Gabnel Valley are composed of sedlment that was shed dunng the
emergence of the San Gabnel Mountains. As 'such,’ the San Gabriel Valley contalns
alluvial fan sediments composed of unconsolidated gravel, sand; silt, and’ clay. The .
uppermost layer of alluvium is generally defined as a loose to medium dense srlty-sand .

. that is underlain by dlscontlnuous beds of moderately dense sand and gravelly sand

(Amec 201 0) L s
Seusmrc:tv, Landslsdes and quuefactm 1ERR

A review of the State of Califomia’s Seismic’ ‘Hazard Zones Map (Callfomra Geologlcal
Survey [(CGS) 1999] shows the Raymond Fault immediately south of PWP’s service area
and within two miles of facilities proposed as part of the Southern Extension (see Figure
3.6-1). The eastem and central sections of the Raymond Fault and portions of the
Verdugo Fault are designated Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones by the CGS. These
sections of the Raymond and Verdugo faults are located adjacent to PWP’s southemn
service area within the Mt. Wilson Quadrangle and the Los Angeles Quadrangle, but are
not located within the Study Area. There are no fault zones in the Study Area that are

‘designated by the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act. The San Gabriel Fault,

Eagle Rock Fault, Verdugo Fault Zone, Hollywood Fault Zone, Whittier Faul_t Zone,

June 2015 ‘ : T 36t
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Phase | Project are both sited in geotechmcaily and se|sm|ca|ly feasible locations (Amec {

Pasadena Water and Power

Pasadena Non-Potable Water Project - . ‘Environmental Analysis' .

Environmental Impact Report _ : . - - - Public Draft:

Elysian Park Fault Zone, Scholl Canyon Fault and other inferred or otherwise unnamed
fault zones are within or adjacent to PWP's service area and the portion’ of the City of
Glendale containing the Scholl Canyon Reservoir and a portion of the proposed Phase |
Project pipelines. In addition, the San Andreas Fault is located approx1mately 21 mlles

“northeast of PWP’s service area..

Several areas in Study Area have been ldentif ed as vulnerable to earthquake-induced
landslides and lguefactxo n within the Seismic Hazard Zone Map (see Figure 3.6-1). The
mountainous region along the northern reaches of the City is susceptible fo slope failure

5 due to the steep terrain. The crystalhne bedrock that crops out in the northem and central
portions of the San Rafael Hills is hlghly fractured and weathered. In steep areas, strong

ground-shakmg can cause slides or rock falls of this material. Slope failures: can also
occur if the southwestern portion of the City, where steep terrain is combined with weak

sedimentary rock units. Numerous small landslides can be expected to occur in these
areas in response to an earthquake on the Sierra Madre or other nearby faults. Over-

steepened slopes along the large drainage channels, such as the Arroyo Seco, are also

locally susceptible (Amec 2010). The ridges around Scholl Canyon have also been
identified as vulnerable to earthquake-mduced landslldes pnmanly on the ndge faces‘

away from the canyon (CGS 1999).

-Due to the proximity: of PWP’s service area to active’ fault zones, PWP conducted a‘_‘( '
Preliminary Geological Feasibility Study to assess potential hazards associated with

seismicity, | guefagtlon and landslides within the proposed Phase | alignment in October

2010. Bedrock in potential excavation sites of the Study Area | was found fo be rippable, ’
shallow slope failures did not extend beneath existing access road cuts, and larger .

landslides were located in areas such that they would not affect the proposed Project.

- Earthquakes were found to be likely to occur, due to the Phase | Project's location near
the Raymond, Verdugo, and Siera Madre faults. Of.the alternative allgnments_

investigated in the Study, the northern allgnment was found to be more likely to

“experience ‘landsliding than that southern; as a result, the southern alignment was

selected for the proposed Project. Finally, one portion of the Phase | Project may be
susceptible to liquefaction, in the alluvial floor of the Arroyo Seco, which would be crossed

by the pipeline. However, the Study found that design choices could reduce the risks.

pose tential liquefaction and that constrUction in this area was not a fatal design

flaw. The Study found that the southemn alignment and the storage tank proposed Tor the

2010).

June 2015 ' ‘ : , 362




Pasadena Water and Power - .
Pasadena Non-Potable Water Proxeot ) ) ) ) .- .- Environmental Analysis .
Emnronmental Impact Report o . oy R Publie Draft

lmgact Statements and Mlttgatlon Dascusslens

This section disclisses potential lmpacts related to’ geology and sons that could resulti

from. |mplementat|on of the proposed Pro;ect Mltlgatton measures are’ |dent|f|ed where';- '

appropnate e B RPN

lmpact 3 6-1 x:xpese people or strustures to potent!al substantia! adverse effects, x
___,._._—- including the rssk of loss, injury, or death mvolvmg rupture of known
. earthouake’ fault, strong seismic ground shakmg, selsm!c-related , '_

grourd faslure :noludmg llquefactton or lands!udes

Pro;ec:t Level Rev.tew of Phase ! Pm]ect

The Phase | Project would be- partlally constructed |n a recognlzed selsmlc hazard zonex
.mcludlng a “known earthquake fault, ' risk of strong seismic ground shaking, and _l
Ilquefactlon The’ Technlcal Background Report for the Safety Element of the City of‘

Pasadena’s’ General Plan shows there is a possible active strand of the Sierra Madre

Fault that runs east-west along the northem portion of the City of Pasadena. This possrbleﬁ
fault ‘strand ‘extends .from- Allen’ Avenue' just. north of. Washingtoh Boulevard west to

approximately Fair Oak Aventie: The possible fault line also jogs north to approximately

Idaho. Street. From: there,_the: possrble fault runs-west to approximately Chevy -Chase
Canyon Drive, in-the:City of Glendale (City of Pasadena 2002). The Phase | Project would
primarily lie- south of this possible fault, though' the tunnel water transmission pipelines; -
the' Sheldon Non-Potable Water Reservoir site, and associated appurtenances all either-

cross the potential fault or are Iocated within the Fault Hazard Management Zone. Despite

this potential active fault, the Preliminary Geological Feasibility -Study, found that the:
Phase | Project was not within an area of recognized active faultlng, that there were.no-
Specral Study Zones wnthln the Pasadena Quadrangle and there was.no. indication of
active faulting. dunng site reconnaissance (AMEC 2010). Supportmg the: flndlng of the,
preliminary feasibility study, the Clty of Pasadena s Natural Hazards Mltlgatlon Plan does .

not dlSCL!SS faults that Ile wrthm the proposed Study Area (City of Pasadena 2004)..

‘The Safety Element of the City of Glendale’s. General Plan shows two branches of the |

Scholl Canyon fault run-through Scholl Canyon near the portion: of the Phase | Project
within-the City: of. Glendale;"including. near the. proposed :Scholl Canyon non-potable -

reservoir. This fault runs generally east-west from approximately the border between the
City of Glendale and the City of Pasadena to the east, and Verdugo Road to the west..
The Scholl Canyon Fault is not a designated Alqu:st-Pnolo Earthquake Fault Zone, nor is -
it in a Fault Hazard Management Zone. Other nearby faults include the Sycamore Canyon'
fault: north of the Glendale portion of the Study Area, Verdugo Fault west of the Glendale

portion of the Study Area, and Eagle Rock Fault-south of the Glendale pomon of the Study

Area (Glendale 20083).- _
The Prehmmary Geological: Feas:bllfty Study. also found the potentlal for fault rupture of

the . ground ‘'surface: along the - proposed:- Phase. |. Project alignments ‘to. be. minimal. -
However, this study indicated: that due to: proximity of the Study Area to, active faults, the
Phase | Prolect would likely. experlence strong ground motions as aresult of a moderate
~ to large earthquake on nearby or dlstant actlve faults Based on the recommenda’uon of
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Pasadena Water and Power 4 :
Pasadena Non-Potable Water Project ' .- Environmental Analysis . -
Environmental Impact Report e Public Draft

the study, design of the proposed non—potable water reservows in the Phase | Pro;ect

- should consider potential effects associated with earthquake ground motions.

The Prellmmaiy Geological Feas:blllty Study found the alluvial floor of AIToyo Seco within
the western portion of PWP's service area is listed as susceptible to liquefaction within
the Seismic Hazard Zone Map. Portions of pipeline for the Phase | Project would cross.

_ the Arroyo Seco, and it is possible these pipelines: could. be impacted by seismically-

induced settilement due to liquefaction. The Study indicated design of pipelines within this
area could mcorporate flexible pipe joints, which Would reduce the potential for damage

Ue to seismically-nduced setflement. 1he City of Pasadena Water Department Seismic
Criteria .Document indicates pipelines that cross known liquefiable areas should be
designed using the procedures established within the American Lifelines Alliance (ALA)
Seismic Guidelines for Water Pipelines (ALA 2005). The Phase | Project would adhere to

the seismic guidelines set by t the City of Pasadena, thereby implementing design. cnterla

that reduce the potentlal for plpehnes to be adversely lmpacted by selsmlcally-mduced ~
settlement.

The Prellmmary Geologzcal Feas:blllty Study also found a Iarge portlon of the steep
natural terrain in proximity to the- Phase | Project may be susceptible to seismically
induced landslides and identified several existing landslides within PWP’s service area. .
However, aerial photograph analysis and reconnaissance mapping conducted for the
study found no definitive evidence of selsm|caﬂy induced landsliding at the Scholl Canyon
Non-potable Water Reservoir site or'along pipeline alignments proposed as part of the
Phase | Project. As such, the study concluded the potentlal for selsmlcally-lnduced
Iandslldmg for the Phase | Project is low.- o S :

Design of the: proposed Phase | facilities would conform to the standards specmed in the
City of Pasadena Water Department Seismic Criteria Document, which also incorporates
applicable building codes and specifications and industry standard procedures, and
addréesses specific design criteria related to potential landslide areas. Because the Phase
| Project would conform to the City of Pasadena Water Department Seismic Criteria
Document, implementation would not expose people or structures to potential adverse
effects relating'to strong seismic ground shaking, or seismic-related ground failure (e,
liquefaction,-or. landslldes) Impacts would be less than significant and ‘no mmgatlon |s :
required.. . . ,

ngfamni.avel Rewew of Fature Exfeﬁs;ons

Portions of the Future Extensions’ facmtles ‘would be in prox:mlty to the Raymond Fault -
and Verdugo Fault; which are located within a Fault Hazard Management Zone (Amec
2010). However, as no facilities are sited within a fault zone, no faolhtles would be subject '
to potential fault rupture. : '

~Similar to the Phase | PrOJect described - above due to proxnmlty of the Study -Area to '

active faults, the proposed facilities under the Future Extensions would likely expenence

- strong ground motions as a result of a moderate to- large earthquake on nearby or distant

active faults. Strong ground shaking could affect t_he integrity of the propose_d_ facllltles '

June 2015 . . I
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Pasadena Non-Potable Water Project ' L . . Em/lronmenral Analysrs
Envirohmerital lnipact Report = T N Publchraft

The Prelrmmary“ Geological: 'Feasrbrhty Study found the floor of Arroyo Seco within the
westemn portion of PWP’s. service area'is. listed as 'susceptible to liquefaction within the

‘Seismic. Hazard Zone. Map In- addrtlon the Seismi¢ Hazard Zone Wiap shows that the

southern portlon of the Study Area, which would include the Annandale Extension,

' Southern ExtenSlon l; Southem Extension l,. and- Northwestern Extension, would be -

susceptrble to llquefactlon (CGS 1999). ‘Portions of the Study.Area are also located within-
a “Liquefaction Hazard Zone” identified wrthln the Safety Element of the Crty of Pasadena
General Plan. (Crty of Pasadena: 2002) Co . v S

- As rioted above ‘the ‘Preliminiary Geologrcal Feasrbrlrty Study found several’ e)astmg

landslides within PWP’s service -area. The Safety Element of the City of Pasadena
General Plan contains a Seismic Hazards' Map, which.denotes areas where previous
occurrence of landslide movement or local topographic, geological, geotechnical, and
groundwater conditions indicate a potential for permanent ground displacements such
that mitigation as defined in Public Resources Code §2693 would be required (City of
Pasadena 2002). Portions of land within proximity to facilities that are part of the proposed
Future Extensions :are located within these known or potential seismic: hazard areas; as.f"
defined by the City of Pasadena.

~ Although design of the facilities would conform 16 the standards specﬁ“ i6d in the City of"‘”: |
‘Pasadena Water 'Department’ Seismic-Criteria Document,” & 'site specific geological -

evaluation must be:conducted prior to construction of facilities for the Future Extensions,
specifi cally the Annandale Extensron Southern Extensron I, Southern Extension'li, and
Northwestemn Extension: segments; ‘which are in areas rdentmed in the  Seismic: Hazard

.Zone Map as susceptrble to Irquefactron Investrgatrons provisions, and engineering .

specifications'set forth in the“Preliminary Geological Feasibility Study prepared for the "~
proposed Project adhere to ‘standards set forth* within the: City of Pasadena’s Hillside'
Excavation and Grading- Ordlnance (Pasadena Mumc;pal Code Chapter 14.05).With the
j - 3:6-1, in conjunction with applrcable ‘design
standards for the City of Pasadena, the Future Extensions would not expose people or
structures to potential substantial adverse effects relatrng to sersmrc related ground
fallure Impacts would be less than sugnlf icant after mrtrgatron ' : ch

Sigr sftcance Determmatzon Befeve l’l!lrtiqatron »a.‘::‘.,‘“ B L B
Potentlallysrgmﬂcant LT T e e
M;ttgatton Measures ] ST e IR CaT ey

The followrng mrtrgatlon measure is appllcable to the Southem Extensron I, Southem-f_._.
Extension I1, and Northwestern Extension segments of the. Future Extensions. -

" Mitigation Measure 3. 6-1 Prepare Geologrcal Report for Potentially Affected ’
Facilities. During the-design: phase for'the Non-Potable Water ‘Project Future
Extensions, PWP will require preparation of a Geologic Report by a geologist -
registered in the State of California for facilities-proposed for the proposed Project
that have not been prevrously analyzed and could potentially be located wrthln L
known seismic hazard zones shown on Figure 3.6-1. ,

Same 707 I R »-.__73.5-1‘3



Pasadena Water and Power , A o
Pasadena Non-Patable Water Project ] L F o Environmental Analysis.
Environmental Impact Report _ : R "Public Draft

- The Geologlc Report will include an engineering anaiy_ls of liquefaction and slope
stability for the distribution pipelines, pump stations, storage facilities, and pressure

. reducing station within the PWP service area. This assessment wnll include a - -

-liguefaction assessment study in accordance with the California Geological Survey
-Special Publication 117 Guidelines, and the Southern California Earthquake
- - Center's procedures to implement Special Publrcatlon 117. If this report finds
: - unstable soils would present potential - risks associated with liquefaction or
landslides, engineering recommendations. for surface and subsurface drainage
specifications and detailed design for fill placement and excavation wnll be provrded -
‘and incorporated into desrgn of the proposed Pro;ect :

- Significance Deiermma‘tren After Matmat;oa
Less than S|gmfrcant -

RS

impact 3. 6-2 Potentaai to resu%t in substanﬁai soil es'oszoo or loss of topsorﬁ

, Pi’o;eci=LeVeI Rewew of Phase | P"ro;ect ‘ S

Construction activities associated W|th the Phase I PrOJect are antlclpated to dlsturb at
least 1.0 acre of soil. Thus, construction of the Phase |- Project would be required fo -
comply with the Construction General Permit (Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ), which is
issued. by the SWRCB (refer also to Section 3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality). The

Construction General Permit requires development of a SWPPP, which outlines BMPs .
the discharger would use to reduce erosion and topsoil loss from storm water runoff. -

- Compliance with the Construction General Permit would ensure construction of facilities .-
follows mandated BMPs, and therefore would not result i in substantial soil erosion or.the

‘loss of topsou Impacts-are consrdered less than sxgmf icant and no mmgatlon is requnred

ngramak. eve! Review of Future Ex’ensaorss

Constructlon actlvrtles associated with  the proposed Future Extensrons could mvolve
excavation and earthmoving, which could expose soils to erosion-related processes. This
disturbance of the ground surface could facilitate -erosion of the soil materials during -
construction, which could in tum lead to accumulation of soil materials within localized -

drainages. Construction activities would drsturb more than 1.0 acre of soil for each

extension. As such, construction of the proposed Future Extensions would be requiredto
comply with the Construction General Pemmit as described for the Phase | Project above.
Compliance with the Construction General Permit would ensure construction of proposed
Future Extensions’ facilities follows mandated BMPs, and therefore does not result in
substantial soil erosion or. the loss of topsorl impacts are less than srgmflcant and no
mitigation is reqmred Ce S g

, Sagmfcance Determmatmn Before Msxrgataon

Less than srgnlf icant

June 2015 o ' , : 36414
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Mitigation Measures . . -
No»mitigaﬁon is ‘re‘quire d .

impact 3 6-3 Pro;est is Eecated on a gee!egac umi or sm! tha% as unstable, or ihat
" "viould become unstable as a result of the project, and poten'taal!y
resuit in on- or off-site !ands!!de iatera! spreadmg, subsxdence
liquefaction, or collapse. - L

Pm;ect-l.evel Review of Phase | Pro;ecf

The Phase | Pro;ect extends across an alluvial plain, which has potentlal for hquefact!on f_'
collapse, ‘and expansion (City of Pasadena 2004). As described’ above, seismic ground;‘
shaking can trigger liquefaction or differential settlement. ‘Liquefaction zones mapped byi
- the CGS indicate there is liquefaction hazard within proximity to facilities proposed under

the Phase | Project (CGS 1999). In addition; proposed facilities for thé Phase | Project:
are located near and cross the Arroyo Seco drainagé channel, which. suggests these .
facilities may be susceptible to the effects of collapsible soils (City of Pasadena 2002)."
Although the Preliminary Geological Feas:bmty Study. concluded the potential for -
seismically-induced landsliding for the Phase | Project is low (Amec 2010), construction

of Phase [ Project facilities within. proxamlty to unstable SOIIS couId potentlally expose:
people or structures to substantial adverse effects. : O o

The Phase I Project would adhere to standards. set forth within. the City of, Pasadena:{
Water Department Seismic Criteria Document (G&E 2006) This document addresses
specific desugn criteria related to potentlal landslide- areas, and provxdes gulde[mes o’
reduce potential impacts in potentlal landslide areas to'a less than significant level. The
Phase | Project would-adhere to seismic-related guidelines sét by the City of Pasadena
and would implement design criteria that réduce the potentlal for facilities to experlence.;
on-or off-sxte landslide, lateral spreadmg, stibsidence, Ilquefactlon orcollapse Therefore
tmpacts are Iess than sxgnn‘" cant and no mltlgatlon |s requnred : o

Progra:r«i_evei Rewew ef Famre Exteasmns

. The City of Pasadena rests pnmarﬂy on an alluwal p!am composed of unconsolldated_,';
gravel, sand,; silt, and clay, which has potential for quuefactlon collapse; and expansion _
(City - of - Pasadena 2004)." As described 'above, ' seismic ground shaking can- trigger

- liquefaction or differential settlement: Liquefaction. zones mapped by the CGS indicate

" there is' liquefaction hazard: within proximity -to: facilities . proposed- under-the Future
Extensions. (CGS 1999). Additionally, the Preliminary Geological Feasibility -Study found -
several existing landslides within PWP’s service area (Amec 2010). ‘Construction of
proposed Future Extensions’ facifities within proximity to these unstable souls could

potentially expose people or structures to substantial adverse effects: : : '

3 The fihal design of . these facilities would be'in’ confonnance w:th the City of Pasadena'ﬁ‘_
Water Department Seismic “Criteria’ Document (G&E 2006) By adhering -to"seismic-"
related guidelines set by the Clty of Pasadena, the proposed Future Extensnons would

June 2015 - . | ( 3615
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“implement design criteria to reduce the potential for pipelines and other facilities to be
adversely impacted by landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction; or collapse
as a result of unstable soil. Coupled with implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.6-1
(above), application of seismic design standards would be sufficient to prevent significant

- damage to the proposed facilities iffandslides or other impacts associated with collapsible
- soils. With implementation’ of the proposed mltlgatlon this lmpact would bé reduced to

less than s:gmf icant. _

Sianifi icance Determmatton Before Mattgatle
Potentially significant

Mitigation Measures

See . M|t|gatton Measure 36 1 above ThlS mltlgatlon measure is apphcable to the
- Southern Extension 1, Southern Extension I, and Northwestem Extensmn segments of
the Future Extensions. . : Lo

~ Significance Betermma‘twn ﬁtﬁea‘ Mm@a‘t.on -

Less than sngnlt” icant

A

tmpact 3.8-4 Prmec: is, tocated on expanswe sost petentnatiy creatme substa'atiat
risks to {ife or property. : v : N

Pm;ecf-,..evei Rewew of Phase H Pre;ec:

' The majority of PWP s service area contains alluvial sonls that are pnmanly granular in-
" nature, and therefore have a low to moderately low expansion potential (City.of Pasadena
2002). However, the Study Area also contains sedimentary units with - layers of fine-
grained soils such as clays and silty clays that have moderate to high expansion potential.
(City of Pasadena 2002). The latter types of. soils (potenttally expansive soils) are more
‘common within.the southem portion of PWP’s service area on the edges of alluvial fans
 (City of Pasadena 2002). Construction activities associated with the Phase | Project would
not be located within the southern portion of PWP’s service area where . potentially
expansive soils are known to exist (City of Pasadena 2002). However, ‘expansive soils
may not be present at the surface and may be exposed durlng excavatton or gradlng

Expanswe soils are not: antnmpated to be encountered during the Phase | Project.
~ Pipelines would be constructed outside any expansive layers that are uncovered during °
excavation. No other structures in the Phase | Project would be constructed on expansive * A
soils. lmpacts assomated with expansnve soﬂs are: Iess than stgmﬁcant and no mltlgatuon
is required.: , R : o

ngram«i.evel Rewew of. Fufure Extens:cﬁs

Potentlally expansive -soils are more common wuthln the southern pomon of PWP’
_service area on the edges of alluvial fans (City of. Pasadena 2002) Expansnve soils may
-~ also be present near the San Rafaet Hllls w;thm PWP s service area, but outside of the

June 2015 ’ : ‘3. 8-16




Jomsky, Mark

From: Thyret, Pam
Sent: Monday, February 22, 2016 8:42 AM
To: jschmid300@aol.com
“Ce: Jomsky, Mark -
" Subject: - Re: Hello from John & Susan Schmld 1330 Linda Vlsta Avenue

Thank you for you-1~ email. I am forwarding your comments to the City Clerk to be on the record.
Councilmember Wilson will be following this issue closely.

’Pam

On Feb 21, 2016, at 10:32 PM, "ischmidSOO‘@aol.com" <jschmid300@aol.com> wrote:

February 21, 2016
To: Mayor and City Council of Pasadena
From: John & Susan Schmid

We live at 1330 Linda Vista Avenue at the corner of Laurel Street and we attended the February 16
sidewalk meeting conducted by Mayor Tornek. We share the acute concern that everyone on our street
has about the fate of the Canary Pine trees if the proposed pipeline trenching takes place. These trees
are a unique feature of our neighborhood as are all of the beautiful trees that have been nurtured
throughout Pasadena in the past century plus. But Laurel Street with.its tall trees is unique and if the
pipeline were dug down our street the root systems of these threes could be weakened and their health
harmed such that they would have to be removed or become susceptible to belng blown over in a wind
storm.

In the 13 years we have lived here there have been at least two Canary Pine trees that were cut down
due to disease. The-extended drought is no doubt further stressmg the trees. The pipeline trench may
seriously cause addltlonal harm to the health of trees.

The danger to the trees is also,a threat to life and property. We were home on December 1, 2011 when -
the trees next door fell in the hurricane windstorm and crashed across the street into the homes of two
our our neighbors. One person was injured and the property damage was significant. There could be
loss of lives if another windstorm were to happen again because 100 foot tall Canary Pines with
damaged roots will be more susceptlble to falling.

We ask that the Councu route the pipeline on-another street that does not have tall and precarious trees
as does Laurel Street.

Thank you for your consideration.
John & Susan Schmid

1330 Linda Vista Avenue (corner of Laurel Street)
626-356-9727

02/22/2016
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‘/Itllart‘inez, Ruben o S . ‘

~ From: Laura DeFrancesco <ldefrancescol@gmail.com>
~ Sent: Monday, February 22, 2016 1:54 PM
To: “cityclerk; Tyron Hampton
Subject: Feb. 22, 2016, agenda item 24, Continued publlc hearlng on the final DIR for the non-

potable water project

Dear Councilmembers:

lama long time resident of Pasadena, since the 1980's, and in my present home, directly across the street from
the Sheldon Reservoir., since 1991 While I fully support the goals of the non-potable water project, I cannot
support the project being located at Sheldon Reservoir. .

The EIR fails to take into account the 1mpact of the project on the residents, in my opinion. We are a stable
neighborhood, with many residents going back decades, and some multl-generatlonal households. The
neighborhood was torn apart by the 210 Freeway, and we live everyday with the noise and pollution from it. We
have helicopters from two nearby heliports going overhead, and the ever increasing number of events at the
Rose Bowl dlsruptlng the neighborhood.

Adding another drsruptlon to the nerghborhood isjusta brldge too far. Perhaps it was beyond the purv1ew of the
EIR to address such concerns, but I would hope that the council would be the place to take a longer view.

In addition, I have concerns about the safety and esthetics for the houses surrounding the site, all of which have
been brushed aside by PWP personnel. I can't even figure out what the final design is. We had two meetings
with PWP over the summer and fall, and some drawings of the site were on display, but since then I haven't
been able to find them. And the rendering in the EIR of the site does not agree with what I recall be1ng told
about the reservorr

For all these reasons, I feel the project was not well thought out. I have no confidence that thrs is the best
possible plan for the city and for the resrdents '

I intend to be at the council meeting where the EIR will be discussed, but given its place on the agenda, I may -
not be present for the discussion.

Regards,

Laura DeFrancesco
1821 La Cresta Drive
Pasadena, CA. 91103

626398.9654 - &

02/22/2016
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From: Cleothus Richardson <cnva@sbcglobal.net>

Sent: Monday, February 22, 2016 12:59 PM

To: Official Records - City Clerk

Subject: February 22, 2016 Agenda Item 24, Continued Public Hearing- -Comments regarding

Final EIR For the Pasadena Non-Potable Water PI’O_jeCt

{

Dear Sir or Madam:

| have strong objections to the location of the proposed grey water/non-potable (treated sanitary waste water) adjacent

to drinking water (potable) at Sheldon reservoir. This is not good engineering practice since it is common knowledge
that these reservoirs eventually leak, especially in the earthquake zone that we live in. The risk of leakage and
contamination of the drinking water is real and it is only a matter of time.

In addition the existing maintenance area at Sheldon reservoir will be used for the non- potable water reservoir, forcmg
the malntenance trucks and equipment to park on Arroyo Blvd. !

The practicality of constructing a 1.25 million gallon reservoir in that congested area is questionable without
encroaching on the adjacent properties. The only proper mitigation plan to avoid drinking water contamination is to
locate the non potable water in a remote location which can be done. ' '

Sincerely,
Norman Richardson
Cleothus richardson

1921 N. Arroyo Blvd.
Pasadena, Ca. 91103

Sent from my iPad

1 - 02/22/2016
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Rose Bowl Operating Company AMERICA’S STADIUM www.rosebowlstadium.com
1001 Rose Bowl Drive, Pasadena, CA 91103 " Office: (626) 577-3171 o Fax:(626) 405-0992

February 16, 2016
To: Mayor Terry Torek and Members of the City Council
Subject: Support of the Pasadena Non-Potable Water Project

This letter serves as the Rose Bowl Operating Company’s (RBOC) Board of Directors.
support of the Pasadena Non-Potable Water Project. This project is very timely given the
current water crisis facing California. Once the six phases of Pasadena’s Non-Potable

. Water Project are completed over 3,000 acre feet of non-potable water will be used by
more than 25 of the major domestlc water customers in Pasadena. This represents nearly
a 10% reduction of domestic water use in Pasadena.

Last summer the City of Pasadena declared a local water emergency, establishing a 28
percent conservation goal and implementing the City’s Level I Water Supply Shortage
Plan. The Plan includes:

Outdoor watering only on Tuesdays and Saturdays, during summer

Outdoor watering only one day per week during the winter

No watering during periods of rain

No filling of ornamental ponds

Because Brookside has over 170 acres of irrigated turf, it is not feasible to limit watering
to the above schedule and have good playing conditions. Staff has worked with Pasadena
Water and Power (PWP) and has developed an Alternative Means of Compliance which
ensures reducing consumption by 28%, while being able to set our own watering
schedule. Brookside’s consumption is below the State Water Resources Board’s

Maximum Allowable Water Allocation which is based on the size and location of the

property.
Brookside Water Conservation Projects/Practices

Brook31de has relied a]most entirely on domestic (drinking) Water for its irrigation needs.
In 2013 and 2014 (two of the driest years on record) Brookside averaged 600 acre feet
(195 million gallons) of water per year. However, staff is pleased to say that Brookside
reduced its water consumptlon by as much as 30% over the past nine years due to
efficient use, improved™ agronomic practices and conservation projects. In 2007,
Brookside used 686 acre feet of water and in 2015, reduced consumption to 475 acre feet.

Brookside’s water conservation goal is to reduce and/or eliminate the use of domestic
water for irrigation purposes without compromising the quality of the courses. Below is

02/22/2016
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a list of water conservation projects and practices that have been undertaken the past few
years which have been key to Brookside’s water conservation efforts.

Major irrigation improvements

Relined three lakes

Removed alake '

Removed 25 acres of irrigated turf

Replaced cool season grasses with drought tolerant kikuyu grass
Discontinued the practice of over seeding the courses with rye grass in the fall
Filling lakes with non-domestic (Wilson Tunnel) water

Even though Brookside continues to conserve on domestic water, staff is concerned that
this water source will continue to diminish and possibly not be available in the future. It
is important that the RBOC find another water source that is reliable. The RBOC
 believes with the continuation of drought conditions, as well as cut backs in the Southern

California water supply, Brookside will be required to severely cut back its use of _
. domestic water, or even worse, will not be allowed to irrigate with domestic water in the
~ future. - '

Over the past ten years, the RBOC has made tremendous strides in its water conservation
efforts at Brookside Golf Club. However, as the drought continues and.more restrictions
are made on domestic water, Brookside needs an alternative water source to irrigate its
two courses. In the future, it is feasible that restrictions on domestic water will increase
- to a point that large landscaped areas, such as golf courses, will not get their allocation of
domestic water to use as irrigation. Staff believes that the only alternative water source
that would be reliable for Brookside is the Pasadena Non-Potable Water Project.
Completion of Phase I of the Pasadena Non-Potable Water Project will ensure that
Brookside will continue to be successful for years to come. Should ‘this project not be
undertaken, Brookside’s operation will be impacted severely and revenues would suffer
- to a point that Brookside’s financial future may be threatened.

Lastly, I would like to acknowledge the assistance provided by Water and Power staff in
exploring alternative water sources for the Brookside Golf Courses. S

~ Sincerely,

@Z £ O—o

Darryl Dunn
General Manager - o
Rose Bowl Operating Company




Martinez, Ruben .

From: aKawahara <akawahara@juno.com>

Sent: Monday, February 22, 2016 4:25 PM

To: cityclerk

Subject: February 22, 2016 City Council Meeting - Agenda Item 24: Comments on Final

EIR for Pasadena Non-Potable Water Project

The proposed project plan CEQA documents fail to adequately acknowledge and address the archeological, cultural and
historical significance of the project site, specifically at Sheldon Reservoir.

Furthermore, the prOJect planning documents (draft and final EIR} do not provide adequate mltlgatlon to a level of less
than sngnlflcance

The proposed project, if approved and implemented by the Clty will have a negative impact on the present visual and
asthetic qualities that is enjoyed by the residents adjacent to the project location at Sheldon Reservoir, along'N. Arroyo
Blvd. and in Linda Vista, causing the value of the residents homes to be devalued and depreciated below the current
property sales values. The project documents do not address these economic impacts to the City in tax revenue and to
individual reS|dents adjacent to the project sites.

. The Clty has been piece-mealing numerous city pro;ects from the Upper Arroyo Seco Canyon in the North all the way
down to the Lower Arroyo Seco and including the middle Arroyo Seco location impacted in the Non- Potable Water
Project. These city projects were not accurately identified and adequately mitigated for in the Arroyo Seco Master Plan
and CEAQ documents. CEQA requires that the City must prepare a Subsequent Master Plan and EIR due to the-
significant changes in project description and because the Master Plan is severly outdated. In reality, ont only is the
proposed project and CEQA documents inconsistent with CEQA, so is the outdated Master Plan EIR. For theSe reasons

- and others,  oppose the proposed project as planned and outlined. |, Avis Kawahara, select the "No. Project Alternative"
~-and will be personally harmed economically as-a resident and my mother, Mitsuko Kawahara, for whom | have financial
power of attorney, will be harmed economically as a resident and adjacent homeowner. -

Sincerely,
Avis Kawahara

750 Coniston Road
Pasadena, CA 91103

e-mail: aKawah_ara@Juno.com
phone: (626) 794-3398

Ally Bank, Member FDIC :
Consnstently competitive rates, 24/7 customer care, Member FDlC
http://thirdpartyoffers.juno.com/TGL3131/56cba70b5ffb7270b11cest02vuc
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TO:

FROM:
DATE:

City of Pasadena City Clerk, Mayor and City Council, Pasadena
Water and Power '

Avis Kawahara, 750 Coniston ‘Road, Pasadena, CA 91103
February 22, 2016 |

SUBJECT: February 22 "20“'1‘ 6 City Council Agenda ltem 24 — Commeiits

regarding Final Environmental Impact Report for Pasadena Non-v
Potable Water PrOJect

The followmg are issues W|th the current draft and fmal EnVIronmentaI Impact Report for

1)

the Pasadena Non- Potable Water PrOJect

Identlfled pOSSIble customers shown |n Flgure ES 1 and Flgure 2 2 are out of

date. Pacmc Oaks College is no Ionger at the corner of Rosemont and Orange

Grove. Avery Dennlson no Ionger |s on Walnut The majorlty of Ambassador

: 'Campus has been converted to prlvate housmg

2)

Identified possible customers_rshfown,,»in F,igure.s2-2 are out of date. : City of La

. Canada-Flintridge Medians-are-already-being. watered with locally. sources non-

_potable water.: |

5 N

Sectlon 21 of the Flnal EIR Comparlson of Phase 1 Plpellne Allgnment

Alternatlves lndlcates that Rosemont Ave cannot be used for plpellne because of '

“ possmle Ilquefactlon issues. However |n Flgure 27 Northwest Extensmn

lndlcates that Rosemont Ave North of Washlngton Blvd. and along the edge of
the BrookS|de GoIf Course erI be the snte of an extensnon of the plpellne ina _'
Phase after Phase 1 Thls indicates that part of the p|peI|ne—pOSS|ny gomg up |
to N. Arroyo Blvd —can be safely Iald on Rosemont Ave mstead of up the closed
portion of Del Monte Street and N. Arroyo Blvd. from DelMonte to the entrance

to the Sheldon Reservoir (just North of Coniston Road) and contradicts the



,4)

'reason for not laying the entire pipeline’ along the Iength of Rosemont Blvd the

entrre Iength of Brook8|de golf course on the East srde

Figure 2-7 indicates that a “new” pipeline will be laid across the’ 210 fr'eeWay _

overpass on N. Arroyo Bivd. | think this is 'Stateb of CA property and si_nce_i:t_ is.a

- concrete-and re-bar overpass, how will this be done?

5

Identified possible customers show in Figure 2-8 are out of date. The Scripps

Home ho Ionger exrsts and a Iarge part of thrs property, |f not aII of it, has been

converted to condomlnlum or prlvate housmg

6)

Flgure 3.1- 11 has been added to the flnal EIR and is supposed to be a rendenng

| of the “Proposed Sheldon Non Potable Water Reserv0|r However the ONLY

dlfference between thls photo and Flgure 3.1- 10 “Exrstlng Condltlons |s that

' Frgure 31 10 shows a truck towards the background and some wheel

assemblles and other equrpment to the nght in the foreground The proposed

* rendering 'shows a'wall about the size of the side of a shlpplng contalner |n_.the

- background, about the-distance'. where the truck had been. ‘Is this supposed to

be a rendering of the ENTIRE proposed reservoir which is planned‘to be built in

_rPhase 1?7 Does this mean that the proposed reserv0|r will be bwlt ENTIRELY

. underground and that the surface WI|| be RESTORED to the PRESENT_

ACONDITIONS’? Smce the proposed reservorr |n the draft EIR was supposed to -

be 20 feet deep wrth elther a concrete wall or d|rt berm extendmg 7 8 feet above

ground has the desrgn of the proposed reservorr changed consrderably'? There

_ »IS a more complete renderlng of the Pressure Reductron Statron wh|ch |s to be

. _Iocated at West Drlve and Washlngton Blvd |n the draft EIR SO why can’t this

renderlng contaln ‘more deta|I too?




!

Martinez, Ruben o

‘From: Patsy Knight <patsyshaffer@att.net>
Sent: Monday, February 22, 2016 4:28 PM
To: cityclerk '
Subject: ‘ February 22, 2016 Agenda Item 24 Continued Public Hearing Regarding Final EIR for the

Pasadena Non-Potable Water Project

Who Benefits from this Non-Potable Water Project?

You want to build the Non-Potable Water Project in a resndentlal nelghborhood where the Sheldon Reservoir is
now located, and the neighborhood will not be getting the benefit of this project, only the inconvenience of tearing up
the neighborhood street while this project is being build. The Brookside Golf Course, Rose Bowl, Brookside Park
and Art Center will get the benefit of this project; so why not change the location on level ground closer to the areas
who will getting the benefit of this project. - Why pump water up a hill that is going to be going down the hill again on
a continuing basis.

Sheldon Reservmr Site

Sheldon Reservoir is on.an Ancient Indian Burial Site. Have you considered what problems could arise, ) how it
could affect this project and the cost and building time involved.
Cost of Project

Do you have a well planned blueprint with realistic cost for the time period and frame of doing this prolect What
happens to this project if you don't have enough money and you are in the middle of completion? Who will pay to
complete the prOJect'? Will the bill for completion be passed on the residence of Pasadena thorough Clty of
Pasadena increasing utility rates or the project not completed?

| hope you consider the above points pertaining this this project.
Sincerely Patsy Knight

1755 La Cresta -Drive, Pasadena 91103
La Cresta Drive if off of Arroyo where Sheldon Reservoir is located

02/22/2016
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