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CITY OF PASADENA
100 NORTH GARFIELD AVENUE PASADENA, CA 91101

INITIAL STUDY

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

SECTION 1.0 PROJECT INFORMATION

1. Project Title: Berkshire Creek Area Improvements Project

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

3. Contact Person and Phone Number: Brent Maue, P.E., Assistant City Engineer
(626) 744-4307

4. Project Location: 4550 Oak Grove Drive
Pasadena, California 91103
(south of the intersection with Foothill Boulevard)
See Exhibits 1 and 2.

5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address: City of Pasadena
Public Works Department
100 North Garfield Avenue
Pasadena, California 91101

6. General Plan Designation: Parks
7. Zoning: OS (Open Space)
8. Description of the Project:

The proposed Project site includes approximately 4.7 acres within the Oak Grove area of the City of
Pasadena’s (City’s) approximate 1,300-acre Hahamongna Watershed Park (HWP). The Oak Grove area is
situated in the southwestern portion of the Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan (Master Plan) area;
and the Master Plan area is, in turn, an approximate 300-acre portion of the HWP that includes open space
extending northward from Devil's Gate Dam into the Arroyo Seco Canyon.

The Project site is located at 4550 Oak Grove Drive in the northwest portion of the City immediately north of
Interstate (1) 210, north and east of Oak Grove Drive, and south of where Foothill Boulevard crosses into the
HWP and becomes an unnamed street. The site is located on City parkland, which is open daily from 6:00
AM to sunset. It is fully accessible to the public via public and private transportation routes, as well as by
various trails for pedestrians, bicyclists, and equestrians. Exhibit 1, Regional Location and Local Vicinity, and
Exhibit 2, Project Site Context, illustrate the Project site location and surrounding uses.
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Background

In July 2012, an IS and a Notice of Preparation (NOP) were prepared for a project known as the Hahamongna
Multi-Benefit/Multi-Use (MBMU) project. Subsequent to distribution of the IS/INOP, Community and Scoping
Meetings were conducted. The MBMU project components reflected those presented in the HWP Master
Plan within the Oak Grove area. In response to comments received on the IS/INOP and at the meetings, the
City elected not to move forward with two of the MBMU project components: (1) Sycamore Grove Field and
(2) habitat restoration within the Devil’'s Gate basin. The removal of these two components substantively
changed the scope of the MBMU project and, as a result, the environmental review process for the MBMU
project was stopped. The community was informed the environmental process would resume once the work
plan for the Oak Grove area was better known.

In September 2014, the City presented to the Hahamongna Watershed Park Advisory Committee (HWPAC)
an overview of the Oak Grove Area Improvement (OGAI) design process, including an announcement of the
group of community stakeholder members formed to develop an OGAI design concept. After four stakeholder
group meetings and one public input meeting, a design concept was created and refined. The resulting design
concept reflects the input received.

While portions of the OGAI design concept matched, or were very similar to, the HWP Master Plan, some
components changed in design, location, or both. This is most evident in the elimination of the two formerly
proposed sports fields and the related parking lot expansion (i.e., Sycamore Grove Field). Other proposed
design changes included the proposed location of a park restroom and the proposed modifications to the disc
golf course footprint to eliminate conflicts. The proposed Berkshire Creek Area Improvements Project is more
limited in physical extent than the OGAI design concept. Specifically, the Berkshire Creek Area Improvements
Project includes enhancements within approximately the southern third of the Oak Grove area and focuses
on repairing Berkshire Creek and improving habitat values and recreation resources in areas to the north and
south of the creek.

Based on the substantive difference between the proposed Project and the improvements to the Oak Grove
area included in the HWP Master Plan, the CEQA review for the Project is not being tiered from the Master
Plan Master Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Moreover, despite the proposed Project’'s geographic
proximity to other improvement projects called for in the OGAI design concept, the proposed project is
independent and distinct from such improvement projects in terms of purpose, utility, and function and, thus,
is being evaluated with its own CEQA document.

In November 2017, it should be noted, that the County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors approved a
reduced-scale version of the Devil's Gate Reservoir Sediment Removal and Management Project (Devil’s
Gate Project). The Devil's Gate Reservoir and Dam is located adjacent to the east of the OGAI Project (see
Exhibit 1). The Devil's Gate Project began implementation in November 2018. Additionally, a separate Habitat
Restoration Project was implemented by the City in early 2019 as a separate action to accommodate near-
term grant funding deadlines. The Habitat Restoration Project was prepared consistent with the HWP Master
Plan and OGAI design concept and encompassed the central third of the Oak Grove area.

Project Components

The primary goal of the Project is to improve the ecological, hydrological, and recreational conditions
throughout the lower third of the Oak Grove area. This would be achieved by addressing the degraded
conditions downstream of the Berkshire Place Storm Drain No. 12 storm drain outlet, defined as Berkshire
Drain in the HWP Master Plan; replacing asphalt with a permeable surface and native meadow garden at the
equestrian picnic area; installing interpretive signage; and conducting habitat restoration. Exhibit 3, Proposed
Project Components, illustrates the location and extent of the areas proposed to be enhanced with Project
implementation. For clarity in this Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND), the Project has been
broken down into three components, and each is described below: (1) Berkshire Creek restoration, (2)
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equestrian picnic area improvements, and (3) California sage scrub (CSS) and oak woodland habitat
restoration.

Berkshire Creek Restoration

As discussed in the HWP Master Plan, the Berkshire Drain is a five-foot-diameter (60-inch-diameter) concrete
drain that discharges immediately west of the service road that runs south from a location near the Oak Grove
Maintenance Office. This storm drain discharge has created the scoured soft-bottom drainage area referred
to as Berkshire Creek. The Berkshire Drain crosses under the service road as a 30-inch-diameter concrete
drain. The past widening and realignment of Oak Grove Drive increased the number of drain inlets and the
volume of surface area contributing runoff into these drains, which include the Berkshire Drain. This, in turn,
increased the volume of runoff being released at these drains. At the Berkshire Drain, these changes have
resulted in excessive damage to the existing conditions downstream of the outfall (i.e., Berkshire Creek). The
damage includes flooding on the adjacent service road and the trail crossing across the creek, severe erosion
in Berkshire Creek, and water pollution in the creek and downstream at the Devil's Gate basin. This outlet
drains a portion of the Foothill Freeway, Oak Grove Drive, and Berkshire Place; the adjacent church parking
lot; and portions of the La Cafiada High School property (Pasadena 2003). Berkshire Drain currently drains
an approximate 59-acre watershed, as shown on Exhibit 4, Berkshire Creek Watershed. Exhibit 4 also
illustrates that the Berkshire Creek watershed is within and near the southern boundary of the larger Upper
Arroyo Seco Watershed.

The condition of Berkshire Creek remains largely unchanged from the general description contained in the
adopted HWP Master Plan. However, in the years since adoption of the HWP Master Plan, erosion in the
creek has worsened. The Project proposes to implement the HWP Master Plan recommendation that the
outlet location be extended downstream allowing the damage to the creek, downstream of the current outlet,
repaired. In addition to the engineering concept to manage outlet flow rates and locations, the approximate
0.41-acre Berkshire Creek restoration area includes installation of a multi-use bridge crossing and riparian
habitat restoration. Exhibit 5, Berkshire Creek Concept Plan View, illustrates the proposed engineering
concept; and Exhibit 6, Berkshire Creek Concept Rendering, illustrates a cross-section view of the proposed
Project.

The proposed engineering concept would replace the existing 30-inch-diameter drain pipe beneath the
surface road with two separate drain pipes with different sizes, lengths, angles, and outfall locations, one for
low flows and one for high flows. The low flow outlet has been sized to convey the volume and velocity of
runoff that would have occurred within the Berkshire Drain watershed prior to land development. The low flow
drain would consist of approximately 49 linear feet (If) of 24-inch-diameter reinforced concrete pipe (RCP) at
a shallow grade that would outlet immediately downstream of the service road. The high flow drain would
consist of approximately 45 feet (ft) of 48-inch diameter RCP at a steeper grade connecting to a 7-ft diameter
precast concrete manhole, situated near the low flow outfall, which then connects to approximately 170 If of
a 5-ft-wide by 2-ft-high segmental precast concrete box culvert. The box culvert would follow the existing
drainage path of Berkshire Creek and outlet approximately 50 ft downstream of the proposed multi-use bridge
crossing (discussed further below). This high flow outlet represents extending the outlet location downstream,
as described in the HWP Master Plan, and consequently allowing for habitat restoration to repair the damage
within the incised creek bed. An arroyo stone apron would be placed at the high-flow outlet to reduce runoff
velocity and thereby protect the stream bed from further erosion. The service road would be reconstructed
once the new drainage infrastructure beneath the road is installed.

After installation of the high-flow box culvert, the creek bed would be raised through placement of
approximately 870 cubic yards (cy) of earth material to repair the incised condition and provide slope
stabilization in preparation for habitat restoration. The banks of the newly contoured creek would be covered
in jute mesh or a similar product that can allow native plant installation and is biodegradable. This material
would be covered with topsoil and mulch and would not be visible at the surface; however, it would help
reduce surficial erosion while the newly installed plants are established.
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A grade control structure with an approximate two-foot step height would be installed at the surface,
approximately every 20 ft from the low flow outlet to the end of the Berkshire Creek drainage, within City
jurisdiction, to help reduce surface water runoff velocity that could result in erosion of restored habitat. The
grade control structures would be constructed of cast-in-place concrete and camouflaged with Arroyo Stone,
drawn from an existing stockpile that has been collected over more than 20 years by the City of Pasadena
and used in City projects only. Eventually, the grade control structures would be mostly covered in silt and
sand conveyed in the low-flow (i.e., surface) runoff, further improving the stabilization and naturalization of
the creek. The same stone would be used to armor (i.e., protect) the channel bottom and side slopes to a
height just above the modeled peak flood stage. The Berkshire Creek restoration concept, including use of
materials, is intended to present a naturalized visual and ecological condition at the surface while adequately
managing the high runoff volumes and velocities that occur at the Berkshire Drain outlet.

This engineering concept would stabilize Berkshire Creek and create sustainable long-term hydrologic
conditions consistent with the hydrologic regime present in the Berkshire Creek watershed prior to land
development (i.e., impervious surfaces). These improvements, in turn, would enhance water quality
compared to the current condition, allowing for riparian habitat restoration by reducing surface flows that
scour the creek, and eliminating flooding on the service road and the Berkshire Creek trail crossing. The
elimination of flooding also increases accessibility and safety for park users during the wet season.

As shown on Exhibits 5 and 6, a bridge would be installed over Berkshire Creek, approximately 100 ft
downstream of the low flow outfall and immediately upstream of the high flow outfall, in a location similar to
the existing Berkshire Creek trail crossing. The segments of the Perimeter Trail extending from the proposed
bridge on either side would be adjusted slightly, if needed, to smoothly connect the paths. The proposed
bridge would be a glulam'-supported timber structure with the abutments likely placed on spread footings, 8
ft in width and 50 ft in length. The bridge would be multi-purpose, accommodating pedestrians and
equestrians, but not motor vehicles. The bridge design would be based on a National Forest Service standard
plan for a glulam stringer trail bridge. Details of bridge design and selection of materials for the bridge surface
that are appropriate and/or preferred for equestrian passage and to ensure appropriate maintenance have
been considered. This bridge is intended to improve the Oak Grove area trail experience and provide the all-
weather route at Berkshire Creek described in the HWP Master Plan.

The Berkshire Creek component of the Project would also include restoration of an approximate 0.41-acre of
riparian habitat. Because of the steep and scoured slopes present on the banks of Berkshire Creek, native
plant species have had difficulty establishing, apart from several mature coast live oaks (Quercus agrifolia)
at the top of the stream bank. However, non-native species have established readily in this area. The riparian
habitat restoration activities would involve:

o Establishment of up to 10 new willows (Salix sp.), 10 new sycamores (Platanus racemosa), and 15
new oaks (Quercus sp.) via the direct sowing of locally-collected oak acorns and the planting of oak
seedlings in protective exclosures (cages) with subterranean root guards. The new oaks include
locations where large oak trees have been lost to wind storms and/or pest problems; where
recruitment is lacking or insufficient for the oak woodland to persist; and where proposed native (4
trees) and non-native (50 trees/saplings) would be removed for this component of the Project.

a. Each oak exclosure installation is assumed to involve an 8-foot diameter disturbance area.

' Glued laminated timber, also called glulam, is a type of structural engineered wood product comprising several layers of
dimensional lumber bonded together with durable, moisture-resistant structural adhesives.
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o Establishment of native understory plant species, including up to 200 shrub and herbaceous container
plants propagated from cuttings/seeds of local genetic origin.

a. The understory planting activity is assumed to involve an approximate 0.41-acre disturbance
area.

¢ |Installation of a new irrigation system and aboveground electrical box to support the restored habitat.

a. lrrigation system installation is assumed to involve a 4-foot-wide disturbance area for trenching
the approximate 820-If main line, and a 2-foot-wide disturbance area for trenching the lateral
lines. All other irrigation components (e.g., bubblers, flow sensors, valves) would be within the
disturbance area assumed for the understory planting.

¢ Non-native plant species removal, including a total of 50 non-native trees/saplings as well as weedy
shrubs/herbs/grasses. Refer to Exhibit 7, Proposed Tree and Plant Removals, for removal locations,
delineated with a red dot.

a. Removal of trees is assumed to involve an 8-foot diameter disturbance area, which represents
an average of the disturbance occurring from removal of varying sized trees.

b. Non-native tree species to be removed include: Bailey acacia (Acacia baileyana), Eucalyptus
(Eucalyptus globulus), palm (Washingtonia robusta), and shamel ash (Fraxinus uhdei). These
non-native tree removals would reduce further spread of invasive species in the Project areas.

Equestrian Picnic Area Improvements

In the equestrian picnic area, the asphalt paving would be removed and replaced with a permeable material,
such as gravel, within a smaller footprint that continues to provide adequate parking in this area of the park
based on use patterns in recent years. The southernmost portion of the existing asphalt lot would be
converted to a native meadow garden. This area is the low point of the existing paving and runoff currently
pools in this area. The existing asphalt lot covers approximately 14,500 square ft (sf), and the proposed
permeable parking lot and meadow garden would cover approximately 11,700 sf. One purpose of reducing
the paved area is to create additional area of oak woodland habitat, which is discussed further below. In
addition, sections of asphalt along the trail extending to the southeast from the southeast corner of the
equestrian picnic area would be removed.

California Sage Scrub and Oak Woodland Habitat Restoration

Within in the remainder of the site, outside of the Berkshire Creek component and the hardscape changes
described above, the Project would implement habitat restoration. The existing oak woodland areas on the
Project site include numerous mature coast live oak trees (Quercus agrifolia var. agrifolia), as well as other
native oak tree and shrub species, and natural oak hybrids. As is often the case in California’s woodland
habitats, much of the OGAI oak woodland restoration area is currently deficient in: (1) smaller oak individuals
(i.e., there is insufficient ‘recruitment’ of oak seedlings and saplings of various age classes to provide mature
trees for the future); and (2) native understory vegetation (i.e., shrubs, vines, perennials) that provides
important ecological values including wildlife food and cover resources. Instead of a native understory, the
majority of the oak woodland currently supports invasive weedy herbs and grasses at ground level, while
other areas have only bare ground between the trunks of the oaks. For these reasons, restoration activities
are proposed to improve oak woodland habitat quality and resulting ecological values within the Project site.
The existing CSS is in relatively good quality, particularly with its location adjacent to a major road and a
heavily used recreation area. The presence of volunteer trails and some non-native plant establishment are
the primary adverse conditions within the Sunrise Overlook area, which is the slope and prominence at the
southern end of the site along Oak Grove Drive.
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Specifically, the Project would restore and protect approximately 2.55 acres of oak woodland habitat and
approximately 0.72 acres of CSS habitat. While the majority of the Oak Grove area is comprised of oak
woodland habitat, Sunrise Overlook’s southern exposure has supported the development of CSS habitat.
Generally, habitat restoration would encompass replacement of non-native plant species with native, locally-
appropriate species and temporary erosion control measures, such as straw wattles and mulching. Areas
adversely affected by human activity, such as by volunteer trails, would be restored by eliminating the trail
and installing new plants. Additionally, an estimated 3 to 4 interpretive signs and 6 to 7 trail signs would be
installed in and around the newly restored habitat and improved trails to provide park user education and
foster stewardship of the restored areas. The signage design and installation would be consistent with the
HWP Master Plan.

The oak woodland and CSS habitat restoration activities would involve:

o Restoration of an approximate 2.64-acre oak woodland area through establishment of up to 55 new
oaks via the direct sowing of locally-collected oak acorns and the planting of oak seedlings in
protective exclosures (cages) with subterranean root guards. The new oaks include locations where
large oak trees have been lost to wind storms and/or pest problems and where recruitment is lacking
or insufficient for the oak woodland to persist.

a. Each oak exclosure installation is assumed to involve an 8-foot diameter disturbance area.

e Restoration of an approximate 0.73-acre CSS area via establishment of appropriate native plant
species through the collection and broadcast of seeds of local genetic origin throughout the coastal
sage scrub area.

a. Within the 0.73-acre CSS area, the understory planting activity would occur within a 0.42-acre
disturbance area.

¢ |Installation of a new irrigation system and aboveground electrical box to support the restored habitat.

a. lrrigation system installation is assumed to involve a 4-foot-wide disturbance area for trenching
the approximately 820-If main line, and a 2-foot-wide disturbance area for trenching the lateral
lines. All other irrigation components (e.g., bubblers, flow sensors, valves) would be within the
disturbance area assumed for the understory planting.

¢ Non-native plant species removal, including a total of 31 non-native trees/saplings; 80 non-native
plants, including two large non-native cactus patches (Opuntia sp., Agave sp., and/or Aloe sp.), one
individual non-native cactus plant (Opuntia sp.), and other selected non-native invasive species; and
weedy shrubs/herbs/grasses. Refer to Exhibit 7 for all tree and plant removal locations.

a. Removal of trees/cactus is assumed to involve an 8-foot diameter disturbance area, which
represents an average of the disturbance occurring from removal of varying sized trees.

b. Non-native tree species to be removed include: Bailey acacia (Acacia baileyana), carob
(Ceratonia siliqua), common fig (Ficus carica), tree of heaven (Ailanthus altissima), and
shamel ash (Fraxinus uhdei). These non-native tree removals would reduce further spread of
invasive species in the Project areas.
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Construction Activities

The proposed Project would be constructed beginning in Fall 2019 over a period of three months and would
be completed in a single phase. Because the Project includes discrete activities across a moderately-sized
geographic area, it is expected that some or all these components would be completed separately and/or
sequentially. However, to provide both flexibility for the City during Project implementation and a worst-case
scenario for environmental analysis, this IS/MND assumes that completion of the proposed components
would all start together and overlap.

Construction and demolition debris and soil to be exported would be disposed at Scholl Canyon Landfill,
located approximately 8 miles from the site, at 3001 Scholl Canyon Road in Glendale. Project construction is
anticipated to occur from Monday through Saturday, without activity on Sundays or federal holidays, within
an 8-hour period between the hours of 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM Monday through Friday and 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM
on Saturday. Also, consistent with the City’s Construction and Demolition Waste Management Ordinance
(Section 8.62 et. seq. of the PMC), a minimum of 75 percent of the construction and demolition debris
generated during construction would be diverted through recycling or reuse.

Large construction equipment would be transported to the Project site on a semi-trailer and would include
equipment such as a small excavator using various attachments (e.g., breaker, bucket), truck-mounted drill
rig, small crane, trenching machine, chipper, paver, and self-propelled roller. Construction materials would
also be transported to the site, as needed, from a temporary storage location in a City-owned maintenance
yard and transported on either a semi-trailer or in trucks. Private construction worker vehicles/pickup trucks
would arrive and depart the Project site each workday. Equipment staging and parking for construction
workers would be within City of Pasadena property, either on the equestrian picnic area parking lot (prior to
asphalt replacement) or on the maintenance access road located generally parallel to the south side of
Berkshire Creek. Construction would not require staging along adjacent public roadways or other areas that
would disrupt existing traffic patterns. The main point of ingress and egress for construction traffic, including
import and export of materials, would be via the nearest public access on Oak Grove Drive, immediately north
of the intersection with Berkshire Place.

The buffers used to estimate the disturbance area for habitat restoration are conservative and anticipated to
overstate the physical disturbance that would occur. For instance, approximately 20 percent of the 35-foot by
35-foot understory planting area would be subject to physical disturbance, including both container plant
installation and related irrigation infrastructure. The oak exclosures would be 18 inches in diameter, within an
8-foot diameter disturbance area. Table 1-1, Summary of Disturbance Areas, identifies the estimated physical
footprint, or ground area to be disturbed, for all Project components.

TABLE 1-1
SUMMARY OF DISTURBANCE AREAS
Activity Estimated Disturbance Area

Berkshire Creek Restoration 0.42
Equestrian Picnic Area Improvements 0.36
Oak Woodland and California Sage Scrub Habitat Restoration 3.37

Total 4.15
sf: square feet; ac: acres

Details of the construction scenario for the Berkshire Creek restoration, the equestrian picnic area
improvements, and the CDD and oak woodland habitat restoration activities are provided below.
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Berkshire Creek Restoration

Demolition of existing infrastructure beneath the park road and in the creek bed would generate approximately
215-cy of materials requiring approximately 21 truck trips (round trip), assuming the use of 10-cy trucks, for
disposal or diversion over an estimated two working days. Installation of the proposed storm water
infrastructure and bridge would involve approximately 175 cy of grading, that would be redistributed evenly
at the surface within the Berkshire Creek area; 4 truckloads of concrete; 28 truckloads of materials (of which
10 truckloads would be delivered at the beginning of construction); 70 tons of asphalt requiring 6 truck trips;
and importing of 870 cy of soil to infill Berkshire Creek. These construction activities would occur over
approximately 8 weeks and represent the most intensive portion of the Project construction activities.

Equestrian Picnic Area Improvements

Demolition of the equestrian picnic area lot and asphalt removal on the trail would generate approximately
180 cy of asphalt and substrate requiring approximately 18 truck trips for disposal or diversion over an
estimated 2 working days. The trail surface would be lightly graded to provide a safe walking or riding surface.
Reconstruction of the parking lot with a permeable surface and native meadow garden would involve
approximately 150 cy of additional earthmoving that would require off-site disposal. A total of approximately
300 cy of materials would be imported and installed to bring the new permeable surface to the same grade
as the surrounding surface areas. This would involve a total of approximately 45 truck trips over an estimated
4 working days.

California Sage Scrub and Oak Woodland Habitat Restoration

All habitat restoration activities would be performed with hand tools (i.e., manual, non-powered, or powered),
such as chain saws, weed cutters, and walk-behind/hand held trencher, except possibly the non-native cactus
removals. These may be removed using a small tractor or similar equipment due to the large size of the
cactus patch and difficulty in handling the removed material. Soils generated by shallow excavation, such as
for the irrigation system installation, tree planting, and signage installation, would be redistributed evenly at
the surface within the Project site. Habitat restoration would result in a limited volume of earthmoving. This
would include approximately 0.03 ac of grading for irrigation system installation and 3 to 4 cy of grading to
eliminate volunteer trails and reestablish the primary trail within Sunrise Overlook and install permanent trail
and interpretive signs.

Operations

The proposed Project has been designed to provide improved physical facilities and open space resources
to existing users of the Oak Grove area of the HWP and is not anticipated to increase use of the park. The
same amount of parking and internal roads as well as the same type and extent of facilities would be provided.
As such, operation of the Project would be essentially the same as the existing condition, with the exception
that some areas may need less frequent maintenance.

City Discretionary Actions

The proposed Project would require the following discretionary approvals by the City of Pasadena:

o Approval of the Berkshire Creek Area Improvements Project;

o Adoption of the Berkshire Creek Area Improvements Project Initial Study/
Mitigated Negative Declaration; and

o Award of contract for construction of the Berkshire Creek Area Improvements Project.
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In addition, the Urban Forestry Advisory Committee would review the Project’'s proposed public tree
removals.

9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:

Exhibits 1 and 2 illustrate the Project site location and surrounding uses. Oak Grove Drive and educational
land uses — Hillside School & Learning Center and the La Canada United Methodist Church — are located
immediately to the west across Oak Grove Drive. La Canada High School and St. Francis High School are
located to the northwest of the site. The Oak Grove Maintenance Office (OGMO) is situated at the northern
boundary of the site, with habitat restoration activities located adjacent to the east, south, and west of this
facility. A portion of the larger Arroyo Seco trail system is situated through and around the Project site,
providing passive recreation for pedestrian and equestrian users. The Devil's Gate basin and dam is located
immediately to the east; and Flint Wash Bridge, Oak Grove Drive, and I-210 are located immediately to the
south and southwest.

10. Other public agencies whose approval is required:

o California Department of Fish and Wildlife (California Fish and Game Code);
o California Department of Water Resources (grant funding);

e Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (Clean Water Act); and
e U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Clean Water Act);

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

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

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

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

Aesthetics Greenhouse Gas Emissions Public Services
Agricultural Resources Hazar.ds and  Hazardous Recreation

Materials
Air Quality Hydrology and Water Quality Transportation/Traffic

Biological Resources Land Use and Planning

Tribal Cultural Resources

Cultural Resources Mineral Resources

Utilities and Service Systems

Energy Noise Wildfire
. . . Mandatory Findings of
Geology and Soils Population and Housing Significance

DETERMINATION: (to be completed by the Lead Agency)

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

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

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

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

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

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

brent Made _5/z3/14

Re)ﬂ',ewed ?y Date
ﬂﬂm A /7/ a
] TS i

Printed Name

Printed Name

Negative Declaration/Mitigated Negative Declaration adopted on:

Adoption attested to by:

Signature Date

Printed Name
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately supported by the information
sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if
the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the
project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific
factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-
specific screening analysis).

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well as
project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.

Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist answers must indicate
whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than significant. “ Potentially
Significant Impact’ is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect is significant. If there are one or more
“Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.

“Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the incorporation of mitigation
measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less than Significant
Impact.” The Lead Agency must describe the mitigation measures and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less
than significant level (mitigation measures from Section 21, “Earlier Analysis,” may be cross-referenced).

Earlier analysis may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. See CEQA Guidelines Section 15063( c)(3)(D). Earlier
analyses are discussed in Section 21 at the end of the checklist.

a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of and
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects
were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “less than Significant with Mitigation Measures Incorporated,” describe the
mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier documents and the extent to which address
site-specific conditions for the project.

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential impacts

(e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should, where

appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals contacted should
be cited in the discussion.

The explanation of each issue should identify:

a) The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and

b) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significant
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SECTION 2.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM

21 AESTHETICS

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

WHY? A scenic vista is defined as a viewpoint that provides panoramic or focused views of a highly valued
landscape or scenic resource for the benefit of the general public. The EIR for the Pasadena General Plan
provides the following description of the existing scenic features and visual resources in the City: “The City
of Pasadena affords a variety of views of scenic landscapes and built environments. The San Gabriel
Mountains, near the north City boundary, dominate the skyline from most of the City. The San Rafael Hills
are along the western City boundary, and the Verdugo Mountains are further to the west. In addition, the
Arroyo Seco corridor and Eaton Canyon traverse the western and eastern portions of the City, respectively.
The City also offers scenic views of distinct architecture in the built environment, such as the Old Pasadena
Historic District, Pasadena City Hall, Castle Green, St. Andrew Catholic Church bell tower, and Bungalow
Heaven” (City of Pasadena 2015a). For purposes of this analysis, views by visitors within the Oak Grove
area of the HMP are considered views of a valued landscape and thus a scenic vista.

Although the Project would not introduce large or otherwise view-obscuring structures into the landscape, it
would construct a new bridge crossing and storm water infrastructure at Berkshire Creek; remove and
replace paving at the equestrian picnic area; and restore habitat throughout the Project. The built structures
at Berkshire Creek or the other Project components would not exceed the height of existing trees in the Oak
Grove area. However, a total of 81 non-native trees/saplings and 4 native trees would be removed as part
of Project implementation; approximately 90 new native tree planting locations would be part of habitat
restoration activities. The native trees removals are within the Berkshire Creek impact footprint must occur
to accommodate the new storm water infrastructure and bridge crossing. The Berkshire Creek engineering
design was planned to avoid native trees to the maximum extent feasible. However, due to the dense
existing vegetation in this area combined with the short drainage distance to manage high storm flows and
steep banks along the creek, a limited number of native tree removals became unavoidable.

Tree removals could create visual breaks in the tree canopy while new native trees grow to an average size,
which can require between approximately 10 to 20 years, depending on the tree species installed (e.g.,
willows grow much faster than oaks) and site-specific weather conditions in the future. In the interim, views
in and of portions of the Oak Grove area would be altered by intermittent canopy openings, immature trees
and/or shrubs/understory vegetation, and changes to existing built features. Such view alterations may be
considered visually unattractive to some viewers. However, the intent of the proposed Project is to improve
the long-term visual quality of the area, particularly along Berkshire Creek that presently exhibits a highly
degraded condition. This would be accomplished by removing existing visible, damaged, man-made
infrastructure, such as corrugated pipe ends, and installing new infrastructure that would either be largely
underground (i.e., the high-flow box culvert) or disguised with a surface treatment of Arroyo Stone.

As discussed in Section 1.0, Project Information, grade control structures with an approximate two-foot step
height would be installed at the surface approximately every 20 ft from the low flow outlet to the end of the
Berkshire Creek drainage, within City jurisdiction, to help reduce surface water runoff velocity that could
result in erosion of restored habitat. The grade control structures would be constructed of cast-in-place
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concrete and camouflaged with Arroyo Stone, drawn from an existing stockpile that has been collected over
more than 20 years by the City and used for City projects only. Eventually, the grade control structures
would be mostly covered in silt and sand conveyed in the low-flow (i.e., surface) runoff, further improving
the stabilization and naturalization of the creek. The same stone would be used to armor (i.e., protect) the
channel bottom and side slopes to a height just above the modeled peak flood stage. The high-flow culvert
outlet would be located downstream of the proposed bridge crossing, and therefore not be visible from the
bridge or proximate segments of trail. The Berkshire Creek restoration concept, including use of materials,
is intended to present a naturalized visual and ecological condition at the surface while adequately managing
the high runoff volumes and velocities that occur at the Berkshire Drain outlet. The proposed bridge would
be a glulam?-supported timber structure, and the proposed design is based on a National Forest Service
standard plan. An improved long-term visual condition at the equestrian picnic area would be accomplished
by removing asphalt paving in the equestrian picnic area and trail connection and replacing it with gravel
and a native meadow garden (both with greater natural visual features compared to the existing condition).
Also, the size of the gravel replacement lot would be slightly smaller than the existing lot to allow for
expansion of the surrounding oak woodland vegetation. Additionally, an estimated 3 to 4 interpretive signs
and 6 to 7 trail signs would be installed in and around the newly restored habitat and improved trails to
provide park user education and foster stewardship of the restored areas. The signage design and
installation would be consistent with the HWP Master Plan.

Visual simulations have been prepared for the Berkshire Creek and equestrian picnic area components of
the Project. Exhibit 8, Visual Simulation of Berkshire Creek Restoration Looking Northwest; and Exhibit 9,
Visual Simulation of Berkshire Creek Restoration Looking East, provide a comparison of the existing view
and a rendering of the proposed view of Berkshire Creek. Exhibit 10 Visual Simulation of Equestrian Picnic
Area Improvements Looking Southwest, provides a comparison of the existing view and a rendering of the
proposed view of the equestrian picnic area lot with implementation of the proposed Project. Although there
would be short-term changes in visual quality that some may find unattractive and construction activity would
be visible for approximately three months, the long-term change in visual quality is considered a beneficial
impact of the Project. Moreover, existing views that capture the scenic nature of the western Hahamongna
Basin from multiple public vantage points in the Project vicinity would be unaffected or only marginally
affected by the Project, including views from the Flint Wash Bridge, Oak Grove Drive, Devil’'s Gate Dam,
segments of the Perimeter Trail, and portions of the Oak Grove Disc Golf Course. As such, implementation
of the proposed Project would not result in a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. There would be a
less than significant impact and no mitigation is required.

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

Would the project:

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

WHY? There are portions of two designated State scenic highways in the City: 1) The Angeles Crest
Highway (State Route [SR] 2) is located north of Arroyo Seco Canyon and transects the extreme
northernmost portion of the City and 2) a segment of SR 110 from approximately East California Boulevard
to Pasadena’s southern City boundary is identified as a Historic Parkway (the Arroyo Seco Historic Parkway)
(Caltrans 2018). Additionally, SR 110 from Colorado Boulevard in the City to U.S. Highway 101 in downtown
Los Angeles is also identified as a National Scenic Byway by the Federal Highway Administration (USDOT

2 Glued laminated timber, also called glulam, is a type of structural engineered wood product comprising several layers of
dimensional lumber bonded together with durable, moisture-resistant structural adhesives.
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Visual Simulation of Berkshire Creek Restoration Looking Northwest
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2018). The Project site is not within the viewshed of the Angeles Crest Highway or the Arroyo Seco Historic
Parkway (SR 110). There would be no impact and no mitigation is required.

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

Would the project:

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing
visual character or quality of public views of the site and its
surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced [ [ X [
from publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in an
urbanized area, conflict with applicable zoning and other
regulations governing scenic quality?

WHY? As discussed under Threshold 2.1(a) above, although there would be short-term changes in visual
quality that some may find unattractive and construction activity would be visible for approximately three
months, the long-term change in visual quality is considered a beneficial impact of the Project. Moreover,
the proposed Project would not conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic
quality. As such, implementation of the proposed Project would not substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of public views of the Oak Grove area. There would be a less than significant impact
and no mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would [ [ [ X
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

WHY? There would be no new sources of light or glare with proposed Project implementation. No new light
fixtures would be installed, and all proposed building materials would be comprised of non-reflective
materials. Additionally, the proposed Project would not increase the number of visitors to the site and would
not change the Park’s hours of operation (6:00 AM to sunset). Therefore, it would not change the number
or timing of vehicles coming into and out of the site. As there would be no added vehicular traffic, there
would be no additional sources of glare due to reflected sunlight from car windshields and headlights. There
would be no impact and no mitigation is required.

MITIGATION MEASURES

There would be no significant impacts and no mitigation is required.
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2.2 AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model
(1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation as
an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and
farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources,
including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to information compiled by the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s
inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range

Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; Less than

and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Potentially  Significant Less than

Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring O O O X
Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use?

WHY? The City is a developed urban area surrounded by hillsides to the north and northwest. The western
portion of the City contains the Arroyo Seco, which runs from north to south though the City. It has
commercial recreation, park, natural, and open space uses. The City contains no Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the most recent maps prepared
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency (FMMP
2017). There would be no impact and no mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract? [ [ [ X

WHY? The City has no land zoned for agricultural use other than commercial growing areas and land within
certain specific plan areas. The Project site is within the Open Space (OS) e, which is not one of the zones
that permits commercial growing areas (Pasadena 2018a). Accordingly, there are no agricultural zoning and
Williamson Act contracts are not applicable to the Project site. There would be no impact and no mitigation
is required.
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Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest
land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220[q]),
timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section | | | X
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined
by Government Code section 51104[g])?

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

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

WHY? There is no forest land in the City; therefore, the proposed Project would not result in the conversion
or loss of forest land. While a total of 81 non-native trees/saplings and 4 native trees would be removed as
part of Project implementation; approximately 90 new native tree planting locations would be part of habitat
restoration activities. Further, while there is oak woodland, defined as a vegetation type for purposes of the
biological resources analysis, no part of the Oak Grove area includes forest land as defined by the State,
including forest land (Public Resources Code section 12220[g]), timberland (as defined by Public Resources
Code section 4526), or Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section 51104[g]). There
would be no impact and no mitigation is required.

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

Would the project:

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

WHY? As discussed in Threshold 2.2(a), there is no designated Farmland in the City. Additionally, there is
no Farmland identified in the City of La Cafada Flintridge to the west (FMMP 2017). Therefore, the proposed
Project would not indirectly result in the conversion of farmland to a non-agricultural use. Likewise, as
discussed in Thresholds 2.2(c) and 2.2(e), there are no forestry resources that would be converted to non-
forest use by the proposed Project. There would be no impact and no mitigation is required.
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MITIGATION MEASURES

There would be no significant impacts and no mitigation is required.
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23 AIR QUALITY

The Project site is located in the Los Angeles County portion of the South Coast Air Basin (SoCAB) and, for
air quality regulation and permitting, is under the jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality Management
District (SCAQMD). Both the State of California (State) and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) have established health-based Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) for air pollutants, which are
known as “criteria pollutants”. The AAQS are designed to protect the health and welfare of the populace
within a reasonable margin of safety. The AAQS for ozone (Os), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide
(NOy), sulfur dioxide (SO-), inhalable particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less (PM10), fine
particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or less (PM2.5), and lead are shown in Table 2-2, California
and National Ambient Air Quality Standards, on the following page.

Regional air quality is defined by whether the area has attained State and federal air quality standards, as
determined by air quality data from various monitoring stations. Areas that are considered in “nonattainment”
are required to prepare plans and implement measures that will bring the region into “attainment”. When an
area has been reclassified from nonattainment to attainment for a federal standard, the status is identified
as “maintenance”, and there must be a plan and measures established that will keep the region in attainment
for the next ten years. For the California Air Resources Board (CARB), an “unclassified” designation
indicates that the air quality data for the area are incomplete and there are no standards to support a
designation of attainment or nonattainment. Table 2-1, Designations of Criteria Pollutants in the South Coast
Air Basin (SoCAB), below, summarizes the attainment status of the SoCAB for the criteria pollutants.

TABLE 2-1
DESIGNATIONS OF CRITERIA POLLUTANTS
IN THE SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN

Pollutant State Federal
Os (1 hour) Nonattainment Nonattainment
O3 (8 hour) Nonattainment Nonattainment
PM10 Nonattainment Attainment/Maintenance
PM2.5 Nonattainment Nonattainment
CcO Attainment Attainment/Maintenance
NO2 Attainment Attainment/Maintenance
SOz Attainment Attainment
Lead Attainment Attainment/Nonattainment’
All others Attainment/Unclassified No standards
O;: ozone; PM10: respirable particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter; PM2.5: fine particulate matter 2.5
microns or less in diameter; CO: carbon monoxide; NO,: nitrogen dioxide; SO,: sulfur dioxide; SoCAB: South
Coast Air Basin.
" Los Angeles County is classified nonattainment for lead; the remainder of the SoCAB is in attainment of the
State and federal standards.
Source: SCAQMD 2016
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TABLE 2-2

CALIFORNIA AND NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

California Federal Standards
Pollutant Averaging Time Standards Primary? Secondary®
o 1 Hour 0.09 ppm (180 pg/m?) - -
° 8 Hour 0.070 ppm (137 ug/m3) 0.070 ppm (137 pg/m?3) Same as Primary
P10 24 Hour 50 pg/m? 150 pg/m3 Same as Primary
AAM 20 ug/m?3 - Same as Primary
PM2.5 24 Hour - 35 pg/m3 Same as Primary
' AAM 12 pg/md3 12.0 yg/m3 15.0 yg/m?
1 Hour 20 ppm (23 mg/m?) 35 ppm (40 mg/m?3) -
co 8 Hour 9.0 ppm (10 mg/m?) 9 ppm (10 mg/m?3) -
8 Hour 3
(Lake Tahoe) 6 ppm (7 mg/m*) B B
NO AAM 0.030 ppm (57 ug/m?3) 0.053 ppm (100 pg/m?3) Same as Primary
2 1 Hour 0.18 ppm (339 ug/m?3) 0.100 ppm (188 pg/m?3) -
0.14 ppm (for certain
3 -
24 Hour 0.04 ppm (105 pg/m?3) areas)®
SO2 0.5 ppm
3 Hour - - (1,300 pg/m?)
1 Hour 0.25 ppm (655 pg/m?3) 0.075 ppm (196 pg/m3) -
30-day Avg. 1.5 ug/m? - -
- 3
Lead Calendar Quarter 1.5 pg/m Sarme as Primar
Rolling 3 imary
3-month Avg. h 0.15 ug/m
Extinction coefficient of
Visibility 0.23 per km — visibility =
Reducing 8 hour 10 miles
Particles (0.07 per km — 230 miles
for Lake Tahoe) No
Sulfates 24 Hour 25 pg/md Federal
o Standards
ydrogen 3
Sulfide 1 Hour 0.03 ppm (42 pg/m?)
Vinyl 3
Chloride 24 Hour 0.01 ppm (26 pg/m?)
Os: ozone; pg/m®: micrograms per cubic meter; PM10: large particulate matter; AAM: Annual Arithmetic Mean; PM2.5: fine
particulate matter; CO: carbon monoxide; mg/m?: milligrams per cubic meter; NO,: nitrogen dioxide; SO,: sulfur dioxide; ppm:
parts per million; km: kilometer; —: No Standard.
@ National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, within an adequate margin of safety, to protect the public
health.
b National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated
adverse effects of a pollutant.
¢ On June 2, 2010, a new 1-hour SO2 standard was established and the existing 24-hour and annual primary standards were
revoked. To attain the 1-hour national standard, the 3-year average of the annual 99th percentile of the 1-hour daily maximum
concentrations at each site must not exceed 75 ppb. The 1971 SO2 national standards (24-hour and annual) remain in effect
until one year after an area is designated for the 2010 standard, except that in areas designated nonattainment for the 1971
standards, the 1971 standards remain in effect until implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2010 standards are
approved.
Note: More detailed information in the data presented in this table can be found at the CARB website (www.arb.ca.gov).
Source: CARB 2016.
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The SCAQMD develops rules and regulations; establishes permitting requirements for stationary sources;
inspects emissions sources; and enforces such measures through educational programs or fines, when
necessary. It is directly responsible for reducing emissions from stationary (area and point), mobile, and
indirect sources and has prepared an Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) that establishes a program of
rules and regulations directed at attaining the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and
California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS).

The SCAQMD has adopted significance thresholds to assess the regional impact of air pollutant emissions
in the SoCAB. Table 2-3, SCAQMD Regional Emissions Significance Thresholds, summarizes the
SCAQMD’s mass emissions thresholds, which are presented for both short-term construction and long-term
operational emissions. A project with emissions rates below these thresholds is considered to have a less
than significant effect on air quality.

TABLE 2-3
SCAQMD REGIONAL POLLUTANT SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS (LBS/DAY)

Criteria Pollutant Construction Operation
vOC 75 55
NOx 100 55

CO 550 550
SOx 150 150
PM10 150 150
PM2.5 55 55

SCAQMD: South Coast Air Quality Management District; Ibs/day: pounds per day; VOC:
volatile organic compounds; NOx: oxides of nitrogen; CO: carbon monoxide; SOx: oxides
of sulfur; PM10: respirable particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less; PM2.5:
fine particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or less.

Source: SCAQMD 2015.

The nearest air quality sensitive receptors to the Project site include the private school (Hillside School and
Learning Center) located west of Oak Grove Drive, and trail users and park users adjacent to the Project
site The nearest residential uses are located 700 ft to the south of the Project site beyond 1-210 along
Normandy Court in the City of La Cafiada Flintridge.

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

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management district or air pollution control
district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air
quality plan? [ [ [ X

WHY? On March 3, 2017, the SCAQMD adopted the 2016 AQMP, which is a regional and multi-agency
effort (SCAQMD, CARB, Southern California Association of Governments [SCAG], and USEPA). The 2016
AQMP incorporates the latest scientific and technical information and planning assumptions, including the
2016—-2040 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS); updated emission
inventory methodologies for various source categories; and SCAG’s latest growth forecasts.

The main purpose of an AQMP is to bring an area into compliance with the requirements of federal and
State air quality standards. For a project to be consistent with the AQMP, the pollutants emitted from the
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project should not (1) exceed the SCAQMD CEQA air quality significance thresholds or (2) conflict with or
exceed the assumptions in the AQMP. As shown in Tables 2-4 and 2-5 below, pollutant emissions from the
proposed Project would be less than the SCAQMD thresholds and would not result in a significant impact.

Construction (Short-Term) Impacts

Regional Emissions

The SCAQMD has established methodologies to quantify air pollutant emissions associated with
construction activities, such as air pollutant emissions generated by operation of on-site construction
equipment; fugitive dust emissions related to trenching and earthwork activities; and mobile (tailpipe)
emissions from construction worker vehicles and haul/delivery truck trips. Emissions would vary from day to
day, depending on the level of activity; the specific type of construction activity occurring; and, for fugitive
dust, prevailing weather conditions.

A construction-period mass emissions inventory was compiled based on an estimate of construction
equipment as well as scheduling and Project phasing assumptions. More specifically, the mass emissions
analysis considers the following:

o Combustion emissions from operating on-site stationary and mobile construction equipment.
e Fugitive dust emissions from demolition, site preparation, and grading phases.

¢ Mobile-source combustion emissions and fugitive dust from worker commute and truck travel.

All construction activities would be conducted consistent with applicable SCAQMD requirements, including
Rules 402 and 403. SCAQMD Rule 402, Nuisance, states that a Project shall not “discharge from any source
whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other material which cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or
annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the public, or which endanger the comfort, repose,
health or safety of any such persons or the public, or which cause, or have a natural tendency to cause, injury
or damage to business or property”.

Emissions were calculated using the California Emissions Estimator Model Version 2016.3.2 (CalEEMod)
emissions inventory model (CAPCOA 2017). CalEEMod is a computer program accepted by the SCAQMD
that can be used to estimate anticipated emissions associated with land development projects in California.
CalEEMod has separate databases for specific counties and air districts, and the Los Angeles County
database was used for the proposed Project. Consistent with the requirements of SCAQMD Rule 403, watering
for dust control is assumed in the emissions calculations. As stated in Section 1.0, Project Information, the
construction activities for the Project would begin in fall of 2019 for a period of three months and would be
completed in one phase. Because the Project includes discrete activities across a moderately-sized
geographic area, it is expected that some or all these components would be completed separately and/or
sequentially. However, to provide both flexibility for the City during Project implementation and a worst-case
scenario for environmental analysis, this air quality analysis assumes that completion of the three Project
components (i.e., Berkshire Creek restoration, equestrian picnic area improvements, and California sage
scrub and oak woodland habitat restoration) would all start together and overlap. The air quality analysis
therefore conservatively assumed overlap of the construction phases. More information regarding the
construction activities can be found in Section 1.0 of the IS/MND. The regional emissions thresholds (see
Table 2-3 above) are based on the rate of emissions (i.e., pounds of pollutants emitted per day). Therefore,
the quantity, duration, and the intensity of construction activities are important in ensuring analysis of worst-
case (i.e., maximum daily emissions) scenarios. Project activities (e.g., demolition, grading,
bridge/infrastructure construction, and paving) are identified by start date and duration, as described in
Section 1.0, Project Information. Each activity has associated off-road equipment (e.g., excavators, drill rigs,
pavers) and on-road vehicles (e.g., haul trucks, concrete trucks, worker commute vehicles). The worker trips
used in the air quality modeling analysis was derived from the Berkshire Creek Area Improvements Project
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Traffic Evaluation Memorandum, provided in Appendix E (Psomas 2019). Detailed construction assumptions
and CalEEMod inputs and outputs can be found in Appendix A of this IS/MND.

Maximum daily construction emissions during the peak work day are shown in Table 2-4, Estimated
Maximum Daily Construction Emissions (Ibs/day). If construction is delayed or occurs over a longer time
period, daily emissions could be reduced because of (1) a more modern and cleaner-burning construction
equipment fleet mix and/or (2) a less intensive buildout schedule (i.e., fewer daily emissions occurring over
a longer time interval). As shown, all criteria pollutant emissions from Project construction would be less
than their respective thresholds. Thus, impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.

TABLE 24
ESTIMATED MAXIMUM DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS (LBS/DAY)
Construction Year voC NOx Cco SOx PM10 PM2.5
2019 5 41 34 <1 4 2
SCAQMD Daily Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55
Exceeds SCAQMD Thresholds? No No No No No No

Ibs/day: pounds per day; VOC: volatile organic compound(s); NOx: nitrogen oxides; CO: carbon monoxide; SOx: sulfur oxides;
PM10: respirable particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less; PM2.5: fine particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5
microns or less; SCAQMD: South Coast Air Quality Management District.

Source: SCAQMD 2015 (thresholds). Emissions calculated by Psomas using CalEEMod 2016.3.2.

Localized Emissions

The localized effects from the on-site portion of daily emissions were evaluated at sensitive receptor
locations that would be potentially impacted by the Project; these were evaluated according to the
SCAQMD’s localized significance threshold (LST) methodology, which utilizes on-site mass emissions rate
look up tables and Project-specific modeling, where appropriate. LSTs are applicable to the following criteria
pollutants: NO2, CO, PM10, and PM2.5.3 LSTs represent the maximum emissions from a project that are
not expected to cause or contribute substantially to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable federal
or State ambient air quality standard. These are developed based on the ambient concentrations of that
pollutant for each source receptor area and distance to the nearest sensitive receptor. For the purposes of
an LST analysis, the SCAQMD considers receptors where it is possible that an individual could remain for
1 hour for NOz and CO exposure and 24 hours for PM10 and PM2.5 exposure. For PM10 and PM2.5, LSTs
were derived based on requirements in SCAQMD’s Rule 403 regarding Fugitive Dust. The mass rate look-
up tables were developed for each source receptor area and can be used to determine whether a project
may generate significant adverse localized air quality impacts. The SCAQMD provides LST mass rate look-
up tables (i.e., screening thresholds) for projects that are less than or equal to five acres. This approach is
conservative as it assumes that all on-site emissions would occur within a five-acre area and over-predicts
potential localized impacts (i.e., more pollutant emissions occurring within a smaller area and within closer
proximity to potential sensitive receptors). The use of LST screening thresholds based on one-acre was
used to assess the potential for localized air quality impacts associated with the Project. Although the Project
site is almost five acres in size, SCAQMD guidance for LST analysis states that the disturbance acreage
should be based not on the total size of a project but on the number and types of off-road construction
equipment that would be involved in earthmoving activities. As such, because the Project would not involve
a substantial quantity of earthmoving, the one-acre parameter was determined to be most applicable and
represents the most conservative approach.

8 NOzimpacts are conservatively addressed by evaluating nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions.
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When quantifying mass emissions for localized analysis, only emissions that occur on site are considered.
Consistent with the SCAQMD’s LST methodology guidelines, emissions related to off-site delivery/haul truck
activity and employee trips are not considered in the evaluation of localized impacts.

As shown in Table 2-5, Maximum Localized Construction Emissions (lbs/day), localized construction
emissions were evaluated for each Project component for all criteria pollutants. Although it is unlikely that
all Project phases would occur at the same time, the total emissions from all phases are compared to the
screening threshold. Emissions occurring at the Project site would be less than the SCAQMD LST screening
thresholds. Thus, impacts related to air pollutant exposure of residents proximate to the Project site would
be less than significant and no mitigation is required.

TABLE 2-5
MAXIMUM LOCALIZED CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS (LBS/DAY)
NOx co PM10 PM2.5
Demolition 9 10 2 1
Grading 9 9 <1 <1
Irrigation Trenching 4 3 <1 <1
Infrastructure/Bridge Construction 3 3 <1 <1
Paving 5 5 <1 <1
Total 30 30 3 2
LST Screening Threshold 69 535 56 17
Exceeds SCAQMD Thresholds? No No No No
Ibs/day: pounds per day; NOx: nitrogen oxides; CO: carbon monoxide; PM10: respirable particulate matter with a diameter of
10 microns or less; PM2.5: fine particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or less; SCAQMD: South Coast Air Quality
Management District; LST: Local Significance Threshold; SRA: Source Receptor Area.
a Thresholds are for 1-acre site with receptors located within 25 meters for NOx and CO, and 195 meters for PM10 and
PM2.5in SRA 8.
Source: SCAQMD 2009 (LSTs). Emissions from Psomas calculated with CalEEMod 2016.3.2.

Toxic Air Contaminants

The greatest potential for toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions during construction would be related to
diesel particulate emissions associated with heavy equipment operations during site grading activities. The
SCAQMD does not consider diesel-related cancer risks from construction equipment to be an issue due to
the short-term nature of construction activities. Construction activities associated with the proposed Project
would be short term (three months or less). The assessment of cancer risk is typically based on a 30- to 70-
year exposure period. Because exposure to diesel exhaust would be well below the 30- and 70-year
exposure period, construction of the proposed Project is not anticipated to result in an elevated cancer risk
to exposed persons. As such, Project-related TAC impacts during construction would be less than significant
and no mitigation is required.

Operational (Long-Term) Impacts

Operational emissions are comprised of area, energy, and mobile (i.e., vehicle) source emissions. The
proposed Project has been designed to provide improved physical facilities and open space resources to
existing users of the Oak Grove area of the HWP and would not result in increased use of the park. The same
amount of parking and internal roads and the same type and extent of facilities would be provided. As such,
operation of the Project would be comparable to the existing conditions of the Project site, with the exception
that some areas may need less frequent maintenance. There would be no new trips added as a result of the
proposed Project. Therefore, emissions from the long-term operations of the proposed Project would be the
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same with existing emissions and impacts from long-term operational impacts would be less than significant
and no mitigation is required.

Air Quality Management Plan Assumptions Consistency

The Project is consistent with the Zoning and General Plan Land Use designations for the site and is
therefore consistent with the growth expectations for the region. Further, the proposed Project would not
result in development of new land uses that have not been anticipated in the AQMP. No conflict with the
2016 AQMP would occur with the proposed Project. There would be no impact and no mitigation is required.

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

Would the project:

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

WHY? The SCAQMD in their White Paper on Regulatory Options for Addressing Cumulative Impacts from
Air Pollution Emissions, identifies that impacts that are less than significant on a project level are also
considered to be less than significant on a cumulative basis. The AQMD uses the same significance
thresholds for project-specific and cumulative impacts for all environmental topics, except for the Hazard
Index for toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions (SCAQMD 2003). Any projects that are found to result in
less than significant impacts on a project level are not considered by the SCAQMD to be cumulatively
considerable and consequently would not result in a considerable contribution to cumulative impacts.

Since the Project-related emissions impacts were identified as less than significant, as shown in
Threshold 2.3(a), construction of the Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to
air quality impacts. Cumulative impacts are also less than significant and no mitigation is required.

Notwithstanding, acknowledging the County’s ongoing Devil’'s Gate project, the City of Pasadena, as the
Lead Agency, desires to limit additional air pollutant generation in the Hahamongna area as a result of the
Project’s construction. As such, the City will implement the following condition of approval that specifies how
the City and the contractor will comply with SCAQMD Rule 403 requirements to minimize construction-phase
air quality emissions to the maximum extent practicable:

o Watering exposed surfaces at least three times per day, or more during windy conditions.
High wind conditions are defined under Rule 403 as instantaneous wind speeds that exceed
25 miles per hour.

¢ Non-toxic soil stabilizers/dust suppressants that create a crust on the surface to be resistant
to wind erosion would be selected and applied consistent with Rule 403.

o Traffic speeds on unpaved roads would be restricted to no more than 15 miles per hour.

e One or more devices would be installed at ingress/egress points to remove dirt from vehicle
tires and undercarriage prior to leaving the site.

o All materials to be loaded for export would be pre-watered.

o All haul trucks would either be covered (with on board tarp) or maintain at least two feet of
freeboard between the top of the soil and the edge of the truck bed.

¢ City staff would inspect Rule 403 compliance daily.
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Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations? [ [ X [

WHY? As described in Threshold 2.3(b) above, the proposed Project would not result in any substantial
TAC air pollution impacts, and construction criteria pollutant emissions would be less than the conservative
LST screening thresholds. Therefore, Project construction would not expose any nearby sensitive receptors
to substantial pollutant concentrations.

A CO hotspot is an area of elevated CO concentrations that is caused by severe vehicle congestion on
major roadways, typically near intersections. If a project substantially increases average delay at signalized
intersections that are operating at Level of Service (LOS) E or F or causes an intersection, operating at
LOS D or better without the project, to operate at LOS E or F with the project, there is a potential for a CO
hotspot.

The proposed Project would generate the same quantity of vehicle trips as existing conditions. Therefore,
Project-related vehicle trips would not have the potential to substantially change the average LOS at nearby
intersections and consequently would not contribute to the potential for the formation of a CO hotspot. As
discussed further in Section 2.17, Transportation, There would be a less than significant impact and no
mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) [ [ X [
adversely affecting a substantial number of people?

WHY? According to the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook, land uses associated with odor complaints
typically include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food processing plants, chemical plants,
composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding (SCAQMD 1993). The Project does not
propose any of these land uses and would not otherwise produce objectionable, long-term operational odors.
The Project involves improvements to open space and recreational areas and consequently does not involve
any sources of odors-causing air pollutant emissions that would adversely affect a substantial number of
people.

Short-term construction equipment and activities would generate odors, such as diesel exhaust emissions
from construction equipment and paving activities. There may be situations where construction activity odors
would have an olfactory presence, but these odors would not be of sufficient magnitude to constitute a public
nuisance. The odors would be temporary and would dissipate rapidly from the source with an increase in
distance. Therefore, the impacts would be short-term and would not be objectionable to a substantial number
of people. There would be a less than significant impact and no mitigation is required.
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MITIGATION MEASURES

There would be no significant impacts and no mitigation is required.
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24 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Information in this section is derived from the Biological Technical Report for the Berkshire Creek Area
Improvements Project (Biological Technical Report) and Jurisdictional Delineation Report for the Berkshire
Creek Area Improvements Project (Jurisdictional Delineation Report), both dated May 2019 and prepared
by (Psomas 2019a, 2019b). The Biological Technical Report is are provided in its entirety in Appendix B-1;
the Jurisdictional Delineation Report is provided as Attachment B of Appendix B-1.

The data provided below are based on literature searches, database reviews, and Project biologists’ field
observations, as well as Psomas’ biological resource studies for other projects in the same vicinity as the
proposed Project site and site-specific surveys performed for the Project. Site visits in support of the
Biological Technical Report were conducted on the Project site by Psomas Biologist Sarah Thomas on
November 2 and 3, 2018; and February 26, 2019. Tree surveys were conducted by Psomas Arborist Trevor
Bristle within the Berkshire Creek Project Component on March 1, 2019. During the tree survey, all trees
within the Project component subject to regulation by the Pasadena Tree Ordinance and/or the California
Fish and Game Code were identified and mapped in the field. Other non-native trees throughout the Project
site were also identified as part of proposed removals for habitat enhancement. A Jurisdictional Delineation
was performed on the Project site by Psomas Regulatory Specialist David Hughes on May 25 and July 24,
2018. In addition, a focused survey to determine the presence or absence of one special status plant
species, Nevins barberry (Berberis nevinii), was conducted by Psomas biologist Sarah Thomas on May 17,
2019.

Existing Setting

The Project site is located on the U.S. Geological Survey’s (USGS’) Pasadena 7.5-minute quadrangle.
Topography is generally mixed with flat and sloped areas with on-site elevations ranging from approximately
1,060 to 1,100 ft above mean sea level (msl). The Upper Arroyo Seco, a tributary of the Los Angeles River,
is located directly east of the Project site. The Arroyo Seco to the northeast and east of the site consists of
series of shallow basins, which are used to facilitate storm water runoff percolation and a wide reservoir
where flood waters and sediment are retained behind Devil's Gate Dam.

Soil types on the site include, urban land-Soboba complex, urban land-Montebello-Xerorthents, and Soboba
and Tujunga soils as shown in Exhibit 4, Soil Types, in Section 1.1.1, of the Biological Technical Report
(Appendix B-1) (USDA NRCS 2012).

Jurisdictional Features

One |jurisdictional feature, Berkshire Creek, is present on the Project site, as shown on Exhibit 11,
Jurisdictional Features — Berkshire Creek. Berkshire Creek flows into the southern portion of Devil’'s Gate
Reservoir and is therefore under the jurisdictional authority of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE).
The limits of non-wetland Waters of the United States in Berkshire Creek were defined by the presence of
an Ordinary High-Water Mark (OHWM), exhibited by the break in bank slope. There are no wetland Waters
of the United States within the Project site. In all, a total of 0.11 acre of Waters of the United States occur in
Berkshire Creek. There are no “isolated waters” present in the Project area. Therefore, the Regional Water
Quality Control Board’s (RWQCB?’s) jurisdictional limits are equal to those of the USACE. The limits of
California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW’s) jurisdiction in the survey area were mapped to the
outer canopy of native tree species that overhang Berkshire Creek, as shown on Exhibit 12, Jurisdictional
Tree Locations. CDFW limits were mapped to the top of the Berkshire Creek banks in areas that contain
only non-native species. In all, the survey area contains 0.76 acre of CDFW jurisdictional areas. A complete
description of jurisdictional waters on the site is provided in the Jurisdictional Delineation Report in
Attachment B of Appendix B-1 of this IS/MND.
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Vegetation

The Project site consists of coast live oak woodland, black willow—California sycamore woodland, black
willow thickets/mulefat thickets, California sagebrush scrub, non-native ornamental woodland, developed,
and disturbed vegetation types as shown in Exhibit 13, Vegetation Types and Other Areas.

Coast live oak woodland occurs throughout the central portion of the Project site. This vegetation type is
dominated by coast live oak trees and has an understory comprised mostly of leaf litter. Non-native species
such as wild oat (Aveena sp.), horehound (Marrubium vulgare), smilo grass (Stipa miliacea var. miliacea),
and short-podded mustard (Hirschfeldia incana) also occur in the understory. Native species such as wild
cucumber and phacelia (Phacelia sp.) were also observed in the understory. The oak woodland area
contains various paved roadways, a parking lot, and pedestrian/equestrian (i.e., unpaved) trails.

California sagebrush scrub occurs in the southern portion of the Project site. This appears to be a remnant
patch of sagebrush scrub associated with revegetation following adjacent construction associated with Oak
Grove Drive. This area is dominated by California sagebrush (Artemesia californica) with California
buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum), black sage (Salvia mellifera), black elderberry (Sambucus nigra), and
laurel sumac (Malosma laurina) also occurring.

Black willow—California sycamore woodland occurs in the central-eastern portion of the Project site. This
vegetation type is dominated by Goodding’s black willow trees (Salix gooddingii) and California sycamore
(Platanus racemosa) trees and has an understory of non-native species including brome grasses (Bromus
sp.), and common fig (Ficus carica) as well as some native species such as poison oak (Toxicodendron
diversilobum) and wild cucumber (Marah macrocarpa).

The black willow thickets/mulefat thickets occurs in the southeastern and central-eastern portions of the
study area. It consists of Goodding’s black willow and mulefat (Baccharis salicifolia) thickets interspersed.
Other species observed include poison oak and poison hemlock (Conium maculatum).

Non-native ornamental woodland areas occur in the southeastern and central portions of the Project site.
These areas consist of non-native trees such as Shamel ash (Fraxinus uhdei), Eucalyptus (Eucalyptus sp.),
Acacia (Acacia sp.), and edible fig (Ficus carica). Ripgut brome can be found in the understory. This
vegetation type is not described in the California Manual of Vegetation.

Developed areas are considered “other” areas and occur in the Project site as roadways in the western
portion and the Oak Grove Maintenance Office in the northern portion. Disturbed areas are also considered
“other” areas and consist of dirt roads or other maintained areas that are either devoid of vegetation or
support a sparse cover of ruderal species.

Special Status Vegetation

Three of the seven vegetation types in the study area are considered special status: black willow—California
sycamore woodland, black willow thickets/mulefat thickets, and California sagebrush scrub. Special status
habitats are vegetation types, associations, or subassociations that support concentrations of special status
plant or wildlife species; these habitats are of relatively limited distribution or of particular value to wildlife.
Although special status habitats are not afforded legal protection unless they support protected species,
potential impacts on them may increase concerns and mitigation suggestions by resources agencies.
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Regulated Trees

Within the Berkshire Creek disturbance footprint, a total of 54 trees (including 4 native trees and 50 non-
native trees/saplings), regulated under the City’s Ordinance No. 6896 “City Trees and Tree Protection
Ordinance” (codified in Chapter 8.52 of the Pasadena Municipal Code) and/or California Fish and Game
Code as riparian trees, mapped during the tree survey for the Project are proposed for removal as shown
on Exhibit 14 and listed in Appendix B-2, Impacted Trees Table. Some of root systems and/or canopies of
the listed trees, above, may fall within the impact area for the Berkshire Creek component of the Project.

Within the remainder of the Project site, an additional 31 non-native trees/saplings mapped during the tree
survey for the Project are proposed for removal as part of habitat restoration activity. As part of habitat
restoration activities outside the Berkshire Creek component, there are also selected non-native plants
identified in the Exhibit 14 for removal due to the size or number of those species. A total of 80 non-native
plant removals are proposed. All proposed tree and plant removals are shown in Exhibit 14, Proposed Tree
and Plant Removals, and all proposed tree removals are listed in Appendix B-2. Table 2-6, Tree Impact
Summary, provides a simplified list of the tree species and number of each that are proposed for removal.
Therefore, there are a total of 85 proposed tree removals (including 4 native trees and 81 non-native
trees/saplings) and 80 non-native plant removals proposed as part of the Project.

TABLE 2-6
TREE IMPACT SUMMARY
Tree Species Number of
Common Name Scientific Name Tree Removals

acacia Acacia sp. 1
arroyo willow Salix lasiolepis 1
Bailey acacia Acacia baileyana 11
blue gum Eucalyptus globulus 3
carob Ceratonia siliqua 3
common fig Ficus carica 1
evergreen ash Fraxinus uhdei 1
holly leaf cherry Prunus ilicifolia 1
Mexican fan palm Washingtonia Robusta 5
Shamel ash Fraxinus uhdei 41
tree of heaven Ailanthus altissima 15
willow Salix sp. 2

Total 85
* Bold indicates native species

Special Status Plants

Many special status plant species have potential to occur in the Project region (i.e., Pasadena, Mt. Wilson,
Burbank, and Condor Peak USGS 7.5-minute quadrangles). These species, along with their potential to
occur, are summarized in Table 2-7, Special Status Plant Species Potentially Occurring in the Project
Region, beginning on the following page. In addition, a focused survey to determine the presence or absence
of one special status plant species, Nevins barberry (Berberis nevinii), was conducted by Psomas biologist
Sarah Thomas on May 17, 2019. Results of the survey are included within Table 2-6, Special Status Plant
Species Potentially Occurring in the Project Region, beginning on the following page.
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TABLE 2-7

SPECIAL STATUS PLANT SPECIES POTENTIALLY OCCURRING IN THE PROJECT REGION

Scientific Name Common Name USFWS | CDFW | CRPR Species Background Potential
Not expected to
Arctostaphylos San Gabriel Evergreen shrub. Rocky soil in chaparral; 1,952—4,920 ft Southern | occur;  outside
glandulosa ssp. manzanita 1B.2 | California County Distribution: Los Angeles, San Bernardino. | current  known
gabrielensis Blooming period: March elevational
range.
Perennial herb. Recently burned and disturbed areas, in sandstone Not expected to
Astragalus Braunton's milk- FE 1B.1 and carbonite soils, in chaparral, coastal scrub, and grasslands; 13— oceur: P no
brauntonii vetch ) 2,099 ft Southern California County Distribution: Los Angeles, suitat;le habitat
Orange, Riverside, Ventura. Blooming period: January—August '
Annual herb. Alkaline soils in chenopod scrub, playas, and vernal
Parish's pools; 82-6,232 ft Southern California County Distribution: Los | Not expected to
Atriplex parishii brittlescale 1B.1 Angeles (Presumed extirpated), Orange (Presumed extirpated), | occur; no
Riverside, San Bernardino (Presumed extirpated), San Diego. | suitable habitat.
Blooming period: June—October
Evergreen shrub. Sandy or gravelly soils in chaparral, cismontane é?oszgt sitefrogl]'
B . . ., woodland, coastal scrub, and riparian scrub; 898-2,707 ft Southern Jec P
erberis nevinii Nevin's barberry FE SE 1B.1 Californi e . . negative results
alifornia County Distribution: Los Angeles, Riverside, San of focused
Bernardino, San Diego. Blooming period: March—June
survey.
Calochortus slender mariposa Perennial bulbiferous herb. Chaparral, coastal scrub, grassland; ygguﬁXpeﬁtiﬁ?it;g
clavatus var. ; 1B.2 | 1,050-3,280 ft Southern California County Distribution: Los N
gracilis iy Angeles, Ventura. Blooming period: March—June marginally
’ ' ’ suitable habitat.
Perennial bulbiferous herb. Mesic soils in chaparral, lower montane sgguixpezﬁgidtg
Calochortus Palmer's mariposa 1B.2 coniferous forests, meadows and seeps; 3,280-7,839 ft Southern ’
. | . . . A : - current  known
palmeri var. palmeri | lily California County Distribution: Kern, Los Angeles, Riverside, San elevational
Bernardino, Ventura. Blooming period: April-July
range.
Perennial bulbiferous herb. Granitic and rocky areas in chaparral, Not expected to
Calochortus Plummer's cismontane woodland, coastal scrub, lower montqne c_:oniferous occur limited
ummerae marinosa il 4.2 forest, and grassland; 328-5,576 ft Southern California County mar i’nall
p P y Distribution: Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, 'tgbl hy bitat
Ventura. Blooming period: May—July suitable habitat.
Hemiparasitic perennial herb. Granitic soils in chaparral, lower yggu(:‘_)(pegﬁgi;g
Castilleja gleasoni Mt. Gleason SR 1B.2 montane coniferous forests, and Pinyon and juniper woodland; currer’1t Known
paintbrush : 3,805-7,118 ft Southern California County Distribution: Los elevational
Angeles. Blooming period: May—September range
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TABLE 2-7

SPECIAL STATUS PLANT SPECIES POTENTIALLY OCCURRING IN THE PROJECT REGION

period: January—July

Scientific Name Common Name | USFWS | CDFW | CRPR Species Background Potential
Annual herb. Found within the margin of marshes and swamps,
. . . S . Not expected to
Centromadia parryi vernally mesic soils in grassland, and vernal pools; 0-1,574 ft .
. southern tarplant 1B.1 D o T occur; no
ssp. australis Southern California County Distribution: Los Angeles, Orange, San . .
. . o suitable habitat.
Diego, Ventura. Blooming period: May—November
Annual herb. Alkaline soils in chenopod scrub, meadows and seeps, | Not expected to
Centromadia smooth tarolant 1B.1 playas, riparian woodland, and grassland; 0-2,100 ft Southern | occur; records in
pungens ssp. laevis P ' California County Distribution: Los Angeles, Riverside, San | the region are
Bernardino, San Diego. Blooming period: April-September historic.
, , Annual herb. Sandy soil in coastal scrub and grassland; 492—4,002 Not gxpected Fo
Chorizanthe parryi | San Fernando e e occur; records in
X : FC SE 1B.1 ft Southern California County Distribution: Los Angeles, Orange .
var. fernandina Valley spineflower : - o - the region are
(Presumed extirpated), Ventura. Blooming period: April-July historic
Annual herb. Sandy or rocky openings in chaparral, coastal scrub, | Not expected to
Chorizanthe parryi Parrv's spineflower 1B.1 cismontane woodland, and grassland; 902—4,001 ft Southern | occur; records in
var. parryi yssp ’ California County Distribution: Los Angeles, Riverside, San |the region are
Bernardino. Blooming period: April-June historic.
Perennial rhizomatous herb. Meadows, seeps, marshes, and | Not expected to
Cladium California oo | Swamps either alkaline or freshwater; 197-2,837 ft Southern | occur; records in
californicum sawgrass ) California County Distribution: Los Angeles (Presumed extirpated), | the region are
Riverside, San Bernardino. Blooming period: June—September historic.
Annual herb. Sandy soils in chaparral, cismontane woodland, and | Not expected to
Dodecahema slender-horned alluvial fan coastal scrub; 656-2,493 ft Southern California County | occur; records in
g FE SE 1B.1 P . ) . . .
leptoceras spineflower Distribution: Los Angeles, Riverside, San Bernardino. Blooming | the region are
period: April-June historic.
Not expected to
Perennial herb. Often in clay soils in chaparral, coastal scrub, and | occur;  limited,
Dudleva multicaulis many-stemmed 1B.2 grassland; 49-2,591 ft Southern California County Distribution: Los | marginally
4 dudleya ’ Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, San Diego. Blooming | suitable habitat;
period: April-July few records in
the region.
Deciduous shrub. Chaparral, cismontane woodland, broadleafed Not expected to
Galium arande San Gabiriel 1B.2 upland and lower montane coniferous forest; 1,394—4,920 ft occur- P no
g bedstraw ) Southern California County Distribution: Los Angeles. Blooming ’

suitable habitat.
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TABLE 2-7

SPECIAL STATUS PLANT SPECIES POTENTIALLY OCCURRING IN THE PROJECT REGION

Scientific Name

Common Name

USFWS

CDFW

CRPR

Species Background

Potential

Perennial rhizomatous herb. Coastal salt and freshwater marshes
and swamps; 33-5,494 ft Southern California County Distribution:

Not expected to

Hellanth_us putta/lu Los Angeles 1A Los Angeles (Presumed extirpated), Orange (Presumed extirpated), oceur, repords in
ssp. parishii sunflower ) ) ) o the region are
San Bernardino (Presumed extirpated). Blooming period: August— | .~ .
historic.
October
Perennial herb. Sandy and gravelly soils in maritime chaparral, Not expected to
. cismontane woodland, and coastal scrub; 229-2,657 ft Southern " P .
Horkelia cuneata . . . I . . occur; records in
mesa horkelia 1B.1 California County Distribution: Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside .
var. puberula . . . the region are
(Presumed extirpated), San Bernardino, San Diego (Presumed historic
extirpated), Ventura. Blooming period: February—July (September) ’
Perennial rhizomatous herb. Mesic soils in chaparral, coastal scrub, Not e'xpec.teq to
. A occur; limited,
Mojavean desert scrub, riparian scrub, meadows and seeps (often marginall
Imperata brevifolia | California satintail 2B.1 | alkali); 0-3,985 ft Southern California County Distribution: Imperial, rginatly .
. . . suitable habitat;
Kern, Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, Ventura. .
. o few records in
Blooming period: September—May :
the region.
Annual herb. Coastal salt marsh, coastal salt swamps, playas,

Lasthenia alabrata vernal pools; 3—4,001 ft Southern California County Distribution: | Not expected to
s coultegri Coulter's goldfields 1B.1 Kern (Presumed extirpated), Los Angeles (Presumed extirpated), | occur; no
P- Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino (Presumed extirpated), San | suitable habitat.

Diego, Ventura. Blooming period: February—June
Annual herb. Openings in chaparral and sage scrub; below 2,900 ft | Not expected to
Lepidium virginicum | Robinson's Southern California County Distribution: Los Angeles, Orange, | occur; limited
; . 43 - : X . ; T .
var. robinsonii pepper-grass Riverside, San Bernardino, San Diego, Ventura. Blooming Period: | marginally
January—July suitable habitat.
Annual herb. Rocky openings in chaparral, lower and upper glgguﬁ)(pegﬁzi;g
Linanthus San Gabriel montane coniferous forest; 4,986-9,184 ft Southern California ’
. ; 1B.2 o . . .| current  known
concinnus linanthus County Distribution: Los Angeles, San Bernardino. Blooming period: -
. elevational
April-July
range.
Malacothamnus Davidson's bush- Deciduous shrub. Chaparral, coastal scrub, cismontane and riparian sgguixpeﬁtiﬁtég
; " 1B.2 woodland; 607-2,804 ft Southern California County Distribution: N
davidsonii mallow . o marginally
Kern, Los Angeles, Ventura. Blooming period: June—January : .
suitable habitat.
Perennial herb. Sandy or gravelly soils in chaparral, cismontane | Not expected to
Pseudognaphalium | white rabbit- 2B.2 woodland, coastal scrub, and riparian woodland; 0-6,888 ft | occur; records in
leucocephalum tobacco ’ Southern California County Distribution: Los Angeles, Orange, | the region are
Riverside, San Diego. Blooming period: July—December historic.
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TABLE 2-7
SPECIAL STATUS PLANT SPECIES POTENTIALLY OCCURRING IN THE PROJECT REGION
Scientific Name Common Name USFWS | CDFW | CRPR Species Background Potential
Deciduous shrub. Riparian woodland; 213-984 ft Southern | Not expected to
Ribes divaricatum Parish's 1A California County Distribution: Los Angeles (Presumed extirpated), | occur; records in
var. parishii gooseberry San Bernardino (Presumed extirpated). Blooming period: February— | the region are
April historic.
Perennial herb. Alkaline and mesic soils in chaparral, coastal scrub, N
. . lower montane coniferous forest, Mojavean desert scrub, and ot expect_eq to
Sidalcea salt spring . L Vol e e occur,; limited
. 2B.2 playas; 49-5,020 ft Southern California County Distribution: Kern, .
neomexicana checkerbloom L - . . marginally
os Angeles (Presumed extirpated), Orange, Riverside, San suitable habitat
Bernardino, San Diego, Ventura. Blooming period: March—June ’
Perennial rhizomatous herb. Mesic soils in chaparral, cismontane
Symphyotrichum and riparian woodland, broadleaved upland and lower montane | Not expected to
greatae Greata's aster 1B.3 | coniferious forest; 984-6,593 ft Southern California County | occur; no
Distribution: Los Angeles, San Bernardino, Ventura. Blooming | suitable habitat.
period: June—October

Species Background: California Native Plant Society (CNPS). 2018 (January 25). Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants (online edition, v8-03). Sacramento, CA: CNPS.
http://www.rareplants.cnps.org/.

Listing Status: California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). 2018 (January). Special Vascular Plants, Bryophytes, and Lichens List. Sacramento, CA: CDFW, Natural Heritage

Division.

USFWS: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; CDFW: California Department of Fish and Wildlife; CRPR: California Rare Plant Rank; ft: feet

Species Status:
Federal (USFWS)

FE Endangered
FT Threatened

CRPR

State (CDFW)

SE Endangered
ST Threatened
SR Rare

1A Plants presumed extirpated in California and either rare or extinct elsewhere
1B Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California and elsewhere

2B

Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California, but more common elsewhere

4 Plants of limited distribution - watch list

CRPR Threat Code Extension

None: Plants lacking any threat information

.1 Seriously threatened in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened; high degree and immediacy of threat)

.2 Moderately threatened in California (20-80% of occurrences threatened; moderate degree and immediacy of threat)

.3 Not very threatened in California (<20% of occurrences threatened; low degree and immediacy of threat or no current threats known)
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Common Wildlife and Wildlife Movement

The Project area currently consists mostly of native woodland and scrub habitats with meandering existing
trail systems, access roads, and passive or active recreational features surrounded by substantial
transportation corridors and low-density residential properties. The majority of the land immediately west of
the Project site is developed, primarily with residential, educational, and transportation uses, while the land
immediately to the east is open space flood control that is connected to unimproved open space. Wildlife
movement in the region is expected to be of high value as wildlife traverse large open space areas of the
Angeles National Forest (ANF), and travel between the ANF and large tracts of native vegetation within the
upper and central Arroyo Seco to the northeast, east, and southeast of the Project site. The Project site
itself, however, does not occur within a critical linkage or corridor for wildlife movement. Movement occurring
through the Project area is expected to be local movement only. The wildlife expected to move through the
Project site would be residents of the area and are expected to be common species habituated to human
settlement such as the Virginia opossum, common raccoon, and coyote. These local wildlife species can
readily move through many areas in the immediate vicinity of HWP and do not specifically require the Project
site to accommodate the daily or seasonal activities. The Project area does not occur within a regional
wildlife corridor or any feature that would be used by wildlife to travel from one large open space area to
another.

No fish or amphibians were observed during the survey due to lack of suitable habitat. During a storm event,
when water is flowing or ponded, common fish and amphibian species that may occur include the western
mosquitofish (Gambusia affinis), American bullfrog (Lithobates catesbeianus), California toad (Anaxyrus
boreas halophilus), Baja California treefrog (Pseudacris hypochondriaca), and black-bellied slender
salamander (Batrachoseps nigriventris). Potentially suitable habitat for reptile species occurs throughout the
Project site. Two reptile species, the western fence lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis) and side-blotched lizard
(Uta stansburiana), were detected during the surveys. Other common reptile species that may occur in the
survey area include San Diego alligator lizard (Elgaria multicarinata webbii), California gopher snake
(Pituophis catenifer annectens), California striped racer (Coluber literalis literalis), and Southern Pacific
rattlesnake (Crotalus oreganus helleri). A variety of bird species are expected to be residents on the Project
site, using the habitats throughout the year. Other species are present only during certain seasons. For
example, the white-crowned sparrow (Zonotrichia leucophrys) is expected to occur on the Project site during
the winter season and then migrate north in the spring to breed during the summer.

A variety of bird species are expected to occur on or adjacent to the Project site. Species observed during
the survey include: Canada goose (Branta canadensis), mallard (Anas platyrhynchos), ring-necked duck
(Aythya collaris), hooded merganser (Lophodytes cucullatus), rock pigeon (Columba livia), Eurasian
collared-dove (Streptopelia decaocto), mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), Anna’s hummingbird (Calypte
anna), western gull (Larus occidentalis), California gull (Larus californicus), sharp-shinned hawk (Accipiter
striatus), red-shouldered hawk (Buteo lineatus), red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), Lewis’ woodpecker
(Melanerpes lewis), acorn woodpecker (Melanerpes formicivorus), Nuttall’'s woodpecker (Picoides nuttallii),
downey woodpecker (Picoides pubescens), northern flicker (Colaptes auratus), American kestrel (Falco
sparverius), black phoebe (Sayornis nigricans), California scrub-jay (Aphelocoma californica), American
crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos), common raven (Corvus corax), oak titmouse (Baeolophus inornatus),
bushtit (Psaltriparus minimus), white-breasted nuthatch (Sitta carolinensis), Bewick’s wren (Thryomanes
bewickii), ruby-crowned kinglet (Regulus calendula), western bluebird (Sialia mexicana), hermit thrush
(Catharus guttatus), American robin (Turdus migratorius), California thrasher (Toxostoma redivivum),
European starling (Sturnus vulgaris), house finch (Haemorhous mexicanus), purple finch (Haemorhous
purpureus), lesser goldfinch (Spinus psaltria), spotted towhee (Pipilo maculatus), California towhee (Pipilo
crissalis), song sparrow (Melospiza melodia), white-crowned sparrow (Zonotrichia leucophrys), dark-eyed
junco (Junco hyemalis), and yellow-rumped warbler (Setophaga coronata).

Other common bird species expected to occur on the Project site include, but are not limited to: Allen’s
hummingbird (Selasphorus sasin), Say’s phoebe (Sayornis saya), blue gray gnatcatcher (Polioptila
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caerulea), yellow warbler (Setophaga petechia), California quail (Callipepla californica), acorn woodpecker
(Melanerpes formicivorus), and lesser goldfinch (Spinus psaltria), Cassin’s kingbird (Tyrannus vociferans),
house wren (Troglodytes aedon), wrentit (Chamaea fasciata), northern mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos),
cedar waxwing (Bombycilla cedrorum), phainopepla (Phainopepla nitens), brown-headed cowbird
(Molothrus ater), orange-crowned warbler (Oreothlypis celata), and black-headed grosbeak (Pheucticus
melanocephalus).

Two small-sized mammals, California ground squirrel (Spermophilus beecheyi) and Botta’s pocket gopher
(Thomomys bottae) were observed in the survey area. Other small-sized mammal species expected to occur
include eastern fox squirrel (Sciurus niger). Medium-sized mammals expected to occur include desert
cottontail (Sylvilagus audubonii), Virginia opossum (Didelphis virginiana), common raccoon (Procyon lotor),
and striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis). Large-sized mammals expected to occur include coyote (Canis
latrans), bobcat (Lynx rufus), and mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus).

Bats occur throughout most of Southern California and may use any portion of the study area as foraging
habitat. Most of the bats that could potentially occur in the study area are inactive during the winter and
either hibernate or migrate, depending on the species. The following common bat species are expected to
occur on or adjacent to the Project site: big brown bat (Eptesicus fuscus), Brazilian free-tailed bat (Tadarida
brasiliensis), canyon bat (Parastrellus hesperus), hoary bat (Lasiurus cinereus), yuma myotis (Myotis
yumanensis), little brown bat (Myotis lucifigus), and California myotis (Myotis californicus). Bats may roost
in crevices of structures, in culverts, under bridges, or in large oak or sycamore trees in the survey area.

Special Status Wildlife

Many special status wildlife species have potential to occur in the Project region, summarized in Table 2-8,
Special Status Wildlife Species Reported in the Project Area, beginning on the following page. The table
includes a brief description of the habitat for the species and the potential for occurrence on the Project site.
Note that these species are grouped by taxon and listed alphabetically according to their scientific name.

Additionally, several CDFW Watch List species are reported from the Project region but are not included in
the table, below, such as: orange-throated whiptail (Aspidoscelis hyperythra), California mountain kingsnake
(San Bernardino population) (Lampropeltis zonata parvirubra), sharp-shinned hawk (Accipiter striatus),
Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii), merlin (Falco columbarius), California horned lark (Eremophila alpestris
actia), southern California rufous-crowned sparrow (Aimophila ruficeps canescens), and Bell’s sage sparrow
(Artemisiospiza belli belli). The orange-throated whiptail (Aspidoscelis hyperythra), Cooper’s hawk, sharp-
shinned hawk, merlin, and southern California rufous-crowned sparrow may occur on the Project site.
Cooper’s hawk and southern California rufous-crowed sparrow may occur for nesting.
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TABLE 2-8
SPECIAL STATUS WILDLIFE SPECIES REPORTED FROM THE PROJECT AREA
Critical Habitat
Present in the
Species General Habitat/Range Description USFWS CDFW Study Area?® Potential for Occurrence
Fish
Occurs in coastal freshwater streams and rivers
Gila orcuttii with sustained flows and emergent vegetation _ ssc _ Not expected to occur; no
arroyo chub with substrates consisting primarily of sand or suitable habitat.
mud.
Rhinichthys osculus ssp. 3 Occurs in perennial streams with riffle habitats in _ ssc _ Not expected to occur; no
Santa Ana speckled dace clean, rocky-bottomed streams and rivers. suitable habitat.
Occurs in shallow streams with flows that run
from slow to swift. Stream substrates consist of
Catostomus santaanae boulders, gravel, and cobble where there are FT ssc No Not expected to occur; no
Santa Ana sucker growths of filamentous algae. This species is suitable habitat.
occasionally found on sandy or muddy
substrates.
Amphibians
Found in wet forests, oak forests, chaparral, and
Taricha torosa rolling grasslands. In Southern California, drier _ ssc _ Not expected to occur; no
Coast Range newt chaparral, oak woodland, and grasslands are suitable habitat.
used.
v Occurs in semi-arid regions near washes or .
Anaxyrus [Bufo] californicus intermittent streams. Streams must be of low FE SSC No th expectgd to oceur; no
arroyo toad . . suitable habitat.
velocity with sand or gravel substrate.
Occurs in deep ponds and slow-moving streams
Rana draytonii with emergent vegetation in forests, woodlands, FT ssc No Not expected to occur; no
California red-legged frog grasslands, streams, wetlands, ponds, and lakes suitable habitat.
from sea level to 8,000 ft above msl.
Occurs in small, isolated populations in
the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San
Rana muscosa Jacinto Mountains in narrow, rock-walled rivers, Not expected to occur no
Southern Mountain yellow- | perennial creeks, and permanent plunge pools FE SSC No . pect ’
o . . suitable habitat.
legged frog with intermittent creeks and pools in montane
riparian and/or chaparral between 1,200 and
7,500 ft above msl.
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TABLE 2-8
SPECIAL STATUS WILDLIFE SPECIES REPORTED FROM THE PROJECT AREA

Critical Habitat
Present in the

two-striped garter snake

riparian habitats with perennial water.

Species General Habitat/Range Description USFWS CDFW Study Area?® Potential for Occurrence
Occurs in a wide range of habitats; lowlands to
foothills, grasslands, open chaparral, pine-oak
Spea hammondii woodlands.. It prefers shqrtgrass plains, sandy'or Not expected to occur; no
gravelly soil (e.g., alkali flats, washes, alluvial - SSC - . )
Western Spadefoot . - . ; suitable habitat.
fans). It is fossorial and breeds in temporary rain
pools and slow-moving streams (e.g., areas
flooded by intermittent streams).
Reptiles
Occurs in ponds, lakes, marshes, rivers,
Emvs marmorata streams, and irrigation ditches with a rocky or Not expected to occur no
V muddy bottom and aquatic vegetation at - SSC - . pect ’
western pond turtle d . suitable habitat.
elevations from sea level to approximately 6,696
ft above msl.
Phrynosoma blainvillii Occurs in scrubland, grassland, = coniferous Not expected to occur; limited
X forests, and broadleaf woodland vegetation - SSC - ; . ’
coast horned lizard types marginally suitable habitat.
. e . .| Occurs in hot and dry areas with sparse foliage . . .
Asp/dosgells t/g(’/s stem_egep and open areas. Found in forests, woodland, _ _ _ May occur; potentially suitable
San Diegan tiger whiptail S habitat.
chaparral, and riparian areas.
Requires areas with loose sandy soil, moisture,
Anniella s warmth, and plant cover, including leaf litter. Mav ocecur: potentially suitable
"a sp. . Occurs in coastal dune, valley-foothill, chaparral, - SSC - y > P y
California legless lizard . habitat.
and coastal scrub types at elevations between
sea level and approximately 1,800 m (6,000 ft).
Occurs most commonly in desert habitats but
also occur in chaparral, sagebrush, valley-
Arizona elegans occidentalis | foothill hardwood, pine-juniper, and annual _ SSC _ Not expected to occur; limited
California glossy snake grass, elevation from below sea level to 7,000 ft. marginally suitable habitat.
Prefer open sandy areas with scattered brush,
but also found in rocky areas.
Thamnophis hammondii Occurs in wetlands, freshwater marsh, and _ ssC _ May occur; limited potentially

suitable habitat.
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TABLE 2-8

SPECIAL STATUS WILDLIFE SPECIES REPORTED FROM THE PROJECT AREA

Critical Habitat
Present in the

Swainson’s hawk

and agricultural lands with scattered trees.

Species General Habitat/Range Description USFWS CDFW Study Area?® Potential for Occurrence
Birds
Occurs in mountainous country at low to
moderate elevations, especially rocky and
brushy areas with cliffs available for nest sites.
Gymnogyps californianus Foraging habitat includes grasslands, oak FE SE No Not expected to occur; no
California condor savannas, mountain plateaus, ridges, and suitable habitat.
canyons. In lower elevation mountains, they
require areas where wind conditions are suitable
for take-offs.
Uncommon to rare summer resident of valley
Coccyzus americanus foothill and desert riparian habitats in scattered
occidentalis locations in California. Requires broad areas of FT SE No Not expected to occur; no
western yellow-billed old-growth riparian habitats dominated by suitable habitat.
cuckoo (nesting) willows and cottonwoods with dense understory
vegetation.
Asio otus Occurs in dense woodlands adjacent to open _ ssC _ May occur for foraging; limited
long-eared owl (nesting) grassland or shrubland, and open forests. potentially suitable habitat.
, . Nesting typically occurs in a moist crevice or .
Cyp selo;dgs niger cave on a sea cliff above the surf or on cliffs - SSC - th expectgd tooceur; no
black swift : . . suitable habitat.
behind or adjacent to waterfalls in deep canyons.
Occurs in extensive (greater than 20 acres) 's\ll?i:a?)Tgeﬁ:gittaot Og?ugulf?i%li(ez{
. S riparian habitats along rivers, streams, or other . . .
Empidonax traillii extimus . quantity for breeding. It is
; wetlands where dense growth of willows, mule \
southwestern willow . . FE SE No noted, the species has not
fat, arrow-weed (Pluchea sericea), tamarisk L
flycatcher . been observed breeding in Los
(Tamarix sp.), or other plants are present, often Anaeles County in  several
with a scattered overstory of cottonwood. dega des y
Not expected to occur for
breeding; breeding in the
county is restricted to the
Buteo swainsoni Forages in savanna, open pine-oak woodland, _ ST _ 'rbér:;tslcd)geinv?*leeybrg?ecerizg:gg

since 1919 (one breeding
record between 1880-1919)
(Allen et al. 2016); may occur
as a migrant fly-over.
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TABLE 2-8
SPECIAL STATUS WILDLIFE SPECIES REPORTED FROM THE PROJECT AREA

Critical Habitat
Present in the

yellow-breasted chat

support a thick understory.

Species General Habitat/Range Description USFWS CDFW Study Area?® Potential for Occurrence
Uncommon permanent resident and migrant
throughout California, except center of Central
Valley. More common in southern California than Not expected to occur for
Aquila chrysaetos in north. Ranges from sea level up to 3833 m (0- breeding; marginally suitable
golden eagle 11,500 ft). Generally, occurs in rolling foothills, - FP - breeding and foraging habitat
mountain areas, sage-juniper flats, and desert due to proximity to developed
habitats. Breeding in Southern California areas; may occur as a fly-over.
breeding birds are primarily restricted to rugged,
mountainous country (Garrett and Dunn 1981).
Ath ) . Breeds and forages in grasslands and prefers
ene cunicularia . AN . . )
burrowing owl (burrow and flat to low, ro!llng hlllls in treeles§ terrain. Nests in _ ssc _ th expectgd to occur; no
X ) : burrows, typically in open habitats, most often suitable habitat.
wintering sites) » typically p ’
along banks and roadsides.
Vireo belli pusillus Riparian habitats domingted by willows with Limitgd potentiql to oceur;
least Bell's vireo (nesting) dense understory vegetation between sea level FE SE No marginal potentially suitable
and 1,500 ft above msl. habitat
Riparia riparia Breeds in riparian areas with vertical cliffs and Not expected to occur; no
b banks with fine-textured sandy soil in which it - ST - . ) ’
ank swallow di . suitable habitat.
igs nesting holes.
In California, this species is an obligate resident
of several distinct sub-associations of the coastal
sage scrub vegetation type. The gnatcatcher has
Polioptila californica been recorded from sea level to approximately Not expected to occur;
californica 3,000 ft above msl (USFWS 2003); however, ET ssc No sagescrub habitat on site too
coastal California greater than 90 percent of gnatcatcher records isolated and limited in size to
gnatcatcher are from between sea level and 820 ft above msl support the gnatcatcher.
along the coast and between sea level and
1,800 ft above msl inland (Atwood and Bolsinger
1992).
L For nesting, this species requires dense, brushy .
Icteria virens tangles near water and riparian woodlands that - SSC - Not expected to occur; no

suitable habitat.
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TABLE 2-8
SPECIAL STATUS WILDLIFE SPECIES REPORTED FROM THE PROJECT AREA

Species

General Habitat/Range Description

USFWS

CDFW

Critical Habitat
Present in the
Study Area?®

Potential for Occurrence

Agelaius tricolor
tricolored blackbird
(nesting)

This colonial nesting species prefers to breed in
freshwater marshes dominated by cattails
(Typha spp.) and bulrushes (Scirpus or
Schoenoplectus spp.), with willows (Salix spp.)
and nettles (Urtica spp.) also common. The
introduced mustards (Brassica spp.),
blackberries (Rubus spp.), thistles (Circium
spp.), and mallows (Malva spp.) have been
commonly used for several decades.

SCE, SSC

Not expected to occur; no
suitable habitat.

Setophaga petechia
yellow warbler

Riparian habitats dominated by willows with
dense understory vegetation between sea level
and 9,000 ft above msl.

SSC

May occur; potentially suitable
habitat.

Mammals

Bassariscus astutus
Ring-tailed cat

Dry, rocky, or mountainous areas with scattered
oaks and conifers. Dens among rock crevices or
in burrows, hollow trees, or attics by day. Strictly
nocturnal, seldom emerges before dark. Fairly
common throughout range.

FP

Limited potential to occur;
potentially suitable habitat.

Neotoma lepida intermedia
San Diego desert woodrat

Common to abundant in Joshua tree, Pinyon-
juniper, mixed and chamise-redshank chaparral,
sagebrush, and most desert habitats. Also found
in a variety of other habitats. Most abundant in
rocky areas with Joshua trees. Elevational range
from sea level to 2600 m (8500 ft). Northern and
elevational distribution may be limited by
temperature.

SSC

May occur; potentially suitable
habitat.

Onychomys torridus
southern grasshopper
mouse

Common in arid desert habitats of the Mojave
Desert and southern Central Valley of California.
Alkali desert scrub and desert scrub habitats are
preferred, with somewhat lower densities
expected in other desert habitats, including
succulent shrub, wash, and riparian areas. Also
occurs in coastal scrub, mixed chaparral,
sagebrush, low sage, and bitterbrush habitats.

SSC

May occur; potentially suitable
habitat.
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TABLE 2-8
SPECIAL STATUS WILDLIFE SPECIES REPORTED FROM THE PROJECT AREA

Critical Habitat
Present in the

western yellow bat

large cottonwood trees. Found in the arid
environment of the southwestern U.S., the
Mexican Plateau, and coastal western Mexico.

Species General Habitat/Range Description USFWS CDFW Study Area?® Potential for Occurrence
Occurs in arid habitats and roosts in caves,
. . buildings, crevices, and mines. Species typically Not expected to occur for
Choeronycteris mexicana f . . ) f f f . L
Mexican long- ound in dimly lit areas near pre er'red ood _ ssC _ oraging or .roostlng, S|te'or
source of ornamental trees or large native plants vicinity contains no vegetation
tongued bat X o ; . ; ) .
with sufficient nectar, including agaves, cacti, with suitable nectar sources.
avocado, banana plants, etc.
Occurs in desert lowlands. The species roosts in
caves and cave-like structures, and forages in
Macrotus californicus desert washes and floodplains, and dry, sandy Not expected to occur; outside
P e . . - SSC -
California leaf-nosed bat washes with riparian tree vegetation. Extirpated known range.
from all known non-desert sites north of San
Diego.
Occurs in grasslands, shrublands, and
woodlands and in open habitats with rocky areas
. or man-made structures for roosting. Species May occur for roosting and
Antrozous pallidus . . o . .
- can also roost in caves and trees. Species - SSC - foraging; potentially suitable
pallid bat . . )
typically forages in rural or undeveloped, natural habitat.
areas and is mostly absent in urban and
suburban areas.
Occurs in oak woodlands, arid deserts,
grasslands, along the coast, and high-elevation
Corynorhinus townsendii forests and meadows. Population centers occur May occur for foraging, not
I~ . : o - SSC - .
Townsend’s big-eared bat near large, minimally-disturbed cavities, expected to occur for roosting.
including both natural caves and man-made
structures.
Roosts in trees typically associated with riparian Mav occur for roosting and
Lasiurus blossevillii habitats where cottonwoods, oaks, sycamores, v . 9
. - SSC - foraging, potentially suitable
western red bat and walnuts are present. Also known to roost in h
habitat.
orchards trees.
This is a tree-roosting species most commonly Low potential to occur for
found roosting in groves of palm trees with skirts foraging and not expected for
Lasiurus xamtjomis of dead fronds. Also documented roosting in _ ssc _ roosting, marginal potentially

suitable foraging habitat, no
potentially suitable roosting
habitat.
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TABLE 2-8
SPECIAL STATUS WILDLIFE SPECIES REPORTED FROM THE PROJECT AREA
Critical Habitat
Present in the
Species General Habitat/Range Description USFWS CDFW Study Area?® Potential for Occurrence
Found in many open semi-arid to arid habitats,
including conifer and deciduous woodlands, —
May occur for foraging; not
coastal scrub, grasslands, palm oases, Lo
. I expected to occur for roosting;
Eumops perotis californicus chaparral, desert scrub, and urban areas. X . .
. ' ) . . - - SSC - potentially suitable foraging
western mastiff bat Typically forages in open areas with high cliffs : ; .
: . . habitat, no suitable roosting
and roosts in crevices on cliff faces and .
: : . habitat.
occasionally in man-made structures with at
least 15 ft of unobstructed space below roost.
Feeds primarily on moths caught while flying
over water sources in suitable habitat in the Not expected to occur for
Nyctinomops macrotis southwestern U.S. This migratory species _ ssc _ roosting or foraging; no suitable
big free-tailed bat prefers rugged, rocky terrain and roosts in roosting habitat onsite and no
crevices in high cliffs or rocky outcrops. records in the Project region.
Uncommon in Southern California.
Lepus californicus bennettii Occurs in herbaceous and desert-shrub areas Mav occur: potentiallv suitable
San Diego black-tailed and open, early stages of forest and chaparral - SSC - M P y
; . . habitat.
jackrabbit habitats.
Most abundant in the drier open stages of most
Taxidea taxus shrub, forest, and herbaceous habitats, with _ ssc _ Not expected to occur; no
American badger friable soils. When inactive, occupies suitable habitat.
underground burrow.

USFWS: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; CDFW: California Department of Fish and Wildlife; USFS: U.S. Forest Service; msl: mean sea level

Status Definitions

Federal (USFWS) Status State (CDFW) Status

FE Endangered SE Endangered

FT Threatened ST Threatened

FC Candidate SCE Candidate Endangered

SSC Species of Special Concern
FP California Fully Protected

Notes:  Scientific and common names for wildlife species follow the most current list of Special Animals (October 2017) available from the CDFW
(https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Plants-and-Animals).

a Critical Habitat only applies to USFWS-listed species. As such, any species without a USFWS listing, will have a “-".
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Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

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

WHY? The analysis below is divided into discussions about direct and/or indirect impacts to special status
plant species and special status wildlife species that occur or potentially occur on the Project site. For a
discussion of cumulative impacts, refer to Section 2.22, Mandatory Findings of Significance, Threshold (c),
of this IS/MND. Exhibit 15, Biological Resources Impacts, illustrates the impact footprint defined for
Berkshire Creek and the equestrian picnic area lot, where earthmoving activities would occur and the
location of the irrigation main line, where shallow trenching would occur.

Special Status Plant Species

No special status species are expected to occur within the Project site. Although one special status species,
Nevin’s barberry, was initially determined to have limited potential to occur as a result of literature review, a
focused survey determined the species to be absent from the Project site. The Project would have no
adverse impact on special status plant species, and no mitigation would be required.

Special Status Wildlife Species

The proposed Project would result in the loss of potential habitat for 14 special status wildlife species. The
discussions below evaluate impacts on those wildlife species observed and those that may occur on the
Project site. For those species with potential to occur, potential impacts were evaluated for the habitat which
the species is expected to occupy.

Reptiles

Three special status reptile species potentially occur on the site: the coastal whiptail, two-striped garter
shake, and silvery legless lizard. Although the proposed Project would impact potential habitat for these
species, they are not listed as Threatened or Endangered by State or federal resource agencies. The
temporary loss of a small amount of native habitat may be considered an adverse impact on these species,
but only a very small number of individuals would be affected relative to the much greater number of
individuals that constitute the regional populations. As a result, the relatively minor temporary loss of habitat
would not be expected to substantially reduce regional populations of these species. There would be no
permanent adverse impacts on these species or their habitat. Additionally, implementation of the Project
would benefit these native habitats in the long term. Therefore, potential Project impacts on these special
status reptile species would be considered adverse but less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

Birds

Eight federally and/or State-listed Threatened or Endangered (or Candidate State-listed Endangered) bird
species occur in the Project region: California condor, western yellow-billed cuckoo, Swainson’s hawk,
southwestern willow flycatcher, least Bell's vireo, bank swallow, coastal California gnatcatcher, and
tricolored blackbird.
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The western yellow-billed cuckoo and southwestern willow flycatcher are not expected to occur because the
riparian habitat on the Project site is not expansive enough for the breeding needs of these species.
Therefore, Project implementation would not result in any impacts on these species and no mitigation is
required.

The California sagebrush scrub on the Project site is too limited in size and isolated to support the coastal
California gnatcatcher. There would be no impact to this species and no mitigation is required.

The California condor, Swainson’s hawk, bank swallow, and tricolored blackbird are not expected to occur
due to a lack of suitable habitat. There would be no impact to this species and no mitigation is required.

The riparian vegetation on the Project site is potentially suitable for least Bell’s vireo. Although the extent of
such habitat on the site is extremely limited, impacts to this species may be potentially significant. The
Project schedule of Fall 2019 has been designed in part to avoid any potential impact on least Bell’s vireo
by entirely avoiding the period when this species is potentially present in the region. The balance of the year,
this species returns to non-breeding grounds in central and south America. Furthermore, implementation of
MM BIO-1, requiring that work activities avoid impacts to nesting birds, would ensure avoidance and reduce
this impact to a less than significant level.

One additional passerine bird species, yellow warbler, a California Species of Special Concern but not listed
as Threatened or Endangered by State or federal resources agencies, potentially occurs on the Project site.
If present, the proposed Project would temporarily impact potential foraging and nesting habitat for this
species. The temporary loss of foraging and nesting habitat would be considered an adverse impact but
only a very small number of individuals would be affected relative to the much greater number of individuals
comprising the regional population. As a result, the relatively minor temporary loss of habitat would not be
expected to substantially reduce regional populations of this species. There would be no permanent adverse
impacts on this species or its habitat. Therefore, Project impacts on this special status bird species would
be considered adverse but less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

One common raptor species, the red-tailed hawk, has the potential to nest on the Project site. Should an
active raptor nest be found on the Project site, the loss of the nest would be considered a violation of
California’s Fish and Game Code (Sections 3503, 3503.5, and 3513). The loss of any active raptor nest
occurring on the Project site would be considered potentially significant. However, the Project schedule of
Fall 2019 has been designed in part to avoid the nesting season of local breeding raptors such as red-tailed
hawk. Additionally, there would be no permanent adverse impacts on this species or its habitat.
Implementation of MM BIO-1, requiring that work activities avoid impacts to nesting birds, would ensure
avoidance and reduce this impact to a less than significant level.

Mammals

Special status mammal species potentially present on the Project site include the ringtail cat, San Diego
desert woodrat, southern grasshopper mouse, pallid bat, Townsend’s big-eared bat, western red bat,
western yellow bat, western mastiff bat, and San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit. Potential roosting habitat is
present for the western red bat and pallid bat.

Temporary loss of habitat for the San Diego desert woodrat, southern grasshopper mouse, and San Diego
black-tailed jackrabbit would be considered an adverse impact. However, only a very small number of
individuals would be affected relative to the much greater numbers of individuals that constitute these
regional populations. As a result, the relatively minor temporary loss of habitat would not be expected to
substantially reduce regional populations of these species. In addition, there would be no permanent
adverse impacts on these species or their habitat. Therefore, Project impacts on these special status
mammal species would be considered adverse but less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
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The western red bat and pallid bat may also have potential to roost in or adjacent to the Project area. Project
implementation would result in the loss of some potential roosting habitat for these species. Direct impacts
to roosting bats would be considered potentially significant. However, the Project schedule of Fall 2019 has
been designed in part to avoid potential impacts on bats by avoiding the period when these species may
potentially breed or hibernate in colonies in the region. Implementation of MM BIO-2 would ensure
avoidance and would reduce adverse impacts to a less than significant level by minimizing disturbance to
roosting bats during construction through seasonal avoidance and a two-step habitat removal process. In
conclusion, there would be no impacts to special status plant species and less than significant impacts on
special status wildlife species with implementation of MMs BIO-1 through BIO-2.

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

Would the project:

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

WHY? A total of 0.40 acres of coast live oak woodland would be impacted within the Berkshire Creek
disturbance footprint of the Project. An additional approximately 2.24 acres (including 54 existing trees) of
coast live oak woodland would be temporarily impacted with the installation of coast live oak trees for
restoration purposes. The 0.04 acres of black willow—California sycamore woodland would be temporarily
impacted by the Project. Other special status vegetation types on the Project site (i.e. black willow
thickets/mulefat thickets and California sagebrush scrub) are outside of the area of disturbance would not
be impacted by Project activities. Implementation of the Project would not result in a measurable negative
effect on the regional distribution and abundance of these vegetation types. Also, the Project would be
expected to substantially benefit these vegetation types in the long term as a result of increased habitat
health and resulting functions and values compared to the existing condition. There would be less than
significant impacts to coast live oak woodland and black willow—California sycamore woodland, and no
mitigation is required.

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

Would the project:

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

WHY? As mentioned above, the Project survey area contains a jurisdictional ephemeral drainage feature
(Berkshire Creek). The CDFW regulates all work (including initial construction and ongoing operation and
maintenance) that may substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow of or substantially change or use any
material from the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake through its Streambed Alteration
Program. An Applicant must enter into an agreement with the CDFW to ensure no net loss of wetland values
and acreages.
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The extent of potential impacts to CDFW jurisdiction in the Project survey area has been identified as 0.36
acre.

As previously indicated, approximately 0.09 acre of Waters of the United States, under the regulatory
authority of the USACE, are subject to impact on the Project site. All USACE jurisdictional areas are non-
wetland waters. Because no isolated waters are present on the site, the quantity of “waters of the State”
under the regulatory authority of the RWQCB is equal to that of USACE “waters of the U.S.”.

Impacts to jurisdictional features would be considered significant before mitigation. Compliance with Clean
Water Act and California Fish and Game Code regulations would require the City to obtain permits from the
USACE, RWQCB, and CDFW. Additionally, MM BIO-3 requires a minimum level of equal, or greater,
replacement of permanently lost jurisdictional resources. Through compliance with regulatory requirements
and implementation of MM BIO-3, impacts to jurisdictional resources would be reduced to a less than
significant level.

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

Would the project:

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

WHY? Wildlife movement typically consists of (1) dispersal (e.g., juvenile animals from natal areas or
individuals extending range distributions); (2) seasonal migration; and (3) movements related to home range
activities (e.g., foraging for food or water, defending territories, or searching for mates, breeding areas, or
cover). This movement is necessary in order to maintain healthy wildlife populations, especially where open
space is limited in size or otherwise isolated from other open space areas. A number of terms such as
“wildlife corridor”, “travel route”, “habitat linkage”, and “wildlife crossing” have been used in various wildlife

movement studies to refer to areas where wildlife moves from one area to another.

Although regional wildlife movement does occur within the general area through open-spaces and native
vegetation of the Arroyo Seco and adjacent lands, as previously described, the ability of the Project site
specifically to support regional wildlife movement has been compromised by surrounding development. As
a result, the Project site supports the movement of almost exclusively local wildlife, that also readily use
surrounding areas. As such, the Project site has very little potential to support critical regional wildlife
movement. Moreover, given the limited geographic footprint of the Project (approximately 4.7 acres) within
the larger Hahamongna Watershed Park (approximately 1,300 acres), any regional wildlife movement
occurring on the Project site would continue to occur in the land surrounding the Project footprint with limited,
if any, disruption during Project construction. Upon completion of Project construction, the Project would
have no adverse impact on regional wildlife movement.

Construction activities would create very minimal dust and noise within and adjacent to the work areas.
During active construction, wildlife movement may be deterred by noise and human activity; however, most
wildlife movement would occur at night while construction activities would occur during the day. In addition,
construction activities would be temporary and brief, and as such would not be expected to impact wildlife
movement patterns in the area to a measurable degree. Direct and indirect impacts, such as noise pollution
and human activity, are considered adverse but less than significant since the temporary loss (i.e., inability
to be used) of local movement areas during construction activities would affect a small number of individuals
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representing an extremely small percentage of the overall regional populations. As a result, there would not
be a substantial effect on regional wildlife populations. In addition, greater opportunities for regional
movement would continue to be available in the wider region and the post-Project condition would promote
greater movement potential in the project area through a greater abundance and diversity of native
vegetation.

Bird species have potential to nest in native and non-native vegetation on the Project site. Active nests of
birds and raptors are protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and California Fish and Game
Code. Suitable habitat for ground-nesting birds is present throughout the Project site, and suitable habitat
for tree and shrub-nesting species is present on-site and within a 500-ft radius. MM BIO-1 is included to
ensure migratory birds and their nests are protected pursuant to the MBTA and CDFW Code. With
implementation of MM BIO-1, there would be less than significant impacts related to wildlife movement,
particularly nesting birds and raptors.

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

WHY? The only local ordinance protecting biological resources in the City of Pasadena is Ordinance No.
6896 “City Trees and Tree Protection Ordinance” (codified in Chapter 8.52 of the Pasadena Municipal
Code). This ordinance was set forth with the goal of protecting landmark, native, and specimen trees so that
the tree canopy cover in the City is preserved and expanded. The proposed Project would result in the
displacement of Public Trees, including the removal of 4 native and 81 non-native trees as part of habitat
restoration efforts and vegetation removal to accommodate the proposed improvements (see
Appendix B-2). Refer to Table 2-6 for a summary of proposed tree removals. The Project is required to
comply with the City Trees and Tree Protection Ordinance. Moreover, the Project is intended to increase
the number of native trees throughout the project area and includes approximately 90 new tree planting
locations. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with the applicable local ordinance. There would be a
less than significant impact and no mitigation is required.

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

Would the project:

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

WHY? The proposed Project does not conflict with any Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs), Wildflower
Reserve Areas, or Sensitive Environmental Resource Areas (SERAS), as none exists within the Project site.
There are no adopted Habitat Conservation Plan or Natural Community Conservation Plan (HCP/NCCP)
within the City. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with any regional or State plans protecting biological
resources.
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The Project site is located within the southwestern portion of the HWP Master Plan boundaries. The
proposed Project includes improvements within approximately the southern third portion of the Oak Grove
area that are consistent with the HWP Master Plan. The Project would not conflict with the adopted HWP
Master Plan. There would be no impact and no mitigation is required.

MITIGATION MEASURES

MM BIO-1

MM BIO-2

MM BIO-3

Project construction activities (including, but not limited to, staging and disturbances to native
and non-native vegetation, structures, and substrates) shall occur outside of the avian
breeding season, which generally runs from February 1—-August 31 (as early as January 1 for
some raptors) to avoid take of birds or their eggs. “Take” means to hunt, pursue, catch,
capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture or kill (California Fish and Game
Code, Section 86), and includes take of eggs or young resulting from disturbances that cause
abandonment of active nests.

A Biological Monitor shall be present on site during all grubbing and clearing of vegetation to
ensure that these activities remain within the Project footprint (i.e., the demarcated buffer); to
ensure that the flagging/stakes/fencing that shall be installed by the Biologist prior to initiation
of construction activity is being maintained; and to minimize the likelihood that active nests
are abandoned or fail due to Project activities.

Prior to the initiation of any grading and/or construction-related activity involving the
disturbance and/or removal of potentially suitable bat roosting habitat—namely rocky
outcrops or trees—a qualified Biologist shall conduct a pre-construction bat habitat
assessment of the potential habitat marked for removal. Potential for roosting will be
categorized by (1) potential for solitary roost sites and (2) potential for colonial roost sites
(i.e., ten bats or more). If the potential for colonial roosting is determined, those rocky
outcrops or trees shall not be removed during the bat maternity roost season (March 1 to
July 31). Trees potentially supporting colonial roosts outside the maternity roost season and
trees potentially supporting solitary roosts may be removed via a two-step removal process
whereby, at the direction of the Biologist, some level of disturbance (such as trimming of
lower branches of trees) is applied to the habitat on the day prior to removal to allow bats to
escape during the darker hours. In the case of a tree, it shall be removed the following day
(i.e., there shall be no less or more than one night between initial disturbance and the grading
or tree removal). Rock outcrops potentially supporting colonial roosts outside the maternity
roost season and rock outcrops potentially supporting solitary roosts shall be fitted with a bat
exclusionary device at the entry location, whereby bats are allowed to leave the structure but
unable to return. The structure can be demolished the following day.

Mitigation for the loss of jurisdictional resources shall be negotiated with the resource
agencies during the regulatory permitting process and shall ensure that mitigation to
compensate for permanent impacts on jurisdictional resources is equivalent or superior to
biological functions and values impacted by the Project. Potential mitigation options may
include: (1) removal of exotic species from within the Project site or Hahamongna Watershed
Park or elsewhere within the Arroyo Seco or adjacent watersheds (e.g., invasive plant or
wildlife species removal); (2) payment to a mitigation bank or regional riparian enhancement
program; and/or (3) restoration of riparian habitat including qualifying vegetation and trees,
either on site or off site at a ratio of no less than 1:1, determined through consultation with
the USACE, the RWQCB, and the CDFW. The restoration plan shall detail the methodology
and performance standards, which shall be prepared in accordance with requirements
specified in permits/agreements issued by the USACE, the RWQCB, and the CDFW.
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In addition, prior to initiation of any Project activities affecting identified jurisdictional features,
areas all work areas will be clearly demarcated with construction stakes and flagging. These
areas will be verified by a qualified biologist familiar with the project to ensure no only
permitted and approved impacts areas are disturbed.
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25 CULTURAL RESOURCES

Information in this section is derived from the Historical Resources Technical Memorandum, Oak Grove
Area Improvement Project Habitat Restoration Area (Historical Resources Memorandum), dated November
2018 and prepared by Architectural Resources Group (ARG 2018a). This report is provided in its entirety in
Appendix C-1 of this IS/MND. The Historical Resources Memorandum incorporates by reference the
Historical Resources Assessment Report, Oak Grove Area, Hahamongna Watershed Park (Historical
Resources Assessment), prepared by ARG, that addressed the Oak Grove area as a whole (ARG 2018b).
Additionally, Psomas conducted a Phase | Cultural Resources Assessment for the Project, which included
review of the Historical Resources Memorandum and Historical Resources Assessment. The results of the
cultural resources assessment is presented below, and supporting documentation is provided in
Appendix C-2 of this IS/MND.

Methodology

Cultural Resources Records and Archival Search

A cultural resources records search was conducted for the Project at the South-Central Coastal Information
Center (SCCIC) at California State University, Fullerton on December 3, 2018. The SCCIC is the designated
branch of the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) for the Project site and houses
records concerning archaeological and historic resources in Los Angeles, Ventura, San Bernardino, and
Orange Counties. The review consisted of an examination of the USGS Pasadena, California 7.5-minute
quadrangle to determine if any cultural resources studies have been conducted on or within a one-mile
radius of the Project site. The records search provided data on recorded archaeological and built
environment resources on or within one mile of the Project site. Sources consulted at the SCCIC included
archaeological records, Archaeological Determinations of Eligibility, historic maps, and the Historic Property
Data File (HPDF) maintained by the California Office of Historic Preservation. The HPDF contains listings
for the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) and/or the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP), California Historical Landmarks, and California Points of Historical Interest.

Sacred Lands File Search

An inquiry was made of the Native American Heritage Council (NAHC) on December 4, 2018 to request a
review of the Sacred Lands File (SLF) database regarding the possibility of Native American cultural
resources and/or sacred places in the Project vicinity that are not documented on other databases. The
NAHC completed its SLF search on December 19, 2018.

Cultural Resources Field Survey

Psomas Archaeologist, Kassie Sugimoto, conducted a pedestrian survey of the Project site on December
13, 2018. The survey consisted of walking along open areas, walking trails, and bike paths in linear
transects. The ground visibility varied within the Project site with some areas concealed by vegetation. The
bike paths and a walking trails were typically visible, but some areas were paved.

Existing Conditions

Archaeological and Historical Studies

A total of 44 archaeological and/or historical studies have been conducted within one mile of the Project
site, as shown in Table 2-9, Cultural Resources Studies Near the Project Site.
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TABLE 2-9
CULTURAL RESOURCES STUDIES NEAR THE PROJECT SITE
Proximity
Report to Project
No. Year Title Author Site

LA-11625 | 2012 | A Phase | (CEQA) and Class Il (NEPA) Cultural Resources | McKenna et. al. Within*
Investigation for the Hahamongna Multi-Benefit/Multi-Use Project in the
Hahamongna Watershed Park, City of Pasadena, Los Angeles County,
California

LA-06950 | 2003 | La Canada-Flintridge Sewer Improvement Project Summary McKenna et. al. Within

LA-11194 | 2002 | Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan, A Component of the Arroyo | Takata Associates Within
Seco Master Plan

LA-05233 | 2000 | Phase | Cultural Resources Investigations for the Proposed Sanitary | McKenna et. al. Within
Sewer Improvements Project in the City of La Canada-Flintridge, Los
Angeles County, Ca

LA-05249 | 2000 | Negative Archaeological Survey Report: Route 210:kp30.3/40.2-170- | Caltrans District 7 Within
129971

LA-01903 | 1987 | Preliminary Assessment of the Prehistoric Cultural Resources of the Blodgett, Leslie M. Within
Devil's Gate Reservoir, Pasadena, California.

LA-12346 | 2013 | Finding of No Adverse Effect for Interstate Route 210 Phase 1 Sound | Parsons Outside
Wall Project City of La Canada Flintridge, Los Angeles County,
California

LA-12427 | 2013 | Cultural Resources Records Search and Site Visit Results for T-Mobile | EAS Outside
West, LLC Candidate IE04517A (Caltrans) 2122 North Windsor Avenue,
Altadena, Los Angeles County, California

LA-12779 | 2013 | Historical/Archaeological Resources Survey Report Foothill Municipal | CRM Tech Outside
Water District Recycled Water Project, City of La Canada Flintridge and
Unincorporated La Crescenta-Montrose and Altadena Areas Los
Angeles County, California

LA-11387 | 2011 | JPL - LA0267 740 West Woodbury Road, Pasadena, CA 91103 C.ARE Outside

LA-09899 | 2009 | Results of the Cultural Resources Assessment for the Ravine New | LSA Associates, Inc. Outside
Circuit and Reconductoring Distribution Substation Plan Project, Los
Angeles County, California

LA-11231 | 2009 Historic American Engineering Record Arroyo Seco Flood Control | EDAW, Inc. Qutside
Channel, Los Angeles County, California

LA-09561 | 2008 | Records Search and Field Reconnaissance Phase for the Proposed | C. A.R. E Qutside
Bechtel Wireless Telecommunications Site LA0267 (JPL), Located at
740 West Woodbury Road, Pasadena, California 91103

LA-08927 | 2007 | APhasel(CEQA)and Class lii (NEPA) Cultural Resources Investigation | McKenna et. al. Outside
for the Sunset Overlook Trailhead Area of the Hahamongna Watershed
Park in the City of Pasadena, Los Angeles County, California

LA-10834 | 2007 | Phase | archaeological study for the Flint Canyon Trail Improvements | ASM Affiliates Outside
Project, City of La Canada Flintridge, Los Angeles County, California

LA-11193 | 2007 Sunset Overlook Trailhead Area in Hahamongna Watershed Park, | Bellas, John Outside
Master EIR Initial Study Environmental Checklist

LA-07455 | 2005 | Historic Property Survey Report for the Oak Grove Drive Bridges 53c- | EDAW, Inc. Outside
1829 and 53c-1851 Seismic Retrofit Project Los Angeles County,
California District 7, Expense Authorization Ep04-013

LA-07430 | 2004 | Caltrans Historic Bridges Inventory Update: Concrete Box Girder | Myra L. Frank & QOutside
Bridges Associates, Inc.

LA-06848 | 2003 | Bear Canyon Water Tank Replacement, San Gabriel River Ranger | Angeles National Forest Outside
District, Angeles
National Forest, Los Angeles County, California

LA-06851 | 2003 | Cultural Resource Assessment Cingular Wireless Facility No. VY 310- | LSA Associates, Inc. Outside
01 Altadena, Los Angeles County, California

LA-06948 | 2002 | Archaeological Survey Report Southern California Edison Seco 16 KV | Compass Rose Outside
Circuit Deteriorated Pole Replacement Project Archaeological, Inc.

LA-07451 | 2002 | Cultural Resource Assessment for Cingular Wireless Facility Vy256-01 | Kyle Consulting Outside
City of Pasadena Los Angeles County, California

LA-05639 | 2001 A Phase | Cultural Resources Investigation of the Parker and Johnson | McKenna et. al. Outside
Property in La Canada Flintridge Area Los Angeles County, California
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TABLE 2-9
CULTURAL RESOURCES STUDIES NEAR THE PROJECT SITE
Proximity
Report to Project
No. Year Title Author Site
LA-05640 | 2001 Negative Archaeological Survey Report Caltrans District 7 Outside
LA-05160 | 2000 | Cultural Resource Assessment for Pacific Bell Wireless Facility La 979- | LSA Associates, Inc. Outside
01, County of Los Angeles, Ca
LA-05162 | 2000 | Cultural Resource Assessment for Pacific Bell Wireless Facility La 940- | LSA Associates, Inc. Outside
01, County of Los Angeles, Ca
LA-05860 | 2000 | Review of Pacific Bell Wireless Facilities La977-01 and La978-01, | LSA Associates, Inc. Outside
County of Los Angeles, California
LA-05154 | 1999 | Phase | Cultural Resources Investigations of Area 2-proposed Sanitary | McKenna et. al. Outside
Sewer Improvements Project in the City of La Canada-Flintridge, Los
Angeles County, Ca 2006 La Canada-Flintridge Update
LA-03886 | 1998 | Archaeological Assessment for Pacific Bell Mobile Services, | LSA Associates, Inc. Outside
Telecommunications Facility
La-147-03, 8953 South Western Avenue, City of Los Angeles, California
LA-03927 | 1998 | Archaeological Assessment for Pacific Bell Mobile Services | LSA Associates, Inc. Outside
Telecommunications Facility LA 096-09, 4815 Oak Glen Drive, City of
La Canada Flintridge, County of Los Angeles, California
LA-13048 | 1998 | Cultural Resources Investigation, Los Angeles County Tax Parcel 5704- | W. H. Bonner Outside
1-44, Pasadena, California Associates
LA-03169 | 1994 | Archaeological Test Excavations at CA-LAN-849, CA-LAN-850, and CA- | C.A. Singer & Outside
LAN-2191, Friendship County Park, Located Within the City Limits of | Associates, Inc.
Los Angeles and Rancho Palos Verdes, Los Angeles County, California
LA-02975 | 1993 | A Phase | Cultural Resources Survey of Alternative Locations for the | McKenna et. al. Outside
Proposed Jet Propulsion Laboratory Parking Structure, Jet Propulsion
Laboratory, Pasadena, Los Angeles County, California
LA-02638 | 1992 | Cultural Resources Survey and Impact Assessment for the La Canada | C.A. Singer & Outside
Water Reclamation Plant Outfall and Football Boulevard Main Projects, | Associates, Inc.
Los Angeles County, California.
LA-02665 | 1985 | Cultural Resource Overview and Survey for the Los Angeles County | ARMC Outside
Drainage Area Review Study
LA-03508 | 1985 | Historical Resource Overview and Survey for the Los Angeles County | Archaeological Outside
Drainage Area Review Study Resource Management
Corp.
LA-00880 | 1980 | Cultural Resources Overview for the Jet Propulsion Laboratory | Chavez, David Outside
Environmental Resources Document, Pasadena, California
LA-00396 | 1978 | Cultural Resource Survey and Impact Assessment for Lots 6 and 7 of | C.A. Singer & Outside
Tract #14279, City of La Canada Flintridge, Los Angeles County, | Associates, Inc.
California.
LA-01041 | 1977 | Assessment of the Archaeological Impact by the Proposed Development | Northridge Outside
of Portion B, 9450 Topanga Canyon Blvd., Chatsworth Archaeological
Research Center,
CSUN
LA-04469 | 1977 | Assessment of the Archaeological Impact by the Installation of a Sewer | California State Outside
Pipeline in La Crescenta and Glendale University, Northridge
LA-00108 | 1973 | Clewlow, William C. Jr. Cultural Resources Report on Pasadena Heliport | University of California, Qutside
Site Los Angeles County, California Los Angeles
Archaeological Survey
LA-02513 | 1965 | Highway Construction Survey Foothill Freeway Ucas-082-d University of California, Outside
Los Angeles
Archaeological Survey
LA-05235 | 2000 | Cultural Resource Evaluation of the Oak Grove Ranger Station, Angeles | Angeles National Forest Outside
National
Forest ARP #05-01-00-607
*Contains resources located within the Project boundaries
Source: SCCIC 2018
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Of the 44 studies listed in Table 2-9, 6 reports have included all or a portion of the Project site. The earliest
report [LA 1903 (1987)] was a preliminary assessment for the Devils Gate Reservoir. A literature review and
field survey yielded negative results within Devils Gate Reservoir, which included the entire Project site.
However, the traditional transect method was not used due to ground cover, topographic features, and
multiple land uses. The entire Oak Grove Park area was thoroughly surveyed for cultural resources. No
cultural resources, specifically, prehistoric and historic archaeological sites, were observed within or around
the Oak Grove area in 1987.

In 2000, Caltrans conducted a linear archaeological study (LA-05249) of a proposed route. Although no
cultural resources were observed, the area flanking the Project site was deemed culturally sensitive by
Caltrans. The area west of the Project site was also studied in 2000 for a sewage improvement Project (LA-
5233), but no cultural resources were observed within or around the Project site.

The Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan (LA-11194) was completed in 2002. One cultural resource
was identified within one-mile of the Project site, but no cultural resources were identified within the Project
boundaries. A block investigation was conducted in 2003 (LA-06950), which included the Project site. A
literature review and construction monitoring were completed for a sewage improvement project. No cultural
resources were identified within or near the Project site.

One resource residing within the Project boundaries was identified in a CEQA Phase I/National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Class Il investigation for the Hahamongna Watershed Park in 2012 (LA-
11625). The investigation, conducted by McKenna et. al. (2012), identified 22 resources, including one
resource (189942) within the Project boundaries.

Archaeological and Historical Resources

Fourteen cultural resources were identified within one mile of the Project site, as shown in Table 2-10,
Archaeological and Historical Resources Near the Project Site.
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TABLE 2-10
ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HISTORIC RESOURCES NEAR THE PROJECT SITE
Proximity
To Project
Primary No. Age Type Resource Name Attributes Record Date (Author) Site
P-19-189942 Historic Site Hahamongna Watershed Park Amusement 2012 (Jeanette A. Within
Park; Urban McKenna,
open space McKenna et. al.)
P-19-000026 | Prehistoric Site Walker's Sheldon Reservoir Burials 1951 (WALKERY); Outside
Site 1962 (RHC)
P-19-002189 Historic Site Jet Propulsion Lab Standing 1993 (Jeanette A. Outside
structures McKenna, McKenna et. al.)
P-19-186859 Historic Site Arroyo Secco Flood Control Engineering 2003 (M. Strauss, EDAW) Outside
Channel; OHP property Structure
numbers 173825 and 147051
P-19-186878 Historic Object Oak Grove Administration Site | New Deal Public | 2000 (D. W. Vance, USDA- Outside
Works Project Forest
Service)
P-19-187571 Historic Building Oak Grove Dr over Arroyo Bridge 2003 (J. Feldman, D. Outside
Seco Bridge; OHP Property Greenwood,
Number - 162113 Myra L Franck)
P-19-188157 Historic Building | Buffum House; OHP Property Single Family 2007 (A. Merchell) Outside
Number - 166000 Property
P-19-188404 Historic Structure Devils Gate Dam Water 2009 (Ewers, Daniel, LSA); Outside
conveyance 2009 (Antonina, Delu, LSA)
system - Dam
P-19-190576 Historic Building E.P. Barker Residence Single Family 2012 (Carrie Chasteen, Outside
Property Parsons)
P-19-190577 Historic Building Dwight Hamlin Residence Single Family 2012 (Carrie Chasteen, Outside
Property Parsons)
P-19-190578 Historic Building Flintridge Country Club Educational 2012 (Carrie Chasteen, Outside
building; Parsons)
Religious building
P-19-190590 Historic District Pasadena Arroyo Parks and Community 2007 (Teresa Grimes, Outside
Recreation District; OHP center/social hall; Pasadena Heritage)
Property Number - 152894 Landscape
architecture;
Urban open
space;
Highway/trail
P-19-190633 Historic Building California Department of Government 2013 (K.A. Crawford, Outside
Transportation; building Crawford Historic Services)
Other - T-Mobile West LLC
IE04517A/Caltrans
P-19-192442 Historic Building; | Flintridge Preparatory School Educational 2017 (Justin Castells, Outside
District building Applied Earthworks, Inc)
Source: SCCIC 2018

One known resource (P-19-189942) is located within the Oak Grove area but outside of the Project site. The
remaining 13 resources are located within 1 mile of the Project site and consist primarily of built structures
dating to the historic era.

Cultural resource P-19-189942 is documented as Oak Grove Park, now the Oak Grove area of Hahamongna
Watershed Park, located in the Devil's Gate Dam area of the Arroyo Seco watershed. The Oak Grove area
is an irregularly shaped park located on either side of the Arroyo Seco and north of the 1-210, consisting of
picnhic areas, hiking trails, ball fields, golf course, disc golf course, equestrian trails, parking lots, and support
facilities. The main access to the area is from the west side, via Oak Grove Drive and Foothill Boulevard.
The area can also be accessed from the Altadena community to the east; from portions of the Arroyo Seco
park system south of the 1-210; and to the north, via the San Gabriel Mountain foothills. This resource is
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classified as a historic park containing historic building, structures, and objects. The park was used as open
space as early as the 1880s, but was developed into an official park in the 1930s. In 1988, the park area
formally became known as Hahamongna Watershed Park. The Oak Grove area of the HWP has become
directly associated with the establishment of the world’s first disc “Frisbee” golf course.

As noted above, a Historical Resources Assessment was prepared that evaluated the Oak Grove area (ARG
2018b). As a whole, the Oak Grove area does not appear to be eligible for listing in the NRHP, CRHR, or
as a City of Pasadena Landmark/Historic Monument as a district or a site because the resource is not 50
years of age and the park lacks the integrity of its original design, feeling, and association. However, the
Oak Grove Disc Golf Course, a component of the Oak Grove area, is considered eligible for listing in the
CRHR and as a City of Pasadena Landmark. The Oak Grove Disc Golf Course is not eligible to be listed on
the NRHP because it is less than 50 years of age and does not meet the standards of exceptional
significance, as defined in Criterion Consideration G.

Sacred Lands File Search

A review of the NAHC SLF did not indicate the presence of Native American traditional sites/places within
the Project site or the immediate vicinity surrounding the site. However, the absence of known
archaeological features and Native American cultural resources on the SLF does not preclude their
existence at the subsurface level. The NAHC provided a list of contacts (provided in Appendix C-2 of this
IS/IMND) for tribes with ancestral ties to the Project site to assist with scoping and consultation. The City of
Pasadena also coordinated and executed Tribal Consultation consistent with AB 52. For additional
information on this process, please reference Section 2.18, Tribal Cultural Resources, of this IS/MND.

Archaeological Field Survey

On December 19, 2018, a pedestrian field survey of the Project site was conducted by Psomas
Archaeologist, Kassie Sugimoto. The Project site was of mixed surfaces, containing both paved and
unpaved areas with portions of the ground concealed by vegetation. No cultural resources were observed
during the pedestrian survey.

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

WHY? As discussed above, cultural resource P-19-189942 is known as Oak Grove (Hahamongna
Watershed) Park, located in the Devil's Gate Dam area of the Arroyo Seco watershed. Based on the
Historical Resources Assessment of the Oak Grove area prepared in 2018, the Oak Grove area is not eligible
as an historical resource. However, the Oak Grove Disc Golf Course, is considered eligible to be listed on
the CRHR and as a City of Pasadena Landmark/Historic Monument.

The Project site is located along the western flank of the Oak Grove area, and the Oak Grove Disc Golf
Course is located approximately 750 ft north of the Project site boundary. The Project does not intend to
develop or alter any part of the Oak Grove Disc Golf Course. As such, there would be no impacts to an
historical resource (ARG 2018a; Appendix C-1) and no mitigation is required.
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Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an [ X [ [
archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5?

WHY? As discussed under Threshold 2.5(a) above, the Project site does not contain any known
archaeological resources. Thus, the Project is not expected to impact any known resources. However, there
are several resources located within one mile of the Project site; most of these resources are built structures,
which date to the historic era, with the exception of resource P-19-000026.

The Walker Sheldon Reservoir Site (P-19-000026) was originally recorded in 1951 as a prehistoric burial
site. Although no known resources have been recorded within the Project boundaries, the presence of the
Walker Sheldon Reservoir Site demonstrates prehistoric occupation by the Gabrielino Tribe. Moreover, as
part of the AB 52 consultation process, the Gabrielino Band of Mission Indians, Kizh Nation, has indicated
that waterways, such as the Arroyo Seco, were used for burial processes and regular daily use, and that
there were settlements along the stretch of Arroyo Seco in the Project area. The Project site is also next to
an historic trade route. It is understood by the Kizh Nation that the Project area was a heavily used by the
Gabrieleno. The Oak Grove area is therefore considered sensitive for unknown archaeological resources.
As such, any earthmoving activities within alluvial sediment has the potential to adversely impact unknown
buried archaeological resources. With implementation of MM CUL-1, which requires earthmoving activity in
native soils (i.e., soils that have not been previously disturbed) to be monitored by a qualified Archaeologist
and to sample, identify, and evaluate any artifacts encountered, there would be a less than significant
impact.

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

WHY? There are no known human remains on the site. The Project site is not part of a formal cemetery and
is not known to have been used for burial of historic or prehistoric human remains. Thus, the Project is not
expected to impact known human remains or cemeteries. However, a prehistoric burial site [the Walker
Sheldon Reservoir Site (P-19-000026)] is located outside of, but within one mile, of the Project site.
Furthermore, the Gabrielino Band of Mission Indians, Kizh Nation, has indicated that human remains have
been discovered near the Project site in the past (McKenna et. al. 2012). Project-related earth disturbance
always has the potential to unearth previously undiscovered remains, resulting in a potentially significant
impact.

If human remains are encountered during Project construction, those remains would require proper
treatment, in accordance with applicable laws. Sections 7050.5 through 7055 of the California Health and
Safety Code describe the general provisions for human remains. Specifically, Section 7050.5 of the
California Health and Safety Code describes the protocols to be followed if human remains are accidentally
discovered during excavation of a site. In addition, the requirements and procedures set forth in Section
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5097.98 of the California Public Resources Code would be implemented. If human remains are found during
excavation, construction activities must stop in the vicinity of the find and in any area that is reasonably
suspected to overlie adjacent remains until the County Coroner has been notified; the remains have been
investigated; and appropriate recommendations have been made for the treatment and disposition of the
remains. Following compliance with State regulations, which detail the appropriate actions necessary in the
event human remains are encountered, potential impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is

required.

MITIGATION MEASURES

MM CUL-1

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

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

Would the project:

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

WHY?
Construction

The Project would result in energy consumption from the construction phase related to construction
equipment use and vehicle trips, including worker trips, equipment delivery, and soil import/export. Off-road
construction equipment use was calculated from the equipment data (mix, hours per day, horsepower, load
factor, and days per phase) described in Section 1.0, Project Information, and provided in the CalEEMod
construction output files included in Appendix A of this IS/MND. The total horsepower hours for the Project
based on the construction equipment data was then multiplied by fuel usage estimates per hours of
construction activities included in CARB’s OFFROAD2007 model. OFFROAD2007 inputs and outputs for
the energy analysis are provided in Appendix D of this IS/MND.

Fuel consumption from construction worker, vendor, and delivery/haul trucks was calculated using the trip
rates and distances provided in the CalEEMod model assumptions, which in turn are based on the Berkshire
Creek Area Improvements Project Traffic Evaluation Memorandum (Traffic Evaluation), provided in
Appendix G of this IS/IMND. Total vehicle miles traveled (VMT) was then calculated for each type of
construction-related trip and divided by the corresponding miles per gallon factor using CARB’s EMFAC2014
model (EMFAC). EMFAC provides the total annual VMT and fuel consumed for each vehicle type.
Construction equipment delivery and haul trucks were assumed to be heavy-duty diesel trucks. As shown
in Table 2-11, Fuel Energy Use During Construction, an estimated 1,425 gallons of diesel fuel and 961
gallons of gasoline is estimated to be consumed during Project construction.

TABLE 2-11
FUEL ENERGY USE DURING CONSTRUCTION
Source Gasoline (gallons) Diesel Fuel (gallons)
Off-road Construction Equipment 0 949
Worker commute 956 0
On-road haul 5 474
Totals 961 1,425

Sources: Psomas 2019 based on data from CalEEMod, OFFROAD2007, and EMFAC2014.

Fuel energy consumed during construction would be temporary, finite, and this amount of fuel consumption
would not represent a significant demand on energy resources. Furthermore, there are no unusual Project
characteristics that would necessitate the use of construction equipment that would be less energy efficient
than at comparable construction sites in other parts of the State. The proposed Project would not create a
high enough demand for energy to require development of new energy sources. Therefore, the proposed
construction activities would not result in inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary fuel consumption. There would
be a less than significant impact and no mitigation is required.
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Operation

The proposed Project has been designed to provide improved physical facilities and open space resources
to existing users of Oak Grove Park and would not result in increased use of the park. The same amount of
parking and internal roads as well as the same type and extent of facilities would be provided. As such,
operation of the Project would be essentially the same as the existing condition, with the exception that
some areas may need less frequent maintenance. Therefore, fuel consumption related to visitor and other
vehicular trips would remain the same. There would be no impact and no mitigation is required.

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

WHY? The Project would be required to comply with the applicable standards in the California Energy Code,
Part 6 of the California Building Standards Code (Title 24). Measures to meet the energy standards that are
applicable to the Project are limited to water-efficient irrigation systems. The proposed irrigation systems to
be installed as part of habitat restoration activities would comply with the applicable provisions of Title 24.

To promote energy conservation, the City has adopted an amended California Green Building Standards
Code (Section 14.04.500 et seq. of the PMC)(CALGreen). However, there are no structures being built at
part of the Project that would be subject to CALGreen.

The City has also adopted policies related to renewable energy and/or energy efficiency in the Green City
Action Plan (Pasadena 2006):

Green City Action Plan

e Action 1 — Increase the use of renewable energy to meet 10% of the City’s peak electric load within
seven years.

e Action 2 — Reduce the City’s peak electric load by 10% within seven years through energy efficiency,
shifting the timing of energy demands, and conservation measures.

e Action 3 — Reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 25% by 2030 and include a system for accounting
and auditing these emissions.

The proposed Project would not include structures or infrastructure to which these policies would be
applicable. The Project would involve negligible long-term energy use, primarily related to the irrigation
system and would generate a nominal amount greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions (refer to Section 2.8,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of this IS/MND).

As discussed above, the Project would involve energy use during construction only, with no additional
energy use related to long-term operation of the Project. As such, the Project would neither obstruct nor
contribute to the City’s policies related to energy use. There would be no impact and no mitigation is required.

MITIGATION MEASURES

There would be no significant impacts and no mitigation is required.
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27 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Information in this section is derived from the Geotechnical Investigation, Berkshire Creek Restoration
Project, Proposed Pedestrian Bridge, Pasadena, California (Geotechnical Investigation), dated April 2019
and prepared by Geocon West Inc. (Geocon 2019); the Safety Element of the City’s General Plan (Safety
Element; Pasadena 2002a); and the Technical Background Report for the Safety Element (Safety Element
Technical Background Report; Pasadena 2002b). The Geotechnical Report is provided in its entirety in
Appendix E of this IS/MND.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
i)  Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the ] ] ] X
most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map
issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on
other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer
to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

WHY? The numerous faults in Southern California include active, potentially active, and inactive faults. The
criteria for these major groups are based on criteria developed by the California Geological Survey (CGS)
for the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone Program. By definition, an active fault is one that has had
surface displacement within Holocene time (about the last 11,700 years). A potentially active fault has
demonstrated surface displacement during Quaternary time (approximately the last 1.6 million years) but
has had no known Holocene movement. Faults that have not moved in the last 1.6 million years are
considered inactive (Geocon 2019).

The County of Los Angeles and the City of Pasadena are both affected by Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zones (Alquist-Priolo Zones). The City is shown on a total of four USGS 7.5-minute quadrangle maps. The
Los Angeles and the Mt. Wilson quadrangles were mapped for earthquake fault zones under the Alquist-
Priolo Actin 1977. The Pasadena and Condor Peak quadrangles have not yet been mapped per the Alquist-
Priolo Act. The Project site is in the Pasadena 7.5-minute quadrangle.

Therefore, the Project site is within an area not-yet evaluated by the State for the presence of surface fault
rupture hazard. However, the Safety Element Technical Background Report shows that the site is not
located within an Alquist-Priolo Zone for active faulting and that no active or potentially active faults with the
potential for surface fault rupture are known to pass directly beneath the site. Therefore, the potential for
surface rupture due to faulting occurring beneath the site during the design life of the proposed development
is considered low (Geocon 2019). The surface rupture of a known fault within the Project site that would
result in substantial adverse effects is not considered reasonably foreseeable. Further, no new or more
intense land uses would be developed as part of the Project. There would be no impact and no mitigation is
required.
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Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: O O O X
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

WHY? The Project site is located in the seismically active southern California region and could be subjected
to moderate to strong ground shaking in the event of an earthquake on one of the many active faults. The
closest surface trace of an active fault to the site is the Verdugo Fault located approximately 3.7 miles to the
southwest. Other nearby active faults are the Raymond Fault, Sierra Madre Fault Zone, the Hollywood Fault,
and the East Montebello Fault located approximately 4.6 miles to the south, 5.8 miles to the northwest, 7.2
miles to the southwest, and 10.2 miles to the southeast, respectively. The active San Andreas Fault Zone is
located approximately 24 miles northeast of the site (Geocon 2019).

Several buried thrust faults, commonly referred to as blind thrusts, underlie the Los Angeles Basin. These
faults are not exposed at the ground surface and are typically identified at depths greater than 3.0 kilometers.
Thrust faults are not exposed at the surface and do not present a potential surface fault rupture hazard at
the site; however, these deep thrust faults are considered active features capable of generating future
earthquakes that could result in moderate to significant ground shaking at the site. The subject site is
underlain at depth by the Los Angeles segment of the Puente Hills Blind Thrust (Geocon 2019).

Consistent with its location in a seismically active region, the site may be subject to strong ground shaking
resulting from a major earthquake on one or more faults in the area within the lifetime of the Project. Seismic
ground shaking from major earthquakes in the region is not anticipated to be greater than at any other sites
in Southern California. The potential for strong ground shaking is an existing seismic hazard that affects the
site, and the Project would not exacerbate this condition. Also, the Project would not involve construction of
habitable structures or structures whose height, mass, or materials would pose a hazard in the event of an
earthquake. The proposed Project would not directly or indirectly cause substantial adverse effects due to strong
seismic ground shaking. There would be no impact and no mitigation is required.

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

WHY? Liquefaction is a phenomenon in which loose, saturated, relatively cohesionless soil deposits lose
shear strength during strong ground motions. Primary factors controlling liquefaction include intensity and
duration of ground motion, gradation characteristics of the subsurface soils, in-situ stress conditions, and
the depth to groundwater. Liquefaction typically occurs in areas where the soils below the water table are
composed of poorly consolidated, fine to medium-grained, primarily sandy soil. In addition to the requisite
soil conditions, the ground acceleration and duration of the earthquake must also be of a sufficient level to
induce liquefaction (Geocon 2019). The most likely places for liquefaction in Pasadena are the streambed
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areas of the Arroyo Seco and Eaton Canyon Wash (Pasadena 2002b). The Seismic Hazard Zone Map for
the Pasadena Quadrangle indicates that the site is on the margin of, but outside, the area designated as
having a potential for liquefaction (Geocon 2019). As discussed under Threshold 2.7(a)(ii), the Project would
not involve construction of habitable structures. The Geotechnical Investigation incorporated the liquefaction
risk into the grading and building recommendations for the proposed bridge, consistent with California
Building Code. Earthquake-resistant design and materials used in new construction must meet the current
seismic engineering standards of the California Building Code Seismic Zone 4 requirements (incorporated
by reference in the PMC), in effect at the time of design and construction of the bridge. Compliance with
these standards would reduce the risk to people and structures (i.e., the bridge and stormwater
infrastructure) to the maximum extent practicable. Furthermore, the Project would not exacerbate any
liquefaction hazards or risks. There would be a less than significant impact and no mitigation is required.

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

Would the project:

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

iv) Landslides?

WHY? The Project site is not within a Landslide Hazard Zone, as shown in the Safety Element Technical
Background Report (Pasadena 2002b). There are no known landslides near the site, nor is Berkshire Creek
in the path of any known or potential landslides. Therefore, the potential for slope stability hazards to
adversely affect the proposed bridge structure is considered low (Geocon 2019). There would be no other
built structure, and no habitable structures, constructed as part of the Project. There would be no impact
and no mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? | | X O

WHY? The largest source of erosion and topsoil loss, particularly in a developed environment, is
uncontrolled drainage during construction activities. Grading and other earthwork associated with Project
construction may temporarily expose soils on the Project site to wind and/or water erosion. Since the Project
area of earth disturbance is greater than one acre, compliance with the State Water Resources Control
Board’s (SWRCB'’s) National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for Storm
Water Discharges Associated with the Construction and Land Disturbance Activities* (Construction General
Permit) would be required. Pursuant to the Construction General Permit, the City would be required to
prepare, or have prepared by the Construction Contractor, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) that would include erosion-control Best Management Practices (BMPs). It is noted that the
Berkshire Creek component of the Project would repair the existing severely eroded channel and also
prevent future erosion after reconstruction of the slopes and restoration of the habitat. Operation of the

4 Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002, adopted by the SWRCB on September 2, 2009 (effective for all project
sites on July 1, 2010) and most recently amended by Order No. 2012-0006-DWQ on July 17, 2012.
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Project is intended to reduce the soil erosion potential of Berkshire Creek. There would be a less than
significant impact and no mitigation is required.

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

Would the project:

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

WHY? Secondary seismic hazards related to the underlying geologic unit include several types of ground
failure that can occur as a result of severe ground shaking. These hazards include landslides, collapse,
ground lurching, shallow ground rupture, and liquefaction. The probability for each type of ground failure
depends on the severity of the earthquake, the site’s distance from the fault, the local topography, and
subsoil and groundwater conditions, among other factors. In addition, there can be soil engineering
characteristics inherent in the underlying sediments on a site that can adversely affect structures if not
appropriately managed during construction, including subsidence, hydroconsolidation, and other forms of
collapse.

As shown on Plate 2-4 of the Safety Element Technical Background Report, most of the City, including the
Project site, lies on the flat portion of the alluvial fan, which is expected to be stable (Pasadena 2002b).
Subsidence occurs when a large portion of land is displaced vertically, usually due to the withdrawal of
groundwater, oil, or natural gas. Soils that are particularly subject to subsidence include those with high silt
or clay content. The Project site is not located within an area of known ground subsidence. No large-scale
extraction of groundwater, gas, oil, or geothermal energy is occurring or planned at the site or in the general
site vicinity. There appears to be little or no potential for ground subsidence due to withdrawal of fluids or
gases at the site (Geocon 2019). As discussed under Thresholds 2.7(a)(iii) and 2.7(a)(iv) above, the Project
has potential for liquefaction but not for landslides. As noted previously, the Project would not involve
construction of any habitable structures. Modern engineering practices and compliance with California
Building Code, incorporated by reference into the PMC, for construction of all built structures (i.e., the bridge
and stormwater infrastructure) would minimize adverse safety effects associated with unstable geologic
units or soils to the maximum extent practicable. Moreover, the Project would not exacerbate the risk or
potential hazards of landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. There would a less
than significant impact and no mitigation is required.

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

Would the project:

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

WHY? According to the Safety Element Technical Background Report, the Project site is underlain by
sediments consisting of unconsolidated coarse sand and pebble, cobble, and boulder gravel, which are in
the low to moderately low range for expansion potential (Pasadena 2002b). As part of the Geotechnical
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Investigation, a prior geotechnical report that encompassed the Oak Grove area was reviewed. That
geotechnical report, prepared in 2016 provided as Appendix C to the Geotechnical Investigation
(Appendix E of this IS/MND) concluded that the upper five ft of soils are considered non-expansive. Also,
compliance with established building standards, including the California Building Code would reduce the
likelihood that substantial risks to life or property related to soil expansion would occur as a result of the
proposed Project. There would be less than significant impacts and no mitigation is required.

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

Would the project:

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

WHY? The Project would not involve restroom facilities or otherwise generate wastewater. There would be
no impact and no mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
f)  Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource [ O O X
or site or unique geologic feature?

WHY? Installation of the replacement stormwater infrastructure would involve excavation to depths ranging
between approximately 2 and 15 ft below the existing ground surface. The Geotechnical Investigation
included a total of 6 borings in the Berkshire Creek vicinity and encountered existing artificial fill at depths
ranging from none to a maximum depth of 6.5 ft. Because of the shallow depth of excavation and the nature
of some of the sediment on the site as artificial fill, there is no potential to encounter paleontological
resources. There would be no impact and no mitigation is required.

MITIGATION MEASURES

There would be no significant impacts and no mitigation is required.
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2.8 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

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

Would the project:

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

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

GHGs, as defined under California’s Assembly Bill (AB) 32, include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CHa),
nitrous oxide (N20), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SFs).
General discussions on climate change often include water vapor, ozone, and aerosols in the GHG category.
Water vapor and atmospheric ozone are not gases that are formed directly in the construction or operation
of development projects, nor can they be controlled in these projects. Aerosols are not gases. While these
elements have a role in climate change, they are not considered by either regulatory bodies, such as CARB,
or climate change groups, such as the Climate Registry, as gases to be reported or analyzed for control.
Therefore, no further discussion of water vapor, ozone, or aerosols is provided.

In developing methods for GHG impact analysis, there have been suggestions of quantitative thresholds,
often referred to as screening levels, which define an emissions level below which it may be presumed that
climate change impacts would be less than significant. The City has prepared and adopted a Climate Action
Plan (CAP) (Pasadena 2018b). This document builds upon the City’s existing sustainability efforts, such as
the Green City Action Plan (Pasadena 2006), which provides a framework to further reduce GHG emissions
throughout the City. As part of the City’s CAP, a Consistency Checklist was adopted to assess climate
change impacts from new development projects to demonstrate consistency with the CAP. Projects that
meet the requirements of the Consistency Checklist are deemed to be consistent with the City’'s CAP and
would have less than significant impacts regarding cumulative GHG emissions. Step 1 of the Consistency
Checklist requires the completion of a Master Land Use Application Form. Step 2 of the Checklist requires
demonstrating consistency with the Land Use Element of the General Plan. The Project is consistent with
the existing land use designation of the Land Use Element. Step 3 of the Checklist requires that the Project
demonstrate consistency with one of three options.

Option A requires that the new development project apply sustainable development actions, as deemed
appropriate by the CAP, which would become conditions of the entitlement for approval of the project. Option
B requires that the project demonstrate consistency with Pasadena’s per person GHG efficiency threshold.
Option C requires that the project achieve Net Zero GHG Emissions, which requires quantifying the project’s
GHG emission levels and demonstrate that the project would not result in a net increase in GHG emissions.
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Option C was selected for this analysis, in large part because the proposed Project is not a land use
development project and Options A and B are not well suited.

Construction GHG Emissions

Construction GHG emissions are generated by vehicle engine exhaust from construction equipment, on-
road hauling trucks, vendor trips, and worker commuting trips. Construction GHG emissions were calculated
by using CalEEMod. The model and construction assumptions are described in Section 2.3, Air Quality and
are included in Appendix A of this IS/MND. The results are output in MTCO.e for each year of construction.

GHG emissions generated from construction activities are finite and will occur for a short-term period of time
(approximately three months). Unlike the numerous opportunities available to reduce a project’s long-term
GHG emissions through design features, operational restrictions, use of green-building materials, or other
methods, GHG-reduction measures for construction equipment are relatively limited. Therefore, SCAQMD
staff recommends that construction emissions be amortized over a 30-year project lifetime so that GHG-
reduction measures will address construction GHG emissions as part of the operational GHG-reduction
strategies (SCAQMD 2008). Additionally, per the City’s CAP, the City also recommends amortization of
construction emissions over 30 years. As shown in Table 2-12, GHG Emissions from Construction, Project
construction would generate a total of 37 MTCO.e, or approximately 1 MTCOe/yr when amortized over 30
years.

TABLE 2-12
GHG EMISSIONS FROM CONSTRUCTION
Emissions
Year (MTCOze)
2019 37
Amortized Emissions’ 1

MTCO.e: metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent
1 Combined total amortized over 30 years.

Operational GHG Emissions

Operational uses for the proposed Project would be comparable to existing uses since the types and sizes
and recreational facilities would remain the same and no new vehicle trips would be added as a result of the
Project. Therefore, operational GHG emissions can be assumed to be comparable to, or less than, existing
emissions, and therefore, operational GHG emissions are not quantified for this analysis.

The proposed Project would contribute approximately one MTCO.e per year from the amortization of
construction emissions. Operational emissions would be comparable to existing emissions, as described
above. In addition, the proposed Project would stabilize Berkshire Creek and create sustainable long-term
hydrologic conditions consistent with the hydrologic regime present in the Berkshire Creek watershed prior
to land development (i.e., impervious surfaces). These improvements, in turn, would enhance water quality
compared to the current condition, allowing for riparian habitat restoration by reducing surface flows that
scour the creek, and eliminating flooding on the service road and the Berkshire Creek trail crossing. Finally,
the paved equestrian picnic area lot would be converted to a pervious surface, further reducing surface flows
and enhancing storm water runoff infiltration in the area. As described in the City’s CAP, it is anticipated that
the City will experience more droughts and intense rains as a result of climate change. The CAP details that
“while average conditions may be drier, the expectation is that more intense rainstorms will occur during a
shorter rainy season resulting in increased flooding and associated landslides” (City of Pasadena 2018).
This Project would eliminate flooding issues at Berkshire Creek that could be exacerbated by climate change
and enhance management of storm water runoff through pavement removal. Also, while a total of 81 non-
native trees/saplings and 4 native trees would be removed as part of Project implementation; approximately
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90 new native tree planting locations would be part of habitat restoration activities. These trees, and new
understory vegetation, would provide long-term CO2 sequestration that is expected to offset the finite GHG
emissions resulting from the Project’s construction. Therefore, with implementation of the proposed Project,
it can be reasonably assumed that there would be net zero GHG emissions. There would be a less than
significant impact and no mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse | | | X
gases?

WHY? The principal State plan and policy adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions is AB 32,
the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006. AB 32 requires CARB to adopt rules and regulations
that would achieve GHG emissions equivalent to statewide levels in 1990 by 2020 through an enforceable
statewide emission cap which was phased starting in 2012. In December 2007, CARB approved a GHG
emissions target for 2020 equivalent to the State’s calculated GHG emissions level in 1990. This 2020 target
of 427 MMTCOze required the reduction of 169 MMTCOze, or approximately 30 percent, from the State’s
projected 2020 business as usual emissions of 596 MMTCO.e. CARB approved a Climate Change Scoping
Plan as required by AB 32 in 2008; this plan is required to be updated every five years. The Climate Change
Scoping Plan proposes a “comprehensive set of actions designed to reduce overall carbon GHG emissions
in California, improve our environment, reduce our dependence on oil, diversify our energy sources, save
energy, create new jobs, and enhance public health” (CARB 2008). The Climate Change Scoping Plan has
a range of GHG-reduction actions which include direct regulations, alternative compliance mechanisms,
monetary and non-monetary incentives, voluntary actions, market-based mechanisms such as a cap-and-
trade system, and an AB 32 implementation regulation to fund the program. On May 22, 2014, CARB
approved the final First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan. The first update describes California’s
progress towards AB 32 goals, stating that “California is on track to meet the near-term 2020 greenhouse
gas limit and is well positioned to maintain and continue reductions beyond 2020 as required by AB 32”
(CARB 2014). The latest update, Second Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan, was adopted in
December 2017 and incorporates the 40 percent reduction to 1990 emissions levels by 2030 of Senate Bill
(SB) 32, as discussed below.

On April 29, 2015, the California Governor issued Executive Order B-30-15 that aims to reduce California’s
GHG emissions 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. This executive order aligns California’'s GHG
reduction targets with those of other international governments, such as the European Union that set the
same target for 2030 in October 2014. This target will make it possible to reach the ultimate goal of reducing
GHG emissions 80 percent under 1990 levels by 2050 (per Executive Order S3-05) that is based on
scientifically-established levels needed in the United States to limit global warming below two degrees
Celsius — the warming threshold at which scientists say there will likely be major climate disruptions. AB 197
(September 8, 2016) and SB 32 (September 8, 2016) codified into statute the GHG emissions reduction
targets of at least 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 as detailed in EO B-30-15. AB 197 also requires
additional GHG emissions reporting that is broken down to sub-county levels and requires CARB to consider
the social costs of emissions impacting disadvantaged communities. The Second Update to the Climate
Change Scoping Plan, as discussed above, includes the statutory GHG reduction requirements that were
not included in the past iterations of Scoping Plan, including SB 32, SB 350, and SB 650 (which establishes
priority GHG reduction targets for designated types of greenhouse gases such as methane) (CARB 2017).
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The quantitative goal of AB 32 is to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, and the goal of SB 32
is the 40 percent reduction in 1990 levels by 2030. Plans and regulations (e.g., GHG emissions standards
for vehicles and the Low Carbon Fuel Standard) are being implemented at the statewide level, and
compliance at the project level is not applicable. The proposed Project would not conflict with or obstruct
implementation of AB 32 or SB 32.

The City’s CAP outlines several measures relevant to the Project. Specifically, Water Conservation
Measure 3 (WC-3) Stormwater, is particularly relevant to the Project and a consistency analysis between
the Project and WC-3 is shown with in Table 2-13, Consistency Analysis with Climate Action Plan Measures.

TABLE 2-13
CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS WITH CLIMATE ACTION PLAN MEASURES

Measure | Consistency Analysis
WC-3: Storm Water
Measure WC-3.1: Improve storm water to slow, sink, Consistent. The Project would stabilize Berkshire Creek and create
and treat water run-off, recharge groundwater, and sustainable long-term hydrologic conditions consistent with the
improve water quality. hydrologic regime present in the Berkshire Creek watershed prior to

land development (i.e., impervious surfaces). These improvements
would enhance water quality compared to the current condition,
allowing for riparian habitat restoration by reducing surface flows that
scour the creek and would eliminate flooding on the service road and
the Berkshire Creek trail crossing. The proposed Project would remove
the entirety of the paving at the equestrian picnic area lot and a portion
of the paving along the adjacent trail and replace with permeable
surfaces. These surfaces would remain permeable, either as a ftrail
surface, gravel lot, or native meadow garden. This removal and
replacement of impervious surfaces would facilitate on-site storm
water runoff infiltration.

Implementation Action A. Replace Impervious Consistent. The proposed Project would remove the entirety of the
Surfaces: Identify and map potential public locations to | paving at the equestrian picnic area lot and a portion of the paving
replace impervious surfaces with landscaped green along the adjacent trail and replace with permeable surfaces. These
spaces, permeable pavement, rain gardens, and/or surfaces would remain permeable, either as a trail surface, gravel lot,
bioswales. or native meadow garden. This removal and replacement of
impervious surfaces facilitates on-site storm water runoff infiltration.
Implementation Action B. Increase Storm Water Consistent. The Berkshire Creek restoration concept, including use of
Capacity: Continue to increase storm water capacity materials, is intended to present a naturalized visual and ecological
and reduce flooding by identifying locations to divert or | condition at the surface while adequately managing the high runoff
redirect water run-off and improve culverts and other volumes and velocities that occur at the Berkshire Drain outlet. These
storm water infrastructure. improvements would reduce surface flows that scour the creek and

would eliminate flooding on the service road and the Berkshire Creek
trail crossing.

Implementation Action C. Project Funding and Consistent. The proposed Project is one of the City’s prioritized
Prioritization: Develop a prioritized list of projects and | projects and has received grant funding for implementation.
identify funding for implementation.

Implementation Action D. Restore Arroyo Seco: Consistent. The proposed Project includes a partnership with the
Work with community organizations and volunteers to Arroyo Seco Foundation and Hahamongna Native Plant Nursery to
continue efforts to restore the Arroyo Seco region and provide a portion of the plants to be used for habitat restoration
other identified priority areas. activities in Berkshire Creek.

Source: Pasadena 2018b.

As shown in Table 2-13, the Project would comply with relevant portions of the CAP. As described under
Threshold 2.8(a), the Project would have net zero GHG emissions. Implementation of the proposed Project
would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG
emissions. There would be no impact and no mitigation is required.
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MITIGATION MEASURES

There would be no significant impacts and no mitigation is required.
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2.9 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

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

WHY? With Project implementation, the Oak Grove area would continue existing operations as a
recreational facility, which does not use or store hazardous substances other than occasional, localized use
of herbicides. The City would be required to continue adherence to applicable zoning and fire regulations
for the use and storage of any hazardous substances. As such, upon compliance with applicable regulations,
the routine use, disposal, and transport of small amounts of commonly used hazardous materials associated
with Project operation would not result in a significant hazard to the public or to the environment. There
would be a less than significant impact and no mitigation is required.

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

Would the project:

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

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

Would the project:

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

WHY? The Project site is within approximately one-quarter mile of the following schools, all located to the
west across Oak Grove Drive:

e La Canada High School (4463 Oak Grove Drive);

o Hillside School and Learning Center (4331 Oak Grove Drive);
e Crestview Preparatory School (140 Foothill Boulevard);

e St. Francis High School (200 Foothill Boulevard).

As discussed under Threshold 2.9(b) above, construction of the Project would involve the use of common
hazardous substances such as petroleum-based fuels or hydraulic fluid used for construction equipment.
However, this would not be considered a significant hazard for potential environmental release. The remote
risk of release of a small volume of fuel or other materials commonly used in construction activity, which are
not acutely hazardous, would not pose a potential health hazard to the occupants (e.g., students, staff) of
the schools to the west of the site. Operation of the Project would be the same as the existing conditions
with no potential for emitting hazards emissions or handling hazardous materials such that would result in
impacts on existing schools in proximity to the Project site. There would be no impact and no mitigation is
required.

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

Would the project:

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

WHY? Based on review of the Cortese List data resources, the Project site is not located on the State of
California Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites List of sites published by California Environmental
Protection Agency (CalEPA) and compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the California Government Code
(referred to as the Cortese List) (CalEPA 2018). The Project site is an existing recreational facility. The site
is not known or anticipated to have been contaminated with hazardous materials, and no hazardous material
storage facilities are known to exist on-site. For these reasons, the Project is not be located on a site that is
included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5.
There would be no impact and no mitigation is required.
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Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

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

WHY? The Project site is not within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public airport or public
use airport. The nearest public use airport is the Hollywood Burbank Airport (formerly Bob Hope Airport),
located more than 10 miles west of the Project site. Therefore, the proposed Project would not result in a
safety hazard for people residing or working in the Project area, nor for people visiting the Oak Grove area
of the HWP. There would be no impact and no mitigation is required.

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

WHY? The City of Pasadena Emergency Operations Plan (EOP) addresses the City’s planned response to
emergencies associated with natural disasters and technological incidents. It provides an overview of
operational concepts, identifies components of the City’s emergency management organization within the
Standardized Emergency Management System (SEMS) and the National Incident Management System
(NIMS), and describes the overall responsibilities of the federal, State, county entities, and the City for
protecting life and property and ensuring the overall well-being of the population (Pasadena 2011). Further,
the City maintains a SEMS/NIMS Emergency Response Plan, which addresses planned responses to
emergency/disaster situations associated with natural disasters, technological incidents, and national
security emergencies. In case of a disaster, the Pasadena Fire Department is responsible for implementing
the plan, and the Pasadena Police Department devises evacuation routes based on the specific
circumstance of the emergency.

The construction and operation of the Project would not place any permanent or temporary physical barriers
on any existing public streets. As such, the proposed Project would not obstruct any emergency evacuation
or response activities. Construction staging would not interfere with circulation along Oak Grove Drive or any
other nearby roadways. As discussed in Section 2.17, Transportation, construction traffic would not result in
a direct or cumulative impact. For these reasons, the proposed Project would not interfere with any
emergency response or emergency evacuation plans. There would be no impact and no mitigation is
required.
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Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
h) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a [ [ X [
significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires?

WHY? As shown on Plate P-2 of the General Plan Safety Element, the majority of the Project site is within
a low fire hazard zone; however, portions of the western edge of the Project site were designated as areas
of moderate or very high fire hazard (Pasadena 2002a). However, the more recent 2011 Local Responsibility
Area map for Pasadena indicates that the Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) encompasses
the southern tip of the Project site, primarily overlapping the segment of California sagebrush scrub on the
south side of the access road (refer to Exhibit 3, Proposed Project Components) (CAL FIRE 2011).

Construction activities within the VHFHSZ would be limited to hand tools, such as a walk-behind trencher
and weed trimmer. Larger construction equipment would be used in areas immediately to the north of the
VHFHSZ-designated area. However, any use of construction equipment presents a risk of accidental fire,
whether within a VHFHSZ or nearby and spreading to the more flammable VHFHSZ. Therefore, construction
specifications would include fire prevention practices derived from Caltrans’ Standard Specifications
(Caltrans 2018), including, but not limited to:

o Except for motor trucks, truck tractors, buses, and passenger vehicles, equip all hydrocarbon-fueled
engines, both stationary and mobile including motorcycles, with spark arresters that meet USFS
standards as specified in the Forest Service Spark Arrester Guide. Maintain the spark arresters in
good operating condition;

o Locate flammable materials at least 50 feet away from equipment service, parking, and gas and oil
storage areas. Each small mobile or stationary engine site must be cleared of flammable material for
a radius of at least 15 feet from the engine;

o Furnish a pickup truck and driver that will be available for fire control during working hours. The
pickup truck and operator must patrol the area of construction for at least one-half hour after job site
activities have ended.

o |f the fire danger rating reaches very high:
o Falling of dead trees or snags must be discontinued.

o Welding must be discontinued except in an enclosed building or within an area cleared of
flammable material for a radius of 15 feet.

o Smoking is allowed only in automobiles and cabs of trucks equipped with an ashtray or in
cleared areas immediately surrounded by a fire break unless prohibited by other authority.

o Vehicular travel is restricted to cleared areas except in case of emergency.

o If the fire danger rating reaches extreme, take the precautions specified for a very high fire danger
rating except smoking is not allowed in an area immediately surrounded by a firebreak and work of
a nature that could start a fire requires that properly equipped fire guards be assigned to such
operation for the duration of the work.

Further, in the event a fire begins during construction of the Project, the nearest fire station of Los Angeles
County Fire Department Station 82, is located approximately 0.75-mile to the northwest at 352 Foothills
Boulevard in La Canada Flintridge. Being in a dense urban area, there are several fire protection facilities
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in the Project vicinity that could respond to an emergency at the site. The contours of Berkshire Creek would
be changed, and non-native vegetation would be removed and replaced with native vegetation; however,
these changes would not exacerbate wildfire risk in the long term. Finally, the proposed Project would not
introduce structures, or change uses or activities in the VHFHSZ-designated area or nearby areas. There
would be a less than significant impact and no mitigation is required.

MITIGATION MEASURES

There would be no significant impacts and no mitigation is required.
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210 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

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

Would the project:

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

WHY? The Project site is within the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles (Region 4) RWQCB. The Project could
resultin short-term, construction-related impacts to surface water quality from grading and other construction
activities (e.g., erosion, spills, and leaks from construction equipment). Compliance with non-storm water
management and pollution-control BMPs, as outlined in the SWPPP for the Project consistent with the
NPDES Construction General Permit, would ensure the pollutant levels in runoff do not violate standards.
Operation of the Project would not violate any water quality standards, as the Project would not result in
increased flows or introduce new contaminants to the runoff flowing through the Arroyo Seco due to
increased impervious surfaces. The proposed Project would include an irrigation system; however, the
system has been designed and would be controlled and monitored to minimize runoff. The proposed
Berkshire Creek and equestrian picnic area improvements would enhance water quality compared to the
current condition, allowing for riparian habitat restoration by reducing surface flows that scour the creek, and
would eliminate flooding on the service road and the Berkshire Creek trail crossing. The proposed Project
would remove the entirety of the paving at the equestrian picnic area lot and a portion of the paving along
the adjacent trail and replace with permeable surfaces. These surfaces would remain permeable, either as
a trail surface, gravel lot, or native meadow garden. This removal and replacement of impervious surfaces
facilitates on-site storm water runoff infiltration. There would be less than significant impacts and no
mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project O O O X
may impede sustainable groundwater management of the
basin?

WHY? A project can result in a significant impact on groundwater supplies if it causes a demonstrable and
sustained reduction of groundwater recharge capacity or changes the potable water levels such that it
reduces the ability of a water utility to use the groundwater basin for public water supplies or storage of
imported water, reduces the yields of adjacent wells or well fields, or adversely changes the rate or direction
of groundwater flow. The proposed Project would minimally increase demand for water associated with use
of the proposed irrigation system to support restored habitat. Additionally, a nominal amount of water may
be used during construction for dust suppression. These potable water supplies may be in part derived from
the City’s groundwater sources but would not change the volume of water withdrawn from the Raymond
Basin, as such withdrawal is controlled by the Raymond Basin Management Board. Additionally, the Project
would not involve an increase in impervious surfaces that would impede stormwater infiltration. To the
contrary, as discussed under Threshold 2.10(a) above, the Project would remove the entirety of the paving
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at the equestrian picnic area lot and a portion of the paving along the adjacent trail and replace with
permeable surfaces. These surfaces would remain permeable, either as a trail surface, gravel lot, or native
meadow garden. This removal and replacement of impervious surfaces facilitates on-site storm water runoff
infiltration. There would be no impact and no mitigation is required.

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

Would the project:

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

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

WHY? The proposed Project includes restoring a portion of Berkshire Creek that flows through the Project
site. While implementation of the Berkshire Creek restoration component of the Project would alter the
course of the Berkshire Creek drainage, there would be no alteration of drainage patterns within the
remainder of the Project site. Furthermore, a primary purpose of the Project is to repair the existing condition
of Berkshire Creek that results in substantial erosion and siltation off-site (i.e., in the Devil’'s Gate basin).
The Berkshire Creek restoration concept, including use of materials, is intended to present a naturalized
visual and ecological condition at the surface while adequately managing the high runoff volumes and
velocities that occur at the Berkshire Drain outlet. Therefore, the Project would not result in substantial
erosion or siltation on- or off-site and would repair the existing erosion and siltation that occurs within the
drainage and would have no adverse effects. There would be a less than significant impact and no mitigation
is required.

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

Would the project:

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

ii) Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff
in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site?

WHY? As discussed under Threshold 2.10(c)(i) above, the proposed Project includes restoring a portion of
Berkshire Creek that flows through the Project site. While this would alter the course of the Berkshire Creek
drainage, there would be no alteration of drainage patterns within the remainder of the Project site. With
Project implementation, storm water runoff would continue to flow from Berkshire Drain, through Berkshire
Creek, and outlet into the Devil's Gate basin. Therefore, the Project would not result in flooding on- or off-
site and would help to alleviate the existing flooding that occurs on the access road and within the drainage
and would have no adverse effects. As discussed under Threshold 2.10(a) above, the Project would remove
the entirety of the paving at the equestrian picnic area lot and a portion of the paving along the adjacent trail
and replace with permeable surfaces. These surfaces would remain permeable, either as a trail surface,
gravel lot, or native meadow garden. As such, there would be a net decrease in the amount of impervious
surfaces with Project implementation. Therefore, the Project would not substantially increase the rate or
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amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site. There would be a less than
significant impact and no mitigation is required.

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

Would the project:

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course or a stream
or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a

manner that would: O O X [
iiiy Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the

capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage

systems or provide substantial additional sources of

polluted runoff?

WHY? As discussed under Threshold 2.10(a) above, the Project would remove the entirety of the paving at
the equestrian picnic area lot and a portion of the paving along the adjacent trail and replace with permeable
surfaces. These surfaces would remain permeable, either as a trail surface, gravel lot, or native meadow
garden. As discussed under Threshold 2.10(c)(i) above, the proposed Project includes restoring a portion
of Berkshire Creek that flows through the Project site. While this would alter the course of the Berkshire
Creek drainage, there would be no alteration of drainage patterns within the remainder of the Project site.
There would be a net decrease in the amount of impervious surfaces with Project implementation. As such,
the amount of stormwater runoff from the Project would not increase, and would not, therefore, exceed the
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems. Further, the Berkshire Creek restoration would
repair the existing problem with storm water system capacity in this drainage, wherein there is inadequate
infrastructure to convey the volume and velocity of flows from Berkshire Drain. There would be no adverse
effects related to storm water drainage capacity. There would be less than significant impacts and no
mitigation is required.

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

Would the project:

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

iv) Impede or redirect flood flows?

WHY? As discussed under Threshold 2.10(a) above, the Project would remove the entirety of the paving at
the equestrian picnic area lot and a portion of the paving along the adjacent trail and replace with permeable
surfaces. These surfaces would remain permeable, either as a trail surface, gravel lot, or native meadow
garden. As discussed under Threshold 2.10(c)(i) above, the proposed Project includes restoring a portion
of Berkshire Creek that flows through the Project site. While this would alter the course of the Berkshire
Creek drainage, there would be no alteration of drainage patterns within the remainder of the Project site.
There would be a net decrease in the amount of impervious surfaces with Project implementation. Therefore,
the Project would not impede or redirect flood flows and would repair the existing flooding that occurs on the
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access road and within the drainage and would have no adverse effects. There would be less than significant
impacts and no mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of
pollutants due to project inundation? [ [ [ X

WHY? No portions of the City are within a 100-year floodplain, as identified by the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA). As shown on FEMA FIRM panel 06037C1375F, the Project site is located in
Zone X (FEMA 2008). Zone X is located outside of the special flood hazard areas subject to inundation by
the one percent annual chance of flood (100-year floodplain), and no floodplain management regulations
are required. In addition, according to the City’s Dam Failure Inundation Map (Plate P-2 of the Safety
Element) the Project site is not located in a dam inundation area (City of Pasadena 2002a). The City is not
located in proximity to any inland bodies of water or the Pacific Ocean to be inundated by either a seiche or
tsunami. Therefore, the Project would neither introduce pollutants to the site nor risk release of pollutants
due to inundation, including during intense storm events. There would be no impact and no mitigation is
required.

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

WHY? As discussed under Threshold 2.10(a) above, the proposed Berkshire Creek and equestrian picnic
area improvements would enhance water quality compared to the current condition, allowing for riparian
habitat restoration by reducing surface flows that scour the creek, and would eliminate flooding on the
service road and the Berkshire Creek trail crossing. The proposed Project would remove the entirety of the
paving at the equestrian picnic area lot and a portion of the paving along the adjacent trail and replace with
permeable surfaces. These surfaces would remain permeable, either as a trail surface, gravel lot, or native
meadow garden. This removal and replacement of impervious surfaces facilitates on-site storm water runoff
infiltration.

As discussed under Threshold 2.10(b) above, the proposed Project would minimally increase demand for
water associated with use of the proposed irrigation system to support restored habitat. Additionally, a
nominal amount of water may be used during construction for dust suppression. These potable water
supplies may be in part derived from groundwater sources. Additionally, the Project would not involve an
increase in impervious surfaces that would impede stormwater infiltration. As discussed under Threshold
2.10(a) above, the Project would remove the entirety of the paving at the equestrian picnic area lot and a
portion of the paving along the adjacent trail and replace with permeable surfaces. These surfaces would
remain permeable, either as a trail surface, gravel lot, or native meadow garden. This removal and
replacement of impervious surfaces facilitates on-site storm water runoff infiltration. As such, the proposed
Project would neither conflict with nor obstruct implementation of the LARWQCB’s Water Quality Control
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Plan. The Raymond Basin, PWP’s source of groundwater, is defined by the California Department of Water
Resources (DWR) as a very-low priority pursuant to the 2014 Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
(DWR 2019). As such, there is currently no sustainable groundwater management plan applicable to the
Project site. There would be no impact and no mitigation is required.

MITIGATION MEASURES

There would be no significant impacts and no mitigation is required.
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211 LAND USE AND PLANNING

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

WHY? The proposed Project would not physically divide an existing community, as the proposed Project
consists of drainage improvements, recreational improvements, and habitat restoration within an existing
recreational facility. There would be no impact and no mitigation is required.

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

Would the project:

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

WHY? The primary land use planning documents that govern the Project site are the City’s General Plan
and the Pasadena Zoning Code. The Project site’s General Plan land use designation is Open Space, and
zoning designation is OS (Open Space). Per Section 17.26.020(A) of the City’s Zoning Code, “[tlhe OS
district is applied to sites with open space, parks, and recreational facilities of a landscaped, open character
having a minimum contiguous site area of two acres.” Section 17.26.030 of the PMC specifies that most
uses in the OS zone require Conditional Use Permits (CUP), excepting short-term filming, accessory
antenna array, and minor utility. The proposed Project is considered minor utility work, and there is no
change in existing uses. The City of Pasadena Department of Planning has reviewed the Project and
concluded that no CUP is required. The proposed Project has been designed to provide improved physical
facilities and open space resources to existing users of the Oak Grove area of the HWP, consistent with the
HWP Master Plan. Therefore, the proposed Project would not conflict with any applicable land use plans,
policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. There
would be no impact and no mitigation is required.

MITIGATION MEASURES

There would be no significant impacts and no mitigation is required.
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212 MINERAL RESOURCES

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource
that would be of value to the region and the residents of the | | | X
state?

WHY? No active mining operations exist in the City. There are two areas in Pasadena that have been
identified by the CGS as Mineral Resource Zone (MRZ) 2, which is defined as areas where geologic data
indicate the significant PCC-Grade aggregate resources are present. These two areas are Eaton Wash and
Devil's Gate Reservoir, which were both formerly mined for aggregate (CGS 1982, 2010). Specifically,
Devil's Gate Reservoir has been mined periodically to a maximum depth of about 30 ft to provide channel
maintenance for the Los Angeles County Flood Control District. The aggregate removed was sold for a
variety of uses including PCC aggregate. Drill hole data indicates that the sector contains sand and gravel
deposits to a depth of 100 ft below the present-day (i.e., in 2010) channel surface. Since there is little
information on the quality of material below 30 ft, this depth was used for resource calculations. There is no
active mine operations and there are no reserves. The Project site is identified as MRZ-3, defined as areas
containing mineral deposits the significance of which cannot be evaluated from available data (CGS 2010)

The Project site lies adjacent to the Devil's Gate Reservoir. Neither the Project site nor surrounding areas,
such as Devil's Gate Reservoir, are presently utilized for mineral production and mining is not an allowed
use in the City’s zoning code. Nevertheless, implementation of the Project would not obstruct any future
aggregate mining operations in Devil’'s Gate Reservoir. Therefore, the proposed Project would not result in
the loss of an available known mineral resource with value to the region, including concrete aggregate.
There would be no impact and no mitigation is required.

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

Would the project:

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

WHY? The City’s General Plan Land Use Element does not identify any mineral recovery sites within the
City (Pasadena 2015b). No active mining operations exist in the City, and mining is not currently allowed
within any of the City’s designated land uses. Therefore, the proposed Project would not result in significant
impacts from the loss of a locally important mineral resource recovery site. There would be no impact and
no mitigation is required.

MITIGATION MEASURES

There would be no significant impacts and no mitigation is required.
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213 NOISE
Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

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

WHY? The proposed Project would generate noise from temporary construction activity. Construction of the
proposed Project would include demolition, grading, export of demolition debris, import of fill and permeable
paving material, and installation of new stormwater infrastructure, habitat restoration, and a bridge crossing.

Noise-Sensitive Receptors

Noise-sensitive receptors include land uses where an excessive amount of noise would interfere with normal
operations or activities and where a high degree of noise control may be necessary. Examples include
schools, hospitals, and residential areas. Recreational areas may be considered noise-sensitive where quiet
and solitude may be an important aspect of the specific recreational experience. Noise-sensitive uses
proximate to the Project site include the Hillside School and Learning Center and the La Cafiada Methodist
Church, both of which are located west of Oak Grove Drive approximately 80 ft to the west of the Project
site in the City of La Canada Flintridge. La Cafiada High School is located approximately 200 ft to the
northwest of the site. The nearest residential uses are located 700 ft to the south of the Project site beyond
I-210 along Normandy Court in the City of La Cafada Flintridge.

Existing Noise Levels

To characterize the existing noise environment, Psomas conducted an ambient noise survey at the site on
March 29, 2019. Short-term (approximately 20 minutes each) noise level measurements were taken using
a Larson Davis Laboratories SoundTrack LxT® sound level meter (LD LxT). This sound level meter was
placed proximate to the eastern, western, and northwestern Project site boundaries. Noise measurement
locations are shown in Exhibit 16, Noise Monitoring Locations. The existing noise levels are shown in
Table 2-14, Existing Ambient Noise Levels. As shown, existing noise levels at the Project site are considered
low and typical of recreational areas. Noise monitoring data and calculations are provided in Appendix F of
this IS/MND.

TABLE 2-14
EXISTING AMBIENT NOISE LEVELS

Lmin (Minimum) Leq (Average) Lmax (Maximum)
Western Project Site Boundary
(Location 1) 54.2 59.7 65.7
Eastern Project Site Boundary 48.1 523 58.7
(Location 2) ) ) )
Northwestern Project Site Boundary
(Location 3) 55.7 63.2 76.1

See Attachment D for Noise Measurement Data.

R:\Projects\PAS_Pasaden\3PAS010801\MND\BCreek_Draft MND-052219.docx 2-71 Environmental Checklist Form



Equestrian
Picnic Area

|:| Project Boundary
®  Noise Monitoring Location
Proposed Project Components
D Oak Woodland Habitat Restoration (3.00 acres)
Berkshire Creek (0.89 acres)

Sunrise Overlook/Coastal Sage Scrub
Habitat Restoration (0.87 acres)

o
x
E

S

o

8

8

by

S
o
Z
2
H
o
2
o
8
o
bl
o
2
B
4
=
3
B
2
S
2
3
=3
2]
2
o
%
2
3
2,
3
o
[}

Aerial Source: LAR-IAC 2014

Noise Monitoring Locations Exhibit 16
Berkshire Creek Area Improvements Project

W‘¢’ E 150 75 150
Feet

s (Rev: 05/21/2019 MMD) R:\Projects\PAS_Pasaden\3PAS010801\Graphics\Berkshire_Creek\MND\ex_Noise_Monitoring.pdf




Berkshire Creek Area Improvements Project
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

Applicable Noise Standards

The Project site is located in the City of Pasadena, and there are also noise-sensitive receptors in City of La
Canada Flintridge situated adjacent to the site on the west. The unincorporated community of Altadena is
located on the east side of the Devil's Gate Basin. However, the noise generation from construction of the
proposed Project would not be expected to be audible by receptors in Altadena because of noise attenuation
over a distance of at least approximately 1,500 ft at the nearest points. Noise would have attenuated
substantially over this distance and would not contribute significantly to the ambient noise environment in
Altadena. Therefore, the applicable noise standards of the cities of Pasadena and La Cafiada Flintridge are
provided below and used in the following analysis.

City of Pasadena

The Noise Element of the General Plan recognizes that construction activity is a source of occasional
temporary nuisance noise throughout the City and that these and other such nuisance noises are common
to cities and, because of their unpredictable nature, must be addressed on a case-by-case basis (Pasadena
2015b). The following General Plan policies are applicable to the Project:

Policy 7b: The City will encourage limitations on construction activities adjacent to sensitive noise
receptors.

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

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

Section 9.36.050, General Noise Sources, of the PMC is applicable for long-term, operational noise and
states, “It is unlawful for any person to create, cause, make or continue to make or permit to be made or
continued any noise or sound which exceeds the ambient noise level at the property line of any property by
more than 5 decibels”. In accordance with Section 9.36.040 of the PMC, adjustments are made to the
allowable noise level for steady audible tones, repeated impulsive noise, and noise occurring for limited time
periods.

Section 9.36.070, Construction Projects, of the PMC states:

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

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

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

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

3. Performance of construction or repair work is prohibited on Sundays and holidays.

C. For purposes of this section, holidays are New Year's Day, Martin Luther King Jr. Day,
Lincoln’s Birthday, Washington’s Birthday, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day,
Veterans Day, Thanksgiving Day, Day after Thanksgiving, and Christmas.

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

City of La Canada Flintridge

Chapter 5.02, Regulation of Community Noise, of the La Cafiada Flintridge Municipal Code (LCFMC) is the
City of La Cafada Flintridge’s Noise Ordinance. It states, “it is the policy of La Cafiada Flintridge to prevent
excessive sound that may jeopardize the health, welfare, or safety of the citizens or degrade the quality of
life.” Section 5.02.110, Temporary construction activities, of the LCFMC is applicable to the Project and
states that where technically and economically feasible, temporary construction activity shall be conducted
in such a manner that the one-hour average sound levels at affected properties shall not exceed the noise
levels shown in Table 2-15, La Cafiada Flintridge Construction Limits. The land uses to the west across Oak
Grove Drive (i.e., schools, church) are considered Public/Semi-Public Zones.

TABLE 2-15
LA CANADA FLINTRIDGE CONSTRUCTION NOISE LIMITS

CPD, FCD, Public/Semi-

R-1 Zone (Single-Family

R-3, RPD, Mixed Use Zones

Public, Open Space Zones

Residential) (Multifamily Residential) (Commercial)
Weekdays*
7:00 AM 1o 6:00 PM 75 dBA 80 dBA 85 dBA
Saturdays 60 dBA 65 dBA 70 dBA

9:00 AM to 5:00 PM

*

During Daylight Savings Time, weekday hours shall be from 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM
Construction, except emergency work, is not permitted on Sunday or holidays.

*k

Source: Ordinance 450 Section 2, La Cafiada Flintridge Municipal Code

Construction (Short-Term) Noise

The primary noise sources during construction of the Project are the diesel engines of construction
equipment. Construction equipment can be considered to operate in two modes: stationary and mobile.
Stationary equipment operates in one location for one or more days at a time, with either a fixed-power
operation (such as pumps, generators and compressors) or a variable noise operation (such as rock drills
and pavement breakers). Mobile equipment moves around the construction site with power applied in cyclic
fashion, such as bulldozers, graders, and loaders. Noise generation from stationary equipment is assessed
from the location of the specific equipment, while noise generation from mobile construction equipment is
assessed from the center of the equipment activity or construction site. The noise level at a receptor is
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dependent on the distance from the source to the receptor and the intervening topography and groundcover.
Typical noise levels generated by construction equipment are listed in Table 2-16, Typical Construction
Equipment Noise Levels.

TABLE 2-16

TYPICAL CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT NOISE LEVELS
Typical Noise Level (dBA) 50 ft
Equipment from Source
Air Compressor 81
Backhoe 80
Ballast Equalizer 82
Ballast Tamper 83
Compactor 82
Concrete Mixer 85
Concrete Pump 82
Concrete Vibrator 76
Crane, Derrick 88
Crane, Mobile 83
Dozer 85
Generator 81
Grader 85
Impact Wrench 85
Jack Hammer 88
Loader 85
Paver 89
Pile-driver (Impact) 101
Pile-driver (Sonic) 96
Pneumatic Tool 85
Pump 76
Rail Saw 90
Rock Drill 98
Roller 74
Saw 76
Scarifier 83
Scraper 89
Shovel 82
Spike Driver 77
Tie Cutter 84
Tie Handler 80
Tie Inserter 85
Truck 88
Source: FTA 2006.

Each phase of construction has a specific equipment mix, depending on the work to be accomplished during
that phase. Each phase also has its own noise characteristics; some would have higher continuous noise
levels than others, and some have high-impact noise levels. The L¢q Of each phase is determined by
combining the L¢q contributions from each piece of equipment used in that phase. Construction of the Project
is anticipated to occur for approximately three months beginning in fall 2019.
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Because noise propagation attenuates with distance, the distance from the noise source to a receptor is a
primary consideration in determining the noise level experienced at the receptor. Because different
construction stages involve different pieces of equipment and may involve only localized portions of a site,
each construction stage can result in different noise levels being generated depending on the distance to
sensitive receptors. Therefore, the combination of construction activity at one time that would involve the
largest number of equipment and equipment that generates the highest noise levels was modeled using the
noise levels for construction activities developed by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Noise from
Construction Equipment and Operations, Building Equipment, and Home Appliances. (USEPA 1971). It is
noted that noise analysis associated with the Project’s construction activities is conservative and may be
overestimated because it is based on noise levels from construction engines developed in the 1970s and
earlier, which did not have modern engine designs or noise attenuation systems. Construction activities
were also assessed with noise for all construction equipment being utilized at the same time, which would
not occur for the majority of the construction period. Finally, the construction noise levels presented below
do not consider intervening topography or structures that may reduce noise.

Table 2-17, Construction Noise Levels and Noise-Sensitive Uses shows both the estimated maximum and
average noise levels for the most intense (i.e., noise generating) construction activity anticipated to occur
during Project implementation.

TABLE 2-17
CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS AT NOISE-SENSITIVE USES

‘ Noise Levels (Leq dBA)

School West of the Religious Use Residential Uses
Site Northwest of the Site South of the Site
(La Cainada (La Canada (La Cainada Oak Grove Area
Flintridge) Flintridge) Flintridge) (Project Site)
Max Avg Max Avg Max Avg Max Avg
Construction Activity (80 ft) (235 ft) (80 ft) (205 ft) (700 ft) | (1,400 ft) | (100 ft)2 | (2,300 ft)
Demolition 78 71 77 72 61 55 78 51
Excavation 83 76 82 77 66 60 83 56
Paving and Site Cleanup 83 76 82 77 66 60 83 56
Significance Threshold 85° 85" 85° 85% 755 755 85° 852
Significant? (Yes/No) No No No No No No No No

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

@ Distance and significance threshold based on the Pasadena Municipal Code Section 9.36.080.

b Significance threshold based on the La Cafiada Flintridge Municipal Code Section 5.02.110.

Note: Noise levels from construction activities do not account for attenuation provided by intervening structures.
Source: USEPA 1971.

Maximum noise levels represent the noise from construction equipment occurring nearest to the identified
noise sensitive receptor. The nearest receptor is measured as the shortest distance from the Project’s
construction activity to the property line of the noise sensitive use/receptor. Site preparation, grading, and
construction would occur up to approximately 35 ft from the City right-of-way (ROW), the edge of Oak Grove
Drive, for the Berkshire Creek restoration activities and approximately 25 ft from the City ROW for the
equestrian picnic area improvements. Average noise levels represent the noise exposure to noise sensitive
receptors based on the distance to the approximate center of Project site’s construction activities.

For the proposed Project, because the construction noise generation would be within two main areas (i.e.,
Berkshire Creek and equestrian picnic area), the average noise levels are based on the distance from a
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point approximately halfway between these two areas, similar to the location of monitoring Location 1 shown
on Exhibit 16. Noise levels from Project-related construction activities would range from 61 to 83 dBA L for
the maximum noise levels and 51 to 77 dBA Leq for the average noise levels.

Noise from construction activities on-site would be clearly audible above the existing ambient noise
environment but, as shown in Table 2-17 above, the maximum and average noise levels estimated for
Project implementation would not exceed the applicable significance thresholds (i.e., either City of Pasadena
or City of La Cafada Flintridge), even with the highly conservative methodology. Because the noise levels
using this worst-case construction analysis approach would not exceed the established construction noise
limits, noise resulting from Project construction would result in less than significant impacts and no mitigation
is required.

The Project would generate construction traffic from vehicle traffic, including workers commuting to and from
each of the Project components; vendors bringing materials; and haul trucks removing demolished structural
and vegetation from the Project site. Based on the Berkshire Creek Area Improvements Project Traffic
Evaluation (Psomas 2019c, Appendix G), a total of 99 daily trips and 33 peak hour trips would occur on peak
day (i.e., worst-case) for construction-related vehicle trips. These trips would be a combination of both
approximately 49 truck and 50 worker passenger vehicle trips and would occur for an anticipated 2 working
days of peak construction activity during the entire 3-month construction period. For most of the Project’s
construction, the only daily traffic would be generated by the workers (approximately 50 total trips per day).
Due to the low magnitude of Project-related truck and worker commute trips, the traffic noise produced on
a daily and hourly basis would not result in a substantial level of noise exposure. Construction traffic noise
generation would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.

_Operation (Long-Term) Noise Increases

The proposed Project would not result in additional trip generation and would not, therefore, result in
additional traffic-related noise. The Project would also not involve additional stationary sources of noise in
the Oak Grove Area. There would be no impact and no mitigation is required.

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

WHY? Depending on the type of construction activities employed, construction of the proposed Project could
generate groundborne vibration. The City of La Cafada Flintridge does not have vibration standards. The
City of Pasadena uses the vibration-induced structural damage criteria developed by Caltrans. Caltrans
vibration structural damage potential guideline thresholds are shown in Table 2-18, Vibration Damage
Threshold Criteria, further below. The structural damage threshold of 0.2 in/sec for Class Il buildings are
selected for residential, school, and church buildings for this analysis. These thresholds represent the
vibration limits for structural damage to buildings proximate to the Project site from continuous sources of
vibration. Project construction activities would occur at an average distance of approximately 250 ft between
equipment and off-site structures, with 150 ft to the nearest structures.
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TABLE 2-18

VIBRATION DAMAGE THRESHOLD CRITERIA

Continuous Single-Event
Source PPV Source PPV
Building Class (in/sec) (in/sec)
Class I: buildings in steel or reinforced concrete, such as factories, retaining walls, 0.5 1.2

bridges, steel towers, open channels, underground chambers and tunnels with
and without concrete alignment

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

Class llI: buildings as mentioned above but with wooden ceilings and walls in 0.2 0.5
masonry

Class IV: construction very sensitive to vibrations; objects of historic interest
ppv: peak particle velocity; in/sec: inch(es) per second

0.12 0.3

Source: Caltrans 2013.

Table 2-19, Vibration Levels for Construction Equipment, summarizes typical vibration levels measured
during construction activities for various vibration-inducing pieces of equipment.

TABLE 2-19
VIBRATION LEVELS FOR CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT
Equipment ppvV at 25 ft (in/sec)

Pile driver (impact) Up?er range 1.518

typical 0.644
Pile driver (sonic) up?er range 0.734

typical 0.170
Vibratory roller 0.210
Large bulldozer 0.089
Caisson drilling 0.089
Loaded trucks 0.076
Jackhammer 0.035
Small bulldozer 0.003
ppv: peak particle velocity; ft: feet; in/sec: inches per second.
Source: Caltrans 2013; FTA 2006.

Pile driving and blasting are generally the sources of the most severe vibration during construction. Neither
pile driving nor blasting would be used during Project construction. Conventional construction equipment
would be used for construction activities. Construction equipment utilized during Project development would
produce vibration from vehicle travel as well as demolition, grading, and paving activities.

Table 2-20, Vibration Levels at Nearby Uses, shows the estimated vibration levels from construction-
generated vibration activities proposed at the Project site.
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TABLE 2-20
VIBRATION LEVELS AT NEARBY USES
Vibration Levels
School West of the Religious Use Northwest of
Site the Site Residential Uses South of
(La Cainada Flintridge) (La Caiada Flintridge) the Site
Equipment (ppv @ 150 ft) (PpPv @ 270 ft) (PpPv @ 760 ft)
Vibratory roller 0.01 0.01 0.00
Small bulldozer 0.00 0.00 0.00
Jackhammer 0.00 0.00 0.00
Loaded trucks 0.01 0.00 0.00
Structural Damage Threshold 0.2 0.2 0.2
Significant (Yes/No)? No No No
ppv: peak particle velocity; ft: feet
Source: California Department of Transportation 2013 (Calculations can be found in Attachment D).

As shown in Table 2-19, the peak particle velocity levels (ppv) generated by Project construction activities
would not exceed the significance threshold when construction activities occur under maximum (i.e., closest
to the receptor) exposure conditions against Caltrans’ structural damage significance criteria. Construction-
related vibration levels would be substantially less under average conditions when construction activities
are located further away. Because vibration levels would be below the significance thresholds, vibration
generated by the Project’s construction equipment would not be expected to generate either strongly
perceptible levels of vibration or structural damage at the nearest uses. Impacts would be less than
significant and no mitigation is required.

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

Would the project:

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

WHY? There are no public or private airports located within two miles of the Project site. The closest airport
to the site is the Hollywood Burbank Airport (formerly Bob Hope Airport), located approximately 10 miles
due west of the site. There are two helipads in the vicinity of the site, operated by the Los Angeles County
Fire Department and the Pasadena Police Department; however, they are not used for regular flight service
and would not be anticipated to generate continuous excessive noise. Accordingly, the proposed Project
would not expose people to excessive airport-related noise but could expose people to limited, intermittent
noise from public-agency helicopters using the helipads. Impacts would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.

MITIGATION MEASURES

There would be no significant impacts and no mitigation is required.
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214 POPULATION AND HOUSING

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

Would the project:

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

WHY? No residential units are included in the proposed Project; therefore, the Project would not directly
induce unplanned population growth. Additionally, the Project would not indirectly induce growth, such as
through provision of employment or extension of infrastructure. Development of the proposed Project would
not require extending or improving infrastructure in a manner that would facilitate off-site growth. The Project
site is designated for open space and recreation uses. Implementation of the proposed Project would
maintain the existing use and would not displace housing. Therefore, the proposed Project would not induce
substantial population growth. There would be no impact and no mitigation is required.

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

WHY? The Project site does not contain any existing dwelling units, and there are no persons currently
residing at the site. Therefore, the proposed Project would not displace any people or housing. There would
be no impact and no mitigation is required.

MITIGATION MEASURES

There would be no significant impacts and no mitigation is required.
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215 PUBLIC SERVICES

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

Would the project:

a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically altered government facilities,
need for new or physically altered government facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental [ [ [ 4
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times, or other performance objectives for fire
protection?

WHY? As discussed in Section 2.14, Population and Housing, above, the proposed Project would not result
in direct or indirect population growth. The proposed Project would include construction of a multi-purpose
bridge, new stormwater infrastructure, equestrian picnic area improvements, and habitat restoration. These
Project elements would not alter demand and would not result in demand for additional fire protection
facilities, such as a new fire station, that would in turn cause adverse environmental impacts. There would
be no impact and no mitigation is required.

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

Would the project:

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

WHY? As discussed in Section 2.14, Population and Housing, above, the proposed Project would not result
in direct or indirect population growth. The proposed Project would include construction of a multi-purpose
bridge, new stormwater infrastructure, equestrian picnic area improvements, and habitat restoration. These
Project elements would not alter demand and would not result in demand for additional police protection
facilities, such as a new police station, that would in turn cause adverse environmental impacts. There would
be no impact and no mitigation is required.
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Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

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

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

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

Would the project:

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

WHY? As discussed in Section 2.14, Population and Housing, above, the proposed Project would not result
in direct or indirect population growth. Therefore, there would be no additional demand for parks due to new
population. The proposed Project would include construction of a multi-purpose bridge, new stormwater
infrastructure, equestrian picnic area improvements, and habitat restoration. The proposed Project has been
designed to provide improved physical facilities and open space resources to existing users of the Oak
Grove area of the HWP, consistent with the HWP Master Plan, and would not result in increased use of the
park. The same amount of parking and internal roads as well as the same type and extent of facilities would
be provided. As such, operation of the Project would be essentially the same as the existing condition, with
the exception that some areas may need less frequent maintenance. The Project would not directly or
indirectly increase the demand for or usage of parks and other recreation facilities such that new parks and
recreational facilities would be required. There would be no impact and no mitigation is required.
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Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
a) Resultin substantial adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically altered government facilities,
need for new or physically altered government facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental [ [ [ I
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times, or other performance objectives for other
public facilities?

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

facilities, such as libraries. There would be no impact and no mitigation is required.

MITIGATION MEASURES

There would be no significant impacts and no mitigation is required.
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216 RECREATION

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

Would the project:

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

WHY? As discussed under Threshold 2.15 above, the proposed Project would not result in direct or indirect
population growth and would not therefore directly or indirectly increase the demand for or usage of existing
parks and other recreational facilities. The proposed Project would include construction a multi-purpose
bridge, new stormwater infrastructure, equestrian picnic area improvements, and habitat restoration. The
proposed Project has been designed to provide improved physical facilities and open space resources to
existing users of the Oak Grove area of the HWP, consistent with the HWP Master Plan. However,
implementation of the proposed Project would not drive increased use of the Oak Grove area such that
physical deterioration of the existing or improved facilities would occur. There would be no impact and no
mitigation is required.

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

Would the project:

b) Include recreational facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities which might have an [ I [ 0
adverse physical effect on the environment?

WHY? As discussed under Threshold 2.16(a) above, the proposed Project would not result in direct or
indirect population growth; and would not therefore directly or indirectly increase the demand for or usage
of existing parks and other recreational facilities. The Project would include construction and improvement,
although not expansion, of recreation facilities. The construction of these facilities may have an adverse
physical effect on the environment; accordingly, the potential for impacts related due to Project
implementation is evaluated through preparation of this IS/IMND. There would be less than significant
impacts with implementation of the identified mitigation measures for biological resources (refer to
Section 2.4), cultural resources (refer to Section 2.5), and tribal cultural resources (refer to Section 2.18).

MITIGATION MEASURES

There would be less than significant impacts with implementation of the identified mitigation measures for
biological resources (refer to Section 2.4), cultural resources (refer to Section 2.5), and ftribal cultural
resources (refer to Section 2.18).
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2.17 TRANSPORTATION

Information in this section is derived from the Berkshire Creek Area Improvements Project Traffic Evaluation
(Traffic Evaluation), dated April 2019 and prepared by Psomas (Psomas 2019c). This document is provided
in its entirety in Appendix G of this IS/MND.

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

Would the project:

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

WHY? On November 3, 2014, the City of Pasadena City Council adopted a resolution to replace the City’s
transportation performance measures with five new Transportation Performance Measures and new
thresholds of significance to determine transportation and traffic impacts under CEQA. The new
performance measures and CEQA thresholds are consistent with the City’s adopted General Plan and
Senate Bill (SB) 743 and include VMT per capita, vehicle trips (VT) per capita, proximity and quality of
bicycle network, proximity and quality of transit network, and pedestrian accessibility. The new measures
support the City’s vision of creating a community where people can circulate without cars, which relies upon
an integrated multimodal transportation system that provides choices and accessibility for everyone in the
City.

The City established the Transportation Impact Analysis Current Practice and Guidelines (2015) to
implement the Transportation Performance Measures and for use in CEQA analysis. These guidelines
identify separate approaches for three categories of projects—exempt projects, Category 1: Below
Communitywide Significance and Category 2: Communitywide Significance. Per the Transportation Impact
Analysis Current Practice and Guidelines, any project which is expected to generate fewer than 300 new
permanent daily trips is considered exempt, is not expected to generate any impacts, and does not require
a full traffic analysis. Also, the City does not require analysis of construction traffic. Therefore, no Project-
level analysis of CEQA impacts is required. However, an assessment of construction traffic was conducted
for the Project, including consideration of construction traffic associated with the County’s Devil’'s Gate
Reservoir project that would be occurring at the same time.

Construction Traffic

As discussed in Section 1.0, Project Information, of this IS/MND, the proposed Project would be constructed
beginning in Fall 2019 over a period of three months and would be completed in a single phase. Because the
Project includes discrete activities across a moderately-sized geographic area, it is expected that some or all
these components would be completed separately and/or sequentially. However, to provide both flexibility for
the City during Project implementation and a worst-case scenario for environmental analysis, this IS/MND
assumes that completion of the proposed components would all start together and overlap.

Accordingly, the estimate of construction traffic generation assumes that the three Project components, and
an initial materials delivery, would begin on the same date. The Traffic Evaluation also assumes that truck
trips would be evenly spaced throughout the workday, and that all workers would arrive during the same hour
in the morning and would depart in the same hour in the afternoon/evening. Table 2-21, Total Construction
Trip Generation, summarizes the total construction traffic expected for all Project activities; and Table 2-22,
Peak Day Construction Trip Generation, summarizes the peak day (highest) construction trip generation.
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TABLE 2-21
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION TRIP GENERATION
Project Peak Hour
Component Activity Total Trips | Work Days | Daily Trips Trips
Demolition 42 2 21 3
Berkshire |t cructure, place il | 192 30 6 1
Creek -
Road paving 12 1 12 2
Construction worker trips (per day rate only) 16 8
. Demolition 36 2 18 3
IEi((q:lrJ\ﬁ;SKIrzr; Reconstruction 90 23 3
Construction worker trips (per day rate only) 10 5
Habitat Habitat restoration ‘ Negligible
Restoration | Construction worker trips (per day rate only) 24 12
Total Materials Delivery | 28 | 3 28 6
Source: Psomas 2019c; Appendix G.
TABLE 2-22
PEAK DAY CONSTRUCTION TRIP GENERATION
Total Trips Work Peak Hour
Component Activity Days Daily Trips Trips
Berkshire Demolition 42 2 21 3
Creek Construction worker trips (per day rate only) 16 8
Equestrian | Demolition | 36 | 2 18 3
Picnic Area | Construction worker trips (per day rate only) 10 5
ReZ?cE)rI;et‘iton Construction worker trips (per day rate only) 24 12
Initial Materials Delivery | 10 | 1 10 2
Peak Day Trips 99 33
Source: Psomas 2019c; Appendix G.

As shown in Table 2-22, the peak day construction activity is estimated to results in a total of 99 trips,
including 33 trips in the peak hour. Of the peak day total trips, 49 would be truck trips and 50 would be
construction worker (i.e., passenger vehicle) trips. The peak construction activity is expected to occur for
about two days. For the majority of the Project’s 3-month construction period, the only daily traffic would be
generated by the workers. Therefore, even with conservative assumptions about construction traffic for this
Project, it would result in a less than significant traffic impact pursuant to the City’s Transportation Impact
Analysis Current Practice and Guidelines criteria. The Project would result in fewer than 300 new permanent
daily trips, which is exempt from further analysis. There would be no impact and no mitigation is required.

Cumulative Construction Trips

As previously discussed, the Devil's Gate project is expected to occur concurrently with the Project.
Information for the following analysis was derived from the 2014 Devil’s Gate Reservoir Sediment Removal
and Management Project Final Environmental Impact Report, the 2017 Recirculated Portions of the Final
Environmental Impact Report and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for Devil’'s Gate Reservoir
Sediment Removal and Management Project, and the 2017 Devil’s Gate Reservoir Sediment Removal and
Management Project Reduced Sediment Removal Alternative Environmental Review (Psomas 2019c;
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Appendix G). Per these documents, the Devil's Gate project will be accessed from Oak Grove Drive near
the southern boundary of the Oak Grove area and the truck haul routes have been laid out to avoid
residential areas. Steps have also been taken for Devil’'s Gate truck trips to avoid La Cafiada High School
during school drop-off hours to minimize impacts. However, after mitigation the Devil's Gate project is
expected to have temporary significant and unavoidable impacts at five intersections, including two which
are expected to be used by the Project: Berkshire Place and 1-210 eastbound ramps, and Figueroa
Street/Scholl Canyon Road and I-134 westbound ramps.

The Devil's Gate project is expected to generate a maximum of approximately 425 truck trips each day.
Therefore, the combination of the Devil's Gate project and proposed Project is expected to generate
approximately 525 daily trips on the peak days of the Project construction traffic, which would occur for 2 to
3 days. For the maijority of the 3-month Project construction period, the cumulative Project and Devil’'s Gate
traffic volumes would be approximately 475 daily trips. Although the Project would contribute traffic to
intersections, which are expected to have a significant impact from the Devil's Gate project, the trips for both
projects are temporary. Both construction worker and truck traffic for the proposed Project would access the
site from Oak Grove Drive at the intersection with Berkshire Place. Trucks have access to I-210 less than
1,000 ft from the access location, so no construction truck trips are expected to travel through any residential
areas near the Project. Further, the proposed Project would only contribute truck traffic to the impacted
intersections for an estimated two work days, and for much of the Project duration, the off-site trips would
be only worker trips (not truck trips). As such, the proposed Project would not contribute a cumulatively
considerable volume of traffic.

Alternative Transportation Policies

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

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

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

WHY? Section 15064.3(b)(1) of the State CEQA Guidelines refers to evaluating transportation impacts using
vehicle miles traveled for land use projects. The City’s Transportation Impact Analysis Current Practice and
Guidelines were prepared to reflect the requirements of SB 743. The proposed Project is not a land use
project and would not generate any long-term change in traffic associated with the Oak Grove area of the
HWP.
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As discussed under Threshold 2.17(a) above, although not required, an assessment of construction traffic
was prepared for the Project, including consideration of construction traffic associated with the County’s
Devil's Gate Reservoir project that would be occurring at the same time. This analysis determined there
would be less than significant direct and cumulative impacts related to construction traffic. As such, the
Project would not conflict with or be inconsistent with Section 15064.3(b)(1) of the State CEQA Guidelines

or the City’s transportation plans and policies. There would be a less than significant impact and no mitigation
is required.

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

Would the project:

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or [ [ [ 4
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

WHY? The proposed Project would not involve any alterations to existing public or private roadways. The
paved access road at Berkshire Creek would be reconstructed to its existing condition. Therefore, the Project
would not increase hazards due to a geometric design feature or incompatible use. There would be no
impact and no mitigation is required.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
d) Resultin inadequate emergency access? O O O X

WHY? The proposed Project would not involve any alterations to existing public or private roadways and
would not result in the elimination of a through-route or the narrowing of any roadways. Furthermore, except
for the excavation and reconstruction of the paved access road at Berkshire Creek, no temporary or
permanent barriers are proposed on any streets or park access drives. The access road at Berkshire Creek
would be subject to intermittent closures for the length of the construction period (i.e., approximately three
months). When the road area is not being actively worked on, a safe passageway would be maintained for
pedestrian, bicyclists, and equestrians. There would be no impact and no mitigation is required.

MITIGATION MEASURES

There would be no significant impacts and no mitigation is required.
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218 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code
Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural
landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size
and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with
cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that
is:
i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of [ [ [ <
Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical
resources as defined in Public Resources Code
Section 5020.1(k)?

WHY? As mentioned in Section 2.5, Cultural Resources, the proposed Project is subject to compliance with
AB 52, which requires consideration of impacts to “tribal cultural resources” (TCRs), defined in Section
21074 of the Public Resources Code, as part of the CEQA process. AB 52 requires the City to notify any
groups (who have requested notification) who are traditionally or culturally affiliated with the geographic area
of a project for which a negative declaration, mitigation negative declaration, or environmental impact report
is required pursuant to CEQA. The AB 52 process was initiated on March 11, 2019, and this consultation
process has been completed with a determination of mitigation applicable to the Project. While the Oak
Grove area of HWP is considered sensitive for tribal cultural resources, as discussed further under
Threshold 2.18(b) below, there are no known tribal cultural resources and therefore no resources listed or
eligible for listing in the CRHR or other local register of historical resources. There would be no impact and
no mitigation is required.

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

Would the project:

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

ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be O X ] ]
significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision
(c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In
applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public
Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall
consider the significance of the resource to a California
Native American tribe?
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WHY? As discussed under Threshold 2.18(a), the AB 52 process was initiated on March 11, 2019 and this
consultation process has been completed. As part of this consultation process, the Gabrielino Band of
Mission Indians, Kizh Nation, has indicated that waterways, such as the Arroyo Seco, were used for burial
processes and regular daily use, and that there were settlements along the stretch of Arroyo Seco in the
Project area. The Project site is also next to an historic trade route. It is understood by the Kizh Nation that
the Project area was a heavily used by the Gabrieleno, and the Arroyo Seco is considered a tribal cultural
resource as a cultural landscape. Accordingly, the Project site is considered sensitive for tribal cultural
resources. Therefore, MM TCR-1 requires observation of ground-disturbing activities by a monitor meeting
the satisfaction of a Native American tribe with cultural affinity to the Gabrieleno. Consistent with mitigation
adopted as part of the City of Pasadena General Plan EIR, if Native American artifacts are found, ground
disturbing activities in the area shall halt until the find is evaluated by a Registered Professional
Archaeologist, and all appropriate actions are taken regarding the artifacts handling and disposition. With
implementation of MM TCR-1, there would be less than significant impacts.

MITIGATION MEASURES

MM TCR-1  During ground-disturbing activities, a monitor meeting the satisfaction of a Native American
tribe with cultural affinity to the Gabrieleno (for example, the Gabrieleno Band of Mission
Indians—Kizh Nation) shall be present. Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4-1 in the
Pasadena General Plan EIR, if Native American artifacts are found, all ground disturbing
activities in the immediate vicinity of the find shall be halted until the find is evaluated by a
Registered Professional Archaeologist. If testing determines that significance criteria are met,
then the Project shall be required to perform data recovery, professional identification,
radiocarbon dates as applicable, and other special studies; and provide a comprehensive
final report, including site record to the City and the South Central Coastal Information Center
at California State University, Fullerton. No further grading shall occur in the area of the
discovery until Planning Department approves the report. Subsequently, the find shall be
turned over to the tribe. In addition, any cultural resources found shall be treated in
accordance with regulatory requirements. Grading and excavation may continue around the
isolated area of the find so long as the activities do not impede or jeopardize the protection
and preservation of any cultural resources as determined by the monitor.
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219 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

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

Would the project:

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or
expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm water
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications 0 0 X O
facilities the construction or relocation of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

WHY? The Project would minimally increase demand for water associated with use of the proposed irrigation
system to support restored habitat. Additionally, a nominal amount of water may be used during construction
for dust suppression. However, this demand would not result in the need for new or expanded water supply
infrastructure outside the Project site, nor would it result in insufficient water supplies.

The Project would not result in waste water generation and would not, therefore, result in the need for new
or expanded wastewater treatment facilities. There would be no additional stormwater runoff; in fact, runoff
would be slightly reduced from the existing condition due to removal of imperious surfaces and replacement
with pervious surfaces (i.e., trail, gravel lot, native meadow garden). The Project would not, therefore, result
in the need for new or expanded stormwater drainage facilities. While operation of the irrigation system
would generate a negligible demand for electricity, this demand would not result in the need for new or
expanded electric power facilities outside the Project site. Finally, the proposed Project would not require
natural gas or telecommunications facilities.

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

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

Would the project:

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

WHY? As discussed under Threshold 2.19(a) above, the Project would minimally increase demand for water
associated with use of the proposed irrigation system to support restored habitat. Additionally, a nominal
amount of water may be used during construction for dust suppression. However, this demand would not
result in insufficient water supplies, such that the City would be unable to meet the Project's demands and
existing and foreseeable demands for potable water. Impacts would be less than significant and no
mitigation is required.
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Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

Would the project:

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

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

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

Would the project:

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or
in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise [ [ ¢ 0
impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals?

WHY? Construction of the Project would generate an estimated 355 cy of construction and demolition
debris, including concrete, existing stormwater infrastructure (e.g., concrete, steel) asphalt, substrate, and
soils beneath the paved lot. In addition, there would be a limited volume of greenwaste, comprised of
removed trees and non-native vegetation (e.g., shrubs, grasses). For purposes of this analysis, a
conservative estimate of 400 cy of construction waste is anticipated.

Section 8.62 et. seq. of the PMC is the City’s construction and demolition waste management ordinance
(C&D ordinance). The proposed Project would be subject to the C&D ordinance and therefore required to
divert at least 75 percent of the construction waste stream from landfill disposal. Therefore, implementation
of the Project would result in an estimated 100 cy of construction waste requiring landfill disposal. Waste
from the Project site would be exported at Scholl Canyon Landfill, located at 3001 Scholl Canyon Road. As
of December 31, 2017, Scholl Canyon Landfill has a remaining permitted capacity of 4.7 million tons (7.76
million cy) (LACPW 2019). As such, the Project’s finite construction waste stream represents an infinitesimal
(less than one one-thousandth of a percent) of the landfills remaining capacity. Operation of the Project
would not generate any additional solid waste compared to existing conditions. Therefore, the proposed
Project would be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity. There would be a less than significant
impact and no mitigation is required.
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Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact
Would the project:
e) Comply with federal, State, and local management and O O O X
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste?

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

MITIGATION MEASURES

There would be no significant impacts and no mitigation is required.
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2.20 WILDFIRE

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

If located in or near State Responsibility Areas or lands classified as Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones, would the project:

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or O O O X
emergency evacuation plan?

WHY? As discussed under Threshold 2.20(b) below, a VHFHSZ-designated area encompasses the
southern edge of the Project site, primarily overlapping the segment of California sagebrush scrub on the
south side of the access road. Construction activities in this portion of the Project site would be limited to
hand tools, and no impairment of emergency evacuation routes impact associated with response to a wildfire
in the Project area would occur. There would be no impact and no mitigation is required.

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

If located in or near State Responsibility Areas or lands classified as Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones, would the project:

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate
wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to, Il Il X |
pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled
spread of a wildfire?

WHY? As shown on Plate P-2 of the General Plan Safety Element, the majority of the Project site is within
a low fire hazard zone; but, portions of the western edge of the Project site were designated as areas of
moderate or very high fire hazard (City of Pasadena 2002a). However, the more recent 2011 Local
Responsibility Area map for Pasadena indicates that the VHFHSZ encompasses the southern edge of the
Project site, primarily overlapping the segment of California sagebrush scrub on the south side of the access
road (refer to Exhibit 3, Proposed Project Components) (CAL FIRE 2011). Construction activities within the
VHFHSZ would be limited to hand tools, such as a walk-behind trencher and weed trimmer. Larger
construction equipment would be used in areas immediately to the north of the VHFHSZ-designated area.
However, any use of construction equipment presents a risk of accidental fire, whether within a VHFHSZ or
nearby and spreading to the more flammable VHFHSZ. As discussed under Threshold 2.9(h), the Project’s
construction specifications would include fire prevention practices derived from Caltrans’ Standard
Specifications (Caltrans 2018). In the event a fire begins during construction of the Project, the nearest fire
station is Los Angeles County Fire Department Station 82, located approximately 0.75-mile to the northwest
at 352 Foothills Boulevard in La Cafada Flintridge. Being in a dense urban area, there are several fire
protection facilities in the Project vicinity that could respond to an emergency at the site. In the long term,
the Project does not propose any habitable structures, change the topography or vegetation types, and
would not change uses or activities in the VHFHSZ-designated area. Therefore, operation of the proposed
Project would not exacerbate wildfire risks at the Project site. There would be a less than significant impact
and no mitigation is required.
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Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Significant with Significant No
Impact Mitigation Impact Impact

If located in or near State Responsibility Areas or lands classified as Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones, would the project:

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water
sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire [ [ X [
risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the
environment?

WHY? As discussed in Threshold 2.20(a) above, the southernmost tip of the Project site is located within a
VHFHSZ-designated area. This area is proposed for habitat restoration, which would include installation of
irrigation infrastructure. The Project would not require the installation or maintenance of infrastructure that
would directly exacerbate fire risk. However, the bridge would require occasional maintenance to ensure the
safety of the bridge crossing. This would involve checking and tightening fasteners, the condition of the
wood, and the overall integrity of the bridge. This work would generally involve use of hand tools, such as a
cordless drill. In the event that segments of wood require replacement, a more intensive effort would be
undertaken but this would not involve large equipment such as an excavator. Although use of any
construction equipment presents a risk of accidental fire, given the bridges location outside the VHFHSZ-
designated area and in a riparian habitat, which is not as flammable as oak woodland or California sage
scrub habitats, this is not considered a substantial exacerbation of wildfire risk. There would be a less than
significant impact and no mitigation is required.

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

If located in or near State Responsibility Areas or lands classified as Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones, would the project:

c) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of [ [ [ P
runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes?

WHY? As discussed in Threshold 2.20(a) above, the southernmost tip of the Project site is located within a
VHFHSZ-designated area. This area is proposed for habitat restoration, which would not introduce people
or structures within the fire hazard area. Nor would implementation of habitat restoration expose people or
structures to risks associated with downstream or downslope flooding or landslides, as no residents or
structures exist downstream of the site. There would be no drainage changes or other alteration of the
VHFHSZ area that would result on significant risks due to proximity to a VHFHSZ-designated area. There
would be no impact and no mitigation is required.

MITIGATION MEASURES

There would be no significant impacts and no mitigation is required.
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2.21 EARLIER ANALYSIS

Earlier analysis may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect
has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. See CEQA Guidelines Section
15063(c)(3)(D).

As discussed previously, based on the differentiation between the current design concept and the extent of
Oak Grove Area improvements in the HWP Master Plan, the CEQA review for the Project is not being tiered
from the Master Plan Program EIR. However, the following documents relevant to the Project area were
used as information sources in the preparation of this IS/MND:

e Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan; September 29, 2003 (adopted); Prepared by the City of
Pasadena

o Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan Final Master Environmental Impact Report, March 12,
2003; Prepared by Sapphos Environmental, Inc. for the City of Pasadena

e Hahamongna Watershed Park Master Plan Addendum for the Hahamongna Annex; February 1,
2010; Prepared by the City of Pasadena

All documents used in the preparation of this IS/MND are provided in Section 3.0, Initial Study Reference
Documents.
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2.22 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

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

Does the project:

a) Have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or Il X Il |
animal community, substantially reduce the number or restrict
the range of rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate
important examples of the major periods of California history or
prehistory?

WHY? As discussed in Section 2.4, Biological Resources, the proposed Project has the potential to impact
natural habitat as a result of temporary construction activities. With implementation of MMs BIO-1 through
BIO-4, there would be less than significant impacts related to sensitive plant and wildlife species. The Project
would not degrade the quality of the environment; would not substantially reduce the habitat of fish or wildlife
species; would not cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels; would not threaten
to eliminate a plant or animal community; and would not reduce the number of or restrict the range of a Rare
or Endangered plant or animal with implementation of mitigation.

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

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

Would the project:

b) Have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable" means that the
incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed Il Il X |
in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of
other current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects)?

WHY? As shown in the analysis in Sections 2.1 through 2.20 above, all construction-related impacts would
be either less than significant or mitigated to a less than significant level. As demonstrated by the analysis
in this IS/MND, there would be no long-term operational impacts, because the Project consists of
improvements to existing recreational and stormwater management facilities that would continue operating
similar to existing conditions. As such, there is no potential contribution to long-term cumulative impacts from
operation of the proposed Project.
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The City has previously implemented improvement projects in Oak Grove Park. In fall and winter of 2018—
2019, oak woodland and riparian habitat restoration activities were implemented across the central third of
the Oak Grove area of the HWP. Approximately two years ago, the City implemented habitat restoration
along the northwest Perimeter Trail extending from the lower parking lot to the Rose Bowl Riders area, and
emergency oak tree drought measures consisting of temporary irrigation for about 40 trees. Approximately
six years ago, the City implemented restroom renovations and installed new park furnishings, including
picnic tables, barbeques, benches, horse ties, and interpretive signage. The effects of these past projects
in the Oak Grove area are individually and cumulatively less than significant.

The recent habitat restoration project and the Berkshire Creek Project are both City projects located in the
Oak Grove area; however, they are being implemented from separate funding sources, are reflected as
separate projects in the City’s Capital Improvement Program (CIP), and have independent goals and values.
The City may also implement additional projects in Oak Grove Park that are reflected in the Master Plan
separately from either the recent habitat restoration project or the Berkshire Creek Project, pending funding.
These projects include improvements to the Disc Golf Course, repair of the Foothill Drain and the associated
drainage area, and improvements to parking areas and other infrastructure. The Berkshire Creek Project
and the recent habitat restoration project are both expected to result in cumulatively beneficial effects,
particularly related to aesthetics, habitat values, hydrology, and recreation in the southernmost portion of
Oak Grove Park. Additionally, other improvements identified in the Master Plan, which may be implemented
as separate projects in the future, would also be expected to be beneficial to the park users and environment
when considered in connection with the proposed Project.

It is acknowledged that of the Devil's Gate project would be in progress during the implementation of the
proposed Project. The County and City have been in communication and would coordinate during
implementation of the Project to ensure that potential conflicts related to access, equipment use and staging,
and all construction activity are avoided. The proposed Project is minor in both geographic scope and
intensity of activity relative to the Devil's Gate project. In light of this and close coordination between the two
agencies throughout Project implementation, the proposed Project would result in less than significant
cumulative impacts when considered in connection with the effects of the Devil's Gate Dam Project. Also,
Threshold 2.17(a) in Section 2.17, Transportation, of this IS/MND, which evaluates the potential cumulative
transportation impacts from the proposed Project and the Devil’s Gate project. There would be a less than
significant impact and no mitigation is required.

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

WHY? As shown in the analysis in Sections 2.1 through 2.20 above, the Project would not have
environmental effects that could cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly. There would be no impact and no mitigation is required.
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Berkshire Creek Restoration Project - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

Berkshire Creek Restoration Project
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
Other Asphalt Surfaces . 0.50 . Acre ! 0.50 ! 21,780.00 0
""" Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces & T T glsg T T g T T T s T T seee T T T T
------------ (Ei;y-lse-lr-k"-""""-g-"""""-"2-.0-0"""""""? Acre :# 2.00 ; 87,120.00 :"-""O""""

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33
Climate Zone 12 Operational Year 2020
Utility Company Pasadena Water & Power

CO2 Intensity 1664.14 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWHhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
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Berkshire Creek Restoration Project - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

Berkshire Creek Restoration Project
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
Other Asphalt Surfaces . 0.50 . Acre ! 0.50 ! 21,780.00 0
""" Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces & T T glsg T T g T T T s T T seee T T T T
------------ (Ei;y-lse-lr-k"-""""-g-"""""-"2-.0-0"""""""? Acre :# 2.00 ; 87,120.00 :"-""O""""

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33
Climate Zone 12 Operational Year 2020
Utility Company Pasadena Water & Power

CO2 Intensity 1664.14 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWHhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
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Berkshire Creek Restoration Project - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

Project Characteristics - .

Land Use - conservative estimates of land use acreage
Construction Phase - Overlapping phasing

Off-road Equipment - .

Off-road Equipment - .

Off-road Equipment - .

Off-road Equipment - .

Off-road Equipment - .

Trips and VMT - Trips from Traffic Memo. Assuming 10CY/12.5 ton trucks.
Demolition - .

Grading - .

Vehicle Trips - No new trips

Area Coating -

Energy Use -

Water And Wastewater - Default

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation -

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tbIConstructionPhase . NumbDays . 20.00 3.00
"""" iConstructonPhase 1 T Numbaye T 6.00 T 000 T
"""" iConstructonPhase 1 T Numbaye T 10.00 T 000 T
"""" iConstructonPhase 1 T Numbaye T 10.00 R
"""" iConstructonPhase 1 T Numbaye T 3.00 R
"""" iConstructionPhase + T Nimbayeweek T 5.00 R
"""" iConstructionPhase + T Nimbayeweek T 5.00 R
"""" iConstructionPhase + T Nimbayeweek T 5.00 R
"""" iConstrucionPhase x T Nimbayeweek T 5.00 T 00 T
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Berkshire Creek Restoration
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Project - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

Date: 4/24/2019 9:55 AM

tbiConstructionPhase

tbITripsAndVMT

NumDaysWeek

HaulingTripNumber

2.00

3.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

2.00

2.00

2.00

2.00

2.00

1.00

3.00

3.00

1.00

1.00

4.00

6.00

20.00

20.00

20.00

20.00

20.00

-+

46.00
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Berkshire Creek Restoration Project - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber . 8.00

3.00

5.00

22.75

16.74

1.89 ' 0.00

kssduandunadunaduanduanduandns

tbIVehicleTrips . WD_TR

2.0 Emissions Summary
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.2 Page 5 of 25

Berkshire Creek Restoration Project - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2019 E: 4.9006 1 412814 1 34.0566 ! 0.0818 '+ 4.3514 ! 1.6120 + 59634 1+ 0.7763 1+ 1.5025 1+ 2.2787 0.0000 :8,284.639 ! 8,284.639: 1.7104 : 0.0000 ! 8,327.400
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] ] 1 [} L] 2 1 2 [} [} L} 7
- 1
Maximum 4.9006 41.2814 34.0566 0.0818 4.3514 1.6120 5.9634 0.7763 1.5025 2.2787 0.0000 8,284.639 | 8,284.639 1.7104 0.0000 8,327.400
2 2 7
Mitigated Construction
ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2019 E: 49006 1 412814 ' 34.0566 ' 0.0818 ' 25068 ! 16120 ! 4.1188 ! 0.4970 ' 1.5025 ' 1.9994 0.0000 :8,284.639!8,284.639 1.7104 : 0.0000 ! 8,327.400
- L} 1 L} L} 1 L} 1] 1 1] L] 2 1 2 1] 1] 1 7
Maximum 4.9006 41.2814 | 34.0566 0.0818 2.5068 1.6120 4.1188 0.4970 1.5025 1.9994 0.0000 | 8,284.639 | 8,284.639 | 1.7104 0.0000 | 8,327.400
2 2 7
ROG NOx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 42.39 0.00 30.93 35.98 0.00 12.26 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
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2.2 Overall Operational

Unmitigated Operational

Page 6 of 25

Date: 4/24/2019 9:55 AM

Berkshire Creek Restoration Project - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area = 00233 * 0.0000 t 3.1000e- + 0.0000 * + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 6.6000e- ' 6.6000e- * 0.0000 '+ 7.0000e-
o : \ o004 . : ' : : : : . 004 | o004 : . 004
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ———k e m e ———e gy : ————— e m e o
Energy - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ———k e m e ———mgy : ———————— e m e
Mobile - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ' 0.0000
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
- 1
Total 0.0233 0.0000 3.1000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 6.6000e- | 6.6000e- 0.0000 0.0000 7.0000e-
004 004 004 004
Mitigated Operational
ROG NOXx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area E: 0.0233 : 0.0000 ! 3.1000e- : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.000 ¢ ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ! 6.6000e- 1 6.6000e- ¢ 0.0000 ! ! 7.0000e-
- L} 1 004 L} 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 004 1 004 1] 1] 1 004
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et EEEE R P : ————— e m -
Energy = 0.000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ¢ ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 0.000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- L} 1 L} 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : e m e ——— gy : ———————— e
Mobile = 0.000 : 0.000 : 0.000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000  0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ' 0.0000
- L} 1 L} 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
Total 0.0233 0.0000 3.1000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 6.6000e- | 6.6000e- 0.0000 0.0000 7.0000e-
004 004 004 004
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Berkshire Creek Restoration Project - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
3.0 Construction Detail
Construction Phase
Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 *Demolition *Demolition :9/1/2019 19/4/2019 ! 6! 3!
2 T Trenching/Ste Preparation | +Site Preparation | 1972009 ;5/_372-51_9__--__'i_""_"es'?""""_"""z';' I
3 fGrading T i Gmaing T ieons 25/'22172'0'15'"""E"""'%’E""""'""z'E{E' I
4 Paving Bridgefinrasiucture | tPaving | 19010 216/'572'0'15'"""E"""'%’E""""'"'EE{E' I
5 fpaving Road T SPaving Yo1/2016 59/2/2019 I ei 1I """""""""""""

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 1

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 (Architectural
Coating — sqft)

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name

Load Factor

Demolition

Trenching/Site Preparation

Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power
*Concrete/Industrial Saws ! 1 8.00! 81!
;Excavators :“-“““““““2 ----------- 8- 56: 1585
*Rubber Tired Dozers :“-“““““““0 ----------- 8- 56: 2475
*Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes :“-“““““““0 ----------- 8. 56: 975
§Cranes I 0: : 231§
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Berkshire Creek Restoration

Page 8 of 25

Date: 4/24/2019 9:55 AM

Project - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

Trenching/Site Preparation

Paving Road

=Forklifts ! 0 ! 89!
EGenerator Sets : ---------------- 0 i ----------- 84?
-Graders :“-“““““““0 ----------- 8. (-)55 187§
-Rubber Tired Dozers :“-“““““““0 ----------- 8- (-)65 2475
:Scrapers :“-“““““““0 ----------- 8. (-)55 367§
-Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes :“-“““““““0 ----------- 8- (-)65 975
-Trenchers :“-“““““““1 ----------- 8. (-)55 78§
-Welders :“-“““““““0 -------------- i 46§
'Bore/Drlll Rigs r----------------l ----------- 8- (-)6§ 221§
:Excavators :“-“““““““2 ----------- 8. (-)55 158§
-Graders :“-“““““““0 ----------- 8. (-)55 187§
-Rubber Tired Dozers :“-“““““““0 ----------- 8- (-)65 2475
-Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes :“-“““““““0 ----------- 8- (-)65 975
-Cement and Mortar Mixers :“-“““““““0 ----------- 6- (-)65 95
:Excavators :“-“““““““1 ----------- 8. (-)55 158§
:Pavers e 5,001 150!
-Pavmg Equipment :“-“““““““0 ----------- 6- (-)65 1325
-Rollers e 6.00! 0,
-Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes :“-“““““““0 ----------- 8- (-)65 975
-Aerompressors :“-“““““““0 ----------- 6- (-)65 785
-Cement and Mortar Mixers :“-“““““““0 ----------- 6- (-)65 95
:Pavers T 5,001 150!
-Pavmg Equipment :“-“““““““0 ----------- 6- (-)65 1325
-Rollers T 5,001 0,
:Tractors/Loaders/ Backhoes I 0 8.00 I 97 !

Trips and VMT
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Berkshire Creek Restoration Project - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

Date: 4/24/2019 9:55 AM

Phase Name Offroad Equipment | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip JHauling Trip | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip | Hauling Trip | Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle Class | Vehicle Class
Demolition . 3: 15.00! 0.00 155.00: 14.70: 6.90! 8.00!LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix {HHDT
---------------- : e (LT LT T - s LT T T LT LT T T Ty
Trenching/Site . 1:r 6.00! 0.00 0.00: 14.7OE 6.90! 8.00!LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix {HHDT
Rroparction oo ... : ol e e m e e e i = - S, |mmmmmm———————— Jmmmmmmea- [
Grading . 3:r 15.00! 0.00 187.00: 14.7OE 6.90! 8.00!LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix {HHDT
---------------- : e o gy I- e
Paving . i 6.00" 0.00 0.00* 14.701 6.90! 8.00'LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix {HHDT
Rridnolinfragtoichire g H : : + : ; + [
Paving Road . 2! 9.00: 0.00: 0.00: 14.70* 6.90! 8.00!LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix 'HHDT
3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
Water Exposed Area
3.2 Demolition - 2019
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust : ! ! ! ! 33454 1+ 00000 ! 33454 ' 05065 ! 0.0000 ! 0.5065 ! ' 0.0000 ! ! ' 0.0000
- R o : o o : I S : o : o
Off-Road = 09835 ! 89523 : 10.2286 ! 0.0166 ! ' 04881 ' 04881 ! ! 04674 1 0.4674 ' 1,614.916 1 1,614.916 + 0.3651 ! ' 1,624.045
- ' : ' : : ' : ' : . 8 . 8 : .4
Total 0.9835 8.9523 10.2286 0.0166 3.3454 0.4881 3.8335 0.5065 0.4674 0.9739 1,614.916 | 1,614.916 | 0.3651 1,624.045
8 8 4
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Berkshire Creek Restoration Project - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.2 Demolition - 2019
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling = 02528 1 94174 1+ 17480 + 00198 + 03620 + 0.0252 + 0.3872 &+ 0.0993 + 0.0241 + 0.1234 1 2,143,533 + 2,143.533 1 0.1782 1 2,147.989
- : : : : : : : : : A T B : T
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ———— ey ———————n -
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————— : ———— ey f———————— -
Worker : 0.0551 ! 0.7233 : 1.8300e- ! 0.1677 ! 1.4500e- : 0.1691 ! 0.0445 : 1.3300e- ! 0.0458 ! 181.9429 ! 181.9429 : 6.2500e- ! ! 182.0992
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.3278 9.4724 2.4712 0.0217 0.5297 0.0267 0.5563 0.1438 0.0254 0.1692 2,325.476 | 2,325.476 | 0.1845 2,330.088
7 7 6
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 15054 : 00000 ! 15054 : 0.2279 ! 0.0000 @ 0.2279 ' ' 0.0000 ! ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - eaan) ———————n : S
Off-Road ! 89523 : 102286 ! 0.0166 ! ! 04881 1 04881 ! ! 04674 ' 0.4674 0.0000 :1,614.9161,614.916! 0.3651 ! ! 1,624.045
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 8 1] 8 1 1] 1] 4
Total 0.9835 8.9523 10.2286 0.0166 1.5054 0.4881 1.9935 0.2279 0.4674 0.6953 0.0000 | 1,614.916 | 1,614.916 | 0.3651 1,624.045
8 8 4
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Berkshire Creek Restoration Project - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.2 Demolition - 2019
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.2528 ! 9.4174 ' 1.7480 ! 0.0198 ' 0.3620 ' 0.0252 ! 0.3872 ' 0.0993 ! 0.0241 ' 0.1234 ' 2,143.533 ' 2,143.533 ! 0.1782 ' 12,147.989
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] 8 [} 8 1 [} L] 4
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ———— ey ———————n -
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ———— ey f———————— -
Worker : 0.0551 ! 0.7233 : 1.8300e- ! 0.1677 ! 1.4500e- : 0.1691 ! 0.0445 : 1.3300e- ! 0.0458 ! 181.9429 ! 181.9429 : 6.2500e- ! ! 182.0992
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.3278 9.4724 2.4712 0.0217 0.5297 0.0267 0.5563 0.1438 0.0254 0.1692 2,325.476 | 2,325.476 | 0.1845 2,330.088
7 7 6
3.3 Trenching/Site Preparation - 2019
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! * 0.0000 : 0.000 ! 0.000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ! ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : romm-a--
Off-Road ! 39173 + 26391 1 3.3700e- ! ! 02962 1 02962 ! 102725 + 0.2725 ' 333.8536 ! 333.8536 | 0.1056 ! ! 336.4943
1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.4343 3.9173 2.6391 3.3700e- 0.0000 0.2962 0.2962 0.0000 0.2725 0.2725 333.8536 | 333.8536 | 0.1056 336.4943
003
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Berkshire Creek Restoration Project - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.3 Trenching/Site Preparation - 2019
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' : 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— ey ———————n -
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n - ———————n f———————n : ———— ey ———————n -
Worker : 0.0220 ! 0.2893 : 7.3000e- ! 0.0671 ! 5.8000e- : 0.0676 ! 0.0178 : 5.3000e- ! 0.0183 ! 72.7772 ! 727772 : 2.5000e- ! ! 72.8397
' ' v 004, 004 ' v 004, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0300 0.0220 0.2893 7.3000e- 0.0671 5.8000e- 0.0676 0.0178 5.3000e- 0.0183 72.7772 72.7772 | 2.5000e- 72.8397
004 004 004 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! * 0.0000 : 0.000 ! 0.000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ! ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e -] ———————n : romm-a--
Off-Road ! 39173 + 26391 1 3.3700e- ! ! 02962 1 02962 ! 102725 + 0.2725 0.0000 : 333.8536 ' 333.8536 ! 0.1056 ! ! 336.4943
1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.4343 3.9173 2.6391 3.3700e- 0.0000 0.2962 0.2962 0.0000 0.2725 0.2725 0.0000 | 333.8536 | 333.8536 0.1056 336.4943

003
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Berkshire Creek Restoration Project - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.3 Trenching/Site Preparation - 2019
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000
1 L} 1 L} 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n :
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 L} 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n :
Worker : 0.0220 ! 0.2893 : 7.3000e- ! 0.0671 ! 5.8000e- : 0.0676 ! 0.0178 : 5.3000e- ! 0.0183 ! 72.7772 ! 727772 : 2.5000e- ! ! 72.8397
' ' v 004, 004, ' 004, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0300 0.0220 0.2893 7.3000e- 0.0671 5.8000e- 0.0676 0.0178 5.3000e- 0.0183 72.7772 72.7772 | 2.5000e- 72.8397
004 004 004 003
3.4 Grading - 2019
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 8.4700e- ! 0.0000 ! 8.4700e- ! 1.2800e- ! 0.0000 ! 1.2800e- ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 003 1] 1 003 1] 003 1 1] 003 L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : rm-mma-
Off-Road ! 9.0555 @ 85934 1 00197 ! 03634 1 03634 ! ! 03343 : 0.3343 1,949,511 11,949.51111  0.6168 ! 1 1,964.931
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] l 1] 1 1] 2
Total 0.8009 9.0555 8.5934 0.0197 8.4700e- 0.3634 0.3718 1.2800e- 0.3343 0.3356 1,949.511 | 1,949.511 | 0.6168 1,964.931
003 003 1 1 2
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Berkshire Creek Restoration Project - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.4 Grading - 2019
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling = 00458 1 17042 1+ 0.3163 + 3.5900e- + 0.0655 + 4.5600e- * 0.0701 + 0.0180 + 4.3600e- *+ 0.0223 + 387.9105 + 387.9105 + 0.0323 ' 388.7168
L 1] 1 L} 1 L} L} 1 L} 1 L} L] L} 1 L} L}
' ' 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' ' ' '
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n :
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 L} 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e} ———————n :
Worker : 0.0551 ! 0.7233 : 1.8300e- ! 0.1677 ! 1.4500e- : 0.1691 ! 0.0445 : 1.3300e- ! 0.0458 ! 181.9429 ! 181.9429 : 6.2500e- ! ! 182.0992
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.1207 1.7593 1.0396 5.4200e- 0.2332 6.0100e- 0.2392 0.0624 5.6900e- 0.0681 569.8534 | 569.8534 0.0385 570.8160
003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 3.8100e- ! 0.0000 ! 3.8100e- ! 5.8000e- ! 0.0000 ! 5.8000e- ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 003 1] 1 003 1] 004 1 1] 004 L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - eaan) ———————n : rm-mma-
Off-Road ! 9.0555 : 85934 1 00197 1 ! 03634 1 03634 ! ! 03343 : 0.3343 0.0000 :1,949.5111:1,949.5111: 0.6168 ! 1 1,964.931
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1] 2
Total 0.8009 9.0555 8.5934 0.0197 3.8100e- 0.3634 0.3672 5.8000e- 0.3343 0.3349 0.0000 | 1,949.511 | 1,949.511| 0.6168 1,964.931
003 004 1 1 2
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Berkshire Creek Restoration Project - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.4 Grading - 2019
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling = 00458 1 17042 1+ 0.3163 + 3.5900e- + 0.0655 + 4.5600e- * 0.0701 + 0.0180 + 4.3600e- *+ 0.0223 + 387.9105 » 387.9105 + 0.0323 '+ 388.7168
L 1] 1 L} 1 L} L} 1 L} 1 L} L] L} 1 L} L}
' ' 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' ' ' '
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ———— ey ———————n -
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————— : ———— ey f———————— -
Worker : 0.0551 ! 0.7233 : 1.8300e- ! 0.1677 ! 1.4500e- : 0.1691 ! 0.0445 : 1.3300e- ! 0.0458 ! 181.9429 ! 181.9429 : 6.2500e- ! ! 182.0992
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.1207 1.7593 1.0396 5.4200e- 0.2332 6.0100e- 0.2392 0.0624 5.6900e- 0.0681 569.8534 | 569.8534 | 0.0385 570.8160
003 003 003
3.5 Paving Bridge/Infrastructure - 2019
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 5: 0.2607 ! 2.6819 @ 3.2632 ! 5.1600e- ! ¢ 01293 1 0.1293 ! 01190 @ 0.1190 ' 511.1256 ! 511.1256 1 0.1617 ! ! 515.1684
1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Paving ! ! ! ! : 0.0000 1 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ! + 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.3044 2.6819 3.2632 5.1600e- 0.1293 0.1293 0.1190 0.1190 511.1256 | 511.1256 | 0.1617 515.1684
003
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Berkshire Creek Restoration Project - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.5 Paving Bridge/Infrastructure - 2019

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' : 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— ey ———————n -
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n - ———————n f———————n : ———— ey ———————n -
Worker : 0.0220 ! 0.2893 : 7.3000e- ! 0.0671 ! 5.8000e- : 0.0676 ! 0.0178 : 5.3000e- ! 0.0183 ! 72.7772 ! 727772 : 2.5000e- ! ! 72.8397
' ' v 004, 004 ' v 004, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0300 0.0220 0.2893 7.3000e- 0.0671 5.8000e- 0.0676 0.0178 5.3000e- 0.0183 72.7772 72.7772 | 2.5000e- 72.8397
004 004 004 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 5: 0.2607 ! 2.6819 @ 3.2632 ! 5.1600e- ! ¢ 01293 1 0.1293 ! 01190 @ 0.1190 0.0000 : 511.1256 : 511.1256 ! 0.1617 ! ! 515.1684
1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Paving ! ! ! ! : 0.0000 1 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ! + 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.3044 2.6819 3.2632 5.1600e- 0.1293 0.1293 0.1190 0.1190 0.0000 | 511.1256 | 511.1256 0.1617 515.1684

003
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Berkshire Creek Restoration Project - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.5 Paving Bridge/Infrastructure - 2019
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' : 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— ey ———————n -
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n - ———————n f———————n : ———— ey ———————n -
Worker : 0.0220 ! 0.2893 : 7.3000e- ! 0.0671 ! 5.8000e- : 0.0676 ! 0.0178 : 5.3000e- ! 0.0183 ! 72.7772 ! 727772 : 2.5000e- ! ! 72.8397
' ' v 004, 004, ' v 004, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0300 0.0220 0.2893 7.3000e- 0.0671 5.8000e- 0.0676 0.0178 5.3000e- 0.0183 727772 | 72.7772 | 2.5000€e- 72.8397
004 004 004 003
3.6 Paving Road - 2019
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 5: 0.5143 1 5.3655 ! 4.8090 ! 7.3200e- ! * 03003 1 0.3003 ! ! 02763 ' 0.2763 ' 725.1820 ! 725.1820 1 0.2294 ! 730.9180
1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Paving ! ! ! ! : 0.0000 1 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ! + 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 1.8243 5.3655 4.8090 7.3200e- 0.3003 0.3003 0.2763 0.2763 725.1820 | 725.1820 | 0.2294 730.9180

003
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Berkshire Creek Restoration Project - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.6 Paving Road - 2019
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ' 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 @ 0.0000 : 0.0000
1 L} 1 L} L} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 L} L} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - ———————n : A
Worker : 0.0330 ! 0.4340 : 1.1000e- ! 0.1006 ! 8.7000e- : 0.1015 ! 0.0267 : 8.0000e- ! 0.0275 ! 109.1658 ! 109.1658 : 3.7500e- ! ! 109.2595
' ' v 003, 004, ' 004, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0450 0.0330 0.4340 1.1000e- 0.1006 8.7000e- 0.1015 0.0267 8.0000e- 0.0275 109.1658 | 109.1658 | 3.7500e- 109.2595
003 004 004 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 5: 0.5143 1 5.3655 ! 4.8090 ! 7.3200e- ! * 03003 1 0.3003 ! ! 02763 ' 0.2763 0.0000 : 725.1820 : 725.1820 ! 0.2294 ! 730.9180
1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Paving ! ! ! ! : 0.0000 1 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ! ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 1.8243 5.3655 4.8090 7.3200e- 0.3003 0.3003 0.2763 0.2763 0.0000 | 725.1820 | 725.1820 | 0.2294 730.9180
003
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Berkshire Creek Restoration Project - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' : 0.0000
L 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
f e —————— ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - : ———————n : R
Vendor - 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
L 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
feee e —————— f———————— : ———————n ———————n : s : ———————n : A
Worker = (00450 * 0.0330 * 0.4340 ' 1.1000e- * 0.1006 + 8.7000e- * 0.1015 + 0.0267 ' 8.0000e- * 0.0275 1 109.1658 + 109.1658 ' 3.7500e- 1 v 109.2595
- : : V003 . \ o004 : \ o004 . : : Vo003 . .
Total 0.0450 0.0330 0.4340 1.1000e- 0.1006 8.7000e- 0.1015 0.0267 8.0000e- 0.0275 109.1658 | 109.1658 | 3.7500e- 109.2595
003 004 004 003

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Maobile
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Berkshire Creek Restoration Project - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Totalco2| cH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
- 1 L} 1 L} L} 1 L} 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- v At i i i i i e e e e T B T T et .
Unmitigated - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 . ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
City Park ; 0.00 ! 0.00 0.00 . .
Other Asphalt Surfaces ; 0.00 ' 0.00 0.00 . .
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces ' 0.00 ! 0.00 0.00 . .
Total | 0.00 0.00 0.00 | |
4.3 Trip Type Information
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-Wor C-W | H-Sor C-C | H-O or C-NW [H-W or C-W| H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
City Park * 1660 ' 840 ! 6.90 * 3300 ' 4800 I  19.00  : 66 . 28 : 6
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE R RN EpEe————————— re————————— Feeemmmaaaa ———————— - femmmmmaena emmmmmmaaan R e
Other Asphalt Surfaces . 16.60 ! 8.40 ! 6.90 . 0.00 ! 0.00 0.00 . 0 . 0 . 0
R R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEp e Fememmmaaaa wemmmaaaaa- o S T R R e
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 16.60 ! 8.40 ! 6.90 . 0.00 ! 0.00 ' 0.00 . 0 . 0 . 0

4.4 Fleet Mix
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Berkshire Creek Restoration Project - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

Land Use I LDA I LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH
City Park * 0.547726% 0.0454371 0.201480f 0.122768; 0.016614; 0.006090{ 0.019326¢ 0.029174{ 0.002438{ 0.002359¢ 0.005005{ 0.000677{ 0.000907
....................... . S S SRSy SSUIN SNSRI SRRSO SRS RS SNSRI SRR SRR SRS SRR SR NP
Other Asphalt Surfaces * 0.547726% 0.0454371 0.201480f 0.122768; 0.016614; 0.006090{ 0.019326¢ 0.029174{ 0.002438{ 0.002359¢ 0.005005{ 0.000677{ 0.000907

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 2 0.547726% 0.045437:

0.201480! 0.122768: 0.016614' 0.006090: 0.019326: 0.029174: 0.002438: 0.002359: 0.005005: 0.000677: 0.000907

5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

Unmitigated

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day

NaturalGas = 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.000 : 0.0000 ¢  0.0000 1 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 * 0.0000 : 0.000 ! 0.000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000

Mitigated :: [ : [] : : [] : [] : : : [] : :

L 1] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1] 1 1 1 1

----------- B = = = = = e e e e e e e e e e e e = aE - e e e ——————p == ===

NaturalGas == 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ' 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
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Berkshire Creek Restoration Project - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
City Park ' 0 E: 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000
[ i ' ' [ ' [ ' ' [ ' [ [ ' ' [
----------- A - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : - o - fm—————— e e
Other Asphalt 0 :- 0.0000 +* 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 - '+ 0.0000 + 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Surfaces . i : : . : . : : . : . . : : .
----------- A - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : - R o - fm—————— e s
Other Non- ' 0 & 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 -+ '+ 0.0000 + 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 + 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
[ i [ [ [] [ [] [ [ [] [ [ [] [ [ ]
Asphalt Surfaces , i ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' '
' '
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Mitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
City Park ' 0 E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
' 'Y [ [ ] [ ] [ [ ] [ ' ] [ [ [
----------- A - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : R - m——————p = e e
Other Asphalt s 0 :- 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Surfaces . i . . : . : . . : . . : . . :
----------- A - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : R - m——————p e s e
Other Non- 0 :- 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Asphalt Surfaces ; i . . : . : . . : . . : . . .
ks
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

6.0 Area Detall
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated = 00233 + 0.0000 & 3.1000e- + 0.0000 + '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 6.6000e- * 6.6000e- * 0.0000 v 7.0000e-
o : V004 . : ' : : ' : . 004 | o004 : . 004
L1} 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 L] 1 1 1 1
----------- [ = e e e R e e e e g R R R R m o m - - - = m e
Unmitigated = 0.0233 +* 0.0000 +* 3.1000e- * 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 = ' 6.6000e- * 6.6000e- * 0.0000 ' 7.0000e-
- : . 004 : : : : . . . . 004 | 004 : . 004
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural = 3.3200e- ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 ' '+ 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000
Coating w003 . : : . : : . : . . : : :
----------- n ———————n : ———————— - ———————— : ———k e e ————mq - m———————— == a e
Consumer = 0.0199 ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000
Products . : . : : : : : : . : : : :
----------- n ———————n : ———————— - ———————— : - o - m——————— - e e
Landscaping = 3.0000e- * 0.0000 ' 3.1000e- * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 ' 6.6000e- ' 6.6000e- * 0.0000 1 v 7.0000e-
w 005 v 004 : : : : : : . 004 004 : 1 004
- 1
Total 0.0233 0.0000 3.1000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 6.6000e- | 6.6000e- 0.0000 7.0000e-
004 004 004 004
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Mitigated
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural = 3.3200e- ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000
Coating n 003 . : : . : : . : . . : : :
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ke m e —— gy - m———————— == a e
Consumer = 0.0199 ' ' ' v 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' v 0.0000 ¢ ' + 0.0000
Products - : . : : . : : . . : : . . :
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ke m e jmmm———e gy - m——————— - e
Landscaping = 3.0000e- * 0.0000 ' 3.1000e- * 0.0000 1 v 0.0000 * 0.0000 - '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 '+ 6.6000e- ' 6.6000e- * 0.0000 1 '+ 7.0000e-
- 005 . \ o004 . : : : : : : . 004 004 : 1 004
- 1
Total 0.0233 0.0000 3.1000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 6.6000e- | 6.6000e- 0.0000 7.0000e-
004 004 004 004
7.0 Water Detail
7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
8.0 Waste Detail
8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
9.0 Operational Offroad
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators
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Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation
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Berkshire Creek Restoration Project
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
Other Asphalt Surfaces . 0.50 . Acre ! 0.50 ! 21,780.00 0
""" Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces & T T glsg T T g T T T s T T seee T T T T
------------ (Ei;y-lse-lr-k"-""""-g-"""""-"2-.0-0"""""""? Acre :# 2.00 ; 87,120.00 :"-""O""""

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33
Climate Zone 12 Operational Year 2020
Utility Company Pasadena Water & Power

CO2 Intensity 1664.14 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWHhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
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Project Characteristics - .

Land Use - conservative estimates of land use acreage
Construction Phase - Overlapping phasing

Off-road Equipment - .

Off-road Equipment - .

Off-road Equipment - .

Off-road Equipment - .

Off-road Equipment - .

Trips and VMT - Trips from Traffic Memo. Assuming 10CY/12.5 ton trucks.
Demolition - .

Grading - .

Vehicle Trips - No new trips

Area Coating -

Energy Use -

Water And Wastewater - Default

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation -

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tbIConstructionPhase . NumbDays . 20.00 3.00
"""" iConstructonPhase 1 T Numbaye T 6.00 T 000 T
"""" iConstructonPhase 1 T Numbaye T 10.00 T 000 T
"""" iConstructonPhase 1 T Numbaye T 10.00 R
"""" iConstructonPhase 1 T Numbaye T 3.00 R
"""" iConstructionPhase + T Nimbayeweek T 5.00 R
"""" iConstructionPhase + T Nimbayeweek T 5.00 R
"""" iConstructionPhase + T Nimbayeweek T 5.00 R
"""" iConstrucionPhase x T Nimbayeweek T 5.00 T 00 T
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tbiConstructionPhase

tbITripsAndVMT

NumDaysWeek

HaulingTripNumber

2.00

3.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

2.00

2.00

2.00

2.00

2.00

1.00

3.00

3.00

1.00

1.00

4.00

6.00

20.00

20.00

20.00

20.00

20.00

-+

46.00
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tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber . 8.00

3.00

5.00

22.75

16.74

tbIVehicleTrips . WD_TR 1.89 ' 0.00

2.0 Emissions Summary
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Berkshire Creek Restoration Project - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

2.1 Overall Construction

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Year tons/yr MT/yr

2019 = 00176 ' 0.1837 + 0.1738 + 4.0000e- + 9.2700e- * 6.8600e- * 0.0161 + 1.8900e- + 6.3500e- + 8.2400e- 0.0000 + 36.6864 ' 36.6864 1 9.1400e- + 0.0000 ' 36.9149

- : : » 004 . 003 , 003 . . 003 . 003 , 003 : : \ o003 . :

- 1
Maximum 0.0176 0.1837 0.1738 4.0000e- | 9.2700e- | 6.8600e- 0.0161 1.8900e- | 6.3500e- 8.2400e- 0.0000 36.6864 36.6864 9.1400e- 0.0000 36.9149

004 003 003 003 003 003 003

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CcoO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year tonsl/yr MT/yr
2019 = 00176 ' 0.1837 ' 0.1738 + 4.0000e- ' 6.4700e- ' 6.8600e- + 0.0133 '+ 1.4700e- ' 6.3500e- * 7.8100e- 0.0000 +* 36.6863 ' 36.6863 ' 9.1400e- * 0.0000 ' 36.9149
- : ' \ 004 ., 003 , 003 . 003 ; 003 ., 003 . ' . 003 '
Maximum 0.0176 0.1837 0.1738 4.0000e- | 6.4700e- | 6.8600e- 0.0133 1.4700e- | 6.3500e- | 7.8100e- 0.0000 36.6863 | 36.6863 | 9.1400e- 0.0000 36.9149
004 003 003 003 003 003 003
ROG NOx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 30.20 0.00 17.41 22.22 0.00 5.22 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
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Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)
1 9-1-2019 9-30-2019 0.2055 0.2055
Highest 0.2055 0.2055
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area = 4.2400e- + 0.0000 1 4.0000e- + 0.0000 + '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 * 7.0000e- * 7.0000e- * 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 8.0000e-
- 003 | \ 005 . : ' : : ' : . 005 ; 005 : . 005
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ———k e m e ———megy : ————— e m e o
Energy - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ———b e m e ———egy : fm—————— = s
Mobile - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L1} L} 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ———k e m e ——megy : fm——————p s a e
Waste - ' ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0345 + 0.0000 * 0.0345  2.0400e- * 0.0000 * 0.0855
L1} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 1 L} L} L}
L1} L} 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} 003 [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B ettt : = e e
Water - ' ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 *+ 19.9842 1 19.9842 ' 3.5000e- * 7.0000e- * 20.0144
L1} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 1 L} L} L}
n ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' . 004, 005 ,
- 1
Total 4.2400e- 0.0000 4.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0345 19.9843 20.0188 | 2.3900e- | 7.0000e- | 20.1000
003 005 003 005
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ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area = 4.2400e- + 0.0000 1 4.0000e- + 0.0000 + ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 1 ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 * 7.0000e- * 7.0000e- * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 8.0000e-
o003 . \ 005 . : : : : ' : . 005 ; 005 : . 005
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : L T e - fm—————— ==
Energy - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n - ———————n - ———————n : e R - fm——————p ==
Mobile - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : e R o - fm——————p s a e
Waste = ' ' ' ' ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 1 ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0345 1+ 0.0000 * 0.0345 1 2.0400e- * 0.0000 ' 0.0855
L1} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 1 L} L} L}
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} 003 [} L}
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : m——k e e jmm————eg - e T
Water - ' ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 0.0000 + 19.9842 1 19.9842 1 3.5000e- * 7.0000e- ' 20.0144
L1} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 1 L} L} L}
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} 004 [} 005 L}
- 1
Total 4.2400e- 0.0000 4.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0345 19.9843 20.0188 2.3900e- | 7.0000e- 20.1000
003 005 003 005
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase
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Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 *Demolition *Demolition :9/1/2019 19/4/2019 ! 6! 3!
2 T FTrenching/Ste Preparation | +Site Preparation | 1972009 ;57372'61'9"""";'"""%’E""""'"""z'i’ I
3 frading T  iGaang T ieons ;5722172'015""'";'“““z-,*;““““""'z'a;' I
4 TPaving Bridgefinrasiucture | tPaving . 1o/010 215@72'015'“""E'“““'e*;“"““""aa;' I
5 fpaving Road T SFPaving Yoi/z010 59/2/2019 I ei 1I """""""""""""

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 1

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: O;

Coating - sqft)

OffRoad Equipment

Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 (Architectural

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor
Demolition *Concrete/Industrial Saws ! 1 8.00! 81; 0.73
pemolition :'E§<5£\7a}6r; """""""""" e 8.00 155 T 0.38
pemolition FRubber Tred Dozers T i 8.00 Sa7 T 0.40
pemolition FraciorslLoadersBackhoes i 8.00 g7 0.37
Trenching/Site Preparation :E:'rér?e's """"""""""" S S5 T 0.29
Trenching/Site Preparation Sordine T TTTTTTTTTTTTTT S Bor TN 0.20
Trenching/Site Preparation :E;'e'néFa'tar'éét; """""""" S gAY 0.74
Trenching/Site Preparation :'e'ré&e'r; """"""""""" i 8.00 57 T 0.41
Trenching/Site Preparation FRubber Tred Dozers T i 8.00 Sa7 T 0.40
Trenching/Site Preparation ::S-cFa-p-e-rs- """""""""" i 8.00 Se7 T 0.48
'I:rér}c-r;ir;é/-sité -P-ré;;a;r;u-ic;r; --------- ;Tractors/Loaders/ Backhoes ; 0: 8.00 ; 97 ; ----------- 0 -?:7-
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Trenching/Site Preparation

Paving Road

=Trenchers ! 1 8.00! 78!
EWelders : ---------------- 0 i ----------- 46?
'Bore/Drlll Rigs r----------------l ----------- 8- (-)6§ 221§
:Excavators !““-““““““2 ----------- 8. (-)65 158§
-Graders !““-““““““0 ----------- 8. (-)65 187§
-Rubber Tired Dozers :“-“““““““0 ----------- 8- (-)65 2475
-Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes :“-“““““““0 ----------- 8- (-)65 975
-Cement and Mortar Mixers :“-“““““““0 ----------- 6- (-)65 95
:Excavators !““-““““““1 ----------- 8. (-)65 158§
:Pavers e 5,001 150!
-Pavmg Equipment :“-“““““““0 ----------- 6- (-)65 1325
-Rollers e 6.00! 0,
-Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes :“-“““““““0 ----------- 8- (-)65 975
-Aerompressors :“-“““““““0 ----------- 6- (-)65 785
-Cement and Mortar Mixers :“-“““““““0 ----------- 6- (-)65 95
:Pavers T 5,001 150!
-Pavmg Equipment :“-“““““““0 ----------- 6- (-)65 1325
-Rollers T 5,001 0,
:Tractors/Loaders/ Backhoes I 0 8.00 I 97 !

Trips and VMT
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip JHauling Trip | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip | Hauling Trip | Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle Class | Vehicle Class
Demolition . 3: 15.00! 0.00 155.00: 14.70: 6.90! 8.00!LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix {HHDT
---------------- : e o gy I- e
Trenching/Site . 1:r 6.00! 0.00 0.00: 14.7OE 6.90! 8.00!LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix {HHDT
Rroparction oo ... : ol e e m e e e i = - A e |emmcm———————— Jmmmmmmea- [
Grading . 3:r 15.00! 0.00 187.00: 14.7OE 6.90! 8.00!LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix {HHDT
................ 3 Ry O | - - T
Paving . i 6.00" 0.00 0.00* 14.701 6.90! 8.00'LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix {HHDT
Rridnplinfraghinhure Ly ; ; : + ' ; + b
Paving Road . 2! 9.00: 0.00: 0.00: 14.70* 6.90! 8.00!LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix 'HHDT
3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
Water Exposed Area
3.2 Demolition - 2019
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust . ' ' ' v 5.0200e- * 0.0000 ' 5.0200e- * 7.6000e- * 0.0000 * 7.6000e- 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
- : : : \ 003 . i 003 , 004 . 004 : : : : '
fee e pm——————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ———k - : ———————n : R
Off-Road = 1.4800e- ' 0.0134 + 0.0153 ' 2.0000e- * + 7.3000e- ' 7.3000e- ¢ 1 7.0000e- + 7.0000e- 0.0000 + 2.1975 1+ 21975 1+ 50000e- + 0.0000 * 2.2100
o 003 : i 005 i 004 ; 004 | i 004 004 : : \004 .
Total 1.4800e- | 0.0134 0.0153 | 2.0000e- | 5.0200e- | 7.3000e- | 5.7500e- | 7.6000e- | 7.0000e- | 1.4600e- 0.0000 2.1975 2.1975 | 5.0000e- | 0.0000 2.2100
003 005 003 004 003 004 004 003 004
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Date: 4/24/2019 9:52 AM

Berkshire Creek Restoration Project - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling = 3.0000e- ' 0.0144 1 2.7800e- + 3.0000e- + 5.3000e- + 4.0000e- ' 5.7000e- 1 1.5000e- + 4.0000e- + 1.8000e- # 0.0000 + 2.8736 + 2.8736 + 2.5000e- ' 0.0000 ' 2.8798
o004 003 , 005 , 004 , 005 , 004 . 004 , 005 , 004 . : V004 :
L 1] 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1] 1 1] L]
Vendor 'E 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 & 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1] 1 1] 1]
---------------- : -y : ey iy : ———— e ey : T
Worker 1.1000e- + 9.0000e- + 1.0200e- ' 0.0000 1+ 2.5000e- + 0.0000 + 2.5000e- + 7.0000e- 1 0.0000 & 7.0000e- # 0.0000 : 0.2370 + 0.2370 + 1.0000e- + 0.0000 * 0.2372
o 004 , 005 . 003 y 004 \ 004 , 005 , 005 . . \ 005 .
Total 5.0000e- | 0.0145 | 3.8000e- | 3.0000e- | 7.8000e- | 4.0000e- | 8.2000e- | 2.2000e- | 4.0000e- | 2.5000e- | 0.0000 3.1106 3.1106 | 2.6000e- | 0.0000 3.1170
004 003 005 004 005 004 004 005 004 004
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| TotalcO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust ' ' ' ' 22600e- ' 0.0000 ! 2.2600e- ! 3.4000e- ! 0.0000 ! 3.4000e- § 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 [ 003 1] 1 003 [ 004 1 1] 004 L] 1] 1 1] 1]
---------------- : ey : i ——————y f———————— : ——— e a ey : T
Off-Road 1.4800e- * 0.0134 + 0.0153 1 2.0000e- ' 7.3000e- 1 7.3000e- * ' 7.0000e- ' 7.0000e- # 0.0000 :+ 21975 + 21975 1 50000e- + 0.0000 * 2.2100
%003 : \ 005 , 004 , 004 \ 004 . 004 . : V004 . ,
Total 1.4800e- | 0.0134 0.0153 | 2.0000e- | 2.2600e- | 7.3000e- | 2.9900e- | 3.4000e- | 7.0000e- | 1.0400e- | 0.0000 2.1975 2.1975 | 5.0000e- | 0.0000 2.2100
003 005 003 004 003 004 004 003 004
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Date: 4/24/2019 9:52 AM

Berkshire Creek Restoration Project - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling = 3.0000e- ' 0.0144 1 2.7800e- + 3.0000e- + 5.3000e- + 4.0000e- ' 5.7000e- 1 1.5000e- + 4.0000e- + 1.8000e- # 0.0000 + 2.8736 + 2.8736 + 2.5000e- ' 0.0000 ' 2.8798
o004 , 003 , 005 , 004 , 005 , 004 , 004 , 005 , 004 . . \ 004 .
- 1 1 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1] 1 1] L]
Vendor 'E 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 & 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} 1] 1] 1 1] 1]
---------------- : . : - —— R — : ———meeaaa] - :
Worker 1.1000e- * 9.0000e- + 1.0200e- + 0.0000 + 2.5000e- + 0.0000 ' 2.5000e- + 7.0000e- ' 0.0000 ' 7.0000e- # 0.0000 + 0.2370 + 0.2370 + 1.0000e- + 0.0000 * 0.2372
o 004 , 005 . 003 y 004 \ 004 , 005 , 005 . . \ 005 .
Total 5.0000e- | 0.0145 | 3.8000e- | 3.0000e- | 7.8000e- | 4.0000e- | 8.2000e- | 2.2000e- | 4.0000e- | 2.5000e- | 0.0000 3.1106 3.1106 | 2.6000e- | 0.0000 3.1170
004 003 005 004 005 004 004 005 004 004
3.3 Trenching/Site Preparation - 2019
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust ' ' ' ' 00000 ' 00000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.000 ! 0.0000 *: 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
---------------- : . : . ——————q : ———m e eaan] - :
Off-Road 4.3000e- 1 3.9200e- ' 2.6400e- ' 0.0000 ¢ ' 3.0000e- 1 3.0000e- 1 1 2.7000e- ' 2.7000e- # 0.0000 + 0.3029 ' 0.3029 ' 1.0000e- ' 0.0000 ' 0.3053
n 004 , 003 ., 003 . : , 004 , 004 \ 004 , 004 . . \ 004 ,
Total 4.3000e- | 3.9200e- | 2.6400e- | 0.0000 0.0000 | 3.0000e- | 3.0000e- | 0.0000 | 2.7000e- | 2.7000e- | 0.0000 0.3029 0.3029 | 1.0000e- | 0.0000 0.3053
004 003 003 004 004 004 004 004
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Date: 4/24/2019 9:52 AM

Berkshire Creek Restoration Project - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.3 Trenching/Site Preparation - 2019
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
feee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor - 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n - rmm
Worker 3.0000e- * 3.0000e- * 2.7000e- * 0.0000 +* 7.0000e- * 0.0000 ¢+ 7.0000e- * 2.0000e- * 0.0000 +* 2.0000e- 0.0000 +* 0.0632 + 0.0632 '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0633
o 005 , 005 . 004 , 005 . i 005 , 005 . 005 . . : : .
Total 3.0000e- | 3.0000e- | 2.7000e- 0.0000 7.0000e- 0.0000 7.0000e- | 2.0000e- 0.0000 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.0632 0.0632 0.0000 0.0000 0.0633
005 005 004 005 005 005 005
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust E: ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————— : ——— ey ———————n - Fmmmm
Off-Road 4.3000e- ' 3.9200e- * 2.6400e- * 0.0000 ' 3.0000e- ' 3.0000e- * 1 2.7000e- * 2.7000e- 0.0000 +* 0.3029 '+ 0.3029 ' 1.0000e- * 0.0000 +* 0.3053
o004 , 003 . 003 . . 004 | 004 i 004 . 004 . : \ 004 .
Total 4.3000e- | 3.9200e- | 2.6400e- 0.0000 0.0000 3.0000e- | 3.0000e- 0.0000 2.7000e- 2.7000e- 0.0000 0.3029 0.3029 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.3053
004 003 003 004 004 004 004 004
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Date: 4/24/2019 9:52 AM

Berkshire Creek Restoration Project - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.3 Trenching/Site Preparation - 2019
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Feeeeee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n - rmm
Worker 3.0000e- * 3.0000e- * 2.7000e- * 0.0000 +* 7.0000e- * 0.0000 ¢+ 7.0000e- * 2.0000e- * 0.0000 +* 2.0000e- 0.0000 +* 0.0632 + 0.0632 '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0633
o 005 , 005 . 004 , 005 . i 005 , 005 . 005 . . : : .
Total 3.0000e- | 3.0000e- | 2.7000e- 0.0000 7.0000e- 0.0000 7.0000e- | 2.0000e- 0.0000 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.0632 0.0632 0.0000 0.0000 0.0633
005 005 004 005 005 005 005
3.4 Grading - 2019
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust - ! ! ! ! 8.0000e- ! 0.0000 ! 8.0000e- ! 1.0000e- ! 0.0000 ! 1.0000e- 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- ' ' ' v 005 v 005 ,; 005 v 005 . . . . .
---------------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————— : ——— ey ———————n - Fmmmm
Off-Road 8.0100e- * 0.0906 * 0.0859 ' 2.0000e- ' 3.6300e- ' 3.6300e- 1 3.3400e- * 3.3400e- 0.0000 + 17.6857 * 17.6857 ' 5.6000e- * 0.0000 + 17.8256
o003 . \ 004 {003 ; 003 i 003 . 003 . : \ 003 . .
Total 8.0100e- 0.0906 0.0859 2.0000e- | 8.0000e- | 3.6300e- | 3.7100e- | 1.0000e- | 3.3400e- 3.3500e- 0.0000 17.6857 17.6857 5.6000e- 0.0000 17.8256
003 004 005 003 003 005 003 003 003
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Date: 4/24/2019 9:52 AM

Berkshire Creek Restoration Project - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

ROG NOx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling = 4.7000e- ' 0.0173 1 3.3600e- + 4.0000e- + 6.4000e- + 5.0000e- ' 6.9000e- 1 1.8000e- + 4.0000e- + 2.2000e- # 0.0000 + 3.4668 + 3.4668 1 3.0000e- ' 0.0000 ' 3.4744
o004 , 003 , 005 , 004 , 005 , 004 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : \ 004 .
L 1] 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1] 1 1] L]
Vendor 'E 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 & 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1] 1 1] 1]
---------------- : . : - f——————q : ———meeaaa] R —— :
Worker 7.5000e- + 6.3000e- + 6.8100e- ' 2.0000e- * 1.6400e- ' 1.0000e- ' 1.6600e- + 4.4000e- * 1.0000e- * 4.5000e- % 0.0000 + 1.5800 + 1.5800 1 5.0000e- + 0.0000 * 1.5814
w 004 , o004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : \ 005 .
Total 1.2200e- | 0.0180 0.0102 | 6.0000e- | 2.2800e- | 6.0000e- | 2.3500e- | 6.2000e- | 5.0000e- | 6.7000e- | 0.0000 5.0469 5.0469 | 3.5000e- | 0.0000 5.0558
003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 004
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust = ' ' ' ' 4.0000e- * 0.0000 ! 4.0000e- ' 1.0000e- ! 0.0000 ' 1.0000e- § 0.0000 @ 0.0000 *: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 *: 0.0000 * 0.0000
- . . . \ 005, ¢ 005 , 005 . 005 . . . . .
---------------- : - : . ——————q : ———m e eaan] R — :
Off-Road 8.0100e- * 0.0906 * 0.0859 ' 2.0000e- ' 3.6300e- 1 3.6300e- 1 ' 3.3400e- ' 3.3400e- # 0.0000 + 17.6857 ' 17.6857 1 5.6000e- ' 0.0000 1 17.8255
%003 : V004 . , 003 ; 003 , \ 003 . 003 . : v 003 . :
Total 8.0100e- | 0.0906 0.0859 | 2.0000e- | 4.0000e- | 3.6300e- | 3.6700e- | 1.0000e- | 3.3400e- | 3.3500e- | 0.0000 | 17.6857 | 17.6857 | 5.6000e- | 0.0000 | 17.8255
003 004 005 003 003 005 003 003 003
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Date: 4/24/2019 9:52 AM

Berkshire Creek Restoration Project - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling = 4.7000e- ' 0.0173 1 3.3600e- + 4.0000e- + 6.4000e- + 5.0000e- ' 6.9000e- 1 1.8000e- + 4.0000e- + 2.2000e- # 0.0000 + 3.4668 + 3.4668 1 3.0000e- ' 0.0000 ' 3.4744
o004 003 , 005 , 004 , 005 , 004 . 004 , 005 , 004 . : V004 :
L 1] 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1] 1 1] L]
Vendor 'E 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 & 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1] 1 1] 1]
---------------- : ———————g ] ———————g ———————g - ———mm ———————g ] remmmm
Worker 7.5000e- 1 6.3000e- + 6.8100e- + 2.0000e- * 1.6400e- + 1.0000e- & 1.6600e- + 4.4000e- + 1.0000e- * 4.5000e- % 0.0000 + 1.5800 + 1.5800 1+ 5.0000e- + 0.0000 * 1.5814
w 004 , o004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : \ 005 .
Total 1.2200e- | 0.0180 0.0102 | 6.0000e- | 2.2800e- | 6.0000e- | 2.3500e- | 6.2000e- | 5.0000e- | 6.7000e- | 0.0000 5.0469 5.0469 | 3.5000e- | 0.0000 5.0558
003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 004
3.5 Paving Bridge/Infrastructure - 2019
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| TotalcO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road = 39100e- ! 00402 ' 0.0490 ! 8.0000e- ! ' 1.9400e- ! 1.9400e- ! ! 17800e- ' 1.7800e- § 0.0000 @ 69553 ! 6.9553 ! 2.2000e- ' 0.0000 ! 7.0103
o003 : \ 005 , 003 , 003 ., , 003 , 003 . : \ 003 ,
---------------- : ———————g ] ———————g ———————g - ——— e ———————g ] Fmmmmm-
Paving 6.6000e- 1 ' ' ' + 0.0000 ' 0.0000 * ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
o004 . . : : . : . : . : . : :
Total 45700e- | 0.0402 0.0490 | 8.0000e- 1.9400e- | 1.9400e- 1.7800e- | 1.7800e- | 0.0000 6.9553 6.9553 | 2.2000e- | 0.0000 7.0103
003 005 003 003 003 003 003
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Date: 4/24/2019 9:52 AM

Berkshire Creek Restoration Project - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.5 Paving Bridge/Infrastructure - 2019

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
feee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————— - r -
Worker 4.5000e- '+ 3.8000e- * 4.0900e- * 1.0000e- * 9.9000e- * 1.0000e- * 9.9000e- * 2.6000e- * 1.0000e- * 2.7000e- 0.0000 * 0.9480 + 0.9480 ' 3.0000e- * 0.0000 +* 0.9488
. 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 004 , 005 , 004 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : \ 005 . .
Total 4.5000e- | 3.8000e- | 4.0900e- | 1.0000e- | 9.9000e- | 1.0000e- | 9.9000e- | 2.6000e- | 1.0000e- 2.7000e- 0.0000 0.9480 0.9480 3.0000e- 0.0000 0.9488
004 004 003 005 004 005 004 004 005 004 005
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road = 3.9100e- ! 0.0402 + 0.0490 ! 8.0000e- v 1.9400e- ! 1.9400e- ! 1.7800e- *+ 1.7800e- 0.0000 * 6.9553 ' 6.9553 ! 2.2000e- * 0.0000 +* 7.0103
o003 . \ 005 . {003 , 003 i 003 . 003 . : \ 003 . .
---------------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————— : ——— ey ———————n - Fmmmmn
Paving 6.6000e- 1 ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000
o004 . ' : : ' : ' : . : ' : :
Total 4.5700e- 0.0402 0.0490 8.0000e- 1.9400e- | 1.9400e- 1.7800e- 1.7800e- 0.0000 6.9553 6.9553 2.2000e- 0.0000 7.0103
003 005 003 003 003 003 003
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Date: 4/24/2019 9:52 AM

Berkshire Creek Restoration Project - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.5 Paving Bridge/Infrastructure - 2019
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
feee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor - 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————— - r -
Worker 4.5000e- '+ 3.8000e- * 4.0900e- * 1.0000e- * 9.9000e- * 1.0000e- * 9.9000e- * 2.6000e- * 1.0000e- * 2.7000e- 0.0000 * 0.9480 + 0.9480 ' 3.0000e- * 0.0000 +* 0.9488
. 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 004 , 005 , 004 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : \ 005 . .
Total 4.5000e- | 3.8000e- | 4.0900e- | 1.0000e- | 9.9000e- | 1.0000e- | 9.9000e- | 2.6000e- | 1.0000e- 2.7000e- 0.0000 0.9480 0.9480 3.0000e- 0.0000 0.9488
004 004 003 005 004 005 004 004 005 004 005
3.6 Paving Road - 2019
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road = 2.6000e- ' 2.6800e- ' 2.4000e- * 0.0000 * v 1.5000e- ' 1.5000e- ' 1.4000e- * 1.4000e- 0.0000 + 0.3289 * 0.3289 ' 1.0000e- * 0.0000 * 0.3315
o004 , 003 . 003 : {004 , 004 i 004 ., 004 . : \ 004 .
---------------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————— : ——— ey ———————n - Fmmmmn
Paving 6.6000e- 1 ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
o004 . ' : : ' : ' : . : ' : :
Total 9.2000e- | 2.6800e- | 2.4000e- 0.0000 1.5000e- | 1.5000e- 1.4000e- 1.4000e- 0.0000 0.3289 0.3289 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.3315
004 003 003 004 004 004 004 004
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Berkshire Creek Restoration Project - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Feeeeee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor - 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————— - rmm
Worker 2.0000e- * 2.0000e- * 2.0000e- * 0.0000 * 5.0000e- * 0.0000 ¢+ 5.0000e- * 1.0000e- * 0.0000 * 1.0000e- 0.0000 * 0.0474 + 0.0474 1+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0474
- 005 , 005 , 004 , 005 . i 005 , 005 . 005 . . ' : .
Total 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- 0.0000 5.0000e- 0.0000 5.0000e- | 1.0000e- 0.0000 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.0474 0.0474 0.0000 0.0000 0.0474
005 005 004 005 005 005 005
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road = 2.6000e- ' 2.6800e- ' 2.4000e- * 0.0000 * v 1.5000e- ' 1.5000e- ' 1.4000e- * 1.4000e- 0.0000 + 0.3289 * 0.3289 ' 1.0000e- * 0.0000 * 0.3315
o004 , 003 . 003 : {004 , 004 i 004 ., 004 . : \ 004 .
---------------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————— : ——— ey ———————n - Fmmmmn
Paving 6.6000e- 1 ' ' ' v+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
o004 . ' : : ' : ' : . : ' : :
Total 9.2000e- | 2.6800e- | 2.4000e- 0.0000 1.5000e- | 1.5000e- 1.4000e- 1.4000e- 0.0000 0.3289 0.3289 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.3315
004 003 003 004 004 004 004 004
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ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- n———————n ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n - rmm
Vendor :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- n———————n ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————— - rmm
Worker = 2.0000e- * 2.0000e- * 2.0000e- * 0.0000 + 5.0000e- * 0.0000 * 5.0000e- * 1.0000e- * 0.0000 + 1.0000e- 0.0000 * 0.0474 + 0.0474 1+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0474
o 005 , 005 . 004 , 005 . i 005 , 005 . 005 . . : : .
Total 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- 0.0000 5.0000e- 0.0000 5.0000e- | 1.0000e- 0.0000 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.0474 0.0474 0.0000 0.0000 0.0474
005 005 004 005 005 005 005

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Maobile
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ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Totalco2| cH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Mitigated E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 L} 1 L} L} 1 L} 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- v At i i i i i it e e e e e B e e e R TR
Unmitigated - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 . 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
City Park ; 0.00 ! 0.00 0.00 . .
Other Asphalt Surfaces ; 0.00 ' 0.00 0.00 . .
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces ' 0.00 ! 0.00 0.00 . .
Total | 0.00 0.00 0.00 | |
4.3 Trip Type Information
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-Wor C-W | H-Sor C-C | H-O or C-NW [H-W or C-W| H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
City Park * 1660 ' 840 ! 6.90 * 3300 ' 4800 I  19.00  : 66 . 28 : 6
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE R RN EpEe————————— re————————— Feeemmmaaaa ———————— - femmmmmaena fmmmmmmmaaan R e
Other Asphalt Surfaces . 16.60 ! 8.40 ! 6.90 . 0.00 ! 0.00 0.00 . 0 . 0 . 0
R R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEp e Fememmmaaaa wemmmaaaaa- o S T R R e
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 16.60 ! 8.40 ! 6.90 . 0.00 ! 0.00 ' 0.00 . 0 . 0 . 0

4.4 Fleet Mix
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Land Use I LDA I LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH
City Park * 0.547726% 0.0454371 0.201480f 0.122768; 0.016614; 0.006090{ 0.019326¢ 0.029174{ 0.002438{ 0.002359¢ 0.005005{ 0.000677{ 0.000907
....................... . S S SRSy SSUIN SNSRI SRRSO SRS RS SNSRI SRR SRR SRS SRR SR NP
Other Asphalt Surfaces * 0.547726% 0.0454371 0.201480f 0.122768; 0.016614; 0.006090{ 0.019326¢ 0.029174{ 0.002438{ 0.002359¢ 0.005005{ 0.000677{ 0.000907

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 2 0.547726% 0.045437:

0.201480! 0.122768: 0.016614' 0.006090: 0.019326: 0.029174: 0.002438: 0.002359: 0.005005:

0.000677: 0.000907

5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

Unmitigated a4

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Electricity - ! ' ! '  0.0000 1 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
Mitigated :: [ : [] : : [] : [] : : : [] : :
fee e fm——————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e m---aa : ———————n : N
Electricity - ! ' ! ' : 0.0000 1 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
Unmitigated :: [ : [ : : [ : [ : : : [ : :
feeeee e ——————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e m---an : ———————n : N
NaturalGas == 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ! 0.0000 °  0.0000 1 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
Mitigated - ] . ' . . ' . ' . . . ' . .
L 1] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1] 1 1 1 1
----------- B = = = = = e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e = M E e e e e e e e e e e e e m e m S e == = === ==
NaturalGas == 0.0000 * 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 :  0.0000 : 0.0000 ' 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr
City Park ' 0 E: 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 : 0.0000
[ i ' ' [ ' [ ' ' [ ' [ [ ' ' [
----------- A - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : L T T ST - fm—————— e e
Other Asphalt 0 :- 0.0000 +* 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 -+ '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000
Surfaces . i : : . : . : : . : . . : : .
----------- A - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : e R L T TR - fm—————— e s
Other Non- ' 0 :- 0.0000 +* 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 -+ '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000
Asphalt Surfaces ; i . . . . . . . . . : : . . :
[0 [
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Mitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr tonsl/yr MTl/yr
City Park ' 0 E: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ¢ ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
' 'Y [ [ [] [ [] [ [ [] [ ' ] [ [ [
----------- A - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : ———g el —————eg - m——————p = e e
Other Asphalt s 0 :- 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ¢ ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
Surfaces : l: ' ' ] ' ] ' ' ] ' : ] ' ' '
----------- A - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : - R T e e - fm——————p == e
Other Non- 0 :- 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ° ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
Asphalt Surfaces , :: . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000




CalEEMod Version: CalEEM0d.2016.3.2

Berkshire Creek Restoration Project - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Unmitigated

Electricity J| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr
City Park ' 0 :- 0.0000 * 0.0000 + 0.0000 ! 0.0000
: u : : '

' i [ [ [
"""""" Fess===w d d = === ===
Other Asphalt 0 :- 0.0000 +* 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000

Surfaces , i : : .

' i [ [ [
----------------- " d " == == ==
Other Non- ' 0 :- 0.0000 +* 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000

Asphalt Surfaces | i : : :
[0 [
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Mitigated
Electricity J| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MTlyr
City Park ! 0 :: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
' 'Y [ [ ]
----------- A - fm——————p e e
Other Asphalt  * 0 :- 0.0000 * 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000
Surfaces . i : : :
----------- R : b e e e a
Other Non- ' 0 :- 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000 ! 0.0000
Asphalt Surfaces | i : . .
M
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

6.0 Area Detall
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated = 4.2400e- + 0.0000 + 4.0000e- + 0.0000 + '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 * 7.0000e- * 7.0000e- * 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 8.0000e-
o003 . \ 005 . : : : : ' : . 005 ; 005 : . 005
Fe e —————— —————— —————— m—————— —————— —————— —————— —————— —————— g e ————————— _—————— —————— L
Unmitigated = 4.2400e- * 0.0000 * 4.0000e- * 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 = 0.0000 + 7.0000e- * 7.0000e- * 0.0000 +* 0.0000 + 8.0000e-
- 003 ., . 005 . . : : : : : . . 005 | 005 : . 005
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr
Architectural = 6.1000e- 1 ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 - '+ 0.0000 + 0.0000 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000
Coating w004 . : : . : : . : . . : : :
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : m——k s e jmm————eg - fm——————p == a s
Consumer = 3.6300e- * ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Products w003 . : : . : : . : ' . : : .
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : m——k e jmm——— g - fm—————— - e a s
Landscaping = 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 4.0000e- * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 - '+ 0.0000 + 0.0000 0.0000 +* 7.0000e- * 7.0000e- * 0.0000 * 0.0000 + 8.0000e-
L1} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 1 L} L} L}
L 1] 1] 1 005 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 005 1 005 1] 1] L} 005
- 1
Total 4.2400e- 0.0000 4.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 7.0000e- | 7.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 8.0000e-
003 005 005 005 005
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6.2 Area by SubCategory

Mitigated
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural = 6.1000e- ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Coating w004 . : : . : : . : . . : : :
----------- n ———————a : ———————n : ———————n : ke m e ———egy : ————— e m - o
Consumer = 3.6300e- * ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
- ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' '

Products - 003 ' ] ' ' ] ' ' ] ' ' ] ' ' '
----------- n —————— : ———————n : ———————n : et B Tt : = m
Landscaping = 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 4.0000e- * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 0.0000 + 7.0000e- * 7.0000e- * 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 8.0000e-

- ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' '
L 1] 1] 1 005 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 005 1 005 1] 1] L} 005
- 1
Total 4.2400e- 0.0000 4.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 7.0000e- | 7.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 8.0000e-
003 005 005 005 005

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
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Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Category MT/yr
Mitigated = 199842 1+ 3.5000e- ' 7.0000e- * 20.0144
- i 004 ; 005
----------- O T T T R
Unmitigated = 19.9842  3.5000e- * 7.0000e- * 20.0144
- 1 004 . 005
7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated
Indoor/Out}| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use
Land Use Mgal MT/yr
City Park ' o/ :- 19.9842 ' 3.5000e- ' 7.0000e- * 20.0144
V 2.38296 i \ 004 , 005 ,
----------- A ———————n Fmmma
Other Asphalt + 0/0 :- 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Surfaces . i : . :
----------- A ———————n Fmmmma
Other Non- + 0/0 & 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000
[ [ [ [] [
Asphalt Surfaces , b ' ' '
h
Total 19.9842 3.5000e- | 7.0000e- 20.0144

004

005
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Berkshire Creek Restoration Project - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

7.2 Water by Land Use

Mitigated
Indoor/Out}| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use
Land Use Mgal MT/yr
CityPark + 0/ & 199842 + 35000e- ! 7.0000e- ' 20.0144
1 2.38296 , 004 , 005
' [N [ [ [
Other Asphalt 1+ 0/0 b 00000 * 00000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
Surfaces ' o . . .
----------- — ———————g Femmmm—
OtherNon- * 0/0 & 00000 * 00000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000
Asphalt Surfaces | o : , :
[ [
Total 19.9842 | 3.5000e- | 7.0000e- | 20.0144
004 005

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
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Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
MT/yr
Mitigated = 0.0345 ' 2.0400e- * 0.0000 * 0.0855
- L] 003 1 L]
- L} 1 1]
- 1 1 1
----------- B = == = e = == === = = ===
Unmitigated = 0.0345  2.0400e- * 0.0000 * 0.0855
- . 003 :
8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated
Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed
Land Use tons MT/yr
City Park v 0.17 & 0.0345 1 2.0400e- * 0.0000 * 0.0855
[ i [ ] [
. b v 003 :
----------- A ———————n A
Other Asphalt s 0 :- 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Surfaces . i : : .
----------- A ———————n A
Other Non- 0 & 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
[ i [ ] [
Asphalt Surfaces , b ' ' '
M
Total 0.0345 2.0400e- 0.0000 0.0855

003
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Mitigated
Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20O CO2e
Disposed
Land Use tons MT/yr
CityPark + 017 & 00345 ' 2.0400e- * 0.0000 ' 0.0855
: u . 003 .
----------- (A ———————n
Other Asphalt 0 & 00000 * 0.000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000
Surfaces , i : . .
___________ |______l: : ———— : e e.
Other Non- 0 & 00000 : 0.000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000
Asphalt Surfaces | i : . .
[0 [
Total 0.0345 | 2.0400e- | 0.0000 0.0855
003
9.0 Operational Offroad
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
10.0 Stationary Equipment
Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
Boilers
Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number
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11.0 Vegetation
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Project Characteristics - .

Land Use - conservative estimates of land use acreage
Construction Phase - Overlapping phasing

Off-road Equipment - .

Off-road Equipment - .

Off-road Equipment - .

Off-road Equipment - .

Off-road Equipment - .

Trips and VMT - Trips from Traffic Memo. Assuming 10CY/12.5 ton trucks.
Demolition - .

Grading - .

Vehicle Trips - No new trips

Area Coating -

Energy Use -

Water And Wastewater - Default

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation -

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tbIConstructionPhase . NumbDays . 20.00 3.00
"""" iConstructonPhase 1 T Numbaye T 6.00 T 000 T
"""" iConstructonPhase 1 T Numbaye T 10.00 T 000 T
"""" iConstructonPhase 1 T Numbaye T 10.00 R
"""" iConstructonPhase 1 T Numbaye T 3.00 R
"""" iConstructionPhase + T Nimbayeweek T 5.00 R
"""" iConstructionPhase + T Nimbayeweek T 5.00 R
"""" iConstructionPhase + T Nimbayeweek T 5.00 R
"""" iConstrucionPhase x T Nimbayeweek T 5.00 T 00 T
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tbiConstructionPhase

tbITripsAndVMT

NumDaysWeek

HaulingTripNumber

2.00

3.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

2.00

2.00

2.00

2.00

2.00

1.00

3.00

3.00

1.00

1.00

4.00

6.00

20.00

20.00

20.00

20.00

20.00

-+

46.00
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tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber . 8.00

3.00

5.00

22.75

16.74

tbIVehicleTrips . WD_TR 1.89 ' 0.00

2.0 Emissions Summary
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Berkshire Creek Restoration Project - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2019 E: 4.9428 ! 41.2554 1 34.1369 ! 0.0806 ! 4.3514 ! 1.6133 ! 5.9647 ! 0.7763 ! 1.5037 ! 2.2800 0.0000 :8,159.056 ! 8,159.056: 1.7232 ! 0.0000 ! 8,202.136
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 ] [} 1 [} L] g 1 9 [} [} L} 4
- 1
Maximum 4.9428 41.2554 34.1369 0.0806 4.3514 1.6133 5.9647 0.7763 1.5037 2.2800 0.0000 8,159.056 | 8,159.056 1.7232 0.0000 8,202.136
9 9 4
Mitigated Construction
ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2019 E: 49428 1 412554 ' 341369 ' 0.0806 ' 2.5068 ! 1.6133 ! 4.1201 ! 04970 ! 15037 ' 2.0007 0.0000 :8,159.056!8,159.056 ' 1.7232 ! 0.0000 ! 8,202.136
- L} 1 L} 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] g 1 9 1] 1] 1 4
Maximum 4.9428 41.2554 | 34.1369 0.0806 2.5068 1.6133 4.1201 0.4970 1.5037 2.0007 0.0000 | 8,159.056 | 8,159.056 | 1.7232 0.0000 | 8,202.136
9 9 4
ROG NOx co S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 42.39 0.00 30.93 35.98 0.00 12.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
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Berkshire Creek Restoration Project - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area = 00233 * 0.0000 t 3.1000e- + 0.0000 * 1 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 + 6.6000e- ' 6.6000e- + 0.0000 1 '+ 7.0000e-
o : \ o004 . : ' : : : : . 004 | o004 : . 004
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ———k e m e ———e gy : fm——————p e === a s
Energy " 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 : 0.0000
L1} L} 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ———k e m e ———mgy : m——————— = e e
Mobile " 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000
L1} L} 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
- 1
Total 0.0233 0.0000 3.1000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 6.6000e- | 6.6000e- 0.0000 0.0000 7.0000e-
004 004 004 004
Mitigated Operational
ROG NOXx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area = 0.0233  0.0000 1 3.1000e- + 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.000 ¢ ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ! 6.6000e- 1 6.6000e- ¢ 0.0000 ! ! 7.0000e-
- ' ¢ 004, ' ' ' ' ' ' . 004 , o004 , ' 004
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et EEEE R P : ————— e m -
Energy = 0.000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ¢ ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 0.000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- L} 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : e m e ——— gy : ———————— e
Mobile = 0.000 : 0.000 : 0.000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000  0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ' 0.0000
- L} 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
Total 0.0233 0.0000 3.1000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 6.6000e- | 6.6000e- 0.0000 0.0000 7.0000e-
004 004 004 004
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ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
3.0 Construction Detail
Construction Phase
Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 *Demolition *Demolition :9/1/2019 19/4/2019 ! 6! 3!
2 T Trenching/Ste Preparation | +Site Preparation | 1972009 ;5/_372-51_9__--__'i_""_"es'?""""_"""z';' I
3 fGrading T i Gmaing T ieons 25/'22172'0'15'"""E"""'%’E""""'""z'E{E' I
4 Paving Bridgefinrasiucture | tPaving | 19010 216/'572'0'15'"""E"""'%’E""""'"'EE{E' I
5 fpaving Road T SPaving Yo1/2016 59/2/2019 I ei 1I """""""""""""

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 1

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 (Architectural

Coating — sqft)

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor
Demolition *Concrete/Industrial Saws ! 1 8.00! 81! 0.73
Demolion Excavaors T e 5.001 Toer T 0.38
Demolion *Rubber Tred Dozers e 5.001 Sar T 0.40
Demolion FTractorsiLoadersiBackhoss e 5.001 g7 0.37
Trenching/Site Preparation Cranes 0! S3n T 0.29
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Berkshire Creek Restoration Project - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

Trenching/Site Preparation

Paving Road

=Forklifts ! 0 ! 89!
EGenerator Sets : ---------------- 0 i ----------- 84?
-Graders :“-“““““““0 ----------- 8. (-)55 187§
-Rubber Tired Dozers :“-“““““““0 ----------- 8- (-)65 2475
:Scrapers :“-“““““““0 ----------- 8. (-)55 367§
-Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes :“-“““““““0 ----------- 8- (-)65 975
-Trenchers :“-“““““““1 ----------- 8. (-)55 78§
-Welders :“-“““““““0 -------------- i 46§
'Bore/Drlll Rigs r----------------l ----------- 8- (-)6§ 221§
:Excavators :“-“““““““2 ----------- 8. (-)55 158§
-Graders :“-“““““““0 ----------- 8. (-)55 187§
-Rubber Tired Dozers :“-“““““““0 ----------- 8- (-)65 2475
-Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes :“-“““““““0 ----------- 8- (-)65 975
-Cement and Mortar Mixers :“-“““““““0 ----------- 6- (-)65 95
:Excavators :“-“““““““1 ----------- 8. (-)55 158§
:Pavers e 5,001 150!
-Pavmg Equipment :“-“““““““0 ----------- 6- (-)65 1325
-Rollers e 6.00! 0,
-Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes :“-“““““““0 ----------- 8- (-)65 975
-Aerompressors :“-“““““““0 ----------- 6- (-)65 785
-Cement and Mortar Mixers :“-“““““““0 ----------- 6- (-)65 95
:Pavers T 5,001 150!
-Pavmg Equipment :“-“““““““0 ----------- 6- (-)65 1325
-Rollers T 5,001 0,
:Tractors/Loaders/ Backhoes I 0 8.00 I 97 !

Trips and VMT
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip JHauling Trip | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip | Hauling Trip | Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle Class | Vehicle Class
Demolition . 3: 15.00! 0.00 155.00: 14.70: 6.90! 8.00!LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix {HHDT
---------------- : e (LT LT T - s LT T T LT LT T T Ty
Trenching/Site . 1:r 6.00! 0.00 0.00: 14.7OE 6.90! 8.00!LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix {HHDT
Rroparction oo ... : ol e e m e e e i = - S, |mmmmmm———————— Jmmmmmmea- [
Grading . 3:r 15.00! 0.00 187.00: 14.7OE 6.90! 8.00!LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix {HHDT
---------------- : e o gy I- e
Paving . i 6.00" 0.00 0.00* 14.701 6.90! 8.00'LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix {HHDT
Rridnolinfragtoichire g H : : + : ; + [
Paving Road . 2! 9.00: 0.00: 0.00: 14.70: 6.90! 8.00!LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix 'HHDT
3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
Water Exposed Area
3.2 Demolition - 2019
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust : ! ! ! ! 3.3454 + 0.0000 ! 3.3454 : 05065 ! 0.0000 : 0.5065 ! ' 0.0000 ! ! ' 0.0000
- R o : o o : I S : o : o
Off-Road = 09835 ! 89523 : 10.2286 ! 0.0166 ! ' 04881 ' 04881 ! ! 04674 1 0.4674 ' 1,614.916 1 1,614.916 + 0.3651 ! ' 1,624.045
- ' : ' : : ' : ' : . 8 . 8 : .4
Total 0.9835 8.9523 10.2286 0.0166 3.3454 0.4881 3.8335 0.5065 0.4674 0.9739 1,614.916 | 1,614.916 | 0.3651 1,624.045
8 8 4
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3.2 Demolition - 2019
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling = 02651 + 03784 1 1.9874 + 0.0191 + 0.3620 + 0.0263 1 0.3883 + 0.0993 + 0.0252 + 0.1244 v 2,067.779 1 2,067.779 v  0.1900 + 2,072.530
- : : : : : : : : : A A : 3
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— ey ———————n -
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————— : ———— ey f———————— -
Worker : 0.0610 ! 0.6637 : 1.7200e- ! 0.1677 ! 1.4500e- : 0.1691 ! 0.0445 : 1.3300e- ! 0.0458 ! 171.3196 ! 171.3196 : 5.8900e- ! ! 171.4670
' ' v 003, 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.3482 9.4393 2.6511 0.0208 0.5297 0.0277 0.5574 0.1438 0.0265 0.1702 2,239.099 | 2,239.099 | 0.1959 2,243.997
4 4 3
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 15054 : 00000 ! 15054 : 0.2279 ! 0.0000 @ 0.2279 ' ' 0.0000 ! ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - eaan) ———————n : S
Off-Road ! 89523 : 102286 ! 0.0166 ! ! 04881 1 04881 ! ! 04674 ' 0.4674 0.0000 :1,614.9161,614.916! 0.3651 ! ! 1,624.045
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 8 1] 8 1 1] 1] 4
Total 0.9835 8.9523 10.2286 0.0166 1.5054 0.4881 1.9935 0.2279 0.4674 0.6953 0.0000 | 1,614.916 | 1,614.916 | 0.3651 1,624.045
8 8 4
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3.2 Demolition - 2019
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.2651 ! 9.3784 ' 1.9874 ! 0.0191 ' 0.3620 ' 0.0263 ! 0.3883 ' 0.0993 ! 0.0252 ' 0.1244 ' 2,067.779 ' 2,067.779 ! 0.1900 ' 1 2,072.530
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] 7 [} 7 1 [} L] 3
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ———— ey ———————n -
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ———— ey f———————— -
Worker : 0.0610 ! 0.6637 : 1.7200e- ! 0.1677 ! 1.4500e- : 0.1691 ! 0.0445 : 1.3300e- ! 0.0458 ! 171.3196 ! 171.3196 : 5.8900e- ! ! 171.4670
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.3482 9.4393 2.6511 0.0208 0.5297 0.0277 0.5574 0.1438 0.0265 0.1702 2,239.099 | 2,239.099 | 0.1959 2,243.997
4 4 3
3.3 Trenching/Site Preparation - 2019
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! * 0.0000 : 0.000 ! 0.000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ! ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : romm-a--
Off-Road ! 39173 + 26391 1 3.3700e- ! ! 02962 1 02962 ! 102725 + 0.2725 ' 333.8536 ! 333.8536 | 0.1056 ! ! 336.4943
1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.4343 3.9173 2.6391 3.3700e- 0.0000 0.2962 0.2962 0.0000 0.2725 0.2725 333.8536 | 333.8536 | 0.1056 336.4943
003
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3.3 Trenching/Site Preparation - 2019
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' : 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ———— ey ———————n -
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n f———————n : ———— ey ———————n -
Worker : 0.0244 ! 0.2655 : 6.9000e- ! 0.0671 ! 5.8000e- : 0.0676 ! 0.0178 : 5.3000e- ! 0.0183 ! 68.5279 ! 68.5279 : 2.3600e- ! ! 68.5868
' ' v 004, 004, ' v 004, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0332 0.0244 0.2655 6.9000e- 0.0671 5.8000e- 0.0676 0.0178 5.3000e- 0.0183 68.5279 | 68.5279 | 2.3600e- 68.5868
004 004 004 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! * 0.0000 : 0.000 ! 0.000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ! ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e -] ———————n : romm-a--
Off-Road ! 39173 + 26391 1 3.3700e- ! ! 02962 1 02962 ! 102725 + 0.2725 0.0000 : 333.8536 ' 333.8536 ! 0.1056 ! ! 336.4943
1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.4343 3.9173 2.6391 3.3700e- 0.0000 0.2962 0.2962 0.0000 0.2725 0.2725 0.0000 | 333.8536 | 333.8536 | 0.1056 336.4943

003
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3.3 Trenching/Site Preparation - 2019
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000
1 L} 1 L} 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n :
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 L} 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n :
Worker : 0.0244 ! 0.2655 : 6.9000e- ! 0.0671 ! 5.8000e- : 0.0676 ! 0.0178 : 5.3000e- ! 0.0183 ! 68.5279 ! 68.5279 : 2.3600e- ! ! 68.5868
' ' v 004, 004, ' 004, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0332 0.0244 0.2655 6.9000e- 0.0671 5.8000e- 0.0676 0.0178 5.3000e- 0.0183 68.5279 | 68.5279 | 2.3600e- 68.5868
004 004 004 003
3.4 Grading - 2019
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 8.4700e- ! 0.0000 ! 8.4700e- ! 1.2800e- ! 0.0000 ! 1.2800e- ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 003 1] 1 003 1] 003 1 1] 003 L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : rm-mma-
Off-Road ! 9.0555 @ 85934 1 00197 ! 03634 1 03634 ! ! 03343 : 0.3343 11,949.511111,949.51111  0.6168 ! 1 1,964.931
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1] 2
Total 0.8009 9.0555 8.5934 0.0197 8.4700e- 0.3634 0.3718 1.2800e- 0.3343 0.3356 1,949.511 | 1,949.511 | 0.6168 1,964.931
003 003 1 1 2
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3.4 Grading - 2019
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling = 00480 ' 1.6972 1 0.3597 + 3.4600e- *+ 0.0655 + 4.7600e- * 0.0703 + 0.0180 + 4.5500e- + 0.0225 v 374.2014 1+ 374.2014 v 0.0344 v 375.0611
L 1] 1 L} 1 L} L} 1 L} 1 L} L] L} 1 L} L}
' ' 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' ' ' '
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n :
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 L} 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e} ———————n :
Worker : 0.0610 ! 0.6637 : 1.7200e- ! 0.1677 ! 1.4500e- : 0.1691 ! 0.0445 : 1.3300e- ! 0.0458 ! 171.3196 ! 171.3196 : 5.8900e- ! ! 171.4670
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.1310 1.7582 1.0234 5.1800e- 0.2332 6.2100e- 0.2394 0.0624 5.8800e- 0.0683 545.5211 | 545.5211 0.0403 546.5281
003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 3.8100e- ! 0.0000 ! 3.8100e- ! 5.8000e- ! 0.0000 ! 5.8000e- ! ! 0.0000 ! ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 003 1] 1 003 1] 004 1 1] 004 L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - eaan) ———————n : rm-mma-
Off-Road ! 9.0555 : 85934 1 00197 1 ! 03634 1 03634 ! ! 03343 : 0.3343 0.0000 :1,949.5111:1,949.511! 0.6168 ! 1 1,964.931
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] l 1 1] 2
Total 0.8009 9.0555 8.5934 0.0197 3.8100e- 0.3634 0.3672 5.8000e- 0.3343 0.3349 0.0000 | 1,949.511 | 1,949.511| 0.6168 1,964.931
003 004 1 1 2
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3.4 Grading - 2019
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling = 00480 ' 1.6972 1 0.3597 + 3.4600e- *+ 0.0655 + 4.7600e- * 0.0703 + 0.0180 + 4.5500e- + 0.0225 v 374.2014 v 374.2014 v 0.0344 + 375.0611
L1 ) L} 1 L} L} 1 L} 1 L} L] L} 1 L} L}
' ' 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' ' ' '
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n :
Vendor ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 L} L} 1 ] 1 ] L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e} ———————n :
Worker ! 0.0610 ! 0.6637 ! 1.7200e- ! 0.1677 ! 1.4500e- ! 0.1691 ! 0.0445 ! 1.3300e- ! 0.0458 ! 171.3196 ! 171.3196 ! 5.8900e- ! ! 171.4670
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.1310 1.7582 1.0234 5.1800e- 0.2332 6.2100e- 0.2394 0.0624 5.8800e- 0.0683 5455211 | 545.5211 | 0.0403 546.5281
003 003 003
3.5 Paving Bridge/Infrastructure - 2019
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 5: 0.2607 ! 2.6819 @ 3.2632 ! 5.1600e- ! ¢ 01293 1 0.1293 ! 01190 @ 0.1190 ' 511.1256 ! 511.1256 1 0.1617 ! ! 515.1684
1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Paving ! ! ! ! : 0.0000 1 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ! ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.3044 2.6819 3.2632 5.1600e- 0.1293 0.1293 0.1190 0.1190 511.1256 | 511.1256 | 0.1617 515.1684
003
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3.5 Paving Bridge/Infrastructure - 2019

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' : 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ———— ey ———————n -
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n f———————n : ———— ey ———————n -
Worker : 0.0244 ! 0.2655 : 6.9000e- ! 0.0671 ! 5.8000e- : 0.0676 ! 0.0178 : 5.3000e- ! 0.0183 ! 68.5279 ! 68.5279 : 2.3600e- ! ! 68.5868
' ' v 004, 004, ' v 004, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0332 0.0244 0.2655 6.9000e- 0.0671 5.8000e- 0.0676 0.0178 5.3000e- 0.0183 68.5279 | 68.5279 | 2.3600e- 68.5868
004 004 004 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 5: 0.2607 ! 2.6819 @ 3.2632 ! 5.1600e- ! ¢ 01293 1 0.1293 ! 01190 @ 0.1190 0.0000 : 511.1256 : 511.1256 ! 0.1617 ! ! 515.1684
1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Paving ! ! ! ! : 0.0000 1 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ! +0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.3044 2.6819 3.2632 5.1600e- 0.1293 0.1293 0.1190 0.1190 0.0000 | 511.1256 | 511.1256 | 0.1617 515.1684

003
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3.5 Paving Bridge/Infrastructure - 2019
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' : 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— ey ———————n -
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n - ———————n f———————n : ———— ey ———————n -
Worker : 0.0244 ! 0.2655 : 6.9000e- ! 0.0671 ! 5.8000e- : 0.0676 ! 0.0178 : 5.3000e- ! 0.0183 ! 68.5279 ! 68.5279 : 2.3600e- ! ! 68.5868
' ' v 004, 004, ' v 004, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0332 0.0244 0.2655 6.9000e- 0.0671 5.8000e- 0.0676 0.0178 5.3000e- 0.0183 68.5279 | 68.5279 | 2.3600e- 68.5868
004 004 004 003
3.6 Paving Road - 2019
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 5: 0.5143 1 5.3655 ! 4.8090 ! 7.3200e- ! * 03003 1 0.3003 ! ! 02763 ' 0.2763 ' 725.1820 ! 725.1820 1 0.2294 ! 730.9180
1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Paving ! ! ! ! : 0.0000 1 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ! + 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 1.8243 5.3655 4.8090 7.3200e- 0.3003 0.3003 0.2763 0.2763 725.1820 | 725.1820 | 0.2294 730.9180

003
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3.6 Paving Road - 2019
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ' 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 @ 0.0000 : 0.0000
1 L} 1 L} L} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : R
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 L} L} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - ———————n : At
Worker : 0.0366 ! 0.3982 : 1.0300e- ! 0.1006 ! 8.7000e- : 0.1015 ! 0.0267 : 8.0000e- ! 0.0275 ! 102.7918 ! 102.7918 : 3.5400e- ! ! 102.8802
' ' v 003, 004, ' 004, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0498 0.0366 0.3982 1.0300e- 0.1006 8.7000e- 0.1015 0.0267 8.0000e- 0.0275 102.7918 | 102.7918 | 3.5400e- 102.8802
003 004 004 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 5: 0.5143 1 5.3655 ! 4.8090 ! 7.3200e- ! * 03003 1 0.3003 ! ! 02763 ' 0.2763 0.0000 : 725.1820 : 725.1820 ! 0.2294 ! 730.9180
1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Paving ! ! ! ! : 0.0000 1 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ! ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 1.8243 5.3655 4.8090 7.3200e- 0.3003 0.3003 0.2763 0.2763 0.0000 | 725.1820 | 725.1820 | 0.2294 730.9180
003
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ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
f e —————— ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
feee e —————— f———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————— - F==m
Worker = (0.0498 + 0.0366 ' 0.3982 1 1.0300e- * 0.1006 + 8.7000e- * 0.1015 +* 0.0267 ' 8.0000e- * 0.0275 1 102.7918 v 102.7918 + 3.5400e- ' 102.8802
- ' : \ 003 . Vo004 : V004 . . : \ 003 . :
Total 0.0498 0.0366 0.3982 1.0300e- 0.1006 8.7000e- 0.1015 0.0267 8.0000e- 0.0275 102.7918 | 102.7918 | 3.5400e- 102.8802
003 004 004 003

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Maobile
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ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Totalco2| cH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
- 1 L} 1 L} L} 1 L} 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- v At i i i i i e e e e T B T T et .
Unmitigated - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 . ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
City Park ; 0.00 ! 0.00 0.00 . .
Other Asphalt Surfaces ; 0.00 ' 0.00 0.00 . .
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces ' 0.00 ! 0.00 0.00 . .
Total | 0.00 0.00 0.00 | |
4.3 Trip Type Information
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-Wor C-W | H-Sor C-C | H-O or C-NW [H-W or C-W| H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
City Park * 1660 ' 840 ! 6.90 * 3300 ' 4800 I  19.00  : 66 . 28 : 6
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE R RN EpEe————————— re————————— Feeemmmaaaa ———————— - femmmmmaena emmmmmmaaan R e
Other Asphalt Surfaces . 16.60 ! 8.40 ! 6.90 . 0.00 ! 0.00 0.00 . 0 . 0 . 0
R R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEp e Fememmmaaaa wemmmaaaaa- o S T R R e
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 16.60 ! 8.40 ! 6.90 . 0.00 ! 0.00 ' 0.00 . 0 . 0 . 0

4.4 Fleet Mix
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Land Use I LDA I LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH
City Park * 0.547726% 0.0454371 0.201480f 0.122768; 0.016614; 0.006090{ 0.019326¢ 0.029174{ 0.002438{ 0.002359¢ 0.005005{ 0.000677{ 0.000907
....................... . S S SRSy SSUIN SNSRI SRRSO SRS RS SNSRI SRR SRR SRS SRR SR NP
Other Asphalt Surfaces * 0.547726% 0.0454371 0.201480f 0.122768; 0.016614; 0.006090{ 0.019326¢ 0.029174{ 0.002438{ 0.002359¢ 0.005005{ 0.000677{ 0.000907

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 2 0.547726% 0.045437:

0.201480! 0.122768: 0.016614' 0.006090: 0.019326: 0.029174: 0.002438: 0.002359: 0.005005: 0.000677: 0.000907

5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

Unmitigated

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day

NaturalGas = 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.000 : 0.0000 ¢  0.0000 1 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 * 0.0000 : 0.000 ! 0.000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000

Mitigated :: [ : [] : : [] : [] : : : [] : :

L 1] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1] 1 1 1 1

----------- B = = = = = e e e e e e e e e e e e = aE - e e e ——————p == ===

NaturalGas == 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ' 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
City Park ' 0 E: 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000
[ i ' ' [ ' [ ' ' [ ' [ [ ' ' [
----------- A - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : - o - fm—————— e e
Other Asphalt 0 :- 0.0000 +* 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 - '+ 0.0000 + 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Surfaces . i : : . : . : : . : . . : : .
----------- A - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : - R o - fm—————— e s
Other Non- ' 0 & 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 -+ '+ 0.0000 + 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 + 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
[ i [ [ [] [ [] [ [ [] [ [ [] [ [ ]
Asphalt Surfaces , i ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' '
' '
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Mitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
City Park ' 0 E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
' 'Y [ [ ] [ ] [ [ ] [ ' ] [ [ [
----------- A - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : R - m——————p = e e
Other Asphalt s 0 :- 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Surfaces . i . . : . : . . : . . : . . :
----------- A - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : R - m——————p e s e
Other Non- 0 :- 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Asphalt Surfaces ; i . . : . : . . : . . : . . .
ks
To