Comment summary Draft EIR By Yael Pardess

This not a Water Reuse Project. Water will be DIVERTED, cleaned and used free, by a golf course who SHOULD be using RE-
USED /RECYCLED water.

Instead, Pasadena is using public funds, that requires them to engage with the community. Instead, they are ignoring the
community’s request not to destroy an environment, its demands to save this park and restore it naturally. Pasadena is ready to
destroy a beautiful mature forest without truly analysis the impact of this loss, without any benefits to LA or the nearby
residents. Pasadena plans instead, to further deplete an already depleted river, especially in dry seasons, to water a golf course
and Irrigate their parks, who should have already been using recycled water and not precious river water.

Stormwater flow that normally replenished the aquifer; is not addressed. We are loosing this precious flow to concrete channels.
This project will not store, clean or infiltrate stormwater. Instead- pools are designed for a limited flow, and very limited
infiltration. San Pascual pools are artificially designed reservoirs. Stormwater- if allowed in, will be returned to river minimally
treated.

In San Rafael- the capacity of water storage or infiltration is even more limited. Most of AS-4 1, (not a high priority outfall), will
not be treated and will flow into the Arroyo. This project may look like a wetland but will not act like a natural wetland.

Both areas will have to ensure that water does not stand still to prevent mosquitos. Treatment proposed (pg |03) may harm
amphibians that eat the larva. These creatures are the ecological natural solution for this problem. San Pascual does not have a
mosquito issue right now because of its aquatic creatures, ighored or not given their due ecological importance by an
inadequate Biological survey (pg |86).

The projects design is problematic on many counts and does not offer a true nature based solution.

The Objectives list includes: water clean up, trail restoration, native habitat restoration, but completely dismiss or ignore the
human impacts, the ecological impacts and the historical impacts. The fact are- clean water will only be used by a golf course, the
community will bear the impacts, the habitat will be lost, trees will take years to mature to produce the ecological benefits they

produce now, the river will dry up, future restoration will not be possible. The solution to a neglected but beautiful and
functioning wetland, is not its destruction, but attention, care, and restoration.

topics highlighted in red.
EIR quotes in white
Comments in or blue



Wildlife Corridor Rty

throughout the suburban landscape. Therefore, the survey area is not expected to support a critical
regional movement pathway for any local native species.

EIR has underestimated the impact this project will have on wildlife movement and life. EIR states it is a disturbed area and
therefore impacts will not be significant. EIR has not done an inadequate biological study of the area or observed all the
animals that use SP and SR as their habitat.

Biological survey has not observed animals we see regularly, like coyotes, bats or fish or the great blue heron. INaturalist
members have documented many sightings including crayfish. Observations must happen often, not twice, and at night too.

Both San Pascual and San Rafael parks are part of the
WILDLIFE CORRIDOR
connecting the San Gabriel mountains and Debs Park.
Destroying two parks for two years of demolition,
uprooting trees, increasing noise, and eliminating the
water flow, will have a detrimental impact on the wildlife
corridor and all the animals that depend on it for their
survival,

'Golf Course'




Impacts resulting from forest destruction

EIR has not adequately and realistically addressed how the massive tree removal will impact the area in terms
of wildlife loss, worsening air quality, loss of shade, permanent heat island, dust, and light pollution that will last
years. Labeling this impact as non significant is unrealistic and irresponsible.

No amount of mitigations will replace this habitat.

* The project intends to remove 86% of the existing trees in the area.
* 130 mature trees including | | protected Oaks, 6 Sycamores, 6 Elderberries 2 toyons), plus bushes, understory habitat, and
smaller trees, which will decimate a local ecosystem.

 This forest reduces heat, noise, and pollution. Even the Palm trees removal will be impactful. They are home for birds and
bats.

* It will take 20-50 years for young replacement trees to recapture the benefits of a mature canopy to the community. Some
trees are 80-100 years old.




Impacts resulting from forest destruction

Summary of tree Impacts pg 533- 536

Page 536- “this area does not represent a native woodland community and does not function
as high-value habitat. The clustered trees on site occur within a small, isolated urban setting
and are composed largely of non-native ornamental palms and other introduced species. As
a result, the tree clusters lack the structural and biological characteristics that define native
woodland habitat, such as multi-layered canopy development, native forage resources, and
a diverse understory. Due to the non-native species composition, absence of native habitat
structure, and lack of connectivity to surrounding natural areas, the existing tree clusters
support low biological value. Wildlife use in these areas is generally limited to common
urban-tolerant species that rely on developed landscapes rather than native plant
communities. The presence of non-native palm trees in a cluster does not, on its own,
indicate elevated habitat value. Habitat value is based on ecological function, species
composition, and landscape context.”

Pg 533-Wildlife Movement

Implementation of the Project components would create a temporary constraint to localized
wildlife movement during construction. Local wildlife may avoid the sites during periods of
higher than usual noise and activity in general as is expected during site construction.
However, given the small size of the sites, most wildlife are expected to utilize a variety of
alternative routes through the area with little to no impact on daily routines. Following
construction, the Project is not expected to create any additional constraints to wildlife
movement and local wildlife are expected to move throughout the Project sites and
surrounding areas in a similar manner to existing conditions. Therefore, impacts on
temporary and long-term wildlife movement would be considered less than significant

EIR dismisses the value of this mixed forest as a value habitat, because of the presence of non native trees.(!)
EIR mentions a non connectivity issue. The destruction of this park will kill everything that remains alive in this
forest. The newly created isolated exposed pond will not be a safe inviting habitat for several years. Animal
movement and their variety will be greatly reduced for years and may never re-establish itself.

For the animals that live in San Pascual- this forest is a value habitat.

map of trees removed clearly shows the devastating impact of the 86% planned tree removal. Pg 655

How can EIR state that this has no impact! regardless of the type of tree, EIR does not account for the total loss
of a habitat that supports a wide variety of wildlife. This forest help combat heat and air pollution. Two years of
construction and no water and extreme exposure to sun, will compromise the remaining trees.




Historic use and water rights

EIR and MND say different things about water used by the
Gold Course

EIR page 65

EIR did not resolve these issues:

How does Golf course currently irrigates their lawns!?

Are they, or are they not, taking water from the diversion now!?
And if so how much, how much per year/per month.

By how much would this use expand as noted in MND?

What is the source of the water flowing into the Golf Cch\
pond and stream!?

What is the source of the water falling into the Arroyo, from
the Golf Course, and why is it more polluted than the water
coming out of San Pascual?

If historic use is the deciding factor; Why isn't the cleanup
facility installed only at the golf course instead of San Pascual?
Why does the exit flow from the Golf Course, into the Arroyo
change its output volume from day to day!?

s storm capture still planned for this project! (See red arrows)

MND page 18



VWetland recreation

Design proposed is not a wetland recreation- this is a partially impermeable reservoir with doubled lined plastic, (blue(A) and
yellow areas(D))whose sole purpose is to direct and store water from the Arroyo on their way to the Golf Course.Very possibly,
most of the vear, the water will not rise beyond the yellow and dark blue levels. Landscape will need constant irrigation . This is
not a “nature based solution™. The infiltration will occur only during or after rain events, when water levels may rise to the light
blue level. Plants that are adapted to dryness will get flooded in winter. Plants that are adapted to wetland will need constant
irrigation in the long dry season. Currently the stream feeds and infiltrates ALL YEAR ROUND in a steady stream.

Plans

(Light blue)-Infiltration

/ wet weather only

(Darker blue)-
no Infiltration-Dry weather




Dry weather flow only capture

reach this level. It is unclear what #3 is doing.

Bottom portion of San Pascual pool shows the various pipes taking water out.

|. Pipes taking waters that reach the blue level (A). Area A has no infiltration. It is a lined pool. All the water is
flowing to the golf course and not returned to the Arroyo.

2. |f water levels rise during rain events, this pump(2), will take that overflow from area B and either store it or
return to Arroyo channel, while still pumping water to the golf course.

3. This pump Is located right under path. If water did reach this level, area would flood dangerously. Water may never

Conclusion- most of the year there may be
NO INFILTRATION in area B.

All wetland plants that depend on the water,
will require irrigation. (See next page)

All other plants will require irrigation year
round till established and must be monitored
to prevent drying.

The South Pasadena Golf Course has not
provided data about their past yearly water
use from the Arroyo.VWhat will prevent them
from taking more and storing more and
depleting the Arroyo further?

| am unclear as to how project will address
clean up of mud and silt accumulated in pools
after years of flooding events and how they
will prevent the pool slopes from sliding into
the bottom.




proposed Water usage

MND stated that water diverted to golf course would be 62 AF a year and total water capture would be

535 AF.
EIR states that there would be 30 AF to the Golf course and 32AF to The Arroyo Park. Totaling 62 either

way.

Page /28

NOP stated in PROJECT SUMMARY:
“stormwater management sites would result in an annual average water supply benefit of 320 acre-feet (AF). Of this, there would be

approximately 258 AF of groundwater recharge and approximately 30 AF(or less than |0 percent of captured water) would be captured off-
site for irrigation reuse at the golf course to reduce potable water demand..pg |13 and pg 48V

The Project would provide water quality benefits for multiple jurisdictions within the 5,005-acre drainage area in which the two sites are
located pg 12

* Water quantity diverted for irrigation i1s 62AF which are 20% of water diverted not 10%

* Is Is It stormwater or dry weather capture!

* Why isn't the Golf course already using grey recycled water like many worldwide golf course




Accumulative impacts Water diverted, stored, or infiltrated in more than 2 projects

San Rafael and San Pascual are not the only projects planned along the Arroyo with water capture, and diversion
for irrigation. In a recent Waterboard meeting, one of the board member warned about excessive water
withdrawal from the river, to such an extent that it would NOT function as a river anymore. I'd like to stress this
point further. Water cleanup is good, but water not returning to river is an over reach by Pasadena and South
Pasadena trying to secure future water at the cost of depleting the Arroyo.

These projects will impact the restoration of the Arroyo as a living river, and not as a concrete channel with little
to no water. There are current discussions and budget allocation to restore The Arroyo. A river without water
cannot be restored. The Steelhead trout cannot be restored without ample water.

Arroyo Park
Infiltration Gallery \

South Pasadena has a plan to turn the S. Pasadena Golf Course into a lush garden with many other upgrades costing
them twice as much as the San Rafael and San Pascual sites. VWhere will the water come from? VWhy are they not
using grey recycled water, as many golf courses around the world are already doing. VWhy deplete a river when cities
worldwide are recognizing the immense value in their rivers and restoring them?




Funding Arroyo Park infiltration gallery pg /

Mid Year report pg 5

&

s San Pascual already fully funded?! Feasibility report shows funding has not been disbursed yet




Other Arroyo projects

Other projects along the

Arroyo will impact rts water
levels and will create
accumulative impacts not
considered in EIR

Brookside

t#2 Arroyo Park

Wil use diverted water from S.P



Maintenance

Public comments requested detailed plans for maintenance for and beyond the 30Y commitments. EIR
states that equipment will be visited only once a month. Christina Monde told me it that sediments in
machinery will be cleaned every 6 months. How can we ascertain that this machinery- known for its noise
and smells- will be noiseless and odorless and well maintained during and beyond 30Y. How can the silt and
mud accumulating into the pools be cleaned?! Pasadena and South Pasadena have not demonstrated good
examples of maintenance for this area, so far. It is neglected, suffered from fires, encampments and trash.
South Pasadena has refused to participate in cleanup days, organized by Save San Pascual and CD 4. EIR
must provide a comprehensive maintenance plan during and beyond 307, including deposit of sediment and
trash and overall park maintenance.

Pumps (in red) are located in the LA portion of the park; a public parkland that South
Pasadena wants to receive in perpetuity.




Digging up old dump sites San Rafael

EIR has not analyzed what possibly harmful materials will be dug up and become
airborne. San Pascual will also excavate a deep pool and remove ancient deposits
that could contain harmful chemicals, which will become airborne.
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Priority outfalls

Load reduction study from 2016 identified 4 priority Outfalls were identified:

AS-15, AS-21, AS-41, and ARS-234

In 2024 a new Load Reduction study did not consider AS41 as a priority. (See image ULAR LRS)
The project Is based on data from 2012.

Shouldn’t project and funding be based on current data and additional 2026 information?

ULAR LRS Adaptation Plan_Revisions_2024.05.3 1 pg 44

A A

Additionally, | examined older 2018 data and compared with 2012-13 data. It appears that same outfall Ecoli count, varies greatly from
date to date.
QUESTIONS:

* Why was AS-41 singled out while so many outfalls show a substantial variation from season to season or day to day?

* Was AS-41 picked up to justify this project?

* Why has AS-41 changed to a wet weather priority if the project goal is a dry weather project by its design and amity to capture
Dry Weather flow only.

Examining 2 reports- next 2 pages:

2012- AS 40 was 370,000!!! [t is on the LA side, just north of San Pascual. And sometimes it is 0. (!)
2012- AS 234 was high- 23,000 (west of channel , south of Devil Gate)(2012)

2015- AS 173 very high 37,000- to only 74.

2012- AS 17 further south of SP 82,000 to none.

Why would the research prioritize one outfall versus others, if they all exhibit the same erratic counts?



Priority outfalls From Johnson Lake sampling report 2018 supplying the

water to AS-4|
It | read these counts correctly- Ecoli count is mostly UNDER the threshold of | 10




Priorrty outfalls

"Attachment B - Compiled Outfall Data” sent by Christina Monde shows an
erratic count for almost all outfalls, not just AS-4 1. It proves that all outfalls should be
treated at the source. Singling out one outfall, or a few, with old data from 2013 does
not give this project much validity.




Infiltration and water usage

EIR claims there will be greater infiltration at SP in new design.
“However, the treatment wetlands have been designed to optimize infiltration and would facilitate a greater amount of on-site
infiltration than in the existing condition” pg 48

This is doubtful. No study has been done to verify this. A natural constant stream such as we have now,
provides year round infiltration. Has it been quantified! A lined pool with wet-weather-only-infiltration will
provide very limited infiltration. We also do not know if proposed infiltration will penetrate the aquifer or flow

laterally as written in the geology report page 837.

EIR also states :Implementation of the Project would not result in the need for water, pg 48

This seems incorrect. EIR acknowledges they will use water to do dust suppression and irrigation. (Top pg 48
and 96) they will all need to water all plants for at least 3 years till established. | want to highlight that wetland
area plants may need constant if water levels are low.

More questions:

* What are the water quantities that will be used during and after construction? It doesnt seem like a small
Insignificant amount.

* Who will use the captured water besides the Golf Course?

* Has Pasadena reducing its water quantity to the Golf Course from 62 AF to 30AF



Green waste

EIR pg 48: There would be less than significant impacts, and no mitigation is
required. This topic will not be carried forward as a section in this EIR.

“The project will generate 3000 CY”’ (=81,000 CF) of green waste. For BOTH projects

Estimate- 900 tons https://calculator.academy/waste-weight-calculator/
= emitting 562.5 tons of CO2 https://wastebits.com/co’-calc

Basically a 55’x65°x22’ cube of green material.(plus/minus)

This quantity seems too little. San Pascual park alone is 180 feet at its widest and 550 feet long.

Most trees are 20-50 feet H.

Calculating this conservatively- 100'x400'x20’, | get 800,000 CF= 29,629CY.

Even If divided by 3 or 4 to compensate for space between trees and omit some saved trees, we still
get 7000 to 9,000 CY of green waste= 2100-3000 tons = 1313 to 1875 Tons of CO2.

Even if | erred in calculation and it should be divided by 5, it is almost 6000CY!!!

Even at its declared volume, 562 tons of CO2 emissions is significant, as it will
contributes to climate change and its associated impacts on the environment and human
health. Reducing such emissions is crucial to mitigate global warming effects. | would expect
the EIR to provide an honest evaluation of all the impacts from this destruction, but like
many iImpacts- it is disregarded.




ISl R eliifeles (Green House Gases

Threshold 3.5a Would the Project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment?

Conclusion: As such, the Project would have a less than cumulatively considerable impact with respect to GHG
emissions.

DEIR quantifies the environmental impact and reaches the conclusion that the GHG emission are
under the threshold of 3000MTCO?2 elyr, being only 7.92, but in actuality 12.41.

Pg 2/73-This is what EIR says about CO2 emission from project:

According to google

7.92 MTCO2e/yr (megatonnes of CO2 equivalent per year) represents a significant
amount of greenhouse gas emissions, equivalent to approximately 7,920,000 metric
tonnes of CO2 emissions annually.

[t seems very significant. Lets not forget that the carbon sequestration will not be really impactful

for years, till young trees grow and can produce same benefits as mature trees currently do




Hauling quantities

“Construction of the Project would generate an estimated 600 cy of
demolition debris, 3,000 cy of green waste, and 6,000 cy of
excavated soil.” Pg 48V |

“we anticipate that excavations for the project will vary

from approximately 2 to |5 feet in depth” pg 839(up to 2 floors)
and recommended up to 30 feet. Geological survey pg 843

This is not insignificant. No mitigations can repair the
tearing apart of this land, forest, the dust, chemicals and
air pollution that will become airborne, the noise and
utter destruction.

Area excavated and dug up

Pg 85 illustration with added colors and trees



Geology report

After description of various soll layers, and the existence of an active fault line, Geology report recommends
measures on how to address possible incidents caused by the nature of the area’s soil composition, and how
they could impeded process. | find it concerning that report warns several times against unexpected earth
movement, seepage, or instability of excavation and surrounding areas. These factors will be known only once
they start digging, and recommend certain measures that are not reassuring.

Page 841-They recommend removing an additional 5 feet deeper than footprint of foundation, in
order to replace existing soil with compacted soil.

Pg 843- Deepest excavation and shoring recommended- 30’ to support surrounding land and
structures, from moving, or caving.

This is possibly lower or at level with the Arroyo channel.

It would be beneficial for EIR to show a detail section and plan of the proposed pool.

QUESTIONS

* How will filtration work with newly compacted soll?

* How will plants survive on this compacted engineered environment?

* How can project adjust soils and hydration for a large variety of plants?

* How will they avoid hurting soil and roots of remaining trees with these explicit recommendations!?

E ‘ R Pg 835 -The site is in a seismically active area, as is the majority of southern California, and the potential
for strong ground motion in the project area is considered significant during the design life of the
proposed project.

Pg 837 and 840 -As discussed, very soft to soft, saturated soils are

anticipated along the bottom of the existing wetland that may not be able to support heavy
equipment. Mudcats or other light track-mounted equipment should be anticipated to work
on the wetland bottom.

Pg 839 -We anticipate that temporary excavations in wet soils will not be stable at inclinations steeper
than approximately 3 to 1 (horizontal to vertical). Seepage should be anticipated from

excavations in the wetland bottom sediments and in excavations that approach or exceed

the depth of the younger alluvium and bedrock contact




Drainage and infiltration

Threshold 3.6C Altering drainage
patterns- “less than significant - no
mitigation needed”.

the new project will not allow infiltration
during most of the dry months. this is a /\
change from the current situation with year
round infiltration. As water rises, during rains,
and pools fill up, to the max, | am concerned
about the pressure on the nearby concrete
channel that is already showing signs of aging.
Currently there is water seeping out from
eye holes and cracks. Has that issue been

examined? What steps is project planing to
remedy this to prevent damages.

Waters coming out of walls

Cracks along SP side San Pascual




Drainage and infiltration

“The perched groundwater encountered at the contact between the younger alluvium and bedrock in borings

Page 837&849 B-1A, B-2A, and P-4A suggests that the site bedrock will significantly reduce the effectiveness of on-site
stormwater infiltration. It is anticipated that the general fine- grained and dense nature of the bedrock will
impede the downward infiltration of water. It is our opinion that the stormwater will infiltrate through the
younger alluvial deposits and migrate laterally along the bedrock/alluvial contact.”

Pg 849- we anticipate that stormwater will mound/perch on top of the bedrock

encountered at depths of approximately 9 to 14 feet across the majority of the site (29 feet at the
southernmost end at boring B-3A). It is anticipated that infiltrated stormwater will move laterally
along this contact. We recommend that the bottoms of the wetland be further evaluated during
construction.

Pg 849- Based on our evaluation, the potential for hydro-collapse settlement associated with infiltration is
generally low due to the proposed depth of infiltration. However, we generally recommend a
setback of 15 feet or more between settlement sensitive structures and proposed infiltration areas.

EIR needs to show this diagram.What structures are they referring to? If water accumulates under the pool
but cannot move vertically- only laterally- where will it go? Will it create a strong pressure forcing an existing
structure out in order to release the water?

section-Dry weather
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Replanting plan and irrigation needs

Proposal does not offer a solution with natural infiltration all year round, or allows the plant to feed off the stream naturally. Most
of the year, water will be confined to lined impermeable pool(dark Blue) and yellow channel, and will not reach the wetland area.
Plants can help clean the water. They will not be able to perform this task during most months.VWhat is he purpose of recreated an
artificial pool that will not function as a true wetland?

| am concerned that ample irrigation will be required most of the year for the wetland plants, and that high water levels, if
allowed, will submerge plants in higher elevations that are not adapted to too much water- it will kill them.

Page 850- 12.12 Landscaping
Project landscaping should consist of drought tolerant plants. Landscape irrigation should be kept to a level just sufficient to maintain plant vigor. Overwatering should not be permitted.

EMERGENT WETLAND | | RIPARIAN HERBACEOUS LAYER| [Mahe blue-Infiltration only

wet weather

Pumps and filter Impermeable channel

Impermeable pool

COASTAL SAGE SCRUB /

MULEFAT SCRUB




NEIRBREIEIS Replanting, design & Infiltration amount

According to this plan a very small portion of the area in SR will have infiltration in it.The pools that appear to allow infiltration are the two
small turquoise colored pools (A,B), and the areas in green planted with Mulefat scrub (C), adapted to dry and wet soil. These may have some
infiltration depending on how much water will flow. All other areas, have vegetation that is not riparian, and will not fare well if soil is too moist.
Infiltration description and quantity, Pg /5 is vague and appears to be very small. During storms, most excess water will flow into the Arroyo

without being cleaned.
Why isn't the design incorporating more pools infiltration? Why so much $ spent for so little cleanup? Why isn't SR removing AS4 | (D)concrete

channel and let ALL the water into a better designed wetland, by removing the concrete portion of the Arroyo, (E) as it was historically. This

would create a better biodiversity and environment while cleaning water naturally, and replenishing the aquifer.
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S R f | According to this plan there are trees and large bushes not included in the tree report. Just like San Pascual,
dN Rdld€ . . . y . .
Laurel Sumacs and other native trees are not included in the count, giving a false impression that less trees

and brushes are removed. Construction plan shows a large area scrubbed and excavated to create the
design. According to DEIR maps SR is an Elderberry/Laurel Sumac habitat. All trees are valuable and should
be included in report and replanted. Additionally the two staging areas include Elderberries to be
protected, (538,537) but | wonder how exactly project plans to protect them.

dots are
unidentified plants TBR
Red dots are trees TBR




JISEBEY [rees count discrepancies

Project total trees counted 201 (page 663V2)
Project total tree list 246 (from 301 to 547)
How do you explain the 35 missing trees!

Tree List on page 663 says 130 will be removed in SP out of 157 trees
157 -130= 27 trees left

Planting plan (page 93-93 V1) shows 30 trees left (pink dots).

However 3 of these are dead per tree list (pg 666 V?2).

Hence 27 trees remaining (plus one missing #326)=28 trees saved?
28(live trees) +130 removed = 158 counted

Tree report says 17 trees died.

157 trees counted 2026+ 17 trees dead=174 total count
MND counted 166 tree only

166-17 dead = 149 trees left?

How did you reach 1577

37 protected trees TBR +82 Palm trees TBR= 119,

We are missing | | extra trees removed. They have 17 dead trees not counted.not | |
How did they come up with the #130 TBR in SP?

75 significant and protected trees TBR + 82 PalmsTBR=157(OK)

Tree map on page 655 shows 16 dead trees
Tree list on page 666 lists 17 dead trees

Additionally tree 326 is supposed to be protected as per list on pg 663.
It does not show up on replanting plan as such

Please explain these discrepancies



QUESTIONABLE REPLANTING RATIO

EIR does not explain why replanting ratios are erther excessive or

insufficient and answer these questions

* Los Angeles City Councilmember Kevin De Leon suggested
a minimum of 4:| ratio for all protected trees removed.
Why not use this ratio for the Sycamores and Oaks?

* Why are no Black Willows being replanted? It is native to
CA and important in riparian habitats

* Why not conserve some Mexican Palms to save the bats
population?

* Why are they not replanting Black Walnuts?

* Why are 72 Arroyo Willows replacing 1 removed ,
instead of adding larger shade trees? MND had 62
willows. Now 1t is 72

Pag 214



A FOREST DESTROYED

Pasadena intends to cut down over |30 mature trees for this
project, which will have a permanent and negative impact on
the whole valley and all wildlife that depends on it.

 This diagram shows all the 130 trees removed
out the counted* 157 trees in San Pascual.
Only 27 trees will remain.

« 11 protected Oaks, 6 Sycamores, 6 Elderberries 2
toyons), plus bushes, understory habitat, and smaller
trees, which will decimate a local ecosystem

- With over 86% of all the trees destroyed, the chance of
survival of the remaining 14% is questionable despite the

best mitigations.

@ bubble indicates a protected tree to be removed
(O bubble indicates a non-protected tree to be removed
Many of the tree canopies are larger than bubble size.

*There are 40+ uncounted protected smaller trees,

native trees such as Holly Cherry, Laurel Sumacs.
(dark areas on this map)

Source: EIR volume 2 pg 655, 662, 663, 666-6/5




Trees |ssues

@ coved protected trees
Removed non protected
@ Removed dead trees(not specified)
Trees saved
| highlighted some discrepancies that affect
counts and maps.
324,345,351 - listed as dead trees (pg 366 V2)

But listed as alive on replanting plan (pg 92 V1)
321-Shamel Ash is not dead.

326 supposed to be protected, does not show 321-1S NOT DEAD

on replanting plan

This highlighted map clearly shows the
devastating impact of the 86% planned tree
removal .

How can EIR state that this has no impact?
regardless of the type of tree, EIR does not
account for the total loss of a habitat that
supports a wide variety of wildlife. This forest
help combat heat and air pollution. Two years
of construction and no water and extreme
exposure to sun, will compromise the
remaining trees.

Pag 655V/2




IS Survival of lone trees

These lone trees will be left exposed and detached from
other trees and the water source that fed them. They will not
survive 2 years of construction in spite of “mitigations” (fencing
and observations) DEIR does not consider this significant.

130

Area excavated and dug up

Po 85 illustration with added colors and trees



IR San Pascual habitat category not shown fed dots are Laurel sumacs anc

Elderberries

EIR does not include at least 2 dozens Laurel Sumacs &
Holly leaf/Catalina Cherries that will be removed, and smaller
protected trees like Toyons and Oaks creating a dense as habitat
and understory for the local wildlife. O
EIR fails to specify the disturbed Elderberry Sumac area in SP but O
is recognizing their presence in SR,

L aurel sumac




DESIGN and ALTERNATIVES

EIR offered several alternatives because the public asked for them. The two selected are basically a “copy and paste” of San Pascual
plans and are an even worse options deemed to be rejected eventually.

EIR offered alternative locations but did not offer an alternative solution as we requested. Design did not change since 2022 in
in spite of community’s requests for a true nature based solution.

Both projects are similarly designed, with an impermeable pool in the center. Infiltration is made possible only during rains. Both
Alternatives will will direct the water to the Golf Course.

The most striking negative impact for both, is the removal of the water currently flowing in San Pascual Park across the channel.
San Pascual will eventually dry off. Animals that rely on the stream will die. This type of water diversion away from an
established recognized wetland will be contested by CA fish and Wildlife as it consist of Stream Alteration.

Alternative | will cause the removal of a baseball field and sports field area.

Alternative 2 will cause the removal of many trees.

Many of us requested nature preservation and not environmental destruction. One such request was to restore the existing park
with a careful surgical approach rather than destroying it. We requested removal of invasive plants, preserve the tall palm trees,
remove the young ones, fix the trail, remove old fences, place educational signs, clean, maintain, protect what is there and functioning.
Protect the scared site. None of this was offered, except destruction.

EIR only offered to do nothing which is not what we requested. San Pascual and San Rafael have been purposefully neglected for
years. We do not want the neglect. We asked for a restorative alternative. We received none.

A true wetland would offer infiltration all year round so that it is a fully functional self sustaining habitat that does not rely on
irrigations, technical maintenance for pipes and pumps and where wildlife can truly thrive. The wetland would clean the water

naturally in connection with OTHER restored or recreated wetlands along the Arroyo, and recharge the aquifer. It would LOOK
and BE natural. SP and its 2 alternatives are ugly and artificially designed with their straight middle path and fenced surround path.

San Rafael has a better natural design. Other projects along the LA river are better designed.
We do not want reservoirs.We expressed this requirement several times. Project remained the same since 2022.

What you proposed is a costly artificial pool whose sole purpose is to provide water to a golf course. It will clean only dry
weather flow, negatively impact the Arroyo during dry season. Storm capture will be occasional, and most of it will flow back
into the Arroyo with minimal cleaning of trash and debris only. So what is really achieved here beside supplying free water to a
golf course???




ALTERNATIVES

The 2 ALTERNATIVES options examined InEIR are not really viable. One will eliminate too many trees and
a sacred ground. The other will eliminate a baseball field.

Those that are rejected by Pasadena could have worked if Pasadena was willing to take a better look and put
a different goal, such as nature restoration and water infiltration and not watering a golf course for free..
Here is a short analysis of the rejected options:

Rejected- Parking lot

EIR says area (in red) is too small-1/2 an acre.

Even if doubled to one acre-still not big enough for their need.

| examined this claim. | placed the Brookfield project on top of
parking lot for size comparison to show what can be achieved on a
one acre plus/minus size project.

It Is achievable, and would not harm nature, with the exception of
very few trees, but this is LA land and they have no land rights and
have not reached out to LA or the community to discuss. ..

Rejected- Bridewell

Positives- vacant lot, 5 acres. not in use, with fewer trees, at very
close proximity to the golf course

Area could benefit from native restoration.

Pasadena excuses:

homeless population.No existing diversion, too costly.




ALTERNATIVES

Rejected - Arroyo Seco Channel Naturalization

This Is what the community and thousands of letters requested. EIR says too expensive, too
complex, too long and in other jurisdictions; They are under deadlines;The Arroyo is LA jurisdiction;
Not feasible now.

EIR says current project will not
preclude future restoration effort.
We claim that it most certainly will.
By taking water from the river and
solidifying permanent concrete
unnatural structures, San Pascual
and San Rafael would not be part
of any future river true restoration.



Tribal Cultural Resources

EIR has not addressed the possible loss of cultural

or historical resources, human remains or other MND conclusions
historical artifacts. DEIR states:

Threshold 3.4c: Would the Project disturb any human remains, including those
interred outside of dedicated cemeteries?

Less than Significant Impact. There are no known human remains on the
sites. The Project sites are not part of a formal cemetery and are not known to
have been used for burial of historic or prehistoric human remains.

These conclusion are simply wrong. This historical massacre
area has been recognized as a sacred burial site by the Kizh
Nation and by internal Pasadena communications. EIR has not
demonstrated the true negative impacts that the site
excavation can have on historical, prehistorical or
archeological artifacts.

* How can the public and the Kizh nation be assured that all
measures are taken to prevent remains destruction?

* What will happen if many bodies are discovered?

* |s excavation going to be stopped?! And for how long?

If such artifacts are found- project must stops and re assess
impact, and Kizh tribes representative assists and consult. The
Kizh Nation have not approved the project. It is their

ancestral land. CEQA AB52 must be addressed by fully
avoiding this site as per the Kizh request.

Page 239. 240, 245-248, 371 on V|



Environmental effects on

human beings

DEIR is not addressing the impact that toxic air contaminants
released by trucks, or by the excavation, can have on the
nearby community and is dismissing the full impact this
project will have on human beings living in the area in terms
of life disruption, augmented heat island, augmented noise,
dust, hauling, traffic, light pollution, augmented asthma
incident and impact on the nearby school.

The noise factor is very poorly addressed. Multiple trucks
and machinery beeping constantly for months on end and
emitting fumes are going to be a major impact on the area
and its population. The elimination of a “lung” that purifies the
nearby | 10 fwy fumes, this projects actively will worsen the
health of the nearby valley residents.

Green house gas emission (comments on DEIR pg 18-19)

Using “green washing' terminology and language to describe
this project does not make the project truly green. These pools
are artificially designed and their construction will do more
harm than good on the “well being” of the humans nearby.
There is no biodiversity benefits if project will destroy an
existing biodiverse habitat and will impact future restoration of
a river and Its trouts

Air Quality- pg 133. DEIR recognizes the risks and describes
In many pages, tables, calculation and standards, that are
probably meant to distract and confuse from the main
conclusion that project will cause air pollution during
construction or as a result of removing so many trees. DEIR
concludes after 40 pages, that impacts are insignificant and
mitigations are not required. All | can say is- Seriously? | invite
the project managers and designers to live in the valley
during the 2 years construction and “not be impacted”.

MND conclusions

A project of such destructive proportions cannot
conclude it has no adverse effect on human beings

DEIR conclusions

DEIR Pg 64-According to the United Nations Environmental Assembly, nature-based
solutions (NbS) are“actions aimed at protecting, conserving, restoring, and sustainably
managing natural or modified terrestrial, freshwater, coastal, and marine ecosystems,
which address social, economic and environmental challenges effectively and adaptively,
while simultaneously providing human well-being, ecosystem services, resilience and
biodiversity benefits”. They play a crucial role in achieving sustainable development by
enhancing biodiversity, improving water quality, reducing pollution, combating
desertification, and restoring degraded land and soil (UN Environment Program 2024).

DEIR pg 171- Construction Source Emissions and Operational Source Emission impacts:
No significant impacts related to Air Quality would occur, and no mitigation is required



How is Pasadena planning to address Garfias spring water flowing into the San Pascual

stream In two locations.
DEIR Is not addressing it in spite of the fact that it was requested by Save San Pascual Park

Coalition letter in scoping comments pg 201 and other public letters.

What will happen to the fresh water?
How will it be incorporated into the project!



EIR Objectives JEEEIEES

5. Provide for native habitat, educational opportunities, and diverse vegetation to the existing spaces encouraging habitat for wildlife. Different plant life emphasizing
native vegetation can be planted in the drier infiltration basin sections than the treatment wetlands. These will protect, enhance, and restore habitat, green space,
and usable space.

The native habitat already exists. It Is neglected and needs restoration. The project will eliminate it. It will take
years for animals to return if ever. The new design at SP does not provide an inviting safe habitat for animals. It
too exposed and surrounded by people on all sides. This is not RESTORATION.

7.At San Pascual site, remove invasive Mexican Fan Palms, which are a fire hazard and unauthorized recreational uses (i.e., BMX bike trail, undefined
trails). Reestablish inoperable wetlands and address ponding issue at south end of site where trash accumulates, algae grows and creates an unhealthy
vector issue.

The water that come out of San Pascual has been tested for Ecoli in 2023 and the count is dramatically less
than the South Pasadena Golf Course. The wetland is doing its work!

The trash and fire hazard is caused by NEGLECT on the part of South Pasadena who let this gem
deteriorate for years and did not stop the BMX group from digging their path.

The pool in south portion has creatures like ducks, crayfish and small fish that thrive there.

The ponding was intentional. There is a concrete wall holding the water, which normally should be returned
to the Arroyo, but Is being pumped by South Pasadena probably for the Golf Course. If it was polluted, they
would not have used It.

9. Improve public access and use.
10. Rehabilitate the existing trail along the Arroyo Seco.

The future trail will not allow public access near the water as it does now. It will hold people and horse on a
shared 5 foot wide path. This is highly irregular Trails must be separated for safety, or at least 8 feet W. See
regulations: https://www.fs.usda.gov/t-d/pubs/htmlpubs/htm0/2328 | 6/page06.htm

Additionally, there will be no places in the shade to rest and observe nature as it is currently.

11. Plant additional native plants and trees for both sites to increase existing tree count to reduce heat island effect. Native trees that are part of the post-construction
landscape plan will contribute to increased tree count and shade for the area.

By removing |36 trees - Pasadena will create a substantial heat bubble that will last years. Shade and cooling
and air purification will be lost. It will take 25-50 years too recapture the mature canopy we have now



https://www.fs.usda.gov/t-d/pubs/htmlpubs/htm07232816/page06.htm

FIR Objectives [ @e]ars

12. Contribute towards flood retention capabilities of the whole storm drain system by enhancing the detention capabilities of the system. The volume detention
contributes to flood management, and because this project site is in the upland areas of the greater watershed, it offers distributed volume control that is needed
across the watershed to mitigate flooding from the largest rain events.

Both park will retain a relatively small amount of water during storms. Their diversion capacity and storage
volume is too low to truly address sudden flood in the channel, or clean storm water. It is built to capture dry
weather primarily




Thresholds of Significance

The summary of thresholds of significance Tables ES|

| dispute the assessment of the EIR. Each threshold explored has been rendered insignificant by the
authors without any justification. A habitat fully destroyed, 2 years of disturbance, and no impact?
Important to state strongly that their cumulative impact is VERY significant.

EIR briefly brushes over Cumulative Impact pg 104 and does not really address the issue because
there will not be other nearby projects. However- Pasadena is working on several other water reuse
and capture. projects to store or clean water from the river resulting a considerable amount of
water removed from the Arroyo, impacting its health and future restoration.

“Effects not found to be significant” pg 37

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?\

| dispute the assessment of the EIR. The loss of this forest may not constitute a “forest Land™ as
defined in code 4526, but it Is a forest that will be converted to a different use.
It Is a very significant change




Thresholds of Significance

Addressing these items on next page

Page |7V



Thresholds of Significance Before After

Section 3.1 Removing |30 plus tall trees and rendering this land into an open pit will dramatically change the scenic
vista and expose the neighborhood to the glaring lights from the sports fields!

Section 3.2 With almost 90 years of Arroyo flow in San Pascual, the odds are that some pollutants have accumulated
in the soils. The current wetland is actually performing cleanup. Removing this soils could expose the area to unknown
airborne substances. EIR has failed to investigate that. A 2023 water test show Ecoli level of | [0-510 which is significantly
lower than the S. Pasadena Golf course at 24K to 200K or the Rose Bowl at 920K!

Section 3.3, 3.3B Biological survey was inadequate and falled to detect fish in the stream, a great blue heron, raptors,
coyotes, bats and more. The EIR must consider the impact on all species of wildlife that resides in this forest and stream,
not just sensitive ones. A realistic evaluation of this destruction is missing from EIR

A few of the many birds and animals that live or nest in San Pascual Park (From left to right):
Blue Heron, Oak Titmouse, Blue Swedish Mallard, Nuttalls WWoodpecker; Cooper hawk
Hooded Oriole, King bird,Western blue bird, Red Dragon Fly, pond slider and small fish, fresh water clams



Thresholds of Significance

3.3b=-e: EIR is not realistic. Fencing or observation will not protect 27 lone protected remaining trees or birds nests.
Construction will impact roots drip line and will take away their water supply. Construction will not stop because of a nest on
a lone exposed tree. The park is not big enough to have 250-300-500 feet of protective fencing distance. The noise and

proximity will chase away or kill all remaining animals and impact all remaining trees.

Threshold 3.3e: interference with tree
preservation policy ordinance




Thresholds of Significance

EIR has fully brushed off all the individual thresholds, and proclaims that mitigations alone can reduce them to non
significant. Prior MND concluded the same.We disputed it back then and | am disputing it now. These conclusions are
serving the developer and not the environment or the community.

Threshold 3.5A Green house gas emissions- “less than significant - no mitigation needed”.

Here is what science says: cutting down a forest releases greenhouse gases into the atmosphere, primarily carbon dioxide, as
trees that absorb carbon are removed and the carbon stored in their wood is released. Deforestation is responsible for about

1 2-20% of global greenhouse gas emissions. Additionally- a land depleted of trees for more than two years, will augment CO2
and pollutants in the area drastically and affect the health of all residents. See estimated CO?2 emissions page |/

Threshold 3.6B decrease of ground water supply- “no impact”
the current stream infiltrate the grounds and nourishes the trees. Eliminating this water source during the construction will

reduce the water in the ground.

Addritional Impacts dismissed in DEIR

Elimination of the current stream - all fish and amphibians will die
Light pollution- eliminating the tall mature trees will throw light pollution from the sports fields into the nearby homes.

Noise pollution- eliminating the tall mature trees will eliminated the buffer these trees create from the freeway noise and

sports field activities. Impact dismissed page 346.
This impact is for animals is dismissed pg 2 10.

Pg 346- Removal of trees on the San Pascual site is not expected to result in a noticeable change in noise at the residential areas along the north side of San Pascual Avenue. According to the
Caltrans Technical Noise Supplement, it is uncommon for trees and vegetation to result in a noticeable reduction in noise. A vegetative strip must be very dense and wide for there to be any
meaningful shielding effect (Caltrans 2013). Similarly, receptors located a greater distance from the San Pascual site would not perceive a noticeable change in noise levels resulting from tree
removals. This is because the existing ambient noise in those areas is primarily due to multiple sources from all directions, including distant and local vehicular traffic as well as park and trail
activities. These activities are mostly not shielded by the trees to be removed. There would be less than significant impacts related to operation of the Project, and no mitigation is required.



Thresholds of Significance

Threshold 4.4B Archeological artifacts- | have serious doubts about the ability of heavy equipment workers to perceive
objects of value while they uproot and destroy the trees and start digging. There will be so much disturbed ground that
having a serious look at small objects or bones is not going to occur. what will project do if items or ancient structures are

found?! These mitigations are meaningless.

Threshold 3.8A Noise impact- Significant- less than significant with mitigation.

no amount of mitigation will reduce months of noise generated from a construction site. Curtains, metal walls or concrete
wall need to be tall and sturdy to block noises of cutting 50 feet tall trees. | dont see how project would build such a
concrete wall. It 1s not a realistic mrtigation. The valley will be impacted.

Accumulative impacts 3.6.7 the impact of overlapping projects- Dismissed pg 305-6

Not included in the EIR impact list

Very significant impact on all park users, hikers and surrounding community.

the noise dust and heat bubble created by this project will impact all park users. Many will avoid using sports field due to
noise, dust, possible contaminants disturbed and becoming airborne. Children in nearby school will be impacted for almost
two years. Underserved community will bear the health consequences from this project. A fact highlighted in many letters,
Rocio Rivas's School Board of LA Unified Vice President. Her excellent letter was sent to SCW. Included in next 2 pages.









Impact on local birds

Impacts on nesting and birds- dismissed with
unrealistic “mitigations”

Pg 539-541- EIR states they will avoid activities during

nesting seasons. Feb|-Sep |5 and do brush clearing Sept

to Dec. | find it highly unrealistic. If tree removals occur
within that window, nests will be fenced at a 250
feet-500 feet radius , depending on bird, around trees.
Fencing at 100-500 feet will extend beyond the park!
It Is unrealistic to promise that project will either stop
activities or that birds will stay in a loud catastrophe
area. Same with all mitigations offered to protect bats.

The mrtigation # Is not mentioned.

Impact is not mentioned.

Biological expert to find nests 3 days only
before a massive operation is scheduled?

No construction from January to Sept!

Will work stop if nests are found?

What ensures us that construction will not
happen during nesting season. Jan/Feb to Sep ¢
Will recommendation 3 then be implemented?
The EIR offers very loose assurances for the
avoidance of construction during this long
period.

M N D Mitigation name is specified. Impact is less than significant(!)

EIR Pages 539-541

In addition, Sections 3503 and 3503.5 of the California Fish and Game Code protect nesting
migratory birds and raptors. Impacts to nesting birds, both on and adjacent to the Project
site, would be considered a significant impact prior to mitigation. For purposes of this BRA,
the potential for “incidental take" is considered a significant impact. Therefore, if Project
construction, on either site, is initiated during the typical breeding season for nesting birds
(i.e., February | to September |5) and nesting raptors (i.e., as early as January | for some
raptors to June 30), Recommendation 3 requires a pre-construction nesting bird/raptor
survey to ensure compliance with the MBTA and the Fish and Game Code, and describes
the process for protecting any active nests identified while construction is ongoing. If
construction activities are initiated during the non-breeding season, implementation of
Recommendation 3 would not be required and there would be no potential impact to nesting
birds and raptors

The applicant shall schedule vegetation clearing during the non-breeding season (i.e., September
|6 to December 31) to the extent feasible. If Project timing requires that vegetation clearing
occur between

February | and September 15, the applicant or its designee shall retain a qualified

Biologist to conduct a pre-construction survey for nesting birds and raptors. The pre-
construction survey shall be conducted by a qualified Biologist within three days prior to
vegetation clearing. The pre-construction nesting bird survey area shall include the Project impact
area (i.e., disturbance footprint) plus a 250-foot buffer to search for nesting birds and a 500-foot
buffer to search for nesting raptors. If no active nests are found, no further mitigation would be
required.




Pollution from known sources HiNE Rt

In our many comments, many have requested EIR and project to
address the issue of KNOWN sources of pollution. San Pascual horse
stables is letting horse runoff go into the river.We know of the
extremely high pollution coming from Annandale, Brookside and
South Pasadena Golf Courses, and the Rose Bowl. What logic is there
behind cleaning a dry weather flow halfway between the highest
polluting sources, and not addressing these sources before they enter
the river? San Pascual and San Rafael are the least polluted water
areas. AS 4| was declared a “low priority” outfall in 2024. The water

coming out of SP has very low E-coli levels.

Horse stable runoff

Foam indicating pollution

Dark muck and trash flowing into the River from outfall 342-20



Removal of 83 Palm trees will impact the loss the habitat for birds and bats

Page 54 Is 2 CDFW specification of how to handle bats which EIR has not specified as the measure they would take.
EIR page 534, 549, repeats MND's summary, but does not mention the significance of the impact.
EIR Mitigation outlines only how to remove a tree and let bats escape... This is insufficient

MND text only repeated partially in EIR




Water Use |l EIR needs to answer these additional questions

60% of the total water captured - over 100 million gallon of water (258 AF + 62 AF) -
will be held or diverted annually.

* Do Pasadena and South Pasadena have the rights to this water?

* How will the amount of water diverted to the Golf Course be monitored?
* Will they take same amounts in dry years!

* Can the project take more than what is stated in DEIR?

* What will happen to the Arroyo Seco ecology downstream in drought years! DEIR does not
study any cumulative impacts for the area as a result of this water removal and other projects.

* How will the accumulation of sediments and chemicals be removed from the lined reservoir?

* Why isn't the project using RECENT contamination reports of the Arroyo Seco!




