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Chapter 1
Introduction

Purpose
These Findings have been prepared by the City of Los Angeles (City) as the Lead Agency pursuant to Section 
21081 of the Public Resources Code (PRC) and Section 15091 of Title 14 of the California Code of 
Regulations (California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines) to support a decision on the 
proposed Los Angeles River Ecosystem Project (Project) for which a Final Integrated Feasibility Report 
(IFR), has been prepared. The Final IFR comprises the Final Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR), a joint document prepared under CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15222 by the City and the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) as the lead agency under 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

Section 21081 of the PRC and Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines provide that no public agency shall 
approve or carry out a project for which an EIR has been certified that identifies one or more significant 
environmental effects of the project unless the public agency makes one or more written findings for each of 
those significant effects, accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for each finding. The possible 
findings are as follows:

1. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project, which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effects as identified in the Final EIR.

2. Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and 
not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and 
should be adopted by such other agency.

3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provisions of 
employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or 
project alternatives identified in the Final EIR.

Additionally, CEQA requires the decision-making agency to balance, as applicable, the economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other benefits of a proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks when 
determining whether to approve the project. If the specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
benefits of a proposed project outweigh the unavoidable significant environmental effects, the significant 
environmental effects may be considered “acceptable.” When the lead agency approves a project which will 
result in the occurrence of significant effects which are identified in the Final EIR but are not avoided or 
substantially lessened, the agency shall state in writing the specific reasons to support its action based on the 
Final EIR and/or other information in the record. (PRC § 21081(b); CEQA Guidelines § 15093).

Project Background
The Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan (LARRMP) adopted by the City Council in 2007, (CF 06
0496), included restoration of a functional riparian ecosystem as one its key recommendations. The LARRMP 
applies to the first 32 miles of River—the portion that flows through the City and along the cities of Burbank 
and Glendale, and includes the approximately 11-mile ARBOR reach of the River that comprises the study
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area for the proposed Project. The primary purpose of the proposed Project is to restore aquatic riparian 
ecosystem values in the Area with Restoration Benefits and Opportunities for Revitalization (ARBOR) reach, 
which was identified because of its exceptional promise for restoration as it contains a large portion of “soft- 
bottomed” area (where concrete does not cover the bottom of the riverbed) that hosts extensive native 
riparian habitat. The area also includes two major tributary confluences (the Arroyo Seco and the Verdugo 
Wash confluence) and connections to three large State Park sites. Three of the five key opportunity areas of 
the City’s LARRMP are located within the Study area: River Glen, Taylor Yard, and Cornfields/Chinatown. 
Restoration within the study area would assist with the goal of transforming the river corridor into the “green 
spine” of the City.

Project Objectives
The primary objectives of the proposed Project, as identified in the IFR EIS/EIR, include:

• Restore Valley Foothill Riparian Strand and Freshwater Marsh Habitat: Restore Valley Foothill 
Riparian wildlife habitat types, aquatic freshwater marsh communities, and native fish habitat within 
the ARBOR reach throughout the period of analysis1, including restoration of supporting ecological 
processes and biological diversity, and a more natural hydrologic and hydraulic regime that 
reconnects the river to historic floodplains and tributaries, reduces velocities, increases infiltration, 
and improves natural sediment processes.

• Increase Habitat Connectivity: Increase habitat connectivity between the river and the historic 
floodplain, and increase nodal connectivity for wildlife between restored habitat patches and nearby 
significant ecological zones such as the Santa Monica Mountains, Verdugo Hills, Elysian Hills, and 
San Gabriel Mountains within the ARBOR reach throughout the period of analysis.

• Increase Passive Recreation: Include recreation that is compatible with the restored environment in 
the ARBOR reach throughout the period of analysis.

Project Description
The proposed Project involves restoration of an approximately 11-mile ARBOR reach of the Los Angeles 
River from Griffith Park to downtown Los Angeles by reestablishing riparian strand, freshwater marsh, and 
aquatic habitat communities, and reconnecting the River to major tributaries, its historic floodplain, and the 
significant ecological areas of the Santa Monica and San Gabriel mountains, and Verdugo and Elysian Hills 
while maintaining existing levels of flood risk management. The proposed Project would also establish 
recreational opportunities consistent with the restored ecosystem. The IFR EIS/EIR describes eight reaches, 
Reaches 1 through 8, within the Project’s study area based upon their different geomorphic characters and 
channel configuration.

The Final IFR EIS/EIR analyzed the No Project Alternative and five action alternatives: Alternatives 10, 13, 
13 variation (v), 16, and 20. The USACE added Alternative 13v following the public review period of the 
Draft IFR after a detailed cost analysis identified Alternative 13v as a more efficient variation on Alternative 
13. Under the No Project Alternative, no proposed construction or restoration activities would occur and 
future development in the ARBOR reach would occur in accordance with currently adopted plans.

1 The period of analysis is the period of time over which any alternative plan would have significant beneficial or adverse 
effects. The period of analysis is 50 years.
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The Recommended Plan for restoration of the Los Angeles River in the ARBOR reach is Alternative 20. The 
key reasons for selection of Alternative 20 as the Locally Preferred Plan and the Recommended Plan include 
associated high habitat value, delivery of significant benefits, and substantial federal, state, and local interest, 
along with strong agency, stakeholder, and public support. Alternative 20 includes the most restoration 
benefits among all Project alternatives. Specifically, Alternative 20 would include restoration of 719 acres and 
provide 6782 habitat units (HU)2 of restoration benefits. It would expand and restore the area where the 
River meets with the Verdugo Wash, expand the River’s “soft bottom,” provide restoration of the lower 
Arroyo Seco tributary, and restore the River’s bed while connecting it to an extensively restored Los Angeles 
Trailer and Container Intermodal Facility (LATC) site. Restoration benefits would also include opportunities 
for direct connections to the significant habitat areas of the Verdugo Mountains, the Elysian Hills, the Santa 
Monica Mountains, and the San Gabriel Mountains. Recreation features of the Recommended Plan include 
approximately 8 miles of new unpaved non-motorized multi-use trail and approximately 1.3 miles of new 
paved multi-use trail (including extension from the southern end of the existing LA River Bike Path); 2 
bridges spanning the LA River and 1 smaller bridge/crossing within Taylor Yard; 4 small/medium bridges 
within LATC and 2 paved parking lots; 4 restrooms; a pedestrian underpass at the south end of Taylor Yard; 
28 trail access points throughout the study area; 11 wildlife viewing points throughout the study area; and 6 
pedestrian underpasses along the river to support trail connectivity.

Alternative 20 meets all three planning objectives for the proposed Project: Restoration of Valley Foothill 
Riparian Strand and Freshwater Marsh Habitat, Increased Habitat Connectivity, and Increased Passive 
Recreation.

Project Location
The proposed Project location comprises the 11-mile ARBOR reach, which extends from the northern edge 
of Griffith Park to Downtown Los Angeles near 1st Street and includes the soft-bottomed Glendale 
Narrows. The Glendale Narrows contains considerable indigenous in-channel habitat that may be connected 
to adjacent areas. The survivability of the existing habitat in the Narrows is under threat from invasive species 
and further fragmentation if connections are not strengthened. Furthermore, there are already meaningful 
habitat connections for avian species and small mammals between the LA River in the Glendale Narrows and 
nearby large habitat areas, including Griffith Park, Angeles National Forest, and the Santa Monica, San 
Gabriel, and Verdugo mountain ranges.

The IFR EIS/EIR describes the following eight reaches within the 11-mile ARBOR study area based on the 
physical characteristics of channel morphology, bank characteristics, soil exposure, existing habitat, and 
surrounding land uses:

1. Reach 1: Pollywog Park/Headworks to Midpoint of Bette Davis Park

2. Reach 2: Midpoint of Bette Davis Park to Upstream End of Ferraro Fields

3. Reach 3: Ferraro Fields to Brazil Street

4. Reach 4: Brazil Street to Los Feliz Boulevard

5. Reach 5: Los Feliz Boulevard to Glendale Freeway

6. Reach 6: Glendale Freeway to I-5 Freeway

2 A habitat unit (HU) is a measure of restoration benefits and HUs express value and benefits of restored habitat.
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7. Reach 7: I-5 Freeway to Main Street

8. Reach 8: Main Street to First Street
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Chapter 2
Alternatives

Overview
The Final IFR EIS/EIR evaluated the No Project Alternative and five action alternatives, Alternatives 10, 13, 
13 variation (v), 16, and 20. The USACE added Alternative 13v following the public review period of the 
Draft IFR EIS/EIR after a detailed cost analysis identified Alternative 13v as a more efficient variation on 
Alternative 13.

Section 4.14 of the IFR EIS/EIR includes a detailed description of all five action alternatives. A brief 
description of each alternative is presented below.

• Alternative 10 is called the ART (for ARBOR Riparian Transitions). It provides restoration in all 
reaches, restores a historic wash at the Los Angeles Trailer and Container Intermodal Facility 
(LATC) site, widens the river at Taylor Yard, restores a side channel and a seasonal flow area in the 
Griffith Park area, restores several daylighted streams, and provides transitions or connections 
between existing riparian corridors and concrete lined river reaches.

• Alternative 13 is named ACE (for ARBOR Corridor Extension). It includes most of the features in 
Alternative 10, and it restores an additional side channel, increases widening of the river at Taylor 
Yard, and restores the Arroyo Seco confluence with the River.

• Alternative 13v is a variation of Alternative 13, which includes the Reach 7 plan from Alternative 20 
wherein in addition to restoring the lower Arroyo Seco, it restores freshwater marsh at the Los 
Angeles State Historic Park, creates a terraced bank connection to the River, and daylights three 
streams rather than including a restructured bank with overhanging vines.

• Alternative 16 is called AND (for ARBOR Narrows to Downtown). It includes most of the features 
in Alternative 13, and in addition, in Reach 5, it widens the river channel bottom and terraces the 
bank, and in Reach 8, it reconnects the river to its historic floodplain in LATC by removing the 
channel wall, restores the historic wash and freshwater marsh within the LATC site, removes 
concrete and restores wetlands within the channel bed, and terraces channel banks.

• Alternative 20 is called RIVER (for Riparian Integration via Varied Ecological Reintroduction). It 
includes all the features of Alternative 16 except that in Reach 7 in addition to restoring the lower 
Arroyo Seco, it daylights three streams, restores freshwater marsh at the Los Angeles State Historic 
Park, and creates a terraced bank connection to the River. In addition, it widens the channel in Reach 
2 and restores the confluence of the River with Verdugo Wash in Reach 3.

No Project Alternative
The No Project Alternative was evaluated in the IFR EIS/EIR, in accordance with CEQA requirements. 
With the No Project Alternative, none of the Project alternatives described above would be implemented. 
The No Project Alternative consists of what would be reasonably expected to occur in the study area in the 
foreseeable future if the Project is not implemented, based on currently adopted plans.
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Under the No Project Alternative, the identified problems would continue during the period of analysis of 50 
years. Continued human intervention and activities associated with urban development would further degrade 
habitat in the study area, and possibly prevent any future restoration from being practical, feasible, or cost- 
effective. There would be an increase in the presence of invasive plant species in riparian areas on the river 
and on the tributaries, urban influences from future planned developments, and a reduction in the number of 
species present within the study area over time.

Environmentally-Superior Alternative
CEQA Guidelines in section 15126.6(e)(2) requires that an EIR identify an “environmentally superior 
alternative.” The Guidelines go on to state that if the No Project Alternative is the environmentally superior 
alternative, then the EIR must also identify an environmentally sensitive alternative from among the build (or 
“action”) alternatives. Based on the analysis in the IFR EIS/EIR, Alternative 20 is the environmentally- 
superior alternative.

In determining the environmentally superior alternative for the proposed Project, alternatives were compared 
against one another in regards to the extent of impacts versus the extent of benefits. The five action 
alternatives under consideration each have a combination of significant adverse impacts and beneficial effects 
on the environment, although by far the overall effect of each action alternative is beneficial.

Although Alternative 20 has the most extensive significant adverse impacts, the additional impacts are offset 
by the additional environmental benefits of having the greatest net gain in average annual habitat units, both 
in absolute terms and in percentage terms versus the No Project Alternative. This, combined with the greater 
operational benefits in the key long-term biological and water resource elements, due to the larger scale of the 
restoration effort and, thus, the greater benefits to water, species, and habitat, led to Alternative 20 being 
designated as the environmentally superior alternative. While there is a longer construction duration and 
larger work footprint for Alternative 20 than the other alternatives, the impacts are more than balanced by the 
gains in habitat units and other resources.

Preliminary Array of Alternatives
As discussed in Chapter 4 Formulation of Alternative Plans of the IFR EIS/EIR, a preliminary array of 19 
alternatives was developed for the study area based on expertise from Federal, state, and local agencies, 
academic and environmental organizations, the USACE, and the City. The alternatives were formulated for 
the entire study area in a planning charrette with additional alternatives formulated during public outreach and 
individual team efforts including the USACE design team, City design team, and a multi-agency habitat team 
(with members from the USACE, the City, Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), California State Parks, California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(CDFW), and academic experts). Key issues encountered in developing the alternatives were the high costs of 
real estate, the presence of sites contaminated with hazardous substances, levee policies that restrict planting 
on levees, and flood risk. Other conceptual alternatives such as widening of the entire channel were initially 
considered and dismissed based on feasibility.

Typical designs, costs, and habitat benefits were developed for the elements of these 19 preliminary 
alternatives. Due to the high velocity flows that are carried in the channel during storm events, several of the 
preliminary alternatives relied, in whole or in part, on the diversion of flood flows through an underground 
tunnel or storage mechanism. The alternatives requiring the most extensive and expensive engineering
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interventions, such as the creation of underground detention/retention basins or very large bypass culverts or 
tunnels, were determined to be infeasible because of their cost and because they only exacerbated or moved 
the problems with the current channelized system and deferred important decisions about what needs to 
occur regarding peak flow reduction in the river’s watershed.

From this preliminary array, the final array of alternatives was determined by considering key factors 
including the outputs from the USACE’s Cost Effectiveness/Incremental Cost Analyses (CE/ICA)3, the 
extent to which alternatives met key planning objectives, the significance of alternative plans’ outputs, and 
alternative plans’ acceptability, completeness and effectiveness. The alternatives included in the final array 
involve a mix of working with and building upon the existing habitat in the river and providing new solutions 
that extend existing habitat with new upstream-to-downstream (such as at the key tributary confluences) and 
in-channel-to-outer-bank (such as with adjacent large areas) connections.

3 The CE/ICA identifies the most cost-effective alternative plans to reach various levels of restoration output and provides 
information about whether increasing levels of restoration are worth the added cost. The CE/ICA analysis formulated 21 Best 
Buy plans and over 171 cost effective plans for selection of the final array. “Cost effective”’ means that, for a given level of 
non-monetary output, no other plan costs less, and no other plan yields more output for less money. The plans that most 
efficiently achieve outputs are called “Best Buys.”
The final array was selected from the Best Buy plans based on the CE/ICA analysis and the study objectives.
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Chapter 3
CEQA Findings

The Findings are based on information contained in the Draft IFR EIS/EIR and the Final IFR EIS/EIR for 
the Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Project, as well as information contained within the 
administrative record. The administrative record includes, but is not limited to, the Project public hearing 
records, public notices, written comments on the Project and responses to those comments, proposed 
decisions and the findings on the Project, and other documents relating to the agency decision on the Project. 
When making CEQA findings required by PRC Section 21081(a), a public agency shall specify the location 
and custodian of the documents or other material, which constitute the record of proceedings upon which its 
decision is based.

The City designates the Department of Public Works Bureau of Engineering, 1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600, 
Los Angeles, CA 90015 and the Office of the City Clerk, 200 N. Spring Street, 3rd Floor, Los Angeles, CA 
90012, as the custodians of the documents or other materials that constitute the administrative record for this 
Project per CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(e).

The Draft IFR EIS/EIR addresses the Project’s potential effects on the environment, and was circulated for 
a public review and comment pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines for a period of 60 days. Comments 
were received from a variety of public agencies, organizations, and individuals. The Final IFR EIS/EIR 
contains copies of all comments and recommendations received on the Draft IFR EIS/EIR, a list of persons, 
organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft IFR EIS/EIR, responses to comments received 
during the public review, and changes to the Draft IFR EIS/EIR.

This section provides a summary of the environmental effects of the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 to 
implement the proposed Project, and provides brief written findings and the rationale for the findings for 
each of the significant impacts.

Environmental Impacts of the Recommended Plan 
Alternative 20
As described in Chapter 7 Recommended Plan of the IFR EIS/EIR, the Recommended Plan to implement the 
proposed Project is Alternative 20, which is also the Locally Preferred Plan. Alternative 20 meets all three 
planning objectives for the proposed Project: Restoration of Valley Foothill Riparian Strand and Freshwater 
Marsh Habitat, Increased Habitat Connectivity, and Increased Passive Recreation.

Alternative 20 includes the most restoration benefits among all project alternatives. Specifically, Alternative 
20 would include restoration of 719 acres and provide 6782 HU of restoration benefits. It would expand and 
restore the area where the River meets with the Verdugo Wash, expand the River’s “soft bottom,” provide 
restoration of the lower Arroyo Seco tributary, and restore the River’s bed while connecting it to an 
extensively restored Los Angeles Trailer and Container Intermodal Facility (LATC) site. Restoration benefits 
would also include opportunities for direct connections to the significant habitat areas of the Verdugo 
Mountains, the Elysian Hills, the Santa Monica Mountains, and the San Gabriel Mountains.
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Overall, thirteen (13) environmental resource areas are addressed in Chapter 5 of the IFR EIS/EIR:

• Geology, Seismology, Soils, and Minerals

• Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases

• Land Use

• Water Resources

• Biological Resources

• Cultural Resources

• Traffic and Circulation

• Noise

• Recreation

• Aesthetics

• Public Health and Safety, Including Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste

• Utilities and Public Services

• Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice

By implementing the Recommended Plan Alternative 20, long-term beneficial effects would occur on soils, 
water resources, biological resources, recreation, aesthetics, and public services.

While the IFR EIS/EIR was being prepared and finalized, on December 17, 2015, the 
California Supreme Court held in California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District, Case No. S213478, that CEQA generally does not require an analysis of how existing environmental 
conditions will impact a project's future users or residents. Barring subsequent judicial, legislative, or 
executive action, any such analysis presented in the IFR EIS/EIR is for NEPA and/or informational 
purposes only and not for purposes of CEQA compliance.

Less Than Significant Impacts without Mitigation
The City of Los Angeles finds that the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would not result in significant 
impacts on Aesthetics and mitigation measures are not required.

Aesthetics
Impacts

Construction

Impacts to aesthetic conditions would occur during the construction phase of the Recommended Plan 
Alternative 20. Construction efforts would temporarily affect the visual quality of some areas within the study 
area. The proposed restoration measures would require large construction equipment to be present, extensive 
earthwork be done, and mechanical or chemical removal of vegetation over expansive areas. Many of the 
areas targeted for restoration are already in industrial use and therefore visually degraded. Furthermore, the
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River channel and staging areas are not generally located in areas that are readily visible from roadways, 
neighborhoods, or nearby parks and are not in areas that have special aesthetic value.

Riparian plantings would occur in all reaches under the Recommended Plan Alternative 20, as would non
native plant removal, trash removal, installation of linear strips for biofiltration, greening of River channel 
walls, and creation of buffer zones and planted swales. These components require little to no machinery, can 
be built or installed quickly, and would have less than significant impacts on aesthetic resources.

In areas regularly utilized for recreation, where aesthetic appeal is particularly desirable, construction efforts 
would be streamlined to occur quickly, to avoid interfering with recreational opportunities, and to affect as 
small an area as possible in order to minimize impacts. Staging areas would be located away from recreation 
sites as much as possible. Overall, due to the temporary nature of the impacts to visual resources, and the 
objective of creating dramatically improved visual conditions as a result of restoration, impacts would be less 
than significant.

Compared to the other alternatives, some proposed measures under the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 
are anticipated to take longer to implement due to the expanded area covered by this largest alternative. 
Specifically, including construction at the Los Angeles State Historic Park, terracing of the adjacent river 
bank, and trestling of the railroad line along the bank, an additional 667 construction days would be required, 
compared to Alternative 10, which has the smallest footprint. However, for the reasons noted above, impacts 
to visual conditions would be less than significant.

Operations

Operational impacts from the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 may result as measures are taken to ensure 
proper flood flow conveyance within the channel, which is a constraint of the proposed Project. This may 
require removal of vegetation, both native and non-native, if it is deemed necessary to avoid impacts to flood 
risk management through the life of the Project. Within the restored areas, native vegetation removal to avoid 
impacts to flood risk management would be minimal, as features will be designed to avoid such impacts. The 
City would perform invasive species management throughout the restoration footprint, including all 
constructed restoration features and in-channel areas of the River and lower tributaries. The Los Angeles 
County Drainage Area (LACDA) Operation, Maintenance, Repair, Replacement, and Rehabilitation activities 
(OMRRR) plan would be modified to accommodate the restoration Project, with maintenance of the 
restoration Project a City responsibility under the restoration OMRRR plan. The LACDA OMRRR manual 
would be modified to exclude constructed restoration features and would exclude invasive species 
management throughout the restoration Project footprint. USACE would continue to be responsible for 
maintaining all other aspects of the portions of the LACDA project that overlap with the restoration Project 
footprint. USACE would also modify the LACDA operation and maintenance to allow native vegetation to 
remain in the channel to the extent it does not have more than minimal effect on conveyance. Detailed 
hydrologic and hydraulic analysis will be used during the design phase to further determine how much 
vegetation may be supported in the channel without affecting the flood risk management function. Riparian 
areas planted through restoration will be preserved on overbank areas, where they will not inhibit flood 
conveyance. Similarly, plantings on the channel walls or greening of the channel will also be designed in this 
way.

Maintenance of the restoration features will require presence of trucks, which would occasionally 
compromise aesthetics. However, given their temporary presence and need to maintain visual conditions, 
impacts from maintenance activities would be less than significant.
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Aesthetics along the River would improve immediately following completion of the construction phase and 
will continue to improve over time, resulting in substantial and significant beneficial effects that increase with 
each year. Riparian plantings along daylighted culverts, side channels, and overbank areas will mature and 
flourish, providing a greening and softening of the River channel.

The Recommended Plan Alternative 20 provides the greatest potential for improved aesthetic value of the 
River. Overall, it would substantially improve the current aesthetic condition by providing a healthier natural 
corridor and better habitat for native wildlife, and thereby increasing enjoyment by human visitors.

Less Than Significant Impacts with Mitigation
The City of Los Angeles finds that the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would result in less than significant 
impacts by applying the identified mitigation measures and best management practices in the following ten 
(10) resource areas:

• Geology, Seismology, Soils, and Minerals

• Water Resources

• Biological Resources

• Cultural Resources

• Traffic and Circulation

• Noise

• Recreation

• Public Health and Safety, Including Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste

• Utilities and Public Services

• Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice

Geology, Seismology, Soils, and Minerals
Impacts

Construction

Construction for the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would be designed to code, as applicable, for 
structural stability during earthquakes. Ground-disturbing activities during construction would result in soil 
erosion, or loss of top soil in areas both within the channel itself and on upland areas above the channel. 
Disturbances to soil in all areas would be controlled through a suite of erosion control measures designed for 
construction activities. The extent of ground disturbance would be minimized prior to construction by 
identifying the minimum required area for staging and access routes. Staging areas and access routes would 
consider existing conditions, and would be located where soils are not already exposed or where disturbance 
has already occurred. Industrial districts, parking lots, and undeveloped ruderal areas would provide the best 
locations. Some lands intended for ecosystem restoration would also be used for staging areas prior to 
construction of features on those sites. Areas that have aesthetic, recreational, open space or habitat value 
would be avoided to the extent possible.

Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations 3-4 April 2016



Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Project IFR EIS/EIR

During construction, areas that would be disturbed within the Project footprint, at staging locations, and 
along hauling routes would be evaluated to determine where erosion control measures would be necessary.

No major structures that could incur damages or pose a threat to the safety of persons in the event of failure 
would be built under the Recommended Plan Alternative 20. In 2015 the California Geological Survey revised 
regulatory maps to identify zones of required investigation along the Hollywood Fault. Portions of these 
zones are within the Project area. All construction would be designed to applicable codes for structural 
stability during earthquakes. The Project will be designed to address ground motion due to the Hollywood 
Fault and all other faults in the area, as well as the existing liquefaction zone. Implementation of the 
Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would not cause or increase the risk of exposure of any person or 
structure to an active fault in the study area, and therefore would result in a less than significant impact.

The California Department of Conservation’s Seismic Hazards and Zonation Program has classified all 
reaches of the study area as susceptible to liquefaction. Measures proposed under the Project would not be 
significant alterations in comparison to the existing channel’s original construction nearly 70 years ago; as a 
conservative estimate and worst case scenario, it is assumed that measures would only slightly increase the 
chance of liquefaction due to minimal disturbance of the underlying soils and geology. Therefore impacts 
would continue to be less than significant.

The California Department of Conservation’s Seismic Hazards and Zonation Program has also classified and 
mapped areas susceptible to landslides, and these areas include the foothills and mountainous slopes of the 
Santa Monica Mountains and the Elysian and Repetto Hills. However, these areas do not overlap with the 
study area and the proposed restoration measures. As a result, proposed measures would not cause or 
increase the risk of landslides in the study area.

Construction activities resulting in study area ground disturbances under the Recommended Plan Alternative 
20 would be treated for erosion control, and post-construction restoration would return disturbed areas to 
their original, or better, condition. As a result, implementation of the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 will 
result in less than significant impacts on topography and geology, soils, and seismic hazards in the study area. 
It would not increase the potential for liquefaction or landslides. Implemented restoration measures under the 
Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would benefit existing soil conditions in restored riparian areas by 
stabilizing them.

Operations

Operational impacts to topography, geology, soils, and seismicity post construction would be minimal and 
less than significant. Impacts during operations would be similar in nature to the channel’s current operations 
and maintenance activities. During the establishment of riparian and in-channel vegetation, topsoil erosion 
would occur due to high flows and may need to be replaced and/or replanted. Maintenance of restoration 
features would need to either follow existing, or develop new, channel maintenance Best Management 
Practice guidelines to prevent impacts to restoration measures and the Project area during maintenance 
activities. Beneficial effects from operations would include increased maintenance of substrate for vegetation 
establishment and stabilization of Project area soils.

Mitigation Measures
Significant impacts related to topography and geology, soils, and seismic hazards in the study area with 
construction of the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would be reduced to less than significant with 
implementation of the following mitigation measures (MMs) and/or best management practices (BMPs)):
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Construction

GEO 1: Minimizing the extent of areas to be cleared, graded, or recontoured,

GEO 2: Erecting construction fencing in all areas that require clearing, grading, revegetation, or recontouring,

GEO 3: Conducting all construction work in accordance with site-specific construction plans that minimize 
the potential for sediment to enter the stream,

GEO 4: Applying mulch or chemical stabilizers to disturbed areas as needed, and/or using a water truck to 
reduce fugitive dust,

GEO 5: Stabilizing and reseeding disturbed areas with native grasses after construction is complete,

GEO 6: Installing silt fences to prevent silt and sediment from entering the River channel,

GEO 7: Grading spoil sites to minimize surface erosion and prevent sediment from entering water courses or 
the stream channel to the maximum extent feasible,

GEO 8: Designing and implementing a dewatering plan to avoid operating equipment in flowing water by 
using temporary cofferdams or some other suitable diversion to divert channel flow around the channel and 
bank construction area, and

GEO 9: Limiting certain aspects of in-channel construction to the low-flow period between April 15 and 
October 31 (non-flood season) to minimize soil erosion.

GEO 10: Soils and all materials used for backfilling or stabilization must be certified to be free of 
contaminants.

GEO 11: In-channel work would be isolated from existing flows by the use of dewatering structures such as 
cofferdams constructed from k-rails and other suitable materials.

a. Cofferdam construction will be adequate to prevent seepage into or from the work area.

b. Cofferdams may be constructed from sand bags, concrete k-rails, sheet piles or other appropriate 
materials that would not leach contaminants into the water column or increase downstream turbidity.

c. Ensure that dewatering structures and coffer dams are in place and functional prior to in-water work.

d. Visually inspect all cofferdam components on a regular basis.

e. Check for water seepage under the dam and general integrity of the dam.

f. Fix all leaks immediately.

g. If turbid water is discharged from the work area despite the cofferdam, place wattles, filter fabric, silt 
fencing across the flow stream downstream of the work area as appropriate.

h. All cofferdams and associated structures will be removed upon completion of work.

GEO 12: Require the construction contractor to prepare a storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) 
consistent with State Water Board policy and guidelines. At a minimum, the SWPPP would include the 
following elements:

a. Work areas, staging areas, or stockpile areas that could be subject to erosion during storm events would 
be stabilized with erosion control measures as appropriate. These measures could typically include silt 
fencing, straw bales, sand bags, filter fabric, coir rolls, or wattles.
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b. Erosion control methods used to prevent siltation would be monitored weekly and maintained as 
needed.

c. Stabilize and reseed disturbed upland areas with native grasses, shrubs, and trees upon completion of 
construction.

d. Stationary equipment such as motors, pumps, generators and welders located within or adjacent to the 
channel or basin will be positioned over drip pans.

e. Any equipment or vehicles driven and/or operated within or adjacent to the channel or basin should 
be checked and maintained daily, to prevent leaks. All maintenance will occur in a designated offsite area. 
The designated area will include a drain pan or drop cloth and absorbent material to clean up spills.

f. Fueling and equipment maintenance will be done in a designated area removed from the area of the 
channel or basin such that no petroleum products or other pollutants from the equipment may enter 
these areas via rainfall or runoff. The designated area will include a drain pan or drop cloth and absorbent 
materials to clean up spills.

g. Materials for the containment of spills (i.e., absorbent materials, silt fencing, filter fabric, coir rolls) will 
be identified and be available onsite prior to commencement of construction or maintenance activities.

h. Any accidental spill of hydrocarbons or coolant that may occur within the work area will be cleaned 
immediately. Absorbent materials will be maintained within the work area for this purpose.

i. No wet concrete product will come into contact with any flowing or standing water at any time. Areas 
where raw cement or grout are applied or where concrete curing or finishing operations are conducted 
will be separated from any ponded or diverted water flows by a cofferdam or silt-free, exclusionary 
fencing. All equipment involved with the concrete or grouting operations will be located within a 
contained area while using any slurry or concrete product. A protective berm or other structure will be in 
place prior to maintenance and/or repair activities.

GEO 13: Any spill of the grout, concrete, concrete curing or wash water adjacent to or within the work area 
will be removed immediately.

Finding and Rationale
Implementation of these mitigation measures and/or best management practices would avoid or substantially 
reduce impacts to less than significant. These mitigation measures are feasible and their implementation 
would result in less than significant impacts related to geological resources resulting from the Recommended 
Plan Alternative 20.

Impacts related to topography and geology, soils, and seismic hazards would largely result from short-term 
construction activities; long-term impacts would be minimal and less than significant with the incorporation 
of MMs and BMPs and would largely result in beneficial outcomes with the establishment of vegetation, 
stabilization of study area soils, removal of non-native plants, and increased maintenance of substrate for 
vegetation establishment and stabilization of Project area soils.

Water Resources
Impacts
Impacts to water resources may occur from construction or operational activities from the Recommended 
Plan Alternative 20. While impacts during the construction phase would result in less than significant impacts
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to water resources, greater beneficial effects would occur once the Project is complete. Impacts related to 
construction and operations of the Recommended Plan Alternative 20.

Clean Water Act Section 401 water quality certification and enrollment in the State of California’s General 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit for Discharges of Storm Water 
Associated with Construction Activity would be required for the Recommended Plan Alternative 20. Before 
land disturbance of one acre or greater occurs or less than one acre but part of a larger common plan of 
development, the construction contractor would need to complete and submit a Notice of Intent (NOI) to 
the State Water Board to obtain coverage under the permit. The Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) would be required to be prepared by a Qualified SWPPP Developer (QSD) before construction 
commences. The SWPPP would contain a visual monitoring program, and a water quality monitoring 
program for non-visible pollutants to determine construction site BMP effectiveness. The SWPPP would list 
all BMPs to be implemented during construction activities.

Construction

WQ Significance Criterion 1: Violation of any water quality standard or waste discharge requirements.

As subsequently discussed under WQ Significance Criterion 12 and WQ Significance Criterion 13, 
construction would not violate any water quality standard or waste discharge requirements. Impacts would be 
less than significant.

WQ Significance Criterion 2: Substantial depletion of groundwater supplies or substantial interference with 
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local 
groundwater table (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would 
not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted).

The Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would discharge permanent fill material into existing waters of the 
U.S. However, the fill material would not result in an increase of impermeable surfaces. Excavated concrete 
would be replaced with either soil backfill or rocks. Furthermore, the Project would create new, soft bottom 
waters of the U.S., resulting in an increase of permeable surface areas to enhance groundwater recharge 
functions. The Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would not require installation of wells to pump 
groundwater. As a result there would be no substantial depletion of groundwater supplies or interference with 
groundwater recharge. Impacts would be less than significant.

WQ Significance Criterion 3: Substantial change to the existing drainage pattern of the study area, including 
the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or 
siltation on- or off-site.

The Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would not result in changes in the number, size, or capacity of 
drainages discharging into the River. The existing drainage area would remain unchanged. Thus, there would 
be no increase in base flow that would result in substantial erosion or siltation. Portions of the River would 
be widened. However, the modifications would not alter the course of the River since the majority of the 
River is fixed in place due to channelization. There would be no substantial change to the existing drainage 
pattern. Impacts would be less than significant.

WQ Significance Criterion 4: Creation or contribution to runoff that exceeded the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or introduced substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. The 
study area is located within a fully developed urban area which drains into the River. The Recommended Plan 
Alternative 20 would not entail construction on previously undeveloped areas that would increase the
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drainage area. Furthermore, conversion of existing industrial areas to riparian areas would decrease additional 
sources of polluted runoff. Impacts would be less than significant.

WQ Significance Criterion 5: Located housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a Federal 
Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map. The 
Recommended Plan Alternative 20 entails construction of ecosystem restoration features in the River and 
adjacent areas. No housing developments would be constructed and no impacts would occur.

WQ Significance Criterion 6: Located structures where they would impede or redirect flood flows.

The Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would not result in placement of structures that would impede or 
redirect flood flows.

As discussed in WQ Significance Criterion 7, hydrologic features would not be significantly affected by 
measures proposed under the Recommended Plan Alternative 20. Modifications to the channel will not 
increase the maximum water surface elevation. Modifications to the channel would not result in substantial 
changes to water velocity and circulation. Impacts would be less than significant.

WQ Significance Criterion 7: Resulted in greater exposure of people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving flooding including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam.

During construction, hydrologic features would not be adversely affected. It is assumed that instream 
construction and modification of the Project reaches would be conducted primarily in dry weather months 
(April 15 — October 31) to avoid wet weather storm flows, or that work areas would be adequately protected 
and not affect flood conveyance. In areas where instream construction would occur, diversions would be 
implemented to bypass dry weather flows downstream. Some areas would require dewatering during 
construction. Base flows supportive of beneficial uses, which protect aquatic life and human uses, may be 
temporarily affected in the immediate construction zone, but would not be affected upstream or downstream 
of the study area (SWRCB 1994).

Under the Recommended Plan Alternative 20, modifications to the channel will not increase the maximum 
water surface elevation. Modifications to the channel would not result in substantial changes to water velocity 
and circulation. During the next detailed design phase, restoration measures will be further designed to not 
impair flood risk management functions in any portion of the study area or areas downstream. While initial 
assessment identified that an increase in water surface elevation would occur at transition areas (areas where 
the channel has geometric changes (transitioning from trapezoidal to rectangular or from a widened section 
to a narrow section) or changes in construction material (transitioning between soft-bottom and concrete)) if 
no design refinements were made, the detailed design will ensure the maximum water surface elevations will 
not increase when compared to the existing conditions. Any change in water surface in the transition areas 
will be avoided through design refinements to the Project modifications to channel geometry and/or 
avoidance of introduction of vegetation and enforcing existing operations and maintenance requirements 
limiting vegetation growth in those areas. Additional hydraulic analysis will be conducted and design 
modifications will be implemented during the design phase to provide more detail on the channel hydraulics 
with the recommended plan in place. Under the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 and with implementation 
of such design refinements, there will be no increase in flood damages through the study area as compared to 
existing conditions. Impacts would be less than significant.

Under the Recommended Plan Alternative 20, invasive species would be removed throughout the Project 
area, including the River channel and tributary bottom, during construction. Removal of invasive vegetation 
from in-channel areas would facilitate conveyance of flows and would not increase flood risks.
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WQ Significance Criterion 8: Increased the risk of inundation of the study area by seiche, tsunami, or 
mudflow.

There would be no construction within low-lying coastal areas or hillsides. The study area is located within a 
fully developed urban area. Construction would occur within and adjacent to the River. As a result, there 
would be no risk of inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow and no impacts would occur.

WQ Significance Criterion 9: Increase in the water surface elevation of peak flows in the River.

As discussed under WQ Significance Criterion 3, WQ Significance Criterion 4, and WQ Significance Criterion 
7, the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would not result in an increase in water surface elevation of peak 
flows in the River. Impacts would be less than significant.

WQ Significance Criterion 10: Substantial changes to the amount of surface water in the River, including 
both diminished or increased flow.

As discussed under WQ Significance Criterion 3, WQ Significance Criterion 4, and WQ Significance Criterion 
7, the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would not change the amount of surface water in the River. 
Impacts would be less than significant.

WQ Significance Criterion 11: Resulted in a permanent, adverse change to the movement of surface water 
sufficient to produce a substantial change in the current or direction of water flow.
As discussed under WQ Significance Criterion 3, WQ Significance Criterion 4, and WQ Significance Criterion 
7, the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would not change the movement of surface water sufficient to 
produce a substantial change in the current or direction of water flow. Impacts would be less than significant.

WQ Significance Criterion 12: Created pollution, contamination, or nuisance, as defined in Section 13050 
of the California Water Code. Section 13050 of the California Water Code defines pollution as alterations of 
the quality of the waters of the State by waste to a degree which unreasonably affects either the designated 
beneficial uses or facilities that serve these uses.

The Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board has designated four Beneficial Uses for the Project 
area:

• Warm Freshwater Habitat: Uses of water that support warm water ecosystems including, but not 
limited to, preservation or enhancement of aquatic habitats, vegetation, fish, or wildlife, including 
invertebrates.

The Project area supports nonnative fish species such as mosquito fish, catfish, and green sunfish, and carp. 
Invertebrates are also present. Native fish species are not present. In-channel activities during construction 
will require dewatering. However, dewatering would only occur with phased construction designed to isolate 
areas for short periods of time. Impacts would be temporary and less than significant. Upon completion of 
construction, additional vegetated waters of the U.S. would be available for use by aquatic organisms. Project 
implementation will benefit the rest of the fish and wildlife assemblage in the area by creating more foraging 
habitat and refuge.

• Wetland Habitat: Uses of water that support wetland ecosystems, including, but not limited to, 
preservation or enhancement of wetland habitats, vegetation, fish, shellfish, or wildlife, and other 
unique wetland functions which enhance water quality, such as providing flood and erosion control, 
stream bank stabilization, and filtration and purification of naturally occurring contaminants.
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Wetlands likely occur in the soft bottom areas in Reach 2 and Reaches 4-6. In-channel construction may 
require work in areas with wetlands or riffle and pool complexes, resulting in temporary impacts to these 
resources. Prior to initiation of construction, the study area would be surveyed for these features. 
Construction would avoid and minimize impacts to these features to the maximum extent practicable. 
Impacts to wetlands during construction would be temporary. Due to the existing seed bank and perennial 
flow, affected wetland vegetation would recover soon after completion of construction. Subsequent to 
construction, the additional soft bottom areas created by the Project would facilitate growth of additional 
vegetation. A portion of these new waters would exhibit wetland characteristics soon after completion of 
construction. The Project would augment existing wetland functions and services.

• Wildlife Habitat: Uses of water that support terrestrial ecosystems including, but not limited to, 
preservation and enhancement of terrestrial habitats, vegetation, wildlife (e.g., mammals, birds, 
reptiles, amphibians, invertebrates), or wildlife water and food sources.

Vegetation is present within the Project area especially in Reach 2 and Reaches 4-6. The assemblage is a 
mixture of native and non-native vegetation. Native vegetation includes mature willows and shrubs. Non
native vegetation is primarily present in the shrub layer with giant reed (Arundo donax) as the dominant 
species. Wildlife utilize the vegetation, although the existing degraded condition does not support resident or 
breeding populations of threatened or endangered species.

In general, species present in the Project area are those that are opportunistic and/or habituated to human 
presence. These species are able to move to alternative locations if they are disturbed by construction 
activities and, therefore, would not be impacted adversely. During construction activities, noise and presence 
of visual forms associated with an active construction site may discourage establishment of nests or foraging 
within the vicinity of the work area. However, construction would not occur simultaneously within the entire 
Project area. The construction footprint would migrate from one location to another over a number of years 
through the Project area. As a result, avian and wildlife species within the active construction zone should be 
able to relocate to and utilize unaffected areas. Upon completion of construction, additional riparian habitat 
would be available for wildlife utilization. The Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would also restore regional 
habitat connectivity to the Santa Monica Mountains, San Gabriel Mountains, Elysian Hills, and Verdugo 
Hills.

• Groundwater Recharge: Uses of water for natural or artificial recharge of ground water for purposes 
of future extraction, maintenance of water quality, or halting of saltwater intrusion into freshwater 
aquifers.

The proposed Project would discharge permanent fill within existing waters of the U.S. However, the fill 
would not result in an increase of impermeable surfaces. Therefore, there would be no loss of existing waters 
of the U.S. Furthermore, the Project would create additional acres of new, soft bottom waters of the U.S. As 
a result, the Project would augment existing groundwater recharge capacity upon completion of construction. 
See Appendix M of the IFR EIS/EIR for additional discussion on discharges of fill material into waters of 
the U.S. Similarly, no permanent loss of waters of the State would occur. Therefore, construction activities 
under the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would result in less than significant impacts.

WQ Significance Criterion 13: Caused regulatory standards to be exceeded, as defined in the applicable 
NPDES permit or water quality standards in the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Basin 
Plan.
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The Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would require ground-disturbing work and use of construction 
equipment within the River. There would be temporary impacts to water quality during construction. 
However, there would be no long-term impairments of water quality.

During construction, k-rails would be temporarily deployed in the River on a periodic basis. Sandbags or 
plastic sheeting required to seal the work area from surrounding flows would also be temporarily deployed. 
The k-rails and associated materials would be removed from waters of the U.S. upon completion of 
construction of each phase. Movement of vehicles across earthen substrate during the placement and removal 
of dewatering structures would temporarily elevate turbidity in the water column. When fully isolated from 
surrounding flows, work within the River would result in minimal or no increases in turbidity. During 
construction, permanent fill would be discharged into waters of the U.S. Upon completion of each phase, 
waters flowing across newly constructed areas would result in temporary increases in turbidity as flows 
mobilize unconsolidated soils and other loose particles. Turbidity would return to baseline levels in short 
order upon establishment of dynamic equilibrium within the water column. Use of construction vehicles 
increases the potential for accidental release of fuels, solvents, or other petroleum-based contaminants.

Discharge of fill materials result in long-term introduction of contaminants into the water column. All 
temporary fill would be chemically inert and would consist of either concrete k-rails or sandbags comprised 
of clean sand obtained from a source that is certified in providing contaminant-free materials. Much of the 
permanent fill material would also be chemically inert, and would consist of materials such as concrete and 
rock from a certified source, none of which would leach contaminants into the water column. Topsoil would 
be acquired from a certified contaminant-free source, and would be free of most weed seeds; hazardous toxic, 
and radioactive wastes, or other contaminants.

The increase in soft bottom waters of the U.S. would increase the potential for turbidity beyond existing 
baseline levels. However, most of the newly created or restored soft bottom areas would be vegetated. The 
vegetation would attenuate turbidity levels. Furthermore, because most of the surfaces upstream and 
downstream the Project area are hardened, channel modifications are not expected to result in water quality 
impacts due to excessive erosion, scour, and headcuts.

Under the Recommended Plan Alternative 20, invasive vegetation within the River and tributary channel 
bottoms within the Project footprint would be removed. Vegetation would typically be removed by hand 
tools. Thus, the activity would not result in discharges of fill material in most instances. In cases where limited 
earthmoving may be required, there would be discharges of earthen fill. However, impacts would be less than 
significant with implementation of identified best management practices.

Discharges within waters of the U.S. are subject to Section 401 of the Clean Water Act. An application for a 
Section 401 water quality certification has been submitted to the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control 
Board. Based on the discussion above and with the implementation of terms and conditions of the 
certification and the identified best management practices, the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would not 
exceed regulatory standards and would be in compliance with the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 
Control Board’s Basin Plan. Impacts would be less than significant.

WQ Significance Criterion 14: Change potable water levels sufficiently to reduce the ability of a water utility 
to use the groundwater basin for public water supplies, conjunctive use purposes, imported water storage, 
summer/winter peaking, or to respond to emergencies and drought.

As discussed under WQ Significance Criterion 2, the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would not result in 
substantial depletion of groundwater supplies or interference with groundwater recharge. Thus, the ability to
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utilize the groundwater basin for public water supplies would not be affected. Impacts would be less than 
significant.

WQ Significance Criterion 15: Reduction in yields of adjacent wells or well fields (public or private).

As discussed under WQ Significance Criterion 2, the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would not result in 
substantial depletion of groundwater supplies or interference with groundwater recharge. Thus, there would 
be no reduction in yields of public and private wells. Impacts would be less than significant.

WQ Significance Criterion 16: Adversely altered the rate or direction of flow of groundwater.

As discussed under WQ Significance Criterion 2, the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would not require 
permanent installation of wells to pump groundwater. Due to the high water table, groundwater may need to 
be dewatered within work areas during construction. The scale of dewatering operations would not alter the 
rate or direction of flow of groundwater. Furthermore, any impacts would be temporary since there would be 
no dewatering activities upon completion of construction. Thus, the rate and direction of flow of 
groundwater would be unaltered. Impacts would be less than significant.

WQ Significance Criterion 17: Resulted in demonstrable and sustained reduction of groundwater recharge 
capacity.

As discussed under WQ Significance Criterion 2, the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would not result in 
substantial depletion of groundwater supplies or interference with groundwater recharge. Impacts would be 
less than significant.

Overall beneficial effects under the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would include increased riverine and 
riparian habitat, increased interaction between surface to groundwater by softening the channel bottom, and 
increased natural “polishing” and removal of pollutants from surface water.

As part of the USACE’s coordination with the FWS under the FWCA for the proposed Project, additional 
opportunities for restoration of habitat connectivity as part of the Project, particularly within the River 
channel, were identified. The USACE will further evaluate these opportunities during the design phase, as 
their implementation is likely to require hydrologic and hydraulic modeling data and more detailed design. 
Prior to implementation of the additional measures identified, the USACE will assess whether supplemental 
analysis is required to address new or different effects than those already assessed in this IFR EIS/EIR. The 
following measures may affect water resources:

• The USACE would further assess incorporation of anchored boulders and potential modifications to 
the channel bed in concrete reaches to provide improvements for aquatic habitat connectivity and 
fish refugia.

• Considerations for segregation of “spring fed waters” from surface water flows would also be made 
during the detailed design phase. This segregation would be considered to support refugia for fish, 
where groundwater would feed the refugia while surface flows might bypass such areas. Parameters 
required for engineering design would include groundwater levels as well as anticipated local 
fluctuations in groundwater conditions.

Operations

Maintenance of ecosystem restoration features would be conducted under the proposed Project by the City. 
Maintenance in general would include removal of invasive species throughout the Project footprint, including 
the River and tributary channel bottom; repair and replacement of irrigation pipes and sprinklers;
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maintenance of constructed trails, terraces, and viewing areas; trimming of native vegetation; removal of trash 
and accumulated sediment; graffiti abatement; vector management; and like-for-like structural repair.

The USACE would continue to be responsible for maintaining all other aspects of the portion of the Los 
Angeles County Drainage Area (LACDA) project that overlaps with the restoration Project footprint. Within 
the channel areas outside the constructed restoration features, the operation and maintenance of the LACDA 
project would also be modified to allow native vegetation to remain in the channel to the extent it does not 
have more than minimal effect on conveyance. Detailed hydrologic and hydraulic analysis will be used during 
the design phase to further determine how much vegetation may be supported in the channel without 
affecting the flood risk management function. Riparian areas planted through restoration will be preserved on 
overbank areas, where they will not inhibit flood conveyance.

Movement of vehicles within the channel and discharges of fill material within waters of U.S. associated with 
small-scale, routine maintenance activities would temporarily increase turbidity within the immediate work 
area. Dewatering structures such as coffer dams would be utilized for lengthy or complex maintenance 
activities. When fully isolated from surrounding flows, work within waters of the U.S. would result in minimal 
or no increases in turbidity. All temporary fill would be chemically inert and would consist of either concrete 
k-rails or sandbags comprised of clean sand. Much of the permanent fill would also be chemically inert, and 
would consist of materials such as concrete and rock. The fill will not leach contaminants into the water 
column. Since the discharges of permanent fill material would be associated with like-for-like repairs, there 
would be no increase in impermeable surfaces. As a result, groundwater recharge functions would remain 
unaffected. Temporary or permanent discharges of fill material would not change the design elevations or 
contours. Flood risks would not be increased.

Invasive species in the River and tributary channel bottom within the Project area would typically be removed 
by hand tools. Thus, the activity would not result in discharges of fill material in most instances. In cases 
where limited earthmoving may be required, there would be discharges of earthen fill material. However, 
impacts would be temporary and there would be no loss of waters of the U.S. Removal of invasive vegetation 
from the Project footprint would facilitate conveyance of flows and would not increase flood risks.

Mitigation Measures
Implementation of the following MMs and/or BMPs would be guided through permitting, certification, and 
plan development, and through recommendations provided in the CEQA guidelines:

Construction

WR 1: Limiting most in-channel construction to the low-flow period between April 15 and October 31 to 
minimize soil erosion.

WR 2: Soils and all materials used for backfilling or stabilization must be certified to be free of contaminants.

WR 3: All sites with known and suspected hazardous, toxic, and radioactive waste (HTRW) soil 
contamination will be investigated and remediated prior to Project construction. All groundwater 
contamination that cannot be remediated prior to Project construction will be subject to appropriate 
handling, treatment, and disposal ensured by the City. All work shall be consistent with Engineering 
Regulations 1165-2-132.

WR 4: In-channel work would be isolated from existing flows by the use of dewatering structures such as 
cofferdams constructed from k-rails and other suitable materials.
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a. Cofferdam construction will be adequate to prevent seepage into or from the work area.

b. Cofferdams may be constructed from sand bags, concrete k-rails, sheet piles or other appropriate 
materials that would not leach contaminants into the water column or increase downstream turbidity.

c. Ensure that dewatering structures and coffer dams are in place and functional prior to in-water 
work.

d. Visually inspect all cofferdam components on a regular basis.

e. Check for water seepage under the dam and general integrity of the dam.

f. Fix all leaks immediately.

g. If turbid water is discharged from the work area despite the cofferdam, place filter fabric, silt 
fencing across the flow stream downstream of the work area as appropriate.

h. All cofferdams and associated structures will be removed upon completion of work.

WR 5: Require the construction contractor to prepare a storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) 
consistent with State Water Board policy and guidelines. At a minimum, the SWPPP would include the 
following elements:

a. Work areas, staging areas, or stockpile areas that could be subject to erosion during storm events 
would be stabilized with erosion control measures as appropriate. These measures could typically 
include silt fencing, straw bales, sand bags, filter fabric, coir rolls or wattles.

b. Erosion control methods used to prevent siltation would be monitored weekly and maintained as 
needed.

c. Stabilize and reseed disturbed upland areas with native grasses, shrubs, and trees upon completion 
of construction.

d. Stationary equipment such as motors, pumps, generators and welders located within or adjacent to 
the channel or basin will be positioned over drip pans.

e. Any equipment or vehicles driven and/or operated within or adjacent to the channel or basin 
should be checked and maintained daily, to prevent leaks. All maintenance will occur in a designated 
offsite area. The designated area will include a drain pan or drop cloth and absorbent material to 
clean up spills.

f. Fueling and equipment maintenance will be done in a designated area removed from the area of 
the channel or basin such that no petroleum products or other pollutants from the equipment may 
enter these areas via rainfall or runoff. The designated area will include a drain pan or drop cloth and 
absorbent materials to clean up spills.

g. Materials for the containment of spills (i.e., absorbent materials, silt fencing, filter fabric, coir rolls) 
will be identified and be available onsite prior to commencement of construction or maintenance 
activities.

h. Any accidental spill of hydrocarbons or coolant that may occur within the work area will be 
cleaned immediately. Absorbent materials will be maintained within the work area for this purpose.

i. No wet concrete product will come into contact with any flowing or standing water at any time. 
Areas where raw cement or grout are applied or separated from any ponded or diverted water flows 
by a cofferdam or silt-free, exclusionary fencing. All equipment involved with the concrete or 
grouting operations will be located within a contained area while using any slurry or concrete
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product. A protective berm or other structure will be in place prior to maintenance and/or repair 
activities.

WR 6: Any spill of the grout, concrete, concrete curing or wash water adjacent to or within the work area will 
be removed immediately.

Finding and Rationale
Implementation of these mitigation measures and/or best management practices would avoid or substantially 
lessen any significant impacts to less than significant. These mitigation measures are feasible and their 
implementation would result in less than significant impacts to water resources from the Recommended Plan 
Alternative 20.

Biological Resources
The Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would provide restoration of aquatic, wetland, and riparian habitat. 
Substantial benefits to biological resources that would result from the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 
would include restoration of native habitat, expansion of habitats into overbank side channels and river 
adjacent areas, healthier native biodiversity, expansion of wildlife populations, removal of concrete from the 
channel bed, restoration of additional natural hydrologic connections, and improved connectivity for local 
and regional wildlife movement. A total of 6,883 average annual HUs are provided by the Recommended 
Plan Alternative 20.

Impacts
Under the Recommended Plan Alternative 20, restoration measures would result in a total of 288 acres of 
valley foothill riparian habitat. A total of approximately 46 acres of freshwater marsh would be created, in 
addition to the wetlands created at 13 daylighted streams (one in Reach 3, eight in Reach 4, one in Reach 5, 
and three in Reach 7). The area of soft river bottom would be expanded to its maximum potential along 
Reaches 5, 6, and 8, creating the most open water habitat of any alternative. Construction of the 
Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would remove concrete and widen the confluence of the Verdugo Wash 
in order to support a more natural hydrologic regime and habitat, and to reconnect the tributary to the 
historic floodplain. Restoration of the Verdugo Wash confluence would provide an additional 34 acre habitat 
area, which would connect to the wildlife corridor in the Glendale Narrows (Error! Reference source not 
found. of the IFR EIS/EIR) and other habitat areas restored in the downstream reaches. The Recommended 
Plan Alternative 20 also adds restored habitat the Cornfields site in Reach 7. This provides an additional 10 
acres of riparian habitat that is hydrologically connected to the River, decreasing the distance between habitat 
areas in the resource-poor downtown area. Future opportunities for widespread regional connectivity would 
be created via restoration of the Verdugo Wash confluence, in addition to the connection at the Arroyo Seco 
tributary confluence (Error! Reference source not found. of the IFR EIS/EIR). The Recommended Plan 
Alternative 20 would also provide for the daylighting of a total of 13 streams entering the channel.

Construction

Overall, restoration proposed under the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 provides the largest proposed 
area of aquatic, wetland, and riparian habitat of any alternative. Substantial benefits to biological resources 
would result under the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 including increased area of restoration of native 
habitat, expansion of habitats into overbank side channels and river adjacent areas, expansion of wildlife 
populations, additional removal of concrete from the channel bed, restoration of additional natural hydrologic
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connections, and further improved connectivity for local and regional wildlife movement. A total of 6,883 
average annual HUs are provided by the Recommended Plan Alternative 20.

Threatened and Endangered Species

Marginal habitat for the federally endangered least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus) exists within the 
vegetated portions of the channel within the study area in Reaches 2, 4, 5, and 6. Riparian vegetation in these 
reaches is linear and confined, and lacks suitable adjacent foraging habitat. Vireo were observed within the 
study area in 2007; however, the most recent protocol surveys in 2009 did not detect vireo. An incidental 
observation of an unpaired male vireo near Taylor Yard was documented in April 2013 during a one-day 
nesting bird survey of the area. A similar one-day nesting survey of the area in May 2013 did not detect vireo 
(Cooper 2013a, 2013b).

The USACE has determined that the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 will have no effect to least Bell’s 
vireo under the Endangered Species Act. Least Bell’s vireo are not expected to be present in the study area 
and are not known to nest in the study area due to the marginal, linear and confined nature of existing habitat. 
In the locations where vireos were observed during 2007 protocol surveys and from incidental observations 
in 2013 (Reach 6), the proposed construction activities will target removal only of existing non-native 
vegetation. In areas where marginal habitat for the least Bell’s vireo exists, non-native vegetation would be 
removed outside of the breeding season. Potential nesting habitat would be avoided.

Protocol level surveys for least Bell’s vireo would be performed during the detailed design phase and in the 
nesting season(s) immediately prior to construction of each feature within any potentially suitable areas to 
confirm presence or absence of this species within the study area. The USACE will continue to coordinate 
with USFWS and CDFW throughout the design and construction period, and consult under the Endangered 
Species Act if conditions change such that the USACE determines the Project may affect the vireo or other 
listed species. With implementation of the Recommended Plan Alternative 20, riparian vegetation would be 
further expanded through widening and restoration of river adjacent areas, which could potentially support 
future populations of vireo.

No other special status species, including the southwestern willow flycatcher and coastal California 
gnatcatcher, are expected to occur due to the degraded conditions within the study area and lack of suitable 
habitat. However, as a precaution, pre-construction surveys for special-status wildlife would be performed by 
the USACE as needed in coordination with USFWS. In addition, construction would be monitored by a 
qualified biologist. With the implementation of these mitigation measures, impacts to threatened and 
endangered species would be less than significant.

Vegetation

During construction, existing native vegetation within the river channel would be left in place to the extent 
practicable, with removal of invasive species throughout the Project footprint, including areas in which 
restoration features are constructed and the existing channel and tributary bottom areas. Some existing 
vegetation may be disturbed during construction of features adjacent to the vegetated river channel, such as 
restructuring the channel walls and widening the channel in Reach 6. Pre-construction surveys for special- 
status plants would be performed by the USACE as needed in coordination with USFWS.

Other portions of the study area, outside the vegetated river channel, are predominantly vegetated with non
native invasive weeds and/or ornamental vegetation. These invasive species may spread further where 
construction efforts disturb soils. Increased presence of invasive weed species reduces ecological diversity and 
minimizes habitat value. However, restoration designs specifically call for revegetation of disturbed areas with
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native habitat, including those areas disturbed during the construction period. Non-native infestations would 
be treated either mechanically or chemically after construction is complete. Construction of the Project’s 
restoration features and invasive species control would remove weedy and ornamental vegetation and replace 
it with native riparian and wetland habitat, which would be a benefit to the river ecosystem. Impacts to 
vegetation from construction activities would be less than significant, and ultimately beneficial effects would 
occur after native habitats are restored.

Fish

Currently no native fish inhabit this portion of the river (LADWP 2004, FoLAR 2008). Santa Ana sucker and 
arroyo chub, in particular, have been extirpated from most of their historic ranges and are now found in only 
a handful of isolated areas. Construction activities in the river channel may result in disturbance to non-native 
fish through disturbance of habitat and invertebrate prey items, as well as through increased turbidity with 
potential sediment runoff into the river. Construction equipment working in close proximity to the river has 
the potential to introduce sediment or pollutants into the water, although BMPs will be implemented to 
minimize this potential.

Fish may be exposed to suspended sediment concentrations during construction, which may cause clogging 
to gills of fish in the immediate vicinity. Most fish would avoid the immediate construction area due to 
increased noise levels, turbidity, and oxygen depletion resulting from increased sediment load in the river. The 
Recommended Plan Alternative 20 will implement water quality BMPs during construction and will operate 
under applicable Federal and state permits, which would protect water quality and minimize impacts to fish. 
Construction-related impacts to fish would be less than significant.

Birds

Construction activities would remove vegetation, degrade water quality in the river, and increase ambient 
noise levels, which would cause disturbances to some birds causing them to vacate the construction area. 
Increased levels of activity may decrease birds’ use of the study area for foraging, roosting, and nesting. Birds 
would vacate the area and find alternate foraging, nesting, and roosting locations during construction 
activities. As previously discussed, there are no established populations of federally protected birds such as 
least Bell’s vireo currently nesting in the Project area. . However, pre-construction surveys would be 
conducted by the USACE as needed in coordination with USFWS. Construction would take place only in 
limited portions of the study area at any given time, and resident bird species would find similar habitat 
nearby in other portions of the vegetated channel or adjacent habitat areas. Birds would acclimate to 
construction noise, as noise levels in the study area are generally high due to the adjacent freeway and urban 
uses. Vegetation removal activities would take place outside the breeding season for birds to avoid impacts to 
nesting, and construction activities would be monitored by a qualified biologist.

Birds would benefit from the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 via planting and expansion of native riparian 
and wetland habitats, which would improve opportunities for foraging, roosting, and nesting. Removal of 
trash and incidental improvement of water quality would also benefit bird species in the study area. With the 
implementation of the Project’s restoration measures and mitigation measures, impacts to birds would be less 
than significant, with an overall benefit to bird species in the study area.

Wildlife

Construction activities may temporarily disturb wildlife within the study area by removing vegetation and 
sediment, increasing noise levels, and increasing vibration levels. Wildlife is expected to vacate the area and 
find alternate habitat nearby during construction. Construction would take place in phases, and only be
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performed in limited portions of the study area at any given time. Much of the wildlife inhabiting the study 
area are urban adapted species that are acclimated to human presence, generally higher noise levels, and some 
level of disturbance. These species may adapt more readily to the type of disruptions that occur during 
construction. Wildlife is expected to re-colonize the construction areas after construction is complete. 
Therefore, construction impacts to wildlife would be less than significant. Restoration and expansion of 
native vegetation by the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would provide additional and improved wildlife 
habitat.

Wildlife Movement

Wildlife movement within the study area may be disrupted during construction activities due to disturbance 
of vegetation, increased noise levels, and increased vibrations. Disturbance would be temporary and 
movement opportunities would be restored after construction is complete.

Opportunities for wildlife movement would be improved under the Recommended Plan Alternative 20.

Benefits would be more extensive compared to any other alternative due to the expanded areas of restoration, 
additional removal of concrete and restoration of a more natural hydrologic regime at the Verdugo Wash 
tributary confluence, and improved local and regional habitat connectivity for wildlife within the study area 
via restoration of the Verdugo Wash confluence and Cornfields sites.

In addition, restoration at the Taylor Yard establishes a large node of historic riparian habitat adjacent to the 
river corridor. The habitat at Taylor Yard would then be connected to other habitats currently existing within 
the river channel in the Glendale Narrows (Error! Reference source not found. of the Final IFR EIS/EIR). 
Restoration at Taylor Yard also establishes a natural hydrologic connection between the River and the historic 
floodplain, which restores key ecological processes such as a more natural disturbance regime, scour and 
deposition of sediment and vegetation, nutrient cycling, biotic interactions, and colonization of new habitat 
areas (Stromberg et al. 2007), as well as improved wildlife movement between the river and floodplain. 
Connectivity to other restored habitat in the study area is more limited by the overbank locations (i.e. Ferraro 
Fields, Los Feliz golf course) and assisted the hydrologic process in those areas. Increases in nodal 
connectivity and regional habitat connectivity are also analyzed in Chapter 6 of the IFR EIS/EIR.

Impacts to wildlife movement would be temporary and less than significant during construction activities. 
Overall the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would be beneficial for wildlife species in the study area by 
restoring and expanding native habitat.

Wetlands

The Los Angeles River is a Traditional Navigable Water (TNW), a water of the United States pursuant to 33 
C.F.R. § 328.3 (a)(1) .A jurisdictional delineation identified Ordinary High Water Mark as halfway up the 
embankment of the River. No permanent loss of waters of the United States would occur. Wetland habitat 
has been observed within the River in Reaches 4-6 and appears on NWI maps (USFWS 2012). Wetlands may 
also be present in Reach 2 due to the presence of riparian vegetation and perennial flows. Jurisdictional 
wetlands within the non-concrete bottom portions of the River are generally located on sand banks and are 
variable, prone to changes in size and location depending on the severity of storm flows. Colonies of giant 
reed (Arundo donax) are interspersed throughout all in-channel riparian areas. Furthermore, because the 
channel conveys storm flows from an urban environment, trash and debris are present throughout the 
riparian areas. Storm flows also affect the location and extent of wetlands due to shifting sandbars. 
Furthermore, the wetlands are physically isolated from other aquatic environments. Therefore, wetlands
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present within the Project footprint are limited in aquatic functions and services. Pool or riffle complexes may 
also be present in Reaches 2 and 4-6 and are subject to the same existing conditions as wetlands.

A 404(b)(1) analysis for the Project is included as Appendix M of the IFR EIS/EIR. As indicated in that 
analysis, the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would not have a significant impact on Federal- and state- 
protected wetlands. The Project would restore and create wetlands and other special aquatic sites (pool/riffle 
complexes). Since this Project is an aquatic habitat restoration Project with creation or restoration of special 
aquatic sites that offset any impacts from construction activities, no mitigation for wetland impacts is needed.

Any wetlands present may be affected during construction of the widening of the River channel at Taylor 
Yard under the Recommended Plan Alternative 20. During construction, in-water work in Reach 6 may affect 
riparian vegetation, especially near the toe of levees where excavation and dewatering activities would be 
located. However, surveys prior to construction would be undertaken in the existing channel areas affected by 
construction to further identify, avoid, and minimize effects to wetlands and pool/riffle. Impacts to wetlands 
from construction activities would be temporary and less than significant, as due to the existing seed bank 
and perennial flow, wetland vegetation and hydric soils are expected to reestablish soon after completion of 
construction. Thus, there would be no permanent loss of wetlands and areas disturbed by construction would 
be restored. Moreover, invasive species will be removed during construction, resulting in a more natural and 
functional plant community.

CDFW regulates waters of the State, and defines those waters as areas from top-of-bank to top-of-bank, as 
well as riparian areas that may be above the bank but still dependent on the waters within the bank. Although 
this is a substantial increase in area relative to Waters of the U.S., this larger area of regulated waters does not 
increase the potential for effects to wetlands since vegetated wetlands in the study reach are generally found 
only in the bottom of the river channel, while the increased regulated area is towards the top of the bank. 
Although waters of the State may be affected during construction, similarly to waters of the U.S., impacts to 
wetlands would be temporary and less than significant. No mitigation is proposed since implementation of 
the Project will result in a substantial increase in the amount and quality of Waters of the State.

Habitat Connectivity

As part of the USACE’s coordination with the FWS under the FWCA for the Recommended Plan 
Alternative 20, additional opportunities for restoration of habitat connectivity as part of the Project, 
particularly within the River channel, were identified, as well as more detailed design considerations. These 
opportunities and considerations are summarized in part in Section 7.1.10 of the IFR EIS/EIR and are 
included in the response to the FWS’ recommendations in Appendix N of the IFR EIS/EIR. The USACE 
will further evaluate these measures during the design phase, as their implementation or placement is likely to 
require hydrologic and hydraulic modeling data and/or more detailed design. Prior to implementation of the 
measures identified, the USACE will assess whether supplemental analysis is required to address new or 
different effects than those already assessed in the IFR. The following design features may have adverse 
impacts on biological resources, with temporary impacts similar to those identified for the construction 
activities above, but would have long term beneficial effects for vegetation and wildlife.

Considerations for incorporation of anchored boulders and potential modifications to the channel bed in 
concrete reaches to provide improvements for aquatic habitat connectivity and fish refugia would also be 
made during the detailed design phase. Implementation of these design features would depend on the detailed 
design and hydraulic analysis developed during the detailed design phase, to ensure that they are not in 
conflict with flow conveyance requirements or other constraints on the Project. These features could result in 
temporary less than significant impacts during construction to waters of the United States, but no permanent 
loss of waters is anticipated.
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Specific placement of measures for wildlife access will be further considered during the detailed design stage, 
and would depend on the detailed design and hydraulic analysis developed during the design phase, to ensure 
that they are not in conflict with flood damage reduction and flow conveyance requirements or other 
constraints on the Project. Placement of wildlife access measures may include access in Reach 1 from 
Pollywog Park into the river channel, as practicable. In this area, wildlife access may be achieved through the 
creation of a slope along the currently vertical bank. Such a design would allow wildlife moving from Griffith 
Park into the river channel access to the restored Pollywog Park site, which is currently disconnected from 
the River by a vertical wall. Implementation of specific methods and location of access would be dependent 
on the detailed hydrologic and hydraulic modeling developed during the design phase. The implementation of 
a slope or similar design element would have similar effects to those identified for other short channel 
modifications and design requirements, and less than significant impacts are expected to occur.

Other design features specific to certain species may be incorporated in the detailed design phase and 
accommodated where practicable and appropriate. While these features could potentially be installed 
artificially during restoration activities, many of these features will also evolve naturally over time as 
vegetation matures and natural hydrologic forces continue to shape the hydrologic regime of the widened 
areas. Such features may include artificial structures for nesting such as nest cavities (which could be used by 
wood duck, barn owl, tree swallow, and western bluebird among other species), large hollow snags (used by 
swifts), and steep sandy banks (used by northern rough-winged swallow and belted kingfisher). Installation of 
these structures within the Project footprint would have less than significant impacts during construction.

Considerations for segregation of “spring fed waters” from surface water flows would also be made during 
the detailed design phase. This segregation would be considered to support refugia for fish, where 
groundwater would feed the refugia while surface flows might bypass such areas. Parameters required for 
engineering design would include groundwater levels as well as anticipated local fluctuations in groundwater 
conditions. No significant impacts are anticipated from this segregation.

Operations

Following completion of the construction phase, the operation of the restoration Project will begin, which 
will result in (1) the maintenance necessary to ensure success of restored components, and (2) the long-term 
benefits of restoration that would support fish and wildlife. In addition, the LACDA operations and 
maintenance plan would be modified to complement the restoration Project.

Riparian areas planted through restoration activities will be preserved on overbank areas, where they will not 
inhibit flood conveyance. Access to the river will be necessary for operation and maintenance activities 
following completion of the restoration Project.

Trucks and other heavy equipment will access the channel via established routes that cause the least 
disturbance to soils or vegetation. Operation and maintenance activities will also be required to implement 
similar mitigation measures and BMPs used during construction (as applicable) to protect water quality, 
biological resources and other aspects of the environment.

Restoration of riparian and wetland habitat in the study area will require maintenance to ensure the 
establishment and survival of planted vegetation and to stay consistent with the constraints of the flood risk 
management project. This includes the ongoing mechanical and/or chemical removal of non-native species 
that become established after restoration, throughout the Project footprint. Temporary irrigation will be used 
to ensure survival of vegetation through the establishment period. Riparian areas planted through restoration 
will be preserved on overbank areas, where they will not inhibit flood conveyance. Constructed restoration 
features would be maintained consistent with the operations and maintenance manual for the restoration
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Project, which may include measures such as trimming or thinning of in-channel vegetation outside the 
breeding season to avoid impacts to the flood risk management function. Maintenance of the restored areas 
would require minimal native vegetation removal or control to avoid impacts to flood risk management, as 
features will be designed to avoid such impacts. In addition, monitoring will be necessary to ensure that 
excessive scour or bank failures do not occur where natural channel features are restored, to avoid 
compromising the flood risk management function and adverse effects on water quality. These maintenance 
activities may result in less than significant impacts due to entry of restoration staff into vegetated areas to 
perform maintenance; however, these activities will ultimately be beneficial for persistence of the restored 
habitats. The City would have a direct responsibility to ensure that adequate water flow is maintained to 
sustain habitat features.
Overall, operation and maintenance efforts will not result in significant impacts on the biological resources in 
the area. The restoration measures in the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 have been designed specifically 
to improve the study area’s biological resources and ecological functioning.

The USACE has determined that there will be no effect to least Bell’s vireo from operations of the 
Recommended Plan Alternative 20. Removal of non-native vegetation and trimming of in-channel vegetation 
to maintain flood conveyance would occur outside the breeding season. Overall, operations will support the 
establishment and expansion of native riparian vegetation in the restored areas, which has the potential to 
support future populations of vireo, and may support foraging and stop over habitat for southwestern willow 
flycatcher and coastal California gnatcatcher. Presence/absence surveys for these species will be performed 
during operation of the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 as part of the Adaptive Management Plan. The 
USACE and the City will continue to coordinate with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the California 
Department of Wildlife during operations of the Recommended Plan Alternative 20.

During initial operation and maintenance of each feature, the USACE would conduct monitoring to assess 
achievement of ecological success criteria (see Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan, Appendix H (Part 
2) of the IFR EIS/EIR). If success criteria are not being met, the USACE and City would consider whether 
adaptive management measures should be implemented. Adaptive management measures could include 
irrigation and supplemental watering, replanting, plant protection (e.g., cages or fencing), erosion control, 
importing of substrates, regrading, and non-native/feral wildlife control. Adaptive management measures 
would not have significant impacts on biological resources as impacts in most cases would be similar or less 
than those associated with similar activities during construction of the restoration features; however, prior to 
implementation, the USACE would determine whether supplemental analysis is required. One adaptive 
management measure does not have a construction equivalent, non-native/feral wildlife control. If 
monitoring results indicate that nuisance wildlife, such as feral mammals and mesopredators, or non-native 
species, such as cowbirds and non-native fish, are impacting habitat suitability and resource availability for 
native species, wildlife control measures may be implemented. Cowbird trapping and control of nuisance 
wildlife would have less than significant impacts to biological resources, with beneficial effects for native 
species. The implementation of adaptive management to remove non-native fish would be further dependent 
upon reintroduction of native fish to the Project area by others and therefore is discussed in the indirect 
effects and related actions section below. Once ecological success has been documented by the USACE 
District Engineer in consultation with the Federal and State resource agencies, and a determination has been 
made by the USACE Division Commander that ecological success has been achieved; no further monitoring 
will be required.

Existing LACDA operations and maintenance would also be affected by implementation of the 
Recommended Plan Alternative 20. Current LACDA operations and maintenance include those measures 
that are intended to ensure proper flood conveyance through the channel, such as clearing or thinning of
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vegetation or removing sediment or debris if necessary, and that maintain access into the channel and 
environs. The LACDA OMRRR plan would be modified to accommodate the restoration Project, with 
maintenance of the restoration Project a City responsibility under the revised OMRRR plan. The LACDA 
OMRRR manual would be modified to exclude constructed restoration features and would exclude invasives 
management throughout the restoration Project footprint. USACE would continue to be responsible for 
maintaining all other aspects of the portions of the LACDA project that overlap with the restoration Project 
footprint. USACE would also modify the LACDA OMRRR plan for the ARBOR reach outside the specific 
constructed restoration features to preserve flood risk management function while complementing the 
restoration Project. These modifications would allow native vegetation to remain in the rest of the reach to 
the extent that design conveyance capacities would be met or would experience only minimal changes from 
the design conditions. Detailed hydrologic and hydraulic analysis will be used during the design phase to 
further determine how much vegetation may be supported in the channel without affecting the flood risk 
management function. Such OMRRR would be contingent on funding and would be phased in over time.

Mitigation Measures
The following MMs and/or BMPs would be implemented to reduce impacts to biological resources to less 
than significant:

Construction

BIO 1: To the maximum extent practicable, vegetation clearing activities would not occur during the 
breeding season, which generally runs from March 1-August 31.

BIO 2: If vegetation removal must occur during the avian breeding season, a qualified biologist will perform 
nesting bird surveys following established protocol prior to construction. If nests are detected during these 
surveys, a 300-foot no construction buffer will be delineated around the nest (500-foot buffer for raptors).

BIO 3: Construction will be monitored by a qualified biologist.

BIO 4: Construction will be phased to minimize impacts to wildlife species, so that the entire study area will 
not be under construction at the same time.

BIO 5: Pre-construction surveys for special-status plants and wildlife would be performed as needed in 
coordination with USFWS.

BIO 6: Protocol level surveys for least Bell’s vireo would be performed during the detailed design phase and 
prior to construction to avoid impact to this species. If paired and potentially nesting vireo or other listed 
species are found, the USACE will coordinate with USFWS and consult as applicable, if it is later determined 
that the Project would affect the species.

BIO 7: Trails and other recreational features will be designed and located to be compatible with restoration 
features and goals. For instance, trails may be placed around the perimeter, rather than through restored 
areas.

Operations

BIO 8: Invasives control or maintenance of vegetation to maintain restoration success and comply with 
constraints would be performed outside of the bird nesting season,

BIO 9: Sensitive habitat types will be avoided to the maximum extent practicable during maintenance. 
Designated access points for maintenance vehicles will be created to reduce impacts to restored areas.

Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations 3-23 April 2016



Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Project IFR EIS/EIR

Construction and Operations

BIO 10: Informational signs will be installed to educate the public regarding the restored habitat, sensitive 
resources, and the impact that human intrusion may have.

Exclusionary fencing will also be installed where and if necessary, as part of the Adaptive Management 
program.

Finding and Rationale
Implementation of these mitigation measures and/or best management practices would avoid or substantially 
lessen any significant impacts from construction activities or during operations to less than significant. These 
mitigation measures are feasible and their implementation would result in less than significant impacts to 
biological resources from the Recommended Plan Alternative 20.

Through implementation of Alternative 20, beneficial effects to biological resources are expected since new 
plantings, habitat linkages, partial ecological restoration and water quality improvements are supportive of 
greater biological diversity and survival. Moreover, the Project will yield healthier biodiversity in a globally- as 
well as nationally-scarce Mediterranean-type climate region.

Cultural Resources
Impacts

Construction

Potential common sources of impacts on cultural resources associated with the construction of the 
Recommended Plan Alternative 20 include ground disturbance, new construction, and structural 
alteration/removal of features. Ground disturbance would result from site preparation, grading, bank 
lowering, channel widening, opening of storm drains, removal of concrete, excavation of side channels, 
riverside planting excavations, excavations for removal or alteration of existing structures and water 
infrastructure, and excavations for construction of new connections to water sources. If prehistoric or 
historic archaeological sites are present, ground disturbance can directly damage artifacts and features or alter 
the spatial relationship of artifacts, features, and other deposits and destroy their research potential. This can 
result in the permanent loss of information relevant to the site function, dates of use, plants and animals used, 
past environments, ethnicity, and other important research questions. Ground disturbance can also damage 
unmarked burials or other sites that may be important to Native Americans as ancestral locations or for 
traditional cultural or religious purposes.

Proposed new construction may change the physical setting of historic buildings and structures. New 
construction for ecosystem restoration may also alter drainage patterns and channel morphology, exposing 
buried archaeological resources and causing impacts due to erosion. The ecosystem restoration elements 
include the acquisition, removal or alteration of existing buildings and structures, including water control and 
conveyance infrastructure, and rail and other transportation facilities. Affected structures may be historic 
properties under the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) or historical resources under CEQA. If the 
proposed action of implementing the ecosystem restoration measures were to alter the characteristics of 
historic properties or historical resources that qualify them for inclusion on the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) or the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), there would be an adverse effect if 
it diminishes the integrity of the property.
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Altering River facilities could result in impacts to cultural resources. Although not formally documented or 
evaluated for historic significance, the containment and flood risk management facilities on the River and its 
tributaries appear eligible for listing on the NRHP because of their association with important events and 
their engineering innovations. The qualities of historic integrity typically considered for linear segments of 
water conveyance properties are integrity of location, design, feeling, and association. Generally, 
modifications that maintain these qualities would not be seen as an adverse effect under NEPA or a 
significant impact under CEQA. Thus, modifications to facilities such as those proposed as part of the 
Recommended Plan Alternative 20 involving removing portions of concrete structures, creating new 
structures and connections with the river and daylighting may not be considered an adverse effect on historic 
water conveyance facilities if the flood risk management function and location is maintained. Further 
evaluation and analysis during the next phase of the USACE planning process will clarify which features of 
the system contribute to its historic character and those qualities of integrity that are important to maintain.

Under the terms of a Programmatic Agreement (PA) found in Appendix O of the IFR EIS/EIR, the USACE 
will work with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), the City and other concurring parties to avoid, 
minimize and mitigate adverse effects to historic properties under the NHPA. Through the development and 
execution of a Historic Property Treatment Plan (HPTP) in accordance with the PA, impacts to historic 
resources, cultural and archaeological resources from Project implementation are expected to be less than 
significant. This is especially true in the case of impacts to the river facilities where the proposed 
modifications would only impact focused sections of the facilities and leave the remaining system intact. 
Through the same measures executed by the HPTP, the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 will also avoid 
disturbance to any human remains.

Reaches 1-3

The immediate river corridor APE through Reaches 1, 2, and 3 has been minimally investigated for cultural 
resources. Pollywog Park and Bette Davis Park have not been inventoried. In Reaches 1 and 2 there have 
been small block surveys conducted that include portions of the approach to Pollywog Park at the River and 
a portion of the right bank between the Headworks Spreading Ground and Travel Town. The APE adjacent 
to the channelized River and Zoo Drive has not been inventoried, but has been extensively disturbed. Ferraro 
Fields has been investigated for cultural resources. Although the athletic fields were built on a portion of an 
old airfield, no cultural resources have been recorded there.

Eligible NRHP and CRHR resources include the Riverside- Zoo Drive Bridge and portions of Griffith Park. 
No actions are proposed that would alter the setting or architectural qualities of the bridge that qualify it for 
inclusion in the NRHP. The small portions of Griffith Park in the APE have not been documented or 
evaluated and the current resource record focuses exclusively on historic structures elsewhere in the park. The 
Travel Town outdoor transportation museum, just outside the APE, is of historic age but has not been 
evaluated as a historic property.

The containment and flood risk management facilities along the River and its tributaries are now of historic 
age, but have not been formally documented or evaluated for historic significance. Based on current 
information, modification of these structures to daylight storm drain outlets, create habitat corridors, restore 
open water habitat and construct River connections would likely impact historic structures. In addition, the 
proposed restoration measure for Reach 2 of reshaping the right bank of the channel from a trapezoidal to 
vertical configuration and hanging vines from the top of the channel would likely impact historic River 
structures. If determined eligible, this could result in an adverse effect to a historic property. However, with 
execution of the Historic Property Treatment Plan (HPTP) in accordance with the PA, impacts to historic 
resources are expected to be less than significant.
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On the east side of the River in Reach 3, under the Recommended Plan Alternative 20, the Verdugo Wash 
would be widened under the SR-134 Freeway and a soft riverbed would be configured to support an open 
water marsh through removal of the concrete bed. The downstream banks would be lowered and sloped 
adding riparian vegetation. Portions of the study area above the River and wash level have been inventoried 
and no cultural resources have been recorded. Reconfiguring the confluence and creating the sloped 
downstream banks could potentially impact twenty structures and/or their surrounding features; however, 
only approximately ten of these structures would be removed. Much of the Recommended Plan Alternative 
20 will only intrude on parking lots or other external features of the remaining buildings. Based on the LA 
County Assessors’ database, the structures range in age from 1948 to 1977, but are clustered from 1950-1953 
and 1970-1973. Many of these buildings have been modified by later improvements. The area is heavily 
industrialized and almost all appear to be warehouses. It is unlikely that these properties will be found to be 
eligible for the NRHP. Deep excavations would be needed to lower the banks. In the immediate vicinity of 
the Verdugo Wash and freeway supports and in the channel, the soil is likely to be highly disturbed, but the 
potential for intact buried archaeological resources is unknown in other areas proposed for lowering.

Modification to the concrete channels would likely impact historic River structures. If determined eligible, this 
could result in an adverse effect to a historic property. Likely measures that would result from the PA process 
include archival documentation and photo recordation according to National Park Service (NPS) Historic 
American Buildings Survey (HABS), Historic American Engineering Record (HAER), and Historic American 
Landscapes Survey (HALS) Standards. With the application of these measures, impacts would be less than 
significant.

No specific past land uses other than open space, river channel and parkland are observed on historic 
quadrangle maps in the APE. There is a record of an adobe structure occupied in 1868 in the vicinity of the 
River at Pollywog Park, but the location is imprecise and no physical remains are visible. Given the proximity 
to the channelized river and the effects of freeway construction it is doubtful that any foundations or features 
could be located again for further investigation. Disturbance in this reach is extensive, the result of river 
channelization, freeway construction, utility installation and roadwork.

Based on the record search, no additional impacts beyond the flood risk management facilities have been 
identified. However, identification and evaluation of cultural resources in the APE is incomplete. While there 
is always the possibility of encountering buried cultural resources during ground disturbing activities, the 
potential for undiscovered intact buried resources that would meet the criteria for eligibility for NRHP or 
CRHR listing or other sensitive cultural resources appears to be low. Adverse effects are not anticipated.

Reaches 4-6

Impacts on cultural resources occur from ground disturbance, new construction and structural alterations and 
removals in these reaches under the Recommended Plan Alternative 20.

The river corridor through Reaches 4, 5 and 6 has been minimally investigated for cultural resources and 
there are no surveys that are adjacent to and/or directly follow the River. Bridges across the River have been 
inventoried and evaluated for historic significance. The Glendale-Hyperion Viaduct, Riverside- Figueroa 
Street Bridge and Fletcher Drive Bridge, Arroyo Seco Parkway and portions of Griffith Park are eligible for 
listing on the NRHP and the CRHR for their architectural qualities and/or historic associations. There have 
been cultural resource surface surveys on adjacent parcels and along the edge of the Taylor Yard study area 
for this Project, but there has been no inventory of the study area or subsurface excavation reported 
associated with other developments at Taylor Yard.
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In these reaches, no actions are proposed that would alter architectural qualities of the historic bridges and 
the other properties or their settings that qualify them for inclusion in the NRHP and the CRHR. Daylighted 
storm drains and the narrow habitat corridors in Reaches 4 and 5 on the edge of the river channel would be 
developed on highly disturbed lands that are unlikely to contain or impact any intact cultural resources. 
Likewise, changes in channel morphology to provide habitat features are unlikely to encounter or impact 
intact cultural resources. Regarding historic resources in this area, modification to the concrete channel for 
daylighting the storm drains and flow diversions would likely impact historic River structures. If determined 
eligible, this would result in an adverse effect to a historic property. However, likely measures as part of the 
PA process would include archival documentation and photo recordation according to NPS, HABS, HAER, 
and HALS Standards. The excavation of the side channels through the two golf courses could encounter 
buried cultural resources. The potential for archaeological resources and the level of past disturbance of these 
locations is unknown. To address this, an archeologist will be monitoring areas that have a potential for 
buried resources during construction activities. Impacts are expected to be less than significant.

Extensive ground disturbance is proposed for the Bowtie/Taylor Yard site. These sites are known to have 
HTRW contamination requiring remediation prior to construction of the Recommended Plan Alternative 20. 
Remediation of identified known and suspected HTRW sites within the Bowtie and Taylor Yard would be 
conducted by the City prior to providing the lands to the restoration Project for construction. Although it has 
not been inventoried for cultural resources, its history of past use as a rail facility dating back to 1925 would 
indicate a high likelihood for near surface and subsurface historic cultural resources including structural 
remains and foundations. Historic quadrangle maps show several structures, especially in the southern (Taylor 
Yard) part of the restoration site. Because of the extent and depth of excavation, there is also the potential for 
encountering intact archaeological sites pre-dating 1925, including those that may have been encapsulated by 
floods on this terrace before the River was controlled. It is highly likely that historic resources could be 
encountered during remediation and there is potential for impacts to historic archaeological resources 
associated with implementing this remediation. A qualified archeologist shall monitor during remediation and 
construction activities in areas where there is a potential for buried resources, and impacts are expected to be 
less than significant.

The degree of ground disturbance that the City’s remediation would entail is not known at this time; however, 
for the purposes of this analysis, the IFR EIS/EIR assumes that some cultural resources would remain intact 
and will need to be addressed as part of the PA for the Project. Based on the literature review as part of the 
IFR EIS/EIR, the USACE does not expect remediation activities in this area to encounter any resources that 
would meet National Register Criteria A-C. There are no ethnographically known Native American sites, sites 
important for their association with major historical events, and as stated above no structures that meet the 
fifty year threshold for eligibility.

Reaches 7-8

Impacts on cultural resources could occur from ground disturbance, new construction, and structural 
alterations and removals in these reaches under the Recommended Plan Alternative 20. Modification to the 
concrete channel and channel wall could impact historic River structures. If determined eligible, this would 
result in an adverse effect to a historic property. However, likely measures as part of the PA process would 
include archival documentation and photo recordation according to NPS, HABS, HAER, and HALS 
Standards. The excavation of the side channels through the two golf courses could encounter buried cultural 
resources. The potential for archaeological resources and the level of past disturbance of these locations is 
unknown. A qualified archeologist shall monitor during construction activities in areas where there is a 
potential for buried resources, and impacts are expected to be less than significant.
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There have been previous cultural resource investigations at the Arroyo Seco confluence site, but no 
investigations of the LATC study area. Bridges across the River have been inventoried and evaluated for 
historic significance. The First Street Viaduct, North Broadway Bridge (Buena Vista Viaduct), Cesar Chavez- 
Macy Street Bridge, North Main Street Bridge, and North Spring Street Bridge are all eligible for listing on the 
NRHP and the CRHR for their architectural qualities and/or historic association. However, no actions are 
proposed that would alter the architectural qualities of the historic bridges or their settings that qualify them 
for inclusion in the NRHP and the CRHR. The Arroyo Seco Parkway (Pasadena Freeway), also eligible for 
listing on the NRHP and the CRHR, would not be impacted by the Project. Two other historic properties, 
the Department of Water and Power complex and the Mission Tower, would also not be impacted under the 
Recommended Plan Alternative 20.

Daylighting storm drain outlets and constructing marsh habitat on the overbank areas of the channel would 
occur on disturbed lands that are unlikely to contain any intact cultural resources; therefore no impacts would 
occur. The narrow habitat corridors on the edge of the river channel and Arroyo Seco channel modifications 
would be developed on highly disturbed land that are unlikely to contain any intact cultural resources. 
Modification of the concrete structures at the confluence would likely impact River and Arroyo Seco channel 
historic structures. If determined eligible, this would result in an adverse effect to a historic property. Likely 
measures as part of the PA process would include archival documentation and photo recordation according 
to NPS, HABS, HAER, and HALS Standards. With the application of these measures, impacts would be 
mitigated below the threshold of NEPA and CEQA significance.

The LATC site is suspected of having contamination similar to that at Taylor Yard, and the City will ensure 
the remediation of the site prior to providing lands for construction of the proposed Project. Investigation 
and remedial actions by the City or others prior to construction of the Project may include the demolition of 
existing structures, removal of pavement, grading, and excavation depending upon the extent of remedial 
actions. Any remaining structures and surface cover not required to be removed as part of the remediation or 
in relocating site functions would be part of the Project. The LATC is on the site of a Union Pacific rail 
facility that was established in the early 1900s. Historic quadrangle maps show several structures in the APE 
including a roundhouse and turntable. There is a high likelihood of near surface and subsurface historic 
cultural resources including historic debris concentrations and foundations. Based on the current plan, it is 
highly likely that historic archaeological resources could be encountered during investigation and remediation, 
and there is potential for impacts to historic archaeological resources associated with implementing 
remediation. A qualified archeologist shall monitor during remediation and construction activities in areas 
where there is a potential for buried resources, and impacts are expected to be less than significant.

As with the Taylor Yard in Reach 6, the extent of ground disturbance associated with remediation is not 
known. For the purposes of this analysis the IFR EIS/EIR assumes that some cultural resources would 
remain intact and will need to be addressed as part of the PA for the Project. Based on conceptual designs 
overlaid on aerial photography, there is one structure located along the very edge of the Project boundary. 
Because these are conceptual level designs and because the study intends to avoid as many relocations as 
possible, it is assumed that this structure will not be relocated to gain an additional foot of restoration. 
Currently there are trailers on the site but these have not been included in this analysis because they are 
movable. The LATC site provides the largest acreage for restoration and also has a high likelihood of 
containing archaeological remains that are eligible for the NRHP for their ability to provide information 
about transportation, labor, and daily life in the early part of the 20th Century. Following remediation, there is 
potential for adverse effects on these archaeological sites (historic properties). By completing the process in 
the PA to identify and evaluate potential adverse effects, adverse effects may either be avoided or minimized
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through data recovery and other documentation. With application of identified mitigation measures in the 
MMRP and the measures as laid out in the PA process, impacts would be less than significant

The connection and confluence of the restored wash with the River could likely impact historic River 
structures. If determined eligible, this would result in an adverse effect to a historic property. Likely measures 
as part of the PA process might include archival documentation and photo recordation according to NPS 
Historic Building Survey (HABS), Historic American Engineering Record (HAER), and Historic American 
Landscapes Survey (HALS) standards. If these measures are successfully applied, impacts would be less than 
significant.

The Cornfields site (now known as the Los Angeles State Historic Park) is the former location of the 
Southern Pacific River Station and freight yard. Archaeological excavations at the Cornfields have confirmed 
the presence of significant historical cultural resources on the site. Impacts to historic archaeological 
properties would be possible from ground disturbing activities associated with creating the freshwater marsh 
at this site and connecting it with the River. According to the preliminary real estate analysis, two standing 
structures, built in 1982 and 1988 respectively, would be removed under the Recommended Plan Alternative 
20. Due to the presence of historic archaeological properties and the level of ground disturbance proposed, 
there is potential for adverse effects on historic properties and adverse changes on historic resources at these 
locations. By completing the process in the PA, adverse effects may either be avoided or minimized through 
data recovery and other documentation activities as laid out in the PA. With early involvement of cultural 
resource professionals in the further development of Project designs and with appropriate mitigation, 
significant impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. No actions are proposed in this area that 
would alter architectural and historic qualities or the settings of the NRHP- and the CRHR- eligible historic 
bridges and buildings.

Operations

Under the Recommended Plan Alternative 20, there would be minimal impacts on cultural resources 
associated with the Operation & Maintenance (O&M) of the restoration Project areas and the containment 
and flood risk management facilities on the River and its tributaries. In areas where concrete is removed, 
erosion may reveal buried undiscovered cultural resources. Ongoing O&M activities, however, typically do 
not involve extensive ground disturbing activities or the removal or extensive alteration of existing structures 
including water control and conveyance infrastructure, and rail and other transportation facilities that may be 
historic. Therefore, no significant impacts due to operational activities under the Recommended Plan 
Alternative 20 would occur.

Mitigation Measures
Implementation of the BMPs and/or MMs identified below would reduce impacts to historic, cultural, and 
archeological resources from the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 to less than significant levels:

CR 1: An archeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior's Qualification Standards shall monitor all 
construction activities in areas where there is a potential for buried resources. The monitor shall immediately 
notify the USACE’s on-site construction supervisor of any discovery. The USACE on-site construction 
supervisor shall temporarily stop construction in the area of the discovery. The discovery area and a 
surrounding buffer zone shall then be clearly delineated. Ground disturbing activities can resume outside of 
the delineated buffer zone. Should previously unknown historic or archaeological remains be discovered, the 
USACE would comply with 36 CFR 800.13. At the conclusion of monitoring activities, a detailed letter report 
shall be prepared. This report shall be submitted to the SHPO for review and comment.
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CR 2: When construction crews are working within 50 meters of an eligible or unevaluated cultural resource, 
the edge of the site, including a 25 meter site buffer will be fenced off, thus ensuring that no construction 
equipment inadvertently strays into the culturally sensitive area.

CR 3: Cultural resource block inventories and evaluations shall be conducted early in the next design phase 
so that avoidance and impact minimization measures for cultural resources can be incorporated in Project 
design.

CR 4: Recordation and evaluation of the constructed features of the flood risk management system on the 
river and lower tributaries within the APE will be prioritized in PED. The recordation and evaluation shall be 
conducted in one effort and in reference to and in the context of the entirety of the flood risk management 
system constructed on the Los Angeles River and lower tributaries.

CR 5: Comply with the terms and conditions of the PA executed by and between the USACE and SHPO, 
and any amendments thereto.

Finding and Rationale
Implementation of these BMPs and/or MMs would avoid or substantially lessen the abovementioned 
significant impacts to less than significant. These mitigation measures are feasible and their implementation 
would avoid or substantially lessen adverse impacts to cultural resources resulting from the Recommended 
Plan Alternative 20.

Traffic and Circulation
Impacts

Construction

The Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would add additional traffic to area roads during construction, which 
would occur in phases over a period of approximately 15 years. Trips would involve construction equipment 
and materials being delivered to and removed from the site and workers commuting to and from the site. 
Construction vehicles would be scheduled and routed to minimize conflicts with other traffic. However, 
workers commuting to and from the site would travel during peak morning and afternoon commute periods, 
adding traffic to areas roads when they are busiest. Table 1 contains estimates for the number of worker 
commute trips and haul truck trips that would be generated by the Recommended Plan Alternative 20.

Table 1. Construction and Demolition Debris Removal

Average Daily Worker Round Trips Estimated Number of WorkAlternative Daily Haul Truck Trips*
(2 people per vehicle) Days

20-RIVER 12 cubic yard truck: 18 3300

(Recommended 107 16 cubic yard truck: 87
Plan) Total truck trips: 105

*Assumes 220 days/year construction

Construction activities would result in delays in traffic movements due to the presence of slow-moving 
construction trucks and vehicles delivering or removing equipment and supplies from construction sites, and 
from temporary closure of travel lanes or roads or from traffic detours. A construction traffic management

Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations 3-30 April 2016



Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Project IFR EIS/EIR

plan would be prepared and submitted to LADOT, , in consultation with the cities of Burbank and Glendale, 
as applicable, for review and approval prior to Project implementation to ensure that construction impacts are 
minimized. The plan would include:

• Designated routes and access points for construction vehicles and equipment,

• Any turning movement restrictions,

• Travel time restrictions to avoid peak travel periods on selected roadways, and

• Designated staging and parking areas for workers and equipment.

With implementation of a traffic management plan and traffic control plan, and the appropriate BMPs, 
additional construction traffic and temporary closures and diversions would have a minimal impact on 
affected roadways and intersections. Traffic impacts from construction would be less than significant. If 
construction required temporary closures or partial closures of streets or traffic diversions to accommodate 
construction activities, public transit routes on the affected streets would also be temporarily disrupted. 
Transit vehicles would be rerouted, and riders could be delayed, resulting in short-term impacts. The 
construction traffic management plan and traffic control plan would address impacts to public transit in 
detail, and these measures would reduce impacts to less than significant. The City and construction contractor 
would also coordinate with local transit providers and other jurisdictions prior to Project implementation. 
Through alterations to the traffic management plan and traffic control plan as needed during the various 
construction phases, impacts to traffic and circulation would be less than significant.

The Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would convert an existing railyard (LATC) to restored habitat and 
occur near railroad lines in Reach 8. The LATC is located in Reach 8, owned by Union Pacific, and used as a 
freight-forwarding area. The yard has multiple rail spurs running through it and rail lines on its north, west, 
and south perimeters. The passenger and freight rail lines along the west perimeter are owned by LA Metro 
and are referred to as the “East Bank” tracks. The tracks at the Yard’s northern perimeter consist of the 
“Yuma Main Line,” owned by Union Pacific, and one Amtrak track. The lines south of the Yard are 
Metrolink tracks owned by Metro, also known as the “San Gabriel Subdivision.” All of these tracks would 
remain in place and continue to operate; however, the spur lines in the Yard’s interior and the intermodal 
railyard storage capacity would be permanently removed. It is anticipated that the reduction in railyard 
capacity at LATC would be relocated within the Los Angeles Basin. Impacts would be less than significant. 
There are not conversions of rail facilities anywhere else in the Project, although construction is proposed in 
parcels adjacent to these facilities. Construction would also occur at a former railyard in Reach 6 at Taylor 
Yard west of Rio de Los Angeles State Park to provide area for habitat corridors and riparian plantings; these 
rail lines are not in use.

Construction would occur near rail lines in Reaches 6 and 7 and at an existing maintenance yard in Reach 7. 
The construction traffic management plan and traffic control plan, which would address impacts to railroads 
in detail and require coordination with railroad operators, would ensure that impacts would be less than 
significant. Construction of features along the east bank of the river in Reach 6 would be designed to avoid or 
address maintenance access for relevant railroad facilities. Construction in Reach 7 will preserve access from 
Baker Street to the Gold Line maintenance yard in that reach during and after construction. Work performed 
adjacent to rails would maintain Southern California Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA) published clearances 
from tracks during and after construction. The rail track that runs north from the Central Maintenance 
Facility (CMF) to the south end of Taylor Yard would remain in place and continue to be used for emergency 
storage and switching of cars.
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During construction, staging areas would provide parking for construction equipment and construction 
workers, so parking demand on surrounding roads would not increase. If road or lane closures were necessary 
to accommodate construction activities, on-street parking spaces in those areas would be temporarily closed. 
The construction traffic management plan and traffic control plan would address impacts to parking in detail 
and minimize those impacts. Impacts to parking due to construction activities would be less than significant.

Construction would have short-term impacts on the Los Angeles River Bike Path. Sections of the path may 
be temporarily closed or rerouted to accommodate construction activities. If construction required closures 
or partial closures of streets to accommodate construction activities, bike lanes and sidewalks on these streets 
would also be temporarily closed, resulting in short-term impacts to circulation. However, a construction 
traffic management plan would be prepared prior to Project implementation that would describe in detail any 
closures or rerouting of the bike path to accommodate construction activities. Efforts would be made to 
minimize closures and provide alternate routes. If closures were necessary, signs would be posted to alert 
users to the closure and fencing or other access restrictions would be used if necessary to ensure safety. 
Impacts to bicycle and pedestrian circulation would be less than significant.

Under the Recommended Plan Alternative 20, to accommodate construction, operation, and maintenance of 
the Project, existing railroad alignments would be kept at grade but placed onto trestles in Reach 8 on the left 
bank south of Main Street to Cesar Chavez Avenue through LATC, with excavation below the existing grade. 
The railroad would be trestled to provide right-of-way for additional channel capacity and space to implement 
other restoration measures. Uninterrupted service to rail traffic is a primary design criterion and temporary 
shoofly trestles or bypass lines are not currently anticipated to be needed to allow for uninterrupted service. 
However, the existing track alignments, construction of new trestle alignments, the configuration of the 
proposed ecosystem restoration features and existing and anticipated train traffic will be further evaluated 
during the design phase to verify that temporary shoofly trestles or bypass lines are not needed. If during the 
design phase such temporary measures are identified as needed, supplemental analysis for CEQA and NEPA 
would be performed at that time.

Operations

The Project would add vehicle trips to area roads because it would make portions of the River a recreational 
destination. However, these trips would likely occur during off-peak travel hours and therefore would not 
affect the performance of the roadway network when it is at its busiest. Increased traffic would be offset by 
improved pedestrian and bicycle facilities in terms of overall pedestrian and bicycle safety.

The Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would not alter the roadway network. No existing roads, 
intersections, or bridges would be permanently closed and no new roadway features would be added. Because 
no new roadway features would be added during maintenance, the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would 
not introduce hazards due to design features such as sharp curves or dangerous intersections or incompatible 
uses such as farm equipment and there would be no impact related to this significance criterion. There would 
also be no change in roadway capacity.

The Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would not result in changes to emergency access. As previously 
stated, the Project would not alter the roadway network, so existing emergency access routes would not be 
affected. Emergency access routes to the river for swiftwater rescue personnel and law enforcement may be 
improved by construction of maintenance ramps. Once construction is complete, road and rail operations 
would return to a before-Project state; thus, there would be no long-term operational impact on railroads. 
Through coordination and implementation of mitigation measures and BMPs, impacts due to operational 
activities would be less than significant.
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Mitigation Measures
The following MMs and/or BMPs would be implemented during Project construction:

TRAF 1: The location and duration of any lane or street closures, including impacts on public transit, 
railroads, bicycle lanes, sidewalks, and parking will be fully coordinated with local cities and nearby residents.

TRAF 2: Detour routes will be provided if needed (including detour routes for public transit, bicycles, and 
pedestrians when affected).

TRAF 3: Local traffic and emergency vehicle access will be maintained or accommodated.

TRAF 4: Traffic protective devices and control measures will be implemented such as barricades, cones, 
flaggers, lights, warning beacons, temporary turning restrictions, temporary traffic signals, and warning signs.

TRAF 5: Advance notice will be provided to affected residents, businesses, emergency services providers 
(police, fire, ambulance), and public transit providers.

TRAF 6: Temporary bus stops will be located within a reasonable walking distance of any displaced bus 
stops when public transit stops are affected.

TRAF 7: Safety improvements would be made to existing at-grade street-rail crossings where traffic increases 
would be expected.

TRAF 8: The Project will coordinate with railroad companies to ensure continuous operation and 
appropriate safety measures.

Finding and Rationale
Construction activities would occur over a period of 15 years, where impacts to railroads, bike lanes, and 
roadways would be minimized through the implementation of a construction traffic management plan, a 
traffic control plan, and appropriate mitigation measures and BMPs. Implementation of the identified feasible 
mitigation measures and/or best management practices would avoid or substantially lessen significant impacts 
to less than significant for traffic and circulation from the Recommended Plan Alternative 20.

Noise
Impacts

Construction

Activities associated with construction and operations would generally occur between the hours of 8 a.m. and 
6 p.m. Monday through Friday, and 8 a.m. and 5 p.m. Saturday. Construction and operations would not occur 
on Sunday or a national holiday.

A violation of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) restrictions on construction equipment operating within 
500 feet of residential uses between the hours of 7 a.m. to 10 p.m. could occur if construction noise levels 
exceeded 75 dBA (Ldn). The 75 dBA (Ldn) threshold in Noise Significance Criterion 7 is an average of sound 
levels over a 24-hour period. The sound levels associated with equipment in Table 2 below (which is 
Table 5-31 in Section 5.8 of the IFR EIS/EIR) are maximum sound levels. For the purpose of comparing 
these maximum sound values to an averaged regulatory threshold, the average sound level associated with
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each type of construction equipment is equated to the maximum values. Thus, the analysis is conservative 
since sound levels of equipment averaged over a work day would be less than their maximum sound levels.

Table 2. The Recommended Plan/Alternative 20 (RIVER) Received Construction Noise Levels

Equipment Type

Sound Level at
50 feet from

Sound Level at
50 feet from

Sound Level
at 100 feet

Sound Level
at 200 feet

Applicable
Construction Phase from from

Equipment
(Lmax)a

Equipment
(Lmax)a

Equipment
(Lmax)a

Equipment
(Lmax)a

Reach(es)

Tractor 86 80 74 68

Topsoil
Loader 78 72 66 60 1, 2, 3, 5, 6,
Water Truck 80 74 68 62 8
Roller — Compactor 73 67 61 55
Hydraulic Excavator 85 79 73 67
Tractor 86 80 74 68

Place Storm Drain and Crane 85 79 73 67
3, 4, 5, 7Piping Grader 85 79 73 67

Paver 85 79 73 67

Compactor 80 74 68 62

Excavation Grade 
Control

Hydraulic Excavator 85 79 73 67 4, 8

Grouted Riprap Hydraulic Excavator 85 79 73 67 4, 8
Tractor 86 80 74 68

Compacted Fill
Loader 78 72 66 60 2, 3, 4, 5, 7,
Water Truck 80 74 68 62 8
Roller — Compactor 73 67 61 55

Excavation
Embankment

Scraper 85 79 73 67 3, 4, 5, 6, 8

Riprap Hydraulic Excavator 85 79 73 67 2, 3, 5, 7, 8
Loader 78 72 66 60

Aggregate Base Course Grader 85 79 73 67 2, 3, 5, 6, 8
Roller — Compactor 73 67 61 55

Asphalt Pavement Paver 85 79 73 67 2, 3, 5, 6, 8
Geotextile Turf 
Reinforcement

Loader 78 72 66 60 2, 3, 6

Rock at Geotextile Tie- Loader 78 72 66 60
2, 3, 6In Grader 85 79 73 67

Loader 78 72 66 60
Concrete Demolition 2, 3, 5, 8

Hydraulic Excavator 85 79 73 67

Remove Spalls Hydraulic Excavator 85 79 73 67 2, 5, 8
Chain Link Fence 
Demolition

Loader 78 72 66 60 2, 3, 5, 8

Tractor 86 80 74 68
Utility Pole Relocation

Crane 85 79 73 67 6, 7, 8

Grouted Riprap Loader 78 72 66 60
2, 5Demolition Hydraulic Excavator 85 79 73 67

Riprap Demolition Hydraulic Excavator 85 79 73 67 2, 4, 5
Sheet Pile Wall
Demolition

Crane 85 79 73 67 2, 5

Loader 78 72 66 60
Asphalt Demolition

Hydraulic Excavator 85 79 73 67 2, 5

Retaining Wall Gravel Loader 78 72 66 60 2, 5
Subdrain System Loader 78 72 66 60 2, 3, 5
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Construction Phase Equipment Type

Sound Level at
50 feet from 
Equipment 

(Lmax)a

Sound Level at
50 feet from 
Equipment 

(Lmax)a

Sound Level
at 100 feet

from
Equipment

(Lmax)a

Sound Level
at 200 feet

from
Equipment

(Lmax)a

Applicable
Reach(es)

Railroad Trestle
Loader
Crane

78
85

72
79

66
73

60
67 7, 8

(a) Source: FHWA 2006.

Construction in Reaches 1 through 4 would primarily occur near open space and recreational land uses. 
Construction at Reach 7 and Reach 8 would primarily occur near industrial and commercial land uses. 
Construction at these locations would not violate LAMC restrictions because equipment would not be 
located within 500 feet of residential structures.

Construction in Reach 5 and Reach 6 would primarily occur in residential land uses. Many residential 
structures directly abut the maintenance access roads alongside the channel embankments throughout these 
two reaches. The Los Angeles River is a soft bottom trapezoidal channel with an average invert width of 200 
feet through Reaches 5 and 6. Thus, most equipment would be near or within 100 feet of residential 
structures. Table 2 above shows the estimated sound levels at various distances from the noise source. At 100 
feet, the Lmax associated with most equipment would exceed 75 dBA during daytime hours. However, most 
construction work would occur within the invert, approximately 20 to 25 feet below grade, where the sloped 
embankments would serve to help attenuate sound levels. In cases where construction would within 500 feet 
of residences, a temporary sound wall would be constructed. Sound walls can further attenuate sound levels 
by 5 dB. With the use of sound walls as needed, as well as other identified mitigation measures and/or BMPs, 
such as implementation of a Project noise control plan, which would specify the use of equipment with state- 
of-the-art noise shielding and muffling devices, the availability of a Noise Control Coordinator, and other 
measures, sound levels would be sufficiently attenuated to below 75 dBA (Ldn). Impacts would be less than 
significant with mitigation incorporated.

A significant impact could occur if there is a violation of LAMC requirements that construction and industrial 
machinery shall not exceed a maximum of 75 dBA at a distance of 50 feet, except where compliance is 
technically infeasible. Construction in Reaches 5 through 8 would occur within 50 feet of residential, 
recreational, industrial, and commercial land uses. Reaches 5 and 6 would primarily occur in residential land 
uses. Many residential structures directly abut the channel embankments throughout these two reaches. 
Construction at Reach 7 and Reach 8 would primarily occur near industrial and commercial land uses. The 
Los Angeles River is a trapezoidal channel with an average invert width of 200 feet from Reaches 5 through 
8. Thus, most equipment would be near or within 100 feet of residential, commercial, and industrial 
structures. Table 2 above shows the estimated sound levels at various distances from the noise source. At 50 
feet, the Lmax associated with most equipment would range from 75 dBA to 85 dBA.

At 50 feet from these structures, most construction work would need to occur on the embankment. As a 
result, the sloped embankments would attenuate sound levels to varying degrees. Temporary sound wall 
would be constructed for such work. Sound walls can further attenuate sound levels by 5 dB. With 
implementation of sound walls as needed as well as other identified mitigation measures and/or BMPs, such 
as the use of equipment with state-of-the-art noise shielding and muffling devices, or limiting the pieces of 
construction equipment used simultaneously, sound levels at 50 feet would be attenuated below 75 dBA. 
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
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Regarding construction noise impacts on birds, consultation with USFWS under the ESA was not considered 
necessary as there was a no effect finding under ESA for the NEPA analysis. Therefore, noise limits were not 
placed on the Project in consideration of possible impacts to listed species. However, protocol level surveys 
for the least Bell’s vireo would be conducted during the detailed design phase and prior to construction to 
avoid impacts to the species. If potentially nesting vireo or other listed species are found, the USACE will 
coordinate with USFWS and consult as applicable, including regarding construction noise limits, if it is later 
determined that the Project would affect the species.

Operations

Noise impacts during operations and maintenance would be slightly increased over existing conditions due to 
increased maintenance of vegetation. In general, maintenance of the restored areas would be performed with 
light trucks and equipment. Occasional use of heavy trucks and machinery may be necessary. During 
operations, maintenance crews will use equipment that uses the best available mufflers and other features to 
reduce noise. Maintenance will occur between the hours of 8 a.m. to 6 p.m. Monday through Friday, and 
between 8 a.m. and 5 p.m. on Saturdays. Occasional use of machinery within 500 feet of residences may be 
necessary on occasion, but this impact will be short-term (generally lasting less than 2 hours) and is expected 
to be less than 75 dBA (Ldn) at a distance of 50 feet. Therefore, operational impacts from the Recommended 
Plan Alternative 20 would be less than significant with the implementation of MMs.

Mitigation Measures
The following MMs and/or BMPs would be implemented to reduce noise levels associated with the 
Recommended Plan Alternative 20 to less than significant:

Noise 1: Develop and implement a Project noise control plan that identifies when construction activities 
would occur and where and how avoidance measures shall be used. Construction activities would generally 
occur between the hours of 8 a.m. and 6 p.m. Monday through Friday, and 8 a.m. and 5 p.m. Saturday. 
Construction and operations would not occur on Sunday or a national holiday. The plan will require the 
identification of a Noise Control Coordinator, who will be available to receive and respond to any concerns 
from residents regarding construction noise. Residents shall be notified prior to the start of construction 
activities and informed of the Coordinator’s contact information. Signage will also be posted on the 
construction site with Noise Control Coordinator’s contact information.

Noise 2: Use power construction equipment with state-of-the-art noise shielding and muffling devices.

Noise 3: Whenever construction occurs within 500 feet of occupied residences, temporary barriers shall be 
constructed around the construction sites to shield the ground floor of the noise-sensitive uses. These 
barriers shall be of %-inch medium density plywood sheeting, or equivalent, and shall achieve a Sound 
Transmission Class of 30 or greater, based on certified sound transmission loss data taken according to 
American Society for Testing and Materials Test Method E90 or as approved by the City of Los Angeles 
Building Department.

Noise 4: Construction equipment staging areas shall be located as far as practicable from residential areas.

Noise 5: Quieter “sonic” pile drivers shall be used as necessary, unless engineering studies are submitted to 
the City of Los Angeles showing this is not feasible and cost effective, based on geotechnical considerations.

Noise 6: Routes for heavy construction site vehicles shall be identified to minimize noise impacts to 
residences and noise-sensitive receptors.
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Noise 7: Impose construction hours that are more restrictive than those set forth in the LAMC if necessary 
and when practical.

Noise 8: Require vehicle parking and deployment activities to be separated and buffered from sensitive uses. 

Noise 9: Limit haul truck or other vehicle speed on roads adjacent to residences and on unpaved roadways. 

Noise 10: Notify residents about type and schedule of construction.

Finding and Rationale
Implementation of these mitigation measures and/or best management practices would avoid or substantially 
lessen any significant impacts to less than significant. These mitigation measures are feasible and their 
implementation would substantially lessen impacts related to Noise resulting from the Recommended Plan 
Alternative 20.

Recreation
The Recommended Plan Alternative 20 is a habitat restoration plan, but the features of a recreation plan 
compatible with habitat restoration would be constructed as well. The recreation plan associated with the 
Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would provide several miles of new unpaved non-motorized multi-use 
trail with signage (including in Reaches 3, 7, and 8), an extension of the southern end of the LA River Bike 
Path (Reaches 6-8), one small bridge within Taylor Yard, two bridges spanning the River (Reaches 4 and 8), 
four bridges within the LATC site (Reach 8), two parking lots (one at Taylor Yard and one at LATC), four 
restrooms (at Bette Davis Park, Taylor Yard, and LATC), 28 trail access points throughout the study area 
(access points would include grading and planting, signage, stairs, benches, gating, and trash receptacles to 
provide quality trail access), 11 wildlife viewing points throughout the study area, one pedestrian underpass at 
the south end of Taylor Yard, and six pedestrian underpasses along the river to support trail connectivity.

Impacts

Construction

The Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would have no significant impacts on recreation and public access 
resources in the study area. During the construction period, the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 may result 
in minor and temporary impacts to recreation and public access, including:

• Temporary closure of trail systems, access points, bridges, or crossings along the River (Reaches 1-3),

• Temporary partial closure of Harding golf course (Reach 3) during construction of side channel,

• Temporary full closure of Los Feliz golf course during construction (Reach 3),

• Realignment/relocation of trail, access points, bridges, or crossings (Reaches 2-3),

• Temporary partial access restrictions to the playing fields at Ferraro Fields (Reaches 2-3),

• Temporary partial closure of Los Angeles State Historic Park (Reach 7),

• Temporary increase in noise and air pollution in the vicinity of construction, which may degrade the 
recreation experience at adjacent facilities, and

• Temporary restrictions on activities such as walking/jogging, cycling, equestrian, non-motorized 
boating, and bird watching.
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With implementation of mitigation measures and best management practices, these impacts would be less 
than significant.

Temporary closure of recreational facilities or reduction in access or availability of recreational features during 
the construction period would occur. This includes Pollywog Park and Bette Davis Park, and associated trails 
and parks along the river corridor. However, impacts associated with any temporary closures of trail systems, 
access points, or crossings along the River and adjacent areas would be temporary and less than significant. 
Impacts would include temporarily reduced access to the River as well as diminished walking, biking, and 
golfing opportunities at specific locations during the construction period. Los Feliz Golf Course may require 
temporary full closure, and Harding Golf Course will likely require partial closure and remain open during 
construction of the side channel in Reach 4. Affected golfers could visit another course during construction at 
these sites, possibly using the nearby Roosevelt course in Griffith Park. The Harding Golf Course would not 
be permanently modified by the adjacent restoration feature.

Los Feliz Golf Course would be modified permanently. A portion of the Los Feliz Golf Course property 
would be lowered and restored with riparian and wetland vegetation, but the greens would not be altered. The 
alteration would not impact the long-term use of the facility, but would result in temporary impacts to use of 
the course. Flood inundation is not expected to last more than a day at a time during and just after a rainfall 
event. The addition of restoration features along Rio de Los Angeles State Park (Taylor Yard) is consistent 
with the park’s General Plan, and would complement and expand upon existing resources.

There would also be temporary, less than significant impacts on access to playing fields at Ferraro Fields, 
where side channel and daylighted stream features would be constructed. Access would not be fully restricted, 
but there may be occasions when the fields are not accessible by car due to construction closures. In addition, 
in Reach 7 temporary partial closure of Los Angeles State Historic Park for construction of marsh/wetland 
restoration features would be required. The addition of habitat restoration features at Los Angeles State 
Historic Park is consistent with the park’s General Plan and would complement existing recreation and 
educational opportunities at the park.

Operations

The Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would have no significant impacts from operations on recreation and 
public access resources in the study area. It would not decrease the quality or quantity of recreation and 
public access resources in the study area. In contrast, the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would benefit 
recreation and public access over the long term through increased quality, quantity, and access to parks and 
trails along the River, increasing public recreation resource opportunities for local and regional visitors. 
Benefits would include:

• Improved aesthetic quality of the River

• Increased quality, quantity, and diversity of recreation resources along the River, such as trails, bike 
paths, benches, signage, River access points, maintenance ramps, etc. Enhanced recreation resources 
along the river, such as new opportunities for outdoor education, or recreation-based businesses 
(recreation equipment rental, riding, or cycling trips, etc.), and

• Increased quantity of approved access points to the River, reducing use of unapproved access points.

The Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would benefit recreation and public access over the long term, in 
ways that are compatible with ecosystem restoration. Visitation to the river and adjacent lands for passive 
recreational purposes would increase due to restoration construction and operation. Visitors would view the 
restored area, utilize the trails within restoration features, use bike path extensions, and engage in other
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passive recreation activities compatible with the restored river. Because many restoration areas are in or 
adjacent to lands already in public preservation or park status, visitors to these areas would experience the 
beneficial effects of the restored environment at these sites. Other beneficial effects include increased public 
awareness of the recreation resources in the Project reach and increased public health and safety from 
improved water quality along the River. Habitat quality improvements may have larger beneficial effects on 
specific recreation activities which are heavily dependent on health of the river, such as bird watching.

Mitigation Measures
The following MMs and/or BMPs would be implemented to reduce impacts to recreation resources as a 
result of construction of the Recommended Plan Alternative 20:

Rec 1: Public media/meetings to provide clear information on the types and durations of disruptions to the 
River and adjacent resources.

Rec 2: Signed detour routes for affected roads as well as pedestrian, bicycle, and equestrian trails, and river 
access points.

Rec 3: Signage at construction areas with information relevant to recreation users (length of closure, 
alternative access points, etc.).

Rec 4: Work with park representatives on timing of park and golf club closures to minimize effects on 
recreational access and use.

Rec 5: Consult with park maintenance personnel prior to implementation of measures to coordinate 
maintenance during construction and operations.

Finding and Rationale
Implementation of these mitigation measures and/or best management practices would avoid or substantially 
lessen impacts to less than significant regarding recreation facilities and increases in noise and air pollution 
near construction activities that may degrade the recreation experience at adjacent facilities. These mitigation 
measures are feasible and their implementation would substantially lessen impacts to recreation resulting from 
the Recommended Plan Alternative 20.

Public Health and Safety, including Hazardous, Toxic, and 
Radioactive Waste
In the IFR EIS/EIR, the public health and safety topics of concern with respect to the implementation of the 
proposed Project include hazardous, toxic, and radioactive waste (HTRW), water safety; wildfire; methane 
zones; and vector borne-diseases.

Impacts

Construction

Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste (HTRW)

Appendix K of the IFR EIS/EIR includes an HTRW survey report prepared for the proposed Project. A 
large number of HTRW cases listed in regulatory databases were initially identified. From these, 22 open 
cases were determined to overlap the study area, which is in a densely populated area with a history of
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manufacturing and industrial land use. One additional site of localized groundwater contamination in 
remediation at the Cornfields site was determined through other document searches. The LATC site is also 
anticipated to contain HTRW contamination, based on its similarity in historical use to Taylor Yard, for a 
total of 22 known and 1 likely HTRW sites in the study area. The site locations are depicted on figures found 
in Appendix K. As shown in Table 3 below, 3 of the 23 relevant HTRW sites have a high impact within the 
study area due to the larger size of the contaminated area compared to the others and their likelihood of 
overlapping with Project features. The three high impact sites are the San Fernando Valley Superfund Site 
(SFVSS) and Taylor Yard sites G1 and G2. The LATC site is also a site of concern with potentially high levels 
of contamination based on its historical uses, although there are no public records available for that site. The 
other 19 sites are of low impact and have a moderate amount of overlap within the study area; they are in 
various stages of remediation, and contamination is not as widespread at those sites.

Table 3. Relevant HTRW Sites in the Study Area

Database in which Case is 
Listed

Extent of Overlap with Study 
AreaSite*

San Fernando Valley Superfund Site NPL High

Taylor Yard G1 DTSC High

Taylor Yard G2 DTSC High

Former Manufactured Gas Plant DTSC Moderate

Former Manufactured Gas Plant DTSC Moderate

Bortz Oil DTSC Moderate

San Fernando Consolidated Facility LARWQCB Moderate

Three Chevron Gasoline Stations LARWQCB Moderate

Former Bortz Oil LARWQCB Moderate

Shell Gas Station LARWQCB Moderate

Former Triangle Gasoline Station LARWQCB Moderate

Former Hawkes Finishing LARWQCB Moderate

Mount Sinai Forest Lawn Cemetery LARWQCB Moderate

Former Albion Dairy LARWQCB Moderate

Burlington-Northern Santa Fe Tower LARWQCB Moderate

Valspar Corporation LARWQCB Moderate

Chromal Plating and Grinding Company LARWQCB Moderate

Infinity Outdoor Company LARWQCB Moderate

Gannett Outdoor System, Inc. LARWQCB Moderate

Metropolitan Transportation Agency LARWQCB Moderate

Morton International Whittaker Corporation LARWQCB Moderate

Union Pacific Railroad — Cornfield Yard LARWQCB/DTSC Moderate

Source: USACE 2013
* Although some sites have similar names, each listing in the table represents a different regulatory case.
DTSC = (California) Department of Toxic Substances Control; LARWQCB = Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 
Control Board; NPL = National Priorities List

Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations 3-40 April 2016



Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Project IFR EIS/EIR

According to USACE policy, construction should be avoided in HTRW Project areas where practicable. 
However, it would not be possible to implement the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 and still avoid sites 
with known or suspected contamination. Sites with known or suspected contamination include the San 
Fernando Valley Superfund Site, the Taylor Yard G1 and G2 sites, and the LATC site. Investigation and 
remediation of the identified known and suspected HTRW sites in the study area would be conducted before 
construction activities are undertaken at affected sites and are not part of Project construction. For 
contaminated groundwater that cannot be addressed prior to construction activities, such as the San 
Fernando Valley Superfund Site, the City would be responsible at 100 percent non-Project cost for addressing 
treatment and disposal of contaminated groundwater during dewatering activities.

The USACE would share the cost of investigations for HTRW contamination but would not contribute 
funds for, or be involved in, preparing response plans and conducting remediation activities. The City would 
be responsible for conducting remediation or ensuring remediation by responsible parties at contaminated 
sites to support the Project with the oversight of the appropriate regulatory agencies in accordance with all 
applicable laws, regulations, and ordinances, as described in the HTRW appendix for this IFR EIS/EIR. In 
addition, it is possible that undocumented soil or groundwater contamination is present in the study area and 
would be identified after completion of this feasibility study and as the Project’s design phases advance. The 
risk of encountering unknown contamination during design or construction would be minimized through 
review of the existing American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) type Phase I and Phase II 
Environmental Site Assessments, and also by the City undertaking industry-standard inquiries according to 
ASTM standards that are consistent with the CERCLA brownfields amendments and the All Appropriate 
Inquiries Rule prior to land acquisition and providing lands to the Project.

Soil and water quality in the River would be tested at locations where contamination is suspected. Sampling 
locations and procedures would be coordinated with the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
Department of Toxic Substances Control, USEPA, and the Los Angeles, Glendale, or Burbank 
environmental departments, as applicable. Any contamination found would be addressed in accordance with 
all applicable laws, regulations, and ordinances in a manner that would be protective of human and ecological 
health, so there would be no significant HTRW impacts. Furthermore, mitigation measures and BMPs will be 
in place, including standard procedures for addressing any contaminants uncovered or inadvertently released 
during construction, including containment, handling, disposal, and reporting requirements. Impacts would 
be less than significant.

Approach to HTR W Impacted Soil

The City would conduct remediation activities, or ensure they are conducted, prior to Project construction at 
the affected sites, not as part of the restoration Project. For groundwater contamination that is infeasible to 
remediate prior to construction, the City would be responsible for addressing treatment and disposal of such 
contamination during construction at 100 percent non-Project costs. In the event that unknown 
contamination were to be discovered during construction despite making all appropriate inquiries, the 
approach to such contamination as relates to the Project will be governed by the Project Partnership 
Agreement.

All HTRW impacted soil within the Project footprint must be remediated to the requirements of the local 
environmental regulatory agencies and be compatible with the future land uses for and needs of the 
restoration Project. At this time, those areas with HTRW impacted soil to be addressed by the City are 
anticipated to be the Taylor Yard G1 and G2 sites and the LATC. The methodologies utilized to remediate 
HTRW impacted soils, regardless of the nature and extent of contamination must be compatible with the 
planned ecosystem restoration features and must be protective of human health and the environment. To
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preclude the significant impact of contaminated soil leaching downward and further contaminating the 
shallow groundwater system, contaminated soil would be removed from areas that are planned as wetlands, 
areas that will be irrigated and areas that will be subject to erosion and infiltration of surface water runoff. 
Within areas where contaminated soil is remediated by removal and off-site disposal, the resulting excavations 
would not be filled with clean soil beyond the level of the planned ecosystem restoration grades. The City 
must complete remediation that is acceptable to the environmental regulatory agencies and appropriate for 
the land use for the Project selected prior to Project construction at those sites. With implementation of 
identified mitigation measures, impacts would be less than significant.

Although Project construction would occur on sites currently listed on the Cortese list, all necessary soil 
remediation will be completed prior to construction of the Recommended Plan Alternative 20, and therefore 
there would be no significant hazards to the public or the environment from ground disturbing activities on 
those sites if they remain listed at the time of construction.

Approach to HTRW Impacted Groundwater

Remediation of contaminated groundwater within the limits of the SFVSS site is on-going and would 
continue for the foreseeable future. Localized groundwater contamination from remnant contamination at 
some of the adjacent sites may also be encountered during dewatering activities. Contaminated groundwater 
encountered in excavations during construction and during dewatering operations must be treated and 
disposed of in accordance with the requirements of the local regulatory agencies. The persistent and shallow 
nature of the groundwater beneath the proposed restoration features, the widespread nature of the 
groundwater contamination, and impacts associated with local soil contamination make total remediation of 
the groundwater prior to construction of the restoration features infeasible. As a result, it is anticipated that 
regulator-supervised (USEPA) responsible-party remediation of contaminated groundwater will be ongoing 
during construction of the ecosystem restoration features. Therefore the City will design, implement, 
coordinate, and fully fund all treatment and disposal of contaminated groundwater during construction, with 
regulator concurrence and any necessary permits. These activities would also be consistent with current 
management of contaminated groundwater at SFVSS and Pollock Well Field.

Construction Transport, Use, and Disposal of Hazardous Materials

Construction of the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would involve the routine transport, use, and disposal 
of common hazardous materials, such as fuels (gasoline and diesel), oils and lubricants, and cleaners (e.g., 
solvents, corrosives, soaps, detergents). The Project would not require the use of unusual or acutely 
hazardous materials. Accidental spills could occur; however, minor spills would not have significant impacts. 
Mitigation measures and BMPs would be implemented to minimize the potential for the public to come into 
contact with or be exposed to hazardous materials during the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials or as a result of an accidental release.

Los Angeles River Water Safety

Although construction activities would bring workers into contact with the River, OSHA and USACE safety 
standards would be diligently followed to avoid or minimize any dangers of water-related injuries. 
Construction would be suspended during any high flow events. Impacts would be less than significant.

Wildfire

Construction equipment or activities could potentially cause an accidental fire in high fire hazard zones. 
Project activities would comply with all applicable Federal, state, and local laws, ordinances, and regulations 
related to fire prevention and fire safety. Mitigation measures and BMPs related to fire prevention would be
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implemented during and after construction to ensure that fires were not started and that if they did start, 
would be immediately extinguished, resulting in a less than significant impact.

Methane Zones

Construction would be done in accordance with regulations pertaining to development within methane zones 
and buffer zones; therefore, no significant impacts from methane would occur.

Operations

HTRW

Physical maintenance is typically limited to activities such as vegetation maintenance. Routine maintenance 
and adaptive management activities would generally not involve dewatering or other activities requiring direct 
human interaction with the groundwater. Maintenance activities would not involve substantial disturbance of 
channel sediments, although O&M of widened areas may require some removal of sediment based on a 
sediment management plan that would be developed during PED.

Currently, contaminated groundwater does not result in contaminant levels in the river in non-concrete 
bottom areas requiring treatment. After construction of the restoration features, which would require 
localized dewatering as described above, the groundwater system would return to its present configuration, 
and no effects on the SFVSS groundwater plume would occur after construction and during operation and 
maintenance. The volume of contaminants from current and known sites entering the groundwater would not 
change, the Project features would not contribute contaminants to groundwater, and the remediation 
underway for the SFVSS, as managed by LADPW, will continue to occur. The low or de minimis levels of 
contamination in the portion of the river in the study area directly interacting with groundwater do not 
currently impact ecological performance for existing vegetation in the river, and no different impacts would 
occur on the restored areas including widening of the river at Taylor Yard and at LATC.

The widening of the river into restored areas at Taylor Yard and temporary irrigation during plant 
establishment infiltrating to groundwater would have some localized effects on the elevation of the 
groundwater table, but they would not be significant. The upper extent of the groundwater system 
throughout the ARBOR reach is roughly positioned at the flow line of the river and construction will not 
change this configuration. The position of the groundwater table at any given time is a function of 
permeability and the difference between subsurface inflow (recharge) and subsurface outflow (use). The 
permeability of the alluvial deposits beneath the river is a fundamental physical property that cannot be 
altered or changed by construction of any of the proposed features. Recharge to the groundwater system is 
largely a function of weather and climate conditions which are not controllable but over the long term would 
be relatively uniform. Water rights, including pumping of groundwater, were decided for the Upper Los 
Angeles River Area in 1979 and as a result groundwater use and the elevation of the water table have 
remained relatively constant and would not be altered by the Recommended Plan Alternative 20. The 
restoration features and their operation and maintenance would not change the properties of the alluvial soils 
or configuration of the groundwater system. Therefore, the constructed features and their operation would 
not impact the existing groundwater contamination plume. With respect to surface flows, discharges into the 
river today from storm drains are regulated by the Regional Water Quality Control Board. Impacts from 
HTRW exposure during maintenance activities during operation would be less than significant with the 
implementation of mitigation measures and BMPs and remediation of contaminated areas prior to 
construction.
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Los Angeles River Water Safety

Implementation of the Project with the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would increase opportunities for 
the public to interact with the River. The potential for the public to enter the river channel during flooding 
would be greater than under current conditions, where much of the River is fenced and public access is 
impeded. Therefore, there is potential for water-related injuries and accidental drownings to increase.

However, operation of the Project would also involve greater oversight and incorporate restrictions on public 
access during hazardous conditions. Although the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would increase 
opportunities for the public to be near and access the River, the operation would incorporate public 
education to notify the public of dangers associated with water-related injury and drowning. Increased 
oversight associated with operations would also deter or reduce human habitation within the river. River 
channel designs would include, where consistent with the ecosystem restoration, features that would allow 
people to vacate the River channel quickly and facilitate swift water rescues. As a result, impacts would be less 
than significant.

Wildfire

Impacts from wildfire during maintenance activities associated with operation are the same as those from 
construction, and would be less than significant with the implementation of mitigation measures and BMPs.

Vector-Borne Diseases

The Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would increase the amount of surface water in the River corridor, 
increase the amount of riparian habitat and wetlands, and alter drainage patterns and water flow. As such, 
there is concern that breeding grounds such as standing water for disease vectors such as mosquitoes would 
increase under the Project, potentially resulting in an increase in the incidence of infectious diseases. 
Although the extent of surface water would increase with the Project, the suitability of habitat for vectors will 
depend on microhabitat features that are subject to change with each large flow event. As in any natural 
system, pools and backwater areas may be formed or abandoned as new flow paths emerge. Once the Project 
is constructed, the City of Los Angeles will continue to monitor and coordinate with vector control agencies 
as needed to provide treatment. Current measures to control rodent populations will continue and will be 
increased as needed to account for the greater amount of cover that will be afforded these species in the 
restored areas.

Methane Zones
Maintenance activities during operation would not include subsurface activities that would have impacts on 
methane zones and buffer zones; therefore, there would be no significant impacts.

Mitigation Measures
The following MMs and/or BMPs would be implemented to reduce impacts associated with water safety, 
wildfire, methane, vector-borne diseases, and HTRW:

PHS 1: A rigorous review of the HTRW sites identified as those with potential impacts on the Project would 
be conducted. The review would include obtaining and reviewing regulatory files, site visits, and discussions 
with regulators and others about the severity of the contamination. Following this review, Phase I or II 
environmental site assessments would be conducted as necessary. In areas where existing information is 
limited, environmental investigations shall follow industry approved protocols for conducting Phase I and 
Phase II investigations as needed. The City shall not provide lands for Project construction without first 
ensuring that it has undertaken adequate investigation and determined there is no contamination of concern
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for the relevant parcel or, where contamination is identified, has remediated or ensured remediation of the 
parcel to the standards necessary to support the Project, as agreed by the relevant regulatory agency and 
USACE. Coordination and consultation with the appropriate regulatory agencies, including the USEPA and 
California lead agency (usually the LARWQCB or the DTSC), and responsible parties, as necessary, would 
begin as early as possible regarding investigation and remediation at the San Fernando Valley Superfund Site 
and Taylor Yard G1 and G2 sites, as well as the LATC site as needed. The City would conduct remediation at 
contaminated sites prior to construction of restoration features at those sites.

PHS 2: A new ecological risk assessment would be performed for the Taylor Yards G1 and G2 properties. 
The risk assessment would include risk calculations and analyses for recreational human health standards.

PHS 3: Prior to the start of construction, the USACE will develop engineering specifications and plans that 
will include a written environmental protection plan. This plan will include a written pollution prevention 
plan that outlines the actions needed to respond to spills or release of hazardous materials during 
construction or maintenance activities. The environmental protection plan will describe hazardous materials 
management and spill prevention and response methods. The plan will be reviewed with all site workers.

Construction

PHS 4: City will request increased police presence within the Project area, particularly during episodes of 
increased water levels and flow velocities.

PHS 5: Fire extinguishers or other firefighting equipment (such as drums of water) will be close at hand 
during construction, regularly inspected, and maintained in proper working condition.

PHS 6: Equipment with internal combustion engines will be placed so that exhaust is not near combustible 
materials.

PHS 7: Combustible or flammable materials will be properly stored and proper clearance around these 
materials would be maintained.

PHS 8: A site-specific health and safety plan will be prepared and reviewed with all workers detailing 
methods of compliance with occupational health and safety regulations, emergency response actions, and 
include the route to the nearest emergency medical facility.

PHS 9: Relevant paperwork such as material safety data sheets and chain-of- custody documents recording 
the transport and disposal of hazardous materials and waste will be maintained and available for inspection.

PHS 10: All hazardous materials would be removed from the site when construction or maintenance 
activities were completed if not before.

PHS 11: Construction sites will be fenced to prevent unauthorized access.

Operations

PHS 12: Operations of the Project would include public education on hazards associated with the river 
channel, including risk of water-related injury and drownings.

PHS 13: The City will coordinate as needed with vector control agencies after completion of construction.
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Finding and Rationale
Implementation of these mitigation measures and/or best management practices would avoid or substantially 
lessen any impacts to less than significant. These mitigation measures are feasible and their implementation 
would substantially lessen impacts to public health and safety, including hazardous, toxic, and radioactive 
waste, resulting from the Recommended Plan Alternative 20.

Health Considerations Overview

CEQA does not require a discussion of health considerations. Any such analysis not required by CEQA and 
presented in the IFR EIS/EIR is for NEPA and/or informational purposes only and not for purposes of 
CEQA compliance.

In response to comments from the public, the USACE and City developed the following overview of health 
considerations of the Project, based on issues identified in “A Guide for Health Impact Assessment” 
prepared by the California Department of Public Health and issued in October 2010 (Bhatia 2010). As stated 
in the guide, a Health Impact Assessment (HIA) is designed to “make visible the potentially significant 
human health consequences of public decisions and thus to facilitate the greater consideration of health in 
policy decisions.” The following discussion is not meant to follow the above guide in its entirety, but to put 
together in one place an analysis of information provided in the IFR EIS/EIR of the Guide’s health-related 
issues. This information addresses human health generally and is not intended as a separate evaluation 
according to the significance criteria in this section of the IFR EIS/EIR.

Employment

Table 4 lists parameters that may be affected by projects of this type, and the connection between those 
parameters and human health.

Table 4. Health Determinants Potentially Affected by Plans and Projects (Employment)

Potential Effects Connection between Potential Effects and Health Outcomes
Employment and Livelihood
Will the action affect:
• Level and security of employment?
• Proportion of the population living in 

relative or absolute poverty?
• Hazardous employment conditions?
• Employment quality or job benefits?
• Industrial diversity and resilience?

Unemployment results in material poverty, chronic stress, and low 
self-esteem. There is a dose-response relationship between income 
and life expectancy across the income distribution. Health care and 
sick leave benefits support the use of preventative care. Job autonomy 
predicts reduced mortality from cardiovascular disease.

Implementation of the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would result in a net creation of jobs, both during 
construction and operations, with 16,734 construction-related jobs and 2,671 permanent jobs expected to be 
created.

According to an economic analysis performed for this Project (Appendix B of the IFR EIS/EIR), the Project 
alternatives, including the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 should have no impact on the proportion of 
population living in relative or absolute poverty, nor impact on hazardous employment conditions. Jobs may 
be affected by relocation of existing businesses and the LATC facility to other locations within the Los 
Angeles Basin. While it is assumed that jobs would be transferred to the relocated site, some individuals may 
be unable to or choose not to commute to the new location. Construction-related jobs and permanent jobs
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resulting from implementation of the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 are projected to be substantial 
although they may differ in type from jobs transferred outside the Project area.

Housing

Table 5 lists potential determinants involving housing and the connection between those parameters and 
human health.

Table 5. Health Determinants Potentially Affected by Plans and Projects (Housing)

Potential Effects Connection between Potential Effects and Health Outcomes
Housing
Will the decision affect:
• Housing affordability?
• Adequacy of housing supply?
• Quality or safety of housing?
• Residential segregation?

Crowded conditions can increase the potential for infections, 
respiratory disease, fires, and poor mental health. Unaffordable rents or 
mortgages result in trade-offs between material needs such as housing, 
food, and medical care.

The Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would not directly result in a change in housing stock in the Project 
area, nor in the adequacy, quality, or safety of housing. Connections via new pedestrian crossings would have 
a positive effect on reducing residential segregation that may have been exacerbated by the barrier created by 
the waterways and industrial sites. Gentrification can affect the local economy and land uses. No direct or 
indirect health effects are anticipated due to housing issues.

Nutrition

Table 6 lists potential determinants involving nutritional issues and the connection between those parameters 
and human health. The connection between nutrition issues and health are summarized in Table 6.

Table 6. Health Determinants Potentially Affected by Plans and Projects (Nutrition)

Potential Effects Connection between Potential Effects and Health Outcomes
Food Safety and Nutrition
Will the decision affect:
• Supply or cost of food?
• Food safety?
• Access to food resources?

Adequate nutrition is necessary for normal development and growth, 
normal body homeostasis, immunity, and the prevention of obesity 
and diet related diseases.

There would be no effects on food supply, cost of food, or food safety, nor access to food resources. No 
direct or indirect health effects would result due to food issues.

Environm ental Hazards

Table 7 highlights the connection between environmental hazards, such as chemical and biological pollutants, 
and potential health outcomes.
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Table 37. Health Determinants Potentially Affected by Plans and Projects (Environmental Hazards)

Connection between Potential Effects and Health 
OutcomesPotential Effects

Environmental Quality
Will the decision affect:
• Level of hazardous chemical or biological

pollutants in outdoor air, soil, or drinking water?
• Level of hazardous chemical or biological

pollutants in indoor air?
• Level of environmental noise?
• Exposure to non-ionizing or ionizing radiation?

Air pollutant exposure retards lung growth, exacerbates 
respiratory disease, and increases cardio-pulmonary 
mortality. Indoor aero-allergens cause or exacerbate asthma. 
Water is a vehicle for communicable diseases. Chronic noise 
exposure harms sleep, temperament, hearing, and blood 
pressure. Solar and ionizing radiation are known 
carcinogens.

Investigation and remediation of the identified known and suspected HTRW sites in the study area would be 
conducted by the City before construction activities are undertaken at affected sites. For contaminated 
groundwater that cannot be addressed prior to construction activities, such as the San Fernando Valley 
Superfund Site, the City would be responsible at 100 percent non-Project costs for addressing treatment and 
disposal of contaminated groundwater during dewatering activities. There should be no effects on the health 
of nearby residents, or on construction workers.

Construction noise will be present when work is occurring near sensitive receptors, including residences. Such 
activities will occur regardless of the build alternative, though the duration will vary greatly among the 
alternatives, ranging from 9 years for Alternative 10, 10 years for Alternative 13, and 15 years for Alternative 
16, and the Recommended Plan Alternative 20. Work in any one location, however, would be for a much 
shorter time period, with the loudest sound at 83 dbA at 100 feet. Nearly all construction would occur 
between 8 a.m. and 6 p.m. Monday through Friday, and from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Saturday. Because 
construction will be temporary, noise would not be a chronic issue at any given location, especially with 
appropriate BMPs.

The Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would increase the spatial extent of surface water in the River 
corridor, increase the amount of riparian habitat and wetlands, and alter drainage patterns and water flow. As 
such, there is concern that breeding grounds such as standing water for disease vectors such as mosquitoes 
would increase under the Recommended Plan Alternative 20, potentially resulting in an increase in the 
incidence of infectious diseases. Although the extent of surface water would increase under the proposed 
measures, the suitability of habitat will depend on microhabitat features that are subject to change with each 
large flow event. As in any natural system, pools and backwater areas may be formed or abandoned as new 
flow paths emerge. Once the Recommended Plan Alternative 20is constructed, the City will continue to 
monitor and coordinate with vector control agencies as needed to control outbreaks of pests.

Social Cohesion

The links between social cohesion and public safety with potential health concerns are summarized in 
Table 8.
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Table 8. Health Determinants Potentially Affected by Plans and Projects (Social Cohesion)

Connection between Potential Effects and Health 
OutcomesPotential Effects

Safety
Will the decision affect:
• Demographic composition or social cohesion in an 

area?
• Risk and response to fire hazards?
• Hazard or frequency of transportation accidents or 

unintentional injuries?

Social cohesion inhibits crime and violence which can 
result in injury or property loss and provokes fear or 
stress. Projects can stress capacity of public safety 
institutions, limiting their response capacity to emergency 
events. Projects may increase motor vehicle traffic and 
vehicle collisions.

Implementation of the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would increase opportunities for the public to 
interact with the River. The potential for the public to enter the river channel during flooding would be 
greater than under current conditions, where much of the River is fenced and public access is impeded. 
Therefore, there is potential for water-related injuries and accidental drownings to increase.

However, operation of the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would also involve greater oversight and 
incorporate restrictions on public access during hazardous conditions. Although the Recommended Plan 
Alternative 20 would increase opportunities for the public to be near and access the River, it would 
incorporate public education to notify the public of dangers associated with water-related injury and 
drowning. Construction and increased oversight associated with operations of the Recommended Plan 
Alternative 20 would also deter or reduce human habitation within the river. River channel designs would 
include, where consistent with the ecosystem restoration, features that would allow people to vacate the River 
channel quickly and facilitate swift water rescues.

Ttansporta tion

Transportation decisions can have effects on human health. This link is highlighted in Table 9Table .

Table 9. Health Determinants Potentially Affected by Plans and Projects (Transportation)

Potential Effects

Transportation 
Will the decision affect:
• Access to jobs, goods, services, and educational 

resources?
• Number of trips walking and bicycling?
• Vehicle miles traveled?
• Vehicle volumes or speeds?
• Availability and convenience of public transit services?

Connection between Potential Effects and Health 
Outcomes
Access to employment, education, parks, and health care 
are critical for meeting health needs. Public transit 
provides such access for those without automobiles. 
Pedestrian and bicycle facilities facilitate active transport, 
reducing heart disease, diabetes, obesity, blood pressure, 
osteoporosis, symptoms of depression, anxiety, and falls 
of/by the elderly. Vehicle volume is proportional to 
collision rates and vehicle speeds are proportional to 
injury severity.

The Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would add vehicle trips to area roads because it would make portions 
of the River a recreational destination. However, these trips would likely occur during off-peak travel hours 
and therefore would not affect the performance of the roadway network when it is at its busiest. Increased 
traffic would be offset by improved off-street pedestrian and bicycle facilities in terms of overall pedestrian 
and bicycle safety.
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Ridership on public transit routes with stops near portions of the study area where public access is enhanced 
would increase because people would use public transit to access the River.

Because the River corridor would be enhanced aesthetically and new multi-use walking and biking paths 
would be constructed, and public access would increase, more people would be expected to use the River 
corridor for local and recreational trips. Travel on the existing Los Angeles River Bike Path would also 
increase. The capacity of the Los Angeles River Bike Path and the new multi-use paths that would be 
constructed as part of the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 should be sufficient to accommodate demand. 
The new walking and bike paths would provide an opportunity for nearby residents to exercise with the long
term potential to reduce certain types of disease and illness, including heart disease, diabetes, obesity, blood 
pressure among others. The greater the coverage of the bike and pedestrian paths, the better the Project is in 
terms of overall public health benefits among all the alternatives.

Education

The availability and quality of educational resources can have effects on human health as shown in Table 10.

Table 10. Health Determinants Potentially Affected by Plans and Projects (Educational 
Opportunities)

Potential Effects Connection between Potential Effects and Health 
Outcomes

Education
Will the decision affect:
• Access and capacity of schools for children or adults?
• Quality of education resources?

Educational success predicts both health status and life- 
expectancy. Children commuting to school get less sleep 
and exercise, and greater exposure to vehicle pollution. 
Quality community schools can promote parent 
participation and good educational outcomes.

Impacts on the education system should be minimal. The exception is that the restored river corridor may 
provide educational opportunities for students, especially those in nearby schools.

Outdoor Access

Availability of parks and natural space can have effects on health as shown in Table 11.

Table 11. Health Determinants Potentially Affected by Plans and Projects (Outdoor Access)

Potential Effects Connection between Potential Effects and Health 
Outcomes

Parks and Natural Space
• Will the decision affect:
• Quality, proximity, or access to parks and public 

spaces?
• Natural spaces or habitats?

Contact with nature facilitates cognitive and physical 
development and serves a restorative function throughout 
life. Park access increases physical activity which reduces 
the risk of developing heart disease, diabetes, osteoporosis, 
and obesity. Trees and green space remove air pollution 
from the air and mitigate urban heat island effects.

For the Recommended Plan Alternative 20, there would be benefits to recreation and public access over the 
long term, in ways that are compatible with ecosystem restoration. The addition of restoration features along 
Rio de Los Angeles State Park (Taylor Yard) and at Los Angeles State Historic Park (Cornfields) is consistent
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with the parks’ General Plans, and is expected to complement and expand upon existing resources. Benefits 
include:

• Improved aesthetic quality of the River,

• Increased public awareness of the recreation resources in the Project reach,

• Increased visitation to recreation facilities in the Project reach,

• Increased public health and safety from improved water quality along the River,

• Improved public health through provision of opportunities to find psychological respite from urban 
stressors in the newly-restored areas,

• Increased quality, quantity, and diversity of recreation resources along the River, such as trails, bike 
paths, benches, signage, River access points, maintenance ramps, etc., and

• Habitat quality improvements may have larger beneficial effects on specific recreation activities 
which are heavily dependent on the health of the river, such as bird watching.

Social/Economic Support

Table 12 shows potential connections between the proximity and quality of selected goods and services and 
human health.

Table 12. Health Determinants Potentially Affected by Plans and Projects (Social/Economic 
Support)

Connection between Potential Effects and Health 
OutcomesPotential Effects

Goods and Services
Will the decision affect:
• Quality and proximity of financial institutions?
• Quality and proximity of child care services?
• Quality and proximity of health services?

Timely access and utilization of primary health services 
can prevent serious hospitalizations. Quality child care 
increases childhood education and job outcomes. Local 
financial institutions help families create and maintain 
wealth.

The Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would not have any adverse effects on essential services.

Comm unity Involvem ent

Involvement in the community can have connections to health as well as shown in Table 13.

Table 13. Health Determinants Potentially Affected by Plans and Projects (Community Involvement)

Connection between Potential Effects and Health 
OutcomesPotential Effects

Social Cohesion
Will the decision affect:
• Quality or frequency of contacts with friends, family 

members, and neighbors?
• Attitudes towards or stereotypes of racial, social, and 

ethnic groups?
• Participation in voluntary organizations and activities?

Physical and emotional support buffers stressful 
situations, supports illness recovery, prevents isolation, 
contributes to self-esteem, and reduces the risk of early 
death.
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Under the Recommended Plan Alternative 20, increased pedestrian connections over the river would lead to 
increased social cohesion linking residential and commercial areas on either side of the river. Such 
improvement in social cohesion, as well as the overall aesthetic and recreational improvements planned as 
part of the Recommended Plan Alternative 20, would lead to the easing of stressful situations and, ultimately, 
improvement in the overall health of the community.

Decisions related to the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 should have no appreciable effect on stereotypes 
or attitudes, though there may be some feeling that certain neighborhoods or communities received a greater 
share of improvements along the river than did others.

Social Equity

Connections between segregation, inequality, and health outcomes are shown in Table 14.

Table 14. Health Determinants Potentially Affected by Plans and Projects (Socioeconomics)

Connection between Potential Effects and Health 
OutcomesPotential Effects

Social Equity
Will the decision affect:
• Segregation by race, ethnicity, or income?
• Degree of inequality in income or wealth?

Social contact across ethnic and income groups ensures 
equitable access to public health and educational services. 
Residents of low-income and ethnically segregated 
neighborhoods experience high rates of teenage 
childbearing, tuberculosis, cardiovascular disease, and 
homicide. Income inequality in a region or country predicts 
population life expectancy independent of income in wealthy 
countries.

The Recommended Plan Alternative 20 is being implemented in communities that have experienced historic 
inequities; it is providing natural restoration amenities in neighborhoods that currently have limited or no 
access to nature. Given peer cases, the public investment in the ecosystem restoration may be expected to 
catalyze property value increases and leverage additional investment within the area which, while it may 
increase job opportunities and more affordable commuting options, may also put pressure on vulnerable 
populations, including renters. The City has an existing rent stabilization ordinance and has approved a raise 
in the minimum wage, which may be expected to reduce some of this pressure.

Comm unity Empowetm ent

Participation in the public decision-making process can influence health outcomes as summarized in Table 
15.

Table 15. Health Determinants Potentially Affected by Plans and Projects (Community 
Empowerment)

Potential Effects Connection between Potential Effects and Health 
Outcomes

Social Inclusion 
Will the decision affect:

Participation and power in the political process affects 
government responsiveness to health needs and crises.

• Degree or quality of participation in public decision
making?

• Distribution of political power?
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The Project partners have done considerable public outreach since the start of the Project; outreach will 
continue through final decision-making and into Project construction. The Project has thus far received 
considerable scrutiny in the media and therefore its implementation may encourage greater public 
participation with attention paid not only to the quantity, but quality of opportunities to participate and 
influence the decision-making process. To the extent that communities get more involved in a Project due to 
either beneficial or adverse perceptions of one or more alternatives, the more likely they are to participate in 
the public process and, thus, influence the final decision.

Utilities and Public Services
Impacts

Construction

Where utilities overlap the study area, it is possible that these utilities would be affected by construction 
activities. LADWP power lines occur in the study area within Reaches 6 and 7, and the Recommended Plan 
Alternative 20 would require that the City ensure the relocation of 6 electrical towers in Reach 6 (Taylor Yard) 
and 2 in Reach 7, including utility towers along the bank, to allow construction, operation, and maintenance 
of the Project. This impact would be less than significant as the power lines would be relocated less than 10 
miles away. Five additional towers and associated power lines in Reach 8 would require relocation. The 
proposed excavation within Reach 8 would also require the relocation of two sewer lines. These power lines 
and towers would be relocated outside the Project footprint, and the sewer lines would be relocated to avoid 
conflicts with Recommended Plan Alternative 20 construction, operation, and maintenance but within the 
Project footprint. No other relocations have been identified.

A utility management plan would be prepared prior to the start of construction and would describe in detail:

• Procedures for marking utilities prior to construction,

• Any utilities that would be temporarily rendered inoperable during construction,

• Any utilities that would have to be permanently relocated a distance of greater than 10 miles from 
their current location, and the plan for their relocation,

• Practices for working safely around utilities, particularly overhead transmission lines,

• Response procedures if a utility line were accidentally breached or impacted,

• Procedures for coordinating construction activities with utility owners, and

• Any permanent impacts to utility infrastructure and capacity.

California Government Code Section 4216 requires anyone planning an excavation in Los Angeles to call 
Underground Service Alert of Southern California, also known as DigAlert or Call Before You Dig, at least 
two working days before starting excavation to ensure that underground utilities are marked so they would 
not be damaged. Underground Service Alert would be called to mark utilities prior to construction. If 
necessary, a private utility locator would also be contracted to supplement the utility locations provided by 
Underground Service Alert. Relocation of segments of utility easements or corridors of less than 10 miles 
would be less than significant.

The Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would involve daylighting selected stormwater outfalls in select 
reaches as part of Project construction. During construction, stormwater flow would need to be redirected to 
other stormwater outfalls, temporarily reducing overall stormwater system capacity. With implementation of
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identified mitigation measures, such as staggering construction of daylighting outfalls to minimize the 
reduction in capacity, impacts would be a less than significant. Capacity would be restored when construction 
was complete.

Concrete and soils removed during construction would contribute to the debris that requires disposal. 
However, as much as possible, concrete and soils would be reused in other study areas or recycled. The 
amount of construction and demolition debris that would be generated by the Recommended Plan 
Alternative 20 is shown in Table 16. The estimates provided in the table are based on the total debris 
generated by the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 being divided by the number of days of construction to 
generate a daily amount of debris. The assumption then is that the daily amount that would be disposed in a 
landfill. Finally, based on reported recycling rates for similar materials throughout Los Angeles, it is assumed 
that 60 percent of the debris is reused or recycled rather than disposed in a landfill (Los Angeles Bureau of 
Sanitation 2007).

Table 16. Recommended Plan Alternative 20 - Construction and Demolition Debris

Debris Generated by 
Project Per Day 
(tons per day)

Debris Disposed at Landfill 
Assuming 60% is Reused or 
Recycled (tons per day)

Material Total Debris Generated by 
Project (tons)

Excavated Material 4,044,573 5,571 2,228

Concrete Demolition 87,302 120 48

Spalls Removal 92,125 127 51

Grouted Riprap
Demolition 70,563 97 39

Riprap Demolition 24,938 34 14

Asphalt Demolition 5,030 7 3

Total 4,324,531 5,957 2,383

Debris would likely be disposed of at the Sunshine Canyon Landfill. This landfill is projected to reach 
capacity and close in 2037 (Browning Ferris Industries of California, Inc. 2008). The landfill is permitted to 
receive up to 12,100 tons of solid waste per day and is currently receiving approximately 9,000 tons of solid 
waste per day (Browning Ferris Industries of California, Inc. 2008; Republic Services 2012). As shown in 
Table 16 above, the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would generate 2,383 tons of debris per day that 
would require landfill disposal. This would result in a total daily disposal of 11,383 tons of debris at the 
Sunshine Canyon Landfill. This total daily disposal would not exceed the landfill’s capacity, so the Project 
would be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity and there would be no significant impact. In 
addition, there are additional landfills in the area that could accommodate debris, if necessary.

Because construction personnel would follow safe construction practices and comply with health and safety 
requirements, accidents during construction are not likely and thus would not have a significant impact on 
local police, fire, and emergency medical personnel. Police, fire, or emergency medical would respond if 
accidents or incidents occur during construction. Construction would not impact schools or libraries.

Operations

The Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would enhance stormwater management by creating more pervious 
surfaces in multiple Reaches, which would increase potential for stormwater to infiltrate into the ground.
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The Project may require temporary irrigation water to support restoration features until plants establish and 
for extreme drought conditions. The freshwater marsh proposed in Reach 7 may also require pumps and 
electricity supply, although it will be designed to be self-sustaining to the extent practicable. Drought-tolerant 
native plants would be used. The water budget has shown that there is sufficient water to support the 
Recommended Plan Alternative 20. In addition, the cooperative Adaptive Management process between the 
City and USACE would ensure that sufficient water will be available as each phase of the Project advances 
toward more detailed Project design and completion.
Operation of the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would not alter the amount of solid waste generated in 
the study area or alter demand for natural gas or telecommunications infrastructure; therefore, there would be 
no impact on these utilities.

Increased public access would result in more people in the study area. Minor modifications or increases in 
police, fire, and emergency medical personnel, equipment, or facilities could be required in order to maintain 
an acceptable level of service and response time in the study area. The cities in the Project area will request 
increased presence if necessary. The USACE would incorporate design measures to promote public safety 
and reduce incidences requiring police, fire, or emergency medical response such as adequate public lighting, 
signage stating rules and public access hours, and flood warning devices. Impacts to public services would be 
less than significant.

Operation of the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would provide beneficial effects to outdoor education 
opportunities for local schools. Operation of the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would have no impact 
on libraries.

Mitigation Measures
The following MMs and/or BMPs would be implemented to reduce impacts to utilities and public services 
from construction of the Recommended Plan Alternative 20:

Construction

UPS 1: Develop a utility management plan.

UPS 2: Obtain a Private Solid Waste Hauler Permit from the City’s Bureau of Sanitation prior to collecting, 
hauling and transporting waste.

UPS 3: Recycle/reuse construction debris to the extent possible.

UPS 4: Dispose of excess debris to City-certified waste processing facility.

UPS 5: Stagger construction of daylighting outfalls in order to minimize reduction in capacity of the 
stormwater system.

Finding and Rationale
Implementation of these mitigation measures and/or best management practices would avoid or substantially 
lessen impacts to utilities and public services to less than significant.

Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice
CEQA does not require a discussion of socioeconomic effects except where they would result in physical 
changes, and states that social or economic effects shall not be treated as significant effects. See CEQA
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Guidelines Sections 15064(f)(6) and 15131). Any such analysis not required by CEQA presented in the IFR 
EIS/EIR is for NEPA and/or informational purposes only and not for purposes of CEQA compliance. 
CEQA does require a discussion of growth-inducing impacts under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d).

Impacts

Construction

During the construction period of Recommended Plan Alternative 20, temporary closure of recreational 
facilities such as bike lanes and horseback riding areas or reduction in access or availability of recreational 
features would occur. However, impacts associated with any temporary closures of trail systems, access 
points, or crossings along the River would be temporary and less than significant. Impacts would include 
temporarily reduced access to the River as well as diminished walking, biking, and golfing opportunities at 
specific locations during the construction period. Los Feliz golf course may require temporary full closure, 
and Harding golf course would likely require partial closure and remain open. All construction areas where 
employment and facility operation would be disrupted would be prioritized and expedited as much as 
possible. No net employment effects are expected at the Los Feliz Golf Course. Because construction at Los 
Feliz is expected to take no longer than two months, employees could be temporarily reassigned with the Los 
Angeles Department of Parks and Recreation to reduce impacts. Affected golfers would likely visit another 
course during construction, possibly using the nearby Roosevelt course in Griffith Park. The Recommended 
Plan Alternative 20 would require temporary partial closure of Los Angeles State Historic Park for 
construction of marsh/wetland restoration features, a less than significant impact.

At the Verdugo Wash confluence, a number of commercial and/or industrial parcels which fall within the 
Project footprint would need to be acquired to allow construction, operation, and maintenance of the 
Recommended Plan Alternative 20. Based on preliminary analysis, approximately 11 businesses would be 
displaced at Verdugo Wash. These businesses include warehousing, manufacturing, and industrial uses. In 
Reach 7, features at and adjacent to Los Angeles State Historic Park would affect two parcels zoned for 
warehouses would be affected and structures found there would need to be removed. As businesses are 
displaced during acquisition, it is anticipated business owners would relocate their operations elsewhere. For 
all relocations, the City would provide relocation assistance per the Uniform Relocation Act of 1970, as 
amended.

Proposed staging areas are typically open lots near the River. Staging areas may result in temporary minor 
nuisances on adjacent businesses (traffic congestion, noise, etc.) but these impacts would be managed by 
implementing BMPs and mitigation measures related to traffic and noise, such that the impacts would remain 
less than significant. Proposed staging areas do not require business relocations. A phased construction 
approach that prioritizes areas with potential for temporary socioeconomic impacts would limit the quantity 
of closures at any one time and result in less than significant impacts.

As detailed in the Economic Appendix (see Appendix B of the IFR EIS/EIR), the infusion of construction 
funds into the regional economy will generate beneficial economic effects such as increased sales, additional 
jobs, increased labor income, and increased gross regional product during the construction period. The top 
three industries affected include construction, food and drink services, and engineering services. See 
Appendix B of the IFR EIS/EIR for detailed results of economic analysis.

The Recommended Plan Alternative 20 is not expected to significantly affect environmental justice 
populations during construction. Project construction activities may result in minor and temporary impacts, 
such as increased noise or dust around the construction area, which would affect adjacent populations.
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However, these impacts would be managed by implementing BMPs and mitigation measures related to noise, 
air quality, and traffic, such as staying within noise limits and construction periods specified in city and county 
plans.

The Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would not induce substantial population growth in an area, either 
directly or indirectly, cause growth or accelerate development in an undeveloped area, or cause a substantial 
number of residents, businesses or employees to be displaced such that replacement housing must be 
constructed. Therefore, socioeconomic effects would be less than significant. The Recommended Plan 
Alternative 20 does not require relocation or removal of existing residences, indicating that population and 
housing would not be directly affected. However, commercial and industrial infrastructure at the LATC, 
would be partially replaced with riparian and wetland habitat. Information indicates that approximately 157 
workers are employed at LATC. Site functions would relocate to a new location within the Los Angeles 
Basin, as discussed below. For all private-sector relocations, the City would provide relocation assistance for 
the affected business per the Uniform Relocation Act of 1970, as amended.
Furthermore, the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 may also result in beneficial effects on socioeconomic 
conditions in the study area. Improved aesthetic quality of the River, improved habitat value, improved 
quality and quantity of recreation resources along the River, and improved River accessibility would be the 
catalyst for these beneficial effects, which may include the following:

• Improvement in quality and quantity of recreation resources along the River may result in indirect 
economic benefits to businesses near or reliant upon the River, such as recreation equipment rentals, 
educational activities, restaurants and food service, etc.,

• Any improvements in environmental quality (such as water quality) in the region as a result of a 
cleaner, active River system would benefit all populations in the study area, and

• Potential long term urban revitalization benefits such as increased local economic output, job growth, 
and labor income following completion of the restoration Project (see Appendix B of the IFR 
EIS/EIR for further discussion of redevelopment impacts).

The Recommended Plan Alternative 20 is likely to yield beneficial effects to adjacent communities, including 
the environmental justice communities, over the long term. These beneficial effects include enhanced visual 
aesthetics, reconnection of communities divided by the river with pedestrian bridges, access to nature, 
increased environmental education opportunities, expanded circulation and non-motorized commuting 
opportunities, and new, enhanced recreational and physical fitness opportunities.

While most of the study area demographics reflect a similar percentage of low-income and minority 
populations as the rest of the City of Los Angeles, communities in the census tracts immediately surrounding 
LATC include minority and low-income populations, and are considered to be environmental justice 
communities. These communities have less than 20 percent white residents on average, and approximately 31 
percent of residents of these tracts live in poverty, which is 11 percent higher than the City of Los Angeles on 
the whole. Of the two census tracts on the east side of the Los Angeles River and immediately adjacent to 
LATC, the unemployment rate ranges from 12.7 to 21.8 percent, the latter the highest in the overall study 
area.

Though rail and freight operations would be relocated to another location within the Los Angeles Basin, it is 
unlikely that the operations will be relocated near the communities in and around the ARBOR reach due to 
lack of a suitable alternative location, and commuting to the new location may no longer be feasible for some 
local residents. Working class jobs at LATC may be transferred elsewhere in the Los Angeles regional 
economy. To determine whether the potential transfer or conversion of jobs that could occur if LATC were 
converted from industrial uses into publicly-accessible natural open space would have a high and

Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations 3-57 April 2016



Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Project IFR EIS/EIR

disproportionate effect on EJ communities, the number of “trade, transportation, and utilities” sector jobs 
provided by businesses in the eight census tracts surrounding and including LATC was calculated. Based on 
U.S. Census data, there are 635 such jobs in these eight census tracts, but only 27 of the holders of these jobs 
live in these census tracts. The balance of workers live in other parts of the greater Los Angeles area, so 
transfer of jobs to a new location within the Basin would not be expected to have disproportionately high and 
adverse effects on EJ communities. Therefore, this impact is considered less than significant.

In addition, although the conversion would result in relocation of site functions to a new location, with 
associated transfer of jobs, a much higher number of jobs would be created during construction of the 
Recommended Plan Alternative 20. Under the Recommended Plan Alternative 20, cumulative construction 
jobs are projected to number about 14,100, with up to 1,000 in the immediate area. The work at LATC is one 
of the largest single elements of the entire Project and may account for up to 1,000 working class jobs during 
construction. While these jobs may be filled by persons throughout the greater Los Angeles area, many could 
be filled locally as well, and may result in providing at least a similar number of jobs as those relocated from 
the existing LATC. Based on the analyses presented in the Economics Appendix (Appendix B of the IFR 
EIS/EIR), any job growth predicted from urban revitalization may not directly offset any initial job transfers 
resulting from relocation of LATC, as site redevelopment will be a long term process, and the specific skilled 
labor jobs at LATC are not likely to be replaced in kind in the immediate area either during construction or 
over the long term.

Table 17 below summarizes the adverse impacts and beneficial effects of the Recommended Plan Alternative 
20 on environmental justice communities (primarily along Reaches 7 and 8). While Environmental Justice 
determinations are based on disproportional adverse impacts, the summary that follows also looks at the 
benefits that accrue to low-income, minority, and disabled communities along the Los Angeles River corridor.

Table 17. Recommended Plan Alternative 20: Impacts and Benefits to Environmental Justice 
Communities

Recommended Plan Alternative 20
Impacts

Air Quality Construction impacts —specifically related to LATC; relatively small portion of 
overall Project compared to other alternatives

Land Use Proposed action in Reach 8 conflicts with current land use designation

Noise Construction-related noise, esp. at LATC; smaller portion of overall Project, but 
duration of all components longer than other alternatives

Public Health
Air quality impacts during construction; noise impacts during construction; smaller 
portion of overall Project than other alternatives

Socioeconomics Up to 157 jobs relocated from LATC; indirect impacts to other neighborhood 
businesses may occur

Benefits

Water Resources Improved water quality and flow rates due to habitat improvements at LATC and 
River in Reach 8; smaller portion of Project than other alternatives

Biological Resources Habitat improvements at LATC and River in Reach 8; smaller portion of Project 
than other alternatives

Recreation/ Improved aesthetic quality of River, increased recreational resources along River
Aesthetics due to habitat improvements at LATC and LASHP

Public Health & Safety Remediation of soil contamination required prior to construction.

Socioeconomics Up to 14,100 construction jobs (up to 1,000 in immediate area) created by Project, 
increased visitation may benefit local businesses

Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations 3-58 April 2016



Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Project IFR EIS/EIR

Mitigation Measures
The following MM and/or BMP would be implemented to reduce socioeconomic impacts as a result of the 
Recommended Plan Alternative 20:

SEJ 1: Carry out acquisition and compensation of affected businesses in accordance with the Federal 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended, Pub. L. 91
646, 42 U.S.C. 4601. As a component of the acquisition, businesses would have the opportunity to participate 
in the relocation assistance program. USACE will actively participate in relocation of these businesses to 
ensure fair and equitable compensation.

NEPA- Finding and Rationale
Implementation of this mitigation measures and/or best management practice would avoid or substantially 
reduce adverse impacts related to socioeconomics and environmental justice to less than significant.

Los Angeles Trailer and Container IntetmodalFacility

Construction of the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would require that the existing use at the LATC site 
be discontinued because a portion of the site would be converted to riparian habitat. The existing site 
functions are anticipated to be relocated to a new site or absorbed through expansion of an existing rail yard. 
The relocation of the LATC site functions to a new location within the Los Angeles Basin could result in 
environmental impacts. These potential impacts, as identified in the various environmental resource areas 
analyzed in the IFR EIS/EIR, are briefly discussed below.

Geology, Seismology, Soils, and Minerals

The relocation of LATC site functions could result in minor and temporary impacts to geology, seismology, 
soils, and minerals at the new site. The site functions would be anticipated to be located within the Los 
Angeles Basin in an area that was already zoned for industrial use, having the existing conditions of typically 
industrialized lands. Construction of a new site or expansion of an already existing site may have temporary 
impacts on soils. The use of heavy equipment, trucks, and excavation of the site could potentially result in 
loss of topsoils, changes to existing soil composition, and erosion. However, lands within industrial zones 
typically already have altered soils and impacts to soils would be temporary during the construction of the 
new facility. Once construction is completed, the operation of the new facility is not expected to impact soils, 
geology, or mineral resources.

Prior to site selection, the CEQA lead agency will conduct a detailed CEQA analysis of the relocation of 
LATC site functions, including effects on geologic resources. Should any additional NEPA documentation be 
required, it would be undertaken by the NEPA lead agency.

Land Use

LATC siting is anticipated to occur where land is already zoned industrial and thus would not result in a 
change to land use; therefore, impacts to land use due to relocation of site functions are anticipated to be less 
than significant. The LATC site functions may be relocated at an existing facility that will be expanded, or at a 
new site, but in either case it is anticipated that it would be relocated within an industrial zone with reasonable 
access to Union Pacific Railroad rail lines. All applicable general plans and land use regulations would be 
considered for any future site prior to site selection. Any conflicts with surrounding land uses would be 
identified during a project-specific CEQA analysis that would be performed to determine impacts resulting
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from relocation of the site functions. Should any additional NEPA documentation be required, it would be 
undertaken by the NEPA lead agency.

Because the conversion to riparian habitat of a portion of the existing LATC site would likely preclude the 
railroad from continuing its current use on the remainder of the parcel not required for the Project, the 
remainder would anticipated to be utilized for other purposes by the City or sold for private use as industrial, 
commercial, or residential. Use by the City for public purposes or by others for commercial or residential use 
would result in conversion of land use on that portion of the site in addition to the portion required for the 
Project, with that conversion resulting in a significant impact to land use. However, the site would have to be 
rezoned before such conversion could take place.

Wa ter R e sources

Both construction and operational activities associated with relocation of the existing functions of the LATC 
site to another site within the Los Angeles Basin have the potential to impact water resources at the future 
site, if present. However, it is expected that the future site would be selected based on its functional 
equivalence to the existing site, in an area that is already used for industrial activities. The future LATC site 
would be within an existing Los Angeles Basin industrial zone, ensuring continued regulation by the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board and minimal potential for impacts to water resources. Similarly, operation of the 
new site will include comparable functions to the existing site, including required stormwater runoff 
protections.

Prior to site selection, the CEQA lead agency would conduct a detailed CEQA analysis of the impacts of the 
relocation, including impacts to water resources. Should any additional NEPA documentation be required, it 
would be undertaken by the NEPA lead agency.

Biological R e sources

Because the relocation of LATC site functions is anticipated to occur in an industrial area, impacts to 
biological resources would be expected to be minimal. The impacts to biological resources from relocating 
LATC could include disturbance and/or removal of vegetation, temporary displacement of/disturbance to 
wildlife species, temporary air and noise pollution, temporary sediment runoff into a water body or storm 
drain, and temporary disturbance of wildlife movement pathways. However, a functionally equivalent site 
within an industrial zone would be unlikely to contain significant biological resources, and therefore any 
associated impacts would likely be minimal.

Prior to site selection, the CEQA lead agency would conduct a detailed CEQA analysis, including analysis of 
potential impacts on biological resources. Should any additional NEPA documentation be required, it would 
be undertaken by the NEPA lead agency.

Cultural R esources

There is potential for sites of historic or archeological value to be present anywhere within the Los Angeles 
Basin due to the long history of human occupation. Relocation of the LATC site functions to a new site 
within the Los Angeles Basin would have the potential to disturb cultural resources protected under the 
NHPA. Though the potential for unearthing new sites would be low because the new site would be situated 
where existing industrial development is already present and should have already undergone cultural 
evaluation, it would still be necessary to conduct all required analyses to ensure the protection of potentially 
occurring historic resources.
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Analysis of cultural resources in the area will be conducted pursuant to a site-specific EIR by the CEQA lead 
agency prior to final site selection. Should any additional NEPA documentation be required, it would be 
undertaken by the NEPA lead agency.

Traffic and Circulation

Relocating functions of the LATC facility may result in indirect effects to traffic and transportation in another 
part of the Los Angeles Basin during the process of transferring equipment and portable infrastructure from 
the old facility, during construction of the relocated facility, and as a result of operations at that site. 
Construction activities that require introduction of heavy equipment and numerous truck trips could result in 
temporary traffic closures or delays at the new location. Operation of the new site may require permanent 
changes to existing roadway or rail traffic patterns if truck or rail traffic increases as a result of its use. It is 
presumed that most of the impacts would be avoided or minimized through selecting a new site that is 
functionally equivalent to the old site with reasonable proximity to existing Union Pacific Railroad rail lines. 
The new site is anticipated to be in an industrial zone with adequate capacity for industrial traffic.

The CEQA lead agency will conduct a detailed CEQA analysis in analyzing the relocation of LATC site 
functions, including assessment of traffic and transportation impacts. Should any additional NEPA 
documentation be required, it would be undertaken by the NEPA lead agency.

Noise

Indirect effects associated with relocation of LATC site functions could include increases in noise at another 
location within the basin during construction of the relocated site functions. Noise impacts could be 
associated with construction of new facilities or alteration of existing facilities to accommodate the amount of 
freight moving through the facility. These temporary impacts would come from use of construction 
machinery and haul trucks used to import construction materials and site equipment and fixtures and export 
construction debris. Permanent localized noise increases may occur as a result of increased train traffic and 
movement of freight from one train to another, although the site functions are anticipated to be relocated to 
an existing industrial area.

Prior to relocation, the CEQA lead agency will conduct a detailed CEQA analysis of the relocation of LATC 
site functions, including assessment of noise effects. Should any additional NEPA documentation be 
required, it would be undertaken by the NEPA lead agency.

Restoration of the Project area may over time lead to changes to development type in the surrounding area 
with some changes to noise levels. Because the conversion to riparian habitat of a portion of the existing 
LATC site would likely preclude the railroad from continuing its current use on the remainder of the parcel 
not required for the Project, the remainder would may be utilized for other purposes by the City or sold for 
private use as industrial, commercial, or residential. Use by the City for public purposes or by others for 
commercial or residential use could result in changes in noise levels on that portion of the site in addition to 
the portion required for the Project. However, such uses would require rezoning before being implemented.

Recreation

Relocation of LATC site functions to a location elsewhere in the Los Angeles Basin could potentially result in 
effects to recreation in the Los Angeles Basin, if the new site were located adjacent to existing recreation 
facilities. Construction activities, such as the presence of trucks and other equipment, would reduce the 
quality of nearby recreation or result in closures to adjacent bicycle or hiking trails or parks. Operation of the 
site would result in permanent closures of recreation sites, if it is necessary for expansion of an existing site or
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development of a new site. However, because it is expected that the relocated site functions would be located 
within an industrial zone, no permanent or significant effects to recreation are anticipated.

Prior to site selection, the CEQA lead agency would conduct detailed CEQA analysis to assess effects of 
relocation. Should any additional NEPA documentation be required, it would be undertaken by the NEPA 
lead agency.

Aesthetics

Indirect effects on aesthetics quality could result from relocating the LATC site functions to a different 
location within the Los Angeles Basin, although such effects are not anticipated to be significant. 
Construction activities typically result in temporarily reduced visual quality of a site, as a result of construction 
equipment or earthwork. However, once construction is complete, equipment is removed. Operation of the 
new facility could result in impacts to the surrounding area if the facility creates a visual contrast to the 
existing landscape. However, it is anticipated that any future site would be located within an industrial zone, 
where aesthetic quality is presumably already reduced and native vegetation is not expected to be present.

Prior to site selection, the CEQA lead agency would conduct detailed CEQA analysis of the relocation of the 
site functions, including analysis of potential impacts to aesthetic quality. Should any additional NEPA 
documentation be required, it would be undertaken by the NEPA lead agency.

Public Health and Safety, Including Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste

Relocation of the LATC site functions is not anticipated to have significant impacts on public health and 
safety. It is assumed that the new site will be located within already developed industrial areas and that any 
necessary site remediation would occur prior to relocation of site functions. Requirements in place for 
protection of safety in construction areas, including from fire, water, hazardous wastes, vector-borne disease, 
and methane zones would further reduce impacts.

Prior to site selection, the CEQA lead agency will conduct a detailed CEQA analysis of the relocation of 
LATC site functions, including environmental and safety issues. Should any additional NEPA documentation 
be required, it would be undertaken by the NEPA lead agency.

Utilities and Public Services

The relocation of the LATC site functions to a new location within the Los Angeles Basin could result in 
impacts to existing utility lines and services as a result of construction or operation of a new facility. 
Construction activities would be coordinated in a way to ensure that utilities services are not interrupted. 
However, if it is necessary, interruptions are anticipated to be temporary. Following construction, the 
relocated site functions could place additional pressure on available utilities, beyond their existing capacity. 
However, selection of the site will be based on functional compatibility, ensuring that adequate facilities are in 
place. Operation of the site functions elsewhere in the basin would not increase indirect effects on utilities 
and public services, since relocation is presumed to occur in an area with adequate capacity to support the 
new facility.

Prior to site selection, the CEQA lead agency will conduct detailed CEQA analysis, including assessment of 
utilities and public services. Should any additional NEPA documentation be required, it would be undertaken 
by the NEPA lead agency.
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Socioeconomics and EnvironmentalJustice

Relocating the LATC to a new location within the Los Angeles Basin may result in impacts to populations 
surrounding the future site. If operations at the new facility resulted in growth inducement and larger 
populations in the area, it could increase neighborhood density, increase environmental disturbance in the 
form of reduced air quality or noise effects in neighborhoods that already endure environmental pressures, or 
cause increased housing prices. However, the relocation would not be expected to induce substantial 
population growth in an area, either directly or indirectly, cause growth or accelerate development in an 
undeveloped area, or cause a substantial number of residents, businesses or employees to be displaced such 
that replacement housing must be constructed. Selection of the future site would be based on finding a site 
that can provide equivalent functionality in an area already zoned for industrial use within the Los Angeles 
Basin. It is presumed that the areas that fulfill these requirements would not be near residential 
neighborhoods and that the relocated site functions would require equivalent employees to the current site. It 
is also possible that indirect effects could include benefits to surrounding populations, as a result of having an 
additional source of industrial employment in the area.

Prior to site selection, the CEQA lead agency would conduct a detailed CEQA analysis, including assessment 
of potential socioeconomic impacts. Should any additional NEPA documentation be required, it would be 
undertaken by the NEPA lead agency.
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Chapter 4
Unavoidable Significant Impacts

The City of Los Angeles finds that even with the implementation of all feasible mitigation measures, the 
Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would result in unavoidable significant impacts to air quality and land use.

Air Quality
Impacts
Construction
Construction of the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to 
air quality due to exceedance of Localized Significance Thresholds (LST) for nitrogen oxide (NOx) in 2022, 
2023, and 2024 by the estimated daily construction NOx emissions. Since construction would take place 
within an urbanized setting near sensitive receptors, exceedance of NOx LST in 2022, 2023, and 2024 would 
result in significant impacts. Even with the application of identified mitigation measures, impacts related to 
NOx construction emissions would remain significant and unavoidable.

Estimated construction emissions would not exceed General Conformity de Minimis Thresholds (NEPA) or 
Regional Significance Thresholds (RST) (NEPA & CEQA). Emissions of greenhouse gasses would also be 
less than significant.

Operations
Estimated operational impacts including emissions from maintenance activities and increased daily visitations. 
These emissions would not exceed established significance thresholds under CEQA, NEPA, and General 
Conformity de Minimis Thresholds, and greenhouse gasses emissions would not exceed the CEQA 
significance thresholds. Impacts to air quality from Project operations would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures
The following mitigation measures are included in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan and would 
be implemented to reduce impacts to air quality, specifically to address NOx emissions and fugitive dust 
emissions from construction activities:

Mobile Emission Attenuating Measures
AQ 1: Tier 4 equipment and haul trucks no older than 2010 would be utilized to the extent practicable during 
construction years when emissions are expected to exceed Local Significance Thresholds.

AQ 2: Provide temporary traffic controls such as a flag person, during all phases of construction to maintain 
smooth traffic flow.

AQ 3: Provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction trucks and equipment on-and off-site.

AQ 4: Reroute construction trucks away from congested streets or sensitive receptor areas.
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AQ 5: Utilize electricity from power poles rather than temporary diesel or gasoline power generators to the 
extent practicable.

Fugitive Dust Attenuating Measures
AQ 6: Appoint a construction relations officer to act as a community liaison concerning on-site construction 
activity including resolution of issues related to PM10 generation.

AQ 7: Suspend all excavating and grading operations when wind speeds (as instantaneous gusts) exceed 25 
miles per-hour.

AQ 8: Require frequent street sweeping surrounding the project site to minimize fugitive dust emissions from 
track-out. All street sweeping shall use alternatively fueled sweepers that are equivalent to those specified in 
SCAQMD Rules 1186 and 1186.1.

AQ 9: Install wheel washers where vehicles enter and exit the construction site onto paved roads or wash off 
trucks and any equipment leaving the site each trip.

AQ 10: Apply water three times daily, or non-toxic soil stabilizers according to manufacturer’s specifications, 
to all unpaved parking or staging areas or unpaved road surfaces.

AQ 11: Replace ground cover in disturbed areas as quickly as possible.

AQ 12: Apply non-toxic soil stabilizers according to manufacturers’ specifications to all inactive construction 
areas (previously graded areas inactive for ten days or more).

Land Use
Impacts
Construction and Operations

The Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would result in significant impacts associated with changes in land 
use from construction activities that would be permanent and would continue during Project operations. 
Project actions in the lower part of Reach 3 and in Reach 8 would result in the permanent conversion of land 
designated as Industrial and Light Industrial to a non-industrial use, which would conflict with the designated 
Industrial/Light Industrial use definition for those lands in community plans, resulting in an unavoidable and 
significant impact to land use. No feasible mitigation under CEQA has been identified.
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Chapter 5
Cumulative Impacts

Section 15355 of the CEQA Guidelines defines cumulative impacts as “two or more individual effects which, 
when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.”

The City finds that implementation of the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would result in significant 
cumulative impacts related to Land Use.

Land Use
The study area includes the applicable community plan areas within the jurisdiction of the City of Los 
Angeles proposed for restoration measures, as well as the Cities of Glendale and Burbank. These cities 
include policies generally supporting the restoration of the River in their General Plans and applicable 
community plans. The implementation of the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would be consistent with 
the applicable general plans and community specific plans of these cities, with the exception of industrial land 
uses on several key sites. These general plans, as well as the land use plans by county and regional planning 
agencies such as the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), are addressing the River as an 
asset for the region along with its long-term and recognized importance for flood risk management, water 
quality, and fish and wildlife habitat. The City of Burbank recently prepared a comprehensive update of its 
General Plan, which addresses the impacts of cumulative projects, including this one, on transportation, 
utility, and public service expansions through the year 2035; therefore, the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 
would contribute significantly to cumulative impacts in Burbank (City of Burbank 2013b, City of Glendale 
2012e).

Implementing the restoration measures within the reaches would result in significant impacts from converting 
industrial land uses to non-industrial uses. The industrial land area affected is greatest under the 
Recommended Plan Alternative 20. Impacts on industrial land use are a focused issue within Los Angeles and 
the applicable Community Plan updates as well. The viability of continued industrial uses in the vicinity of the 
study area is also an issue due to the age of some of these uses. Their continued operation may be subject to 
other factors independent of any change in land uses due to the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 or any 
other similar efforts in the area. Encroachment of other uses, including the Rio de Los Angeles State Park, 
poses the greatest challenge to the continued viability of adjacent and nearby industrial uses in this area. This 
would impact the City’s efforts to maintain areas that provide an economic base for long-term employment 
and fiscal health, and would contribute to significant cumulative land use impacts (City of Los Angeles 2012).

Cumulative impacts related to Air Quality and the other environmental resources areas analyzed in the IFR 
EIR/EIS were not found to be significant. Beneficial cumulative effects were found to occur related to 
Biological Resources, Water resources, Recreation, and Aesthetics under the Recommended Plan Alternative 
20.

Air Quality
Due in part to the highly urbanized and dense areas, the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) currently does not 
meet all National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) or the equivalent California Ambient Air Quality
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Standards. With respect to the NAAQS, the SCAB is currently in extreme nonattainment for ozone 
(precursors: VOC or NOx); nonattainment for PM2.5; and partial nonattainment for lead. As noted in 
Section 5.2 of the Final IFR EIS/EIR, the SCAQMD typically considers projects that exceed the Regional 
Significance Thresholds (RSTs) to be cumulatively significant. This approach to assessing cumulative impacts 
was applied and estimated construction and operational emissions associated with the Recommended Plan 
Alternative 20 would not exceed RSTs. Therefore, construction and operational emissions would not result in 
significant cumulative impacts to air quality.

Geology, Soils, and Seismic Hazards
The study area for cumulative impacts for this resource type includes the watershed of the River and its 
tributaries. Cumulative impacts related to geology, soils, and seismic hazards would not occur under the 
Recommended Plan Alternative 20, since no significant impacts related to these resources or hazards were 
identified for this Project. Although most of the area within Reaches 1-8 is in a liquefaction zone, and the 
Raymond Fault is located within portions of Reach 5, the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would not affect 
these features, and would not contribute to cumulative impacts related to past, present, or reasonably 
foreseeable future projects.

Soil erosion could occur due to the extensive amount of ground clearing and earthwork involved with 
construction of the Recommended Plan Alternative 20. However, the identified mitigation measures during 
construction would mitigate these impacts, and proposed channel restoration features as part of the Project 
would be required to meet modern construction criteria including stormwater pollution prevention. These 
criteria would also apply to cumulative projects in the study area; therefore, cumulative impacts would be 
considered less than significant.

Implementation of the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would result in negligible impacts on sand and 
gravel deposits and underground oil and gas fields and thus there would be no cumulative impacts on mineral 
resources under the Recommended Plan Alternative 20.

Hydrology, Floodplains, and Water Quality
The study area for hydrology, floodplains, and water quality includes the watershed of the River and its 
tributaries. Beneficial cumulative effects on hydrology, floodplains, and water quality would occur under the 
Recommended Plan Alternative 20. In addition to the various restoration measures in the Recommended 
Plan Alternative 20, other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future projects include various master 
planning efforts by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works and other local and regional 
agencies to develop comprehensive plans addressing hydrologic conditions, floodplains, and water quality 
from a regional perspective. These plans address hydrologic and water quality issues throughout Los Angeles 
County and in particular the various water courses and tributaries that eventually flow into the River. These 
collectively influence flood risk management and water quality issues within the River channel. Beneficial 
cumulative effects related to floodplains would occur since the implementation of these comprehensive plans 
favorably address floodplain and associated water release issues from various major and minor tributaries in 
addition to the main River channel.

Another beneficial cumulative effect would result from the various measures within the Recommended Plan 
Alternative 20 that would increase the riparian and native habitats. These measures would reduce the amount 
of impermeable surface area in the River channel. Vegetation features would help improve hydrologic
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conditions and water quality for cumulative projects located within and in the vicinity of the reaches, 
including the Rio de Los Angeles State Park, Griffith Park on the East Bank, Glendale Narrows Riverwalk, 
and the Albion Dairy Park (City of Los Angeles 2012; Los Angeles County 2006, 2012).

Biological Resources
The study area for biological resources includes the watershed of the River and its tributaries. The restoration 
measures in the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would contribute to beneficial cumulative effects on 
biological resources. These effects would increase the amount of fish and wildlife habitat; provide greater 
ecological/biological benefits; aid in linking isolated habitats; help increase the amount of open space; help 
expand species diversity; and reduce the amount of impermeable surface area in the study area. These effects 
would be beneficial from a regional perspective since they would benefit fish and wildlife species that may 
migrate outside of the study area. These benefits would also accrue to past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable projects including the Albion Dairy Park, Griffith Park on the East Bank, Sennett Creek Park, 
and the Rio de Los Angeles State Parks that are located along or in the vicinity of the River.

Construction activities would require excavation of surface and sub-surface materials and the subsequent 
disposal of these materials. However, any cumulative impacts to biological resources as a result of 
construction activities would be addressed through the implementation of mitigation measures and BMPs and 
stormwater requirements of local and state agencies as well as the USACE. These measures would be 
implemented as part of any other planned or reasonably foreseeable developments within the study area, 
including the development of Taylor Yard, the Cornfields site, and the Albion Dairy Park. In conjunction 
with other habitat restoration efforts proposed or being planned in the area, including significant restoration 
efforts on Arroyo Seco and other projects under consideration by watershed groups and local agencies, these 
measures would have a significant, beneficial cumulative effect (City of Los Angeles, California Department 
of Parks and Recreation 2012).

Cultural Resources
The study area for cultural resources includes the area within and in the vicinity of the River channel as well 
as the areas proposed for development of cumulative projects identified above. Overall, the Recommended 
Plan Alternative 20 will contribute to the ongoing transformation of the LA River and its associated 
infrastructure.

Past developments in the study area have resulted in the loss or destruction of the spatial integrity of 
prehistoric and historic archaeological resources through ground-disturbing activities. Paleontological 
resources may have been lost through excavation as well. Historic buildings and structures have been lost or 
impacted due to demolition, substantial alteration, neglect, or incompatible construction. The impacts of 
current and future cumulative actions in the study area that are not subject to extensive cultural or historic 
resource review or result from neglect or vandalism would continue whether the proposed restoration 
measures were implemented or not. Restoration measures may stimulate the adaptive reuse, rehabilitation, or 
restoration of adjacent historic buildings and structures, but associated economic development may 
encourage removal of historic buildings and structures or incompatible construction. However, much of the 
current and future development would be subject to Federal, state, and local reviews that include some level 
of consideration and protection for cultural and paleontological resources which would lessen these impacts.
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The restoration measures, combined with cumulative developments in, and in the vicinity of, the study area 
would be conducted in the context of environmental and cultural resource compliance review as proscribed 
by Los Angeles, Glendale, and Burbank ordinance provisions as well as state and Federal guidelines and 
regulations for the identification, handling, and preservation of cultural resources. Development of 
cumulative projects, including Rio de Los Angeles State Park, and Los Angeles State Historic Park, has 
already been subject to these multi-jurisdictional provisions. Cumulative developments in the planning stage 
within and in the vicinity of the study area, including Albion Dairy Park, Sennett Creek Park, and Griffith 
Park on the East Bank, would be subject to these provisions as these parklands are developed. These 
provisions are designed to identify cultural and paleontological resources, assess impacts, and avoid adverse 
effects.

To the extent that other cumulative projects have caused or may cause cultural resource impacts, CEQA 
requires consideration of mitigation for significant cultural impacts. After application of the mitigation 
measures identified in Section 5.6 of the Final IFR EIS/EIR, the cumulative impacts would be less than 
significant. With adoption of these measures, and implementation of the Programmatic Agreement, 
cumulative impacts from the Project on cultural resources would less than significant.

Traffic and Transportation
The study area for traffic and transportation includes the highways, streets, railways, and transit corridors in 
Los Angeles County that serve both the Project vicinity as well as the greater southern California region and 
beyond. Many elements of the current transportation network (past projects) are operating near or at their 
capacity. Current projects, including the expansion of I-5 in Burbank and Glendale, are addressing capacity 
and utilization requirements; however, long-term capacity is likely to lag behind projected population growth 
of the region and the lack of adequate space and facilities to expand the network. Other current or reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the study areas include a TEA-21 project to upgrade the southern terminus of 
SR-2 and Glendale Boulevard, and the $898 million Metro Gold Line Eastside Extension project. The added 
capacity of these transportation elements will help to offset temporary increases in construction-related 
traffic.

The restoration Project features in the Recommended Plan Alternative 20, together with these past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would expand open space and parkland opportunities primarily 
serving a local population, and would not result in a significant cumulative impact to the regional 
transportation system (Metrolink 2012).

The proposed Project restoration measures, combined with cumulative developments within the study area, 
have the potential to result in cumulative impacts to current and planned rail operations. Various commuter 
and passenger rail projects, such as the Metrolink’s Metro Gold Line extension and the State-sponsored high
speed rail, include routes that overlap several Project reaches. In addition, both Union Pacific and BNSF 
maintain both active rail lines and storage tracks along both sides of the River. The Recommended Plan 
Alternative 20 would be coordinated with Metrolink, SCAG, and other local and regional transportation 
agencies and private rail operators through the Multi-County Goods Movement Action Plan and similar regional 
planning efforts to ensure that cumulative impacts regarding rail operations would be less than significant.
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Noise
Cumulative noise impacts typically occur when multiple projects affect the same geographic areas 
simultaneously or when sequential projects extend the duration of noise impacts on a given area over a longer 
period. Noise impacts are primarily localized because sound levels decrease relatively quickly with increasing 
distance from the source; therefore, the cumulative noise setting would be limited to the area subject to 
audible increase in noise levels with construction and development of cumulative projects. Cumulative noise 
impacts from implementing the Recommended Plan Alternative 20, together with other reasonably 
foreseeable development activities in the study area, would result primarily from temporary construction 
activities. These construction activities would include several parks and recreation areas in the vicinity of the 
study area, including the Glendale Narrows Riverwalk, Sennett Creek Park, and the Albion Dairy Park. 
However, given the planned facilities for these parks and recreation areas, including trails, pathways, and 
small structures, construction activities would likely not necessitate use of heavy equipment for most 
activities. The highest noise levels would occur if several development projects were to take place at the same 
time and be in fairly close proximity. However, with implementation of identified mitigation measures and 
BMPs, including implementation of a noise control plan, cumulative noise impacts from the Project would be 
less than significant.

Recreation
The study area for recreation comprises the community plan areas of Los Angeles proposed for restoration 
measures, as well as the Cities of Glendale and Burbank. Implementation of the Recommended Plan 
Alternative 20 would contribute to cumulative beneficial effects for the residents of the study area. The 
proposed restoration measures would increase riparian habitats that would provide a recreation resource 
through attractive and aesthetic features both within and along the River channel. All communities in the 
study area have documented the need for more parks and open space in general plans and in various 
community plans. These planning efforts, including the development of the Rio de Los Angeles State Park 
and the Los Angeles State Historic Park, have introduced new parklands along and adjacent to the River 
channel. Additional planning efforts, including the Boyle Heights and Central City North Community Plan updates, 
are addressing those neighborhoods’ need for additional parks and recreational opportunities along Reaches 7 
and 8, where there is currently little land available for parks and recreation spaces or amenities. The proposed 
Project restoration measures would occur in areas that could connect with reasonably foreseeable parklands 
that could be identified through the update of this Plan as well as future community plan updates (City of Los 
Angeles, 2012). In addition, recreation and open space amenities are identified within the vicinity of the River 
in the Burbank 2035 General Plan, and Project restoration measures within Reach 1 in Burbank would result in 
beneficial cumulative effects as well (City of Burbank 2013c).

Aesthetics
Implementation of the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 combined with other projects in Los Angeles, 
Glendale, and Burbank would result in cumulative beneficial effects for aesthetic resources. These reasonably 
foreseeable future projects would result primarily in the conversion of older industrial and industrial-serving 
uses to open space uses within the study area comprising the community plan areas of Los Angeles and areas 
of Glendale and Burbank with River frontage proposed for restoration. These projects include the Rio de Los 
Angeles State Park, Los Angles State Historic Park, and improvements in the Glendale Bicycle
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Transportation Plan, and would result in new parklands, River access, bicycle and pedestrian paths, and 
landscaping features. Combined with the Project, these other projects would result in greater improvement to 
the aesthetic appearance of the study area and surrounding areas in the cumulative setting. In addition, the 
Recommended Plan Alternative 20 in itself and when combined with other related projects would not result 
in new sources of significant light or glare that would result in visual impacts. Therefore, the overall 
cumulative aesthetic impacts would be beneficial.

Public Health and Safety, Including Hazardous, Toxic 
and Radioactive Waste
The study area for public health and safety includes the River channel, and the immediate vicinity providing 
nearby or direct River access. Implementation of the Project restoration measures under the Recommended 
Plan Alternative 20 would result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts involving school safety, HTRW, 
methane zones, and infectious diseases associated with the Project. However, because implementation of the 
Recommended Plan Alternative 20 and other reasonably foreseeable future parkland and recreation projects 
would increase the opportunities for the public to interact with the River, the cumulative risk of water-related 
injury could increase. This cumulative risk would be greatest with the development of parks and recreational 
activities with direct or nearby River access, such as Griffith Park on the East Bank, Sennett Creek Park, and 
the Glendale Narrows Riverwalk. This risk would be greatest during and following seasonal flooding events. 
Although the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would increase opportunities for the public to be near and 
access the River, the operation would incorporate, as a mitigation measure, public education to notify the 
public of dangers associated with water-related injury and drowning. Increased oversight associated with 
operations would also deter or reduce human habitation within the river. River channel designs would 
include, where consistent with the ecosystem restoration, features that would allow people to vacate the River 
channel quickly and facilitate swift water rescues. In addition, existing public health and safety agencies in the 
Cities of Los Angeles, Glendale, and Burbank, including police, fire and other emergency services would be 
utilized to address any cumulative impacts to public health and safety.

Other large-scale projects in the region may remediate HTRW prior to construction, in addition to those 
efforts that the City will ensure are completed to allow construction, operation, and maintenance of the 
Project. In combination with remediation that would occur prior to construction for the Recommended Plan 
Alternative 20, significant beneficial effects on the overall environment through less HTRW would occur.

Utilities and Public Services
The continued population and economic growth of Los Angeles, Glendale, Burbank, and the surrounding 
region requires commensurate growth in infrastructure and utility capacity. The study area, including the 
River channel and surrounding lands within the reach areas would continue to be used as a utility corridor 
and as a conduit for stormwater treatment and discharge. The increase in demand for power and 
telecommunications would likely result in the need for replacing, upgrading, and installing new transmission 
lines. Some of these replacements, upgrades, and installations would take place within the study reaches and 
would be in addition to, or parallel with, the movement of any lines required by expanding the river channel. 
Implementation of the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would occur within areas primarily designated for 
open space and public facilities, and would not conflict with these upgrades or potential new facilities. 
Cumulative impacts would be addressed through various plans currently adopted or in progress, including the
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Greater Los Angeles County Integrated Water Resources Management Plan, Integrated Regional Water 
Management Plan, 2005 Urban Water Management Plan, Solid Waste Integrated Resources Plan, and related 
projects that address long-term infrastructure and utility needs. These planning efforts would ensure that 
cumulative impacts associated with the Project, and utility projects within the reaches and vicinity are less 
than significant.

Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice
Implementation of the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 would not result in the displacement of housing; 
however, it would result in the conversion of industrial land uses to open space and recreational land uses, 
resulting in a potential transfer of jobs and employment centers from the study area and vicinity. The study 
area comprises the community plan areas of Los Angeles including the applicable River reaches as well as the 
Cities of Glendale and Burbank. This conversion would be greatest with the Recommended Plan Alternative 
20, due to the amount of industrial land at the LATC and Verdugo Wash sites identified for River restoration 
measures. This, combined with present projects including the Rio de Los Angeles State Park at the Taylor 
Yard site and the Los Angeles State Historic Park, and reasonably foreseeable future projects including the 
Rio de Los Angeles State Park at the Taylor Yard site and the Los Angeles State Historic Park, would not 
result in significant cumulative socioeconomic impacts, nor would the combined projects result in significant 
cumulative impacts to environmental justice communities.

The Project, combined with current and foreseeable recreation and rehabilitation projects by the Cities of Los 
Angeles, Glendale and Burbank, would enhance the River and its vicinity as a recreational resource for the 
surrounding community; this would have a net positive affect on minority and low-income populations as 
well as children’s health and safety. Increased access to the River and enhanced recreational opportunities 
would also be consistent with recommendations from several groups that advocate River enhancement 
measures as a means to unite various groups and populations and ameliorate environmental justice issues 
including minimal opportunities to access parks and other recreational facilities in neighborhoods dominated 
by minority and low-income populations, many of which are located in the study area. Present and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the study area, including the Recommended Plan Alternative 20, would result in 
air quality and noise impacts due to the construction activities related to the conversion of older industrial 
uses to open space uses. In addition, mitigation measures to address air quality and noise concerns, such as 
dust controls and adherence to local noise ordinances, would reduce potential cumulative impacts on 
environmental justice populations to a less than significant level. Furthermore, the same areas that would be 
affected during construction will receive a long-term benefit with the increased recreational amenities.
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Chapter 6
CEQA Findings for Alternatives Analyzed

Project Purpose
As noted earlier, the LARRMP adopted by the City Council in 2007, included restoration of a functional 
riparian ecosystem as one its key recommendations. The LARRMP applies to the first 32 miles of River—the 
portion that flows through the City and along the cities of Burbank and Glendale, and includes the 
approximately 11-mile ARBOR reach of the River that comprises the study area for the proposed Project. 
The primary purpose of the proposed Project is to restore aquatic riparian ecosystem values in the ARBOR 
reach, which was identified because of its exceptional promise for restoration as it contains a large portion of 
“soft-bottomed” area (where concrete does not cover the bottom of the riverbed) that hosts extensive native 
riparian habitat. The area also includes two major tributary confluences (the Arroyo Seco and the Verdugo 
Wash confluence) and connections to three large State Park sites. Three of the five key opportunity areas of 
the City’s Plan are located within the Study area: River Glen, Taylor Yard, and Cornfields/Chinatown. 
Restoration within the study area would assist with the goal of transforming the river corridor into the “green 
spine” of the City.

Project Objectives
The primary objectives of the proposed Project, as identified in the IFR EIS/EIR, include:

• Restore Valley Foothill Riparian Strand and Freshwater Marsh Habitat: Restore Valley Foothill 
Riparian wildlife habitat types, aquatic freshwater marsh communities, and native fish habitat within 
the ARBOR reach throughout the period of analysis, including restoration of supporting ecological 
processes and biological diversity, and a more natural hydrologic and hydraulic regime that 
reconnects the river to historic floodplains and tributaries, reduces velocities, increases infiltration, 
and improves natural sediment processes.

• Increase Habitat Connectivity: Increase habitat connectivity between the river and the historic 
floodplain, and increase nodal connectivity for wildlife between restored habitat patches and nearby 
significant ecological zones such as the Santa Monica Mountains, Verdugo Hills, Elysian Hills, and 
San Gabriel Mountains within the ARBOR reach throughout the period of analysis.

• Increase Passive Recreation: Include recreation that is compatible with the restored environment in 
the ARBOR reach throughout the period of analysis.

Alternatives Findings
In addition to the No Project Alternative, the IFR EIS/EIR examined five action alternatives. With adoption 
of the Recommended Plan Alternative 20, the City of Los Angeles makes the following findings to support its 
rejection of the No Project Alternative and Alternatives 10, 13, 13v, and 16.

PRC section 21002 provides that “public agencies should not approve projects as proposed if there are 
feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen the significant
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environmental effects of such projects [.]” The CEQA Guidelines defines “feasible” to mean “capable of 
being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, 
environmental, legal, social and technological factors.” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15364.)

No Project Alternative: Under the No Project Alternative, no proposed construction or restoration 
activities would occur and future development in the ARBOR reach would occur in accordance with 
currently adopted plans. Under this Alternative, the identified problems would continue during the period of 
analysis. Continued human intervention and activities associated with urban development would further 
degrade habitat in the study area, and possibly prevent any future restoration from being practical, feasible, or 
cost-effective. It is expected that there would be an increase in the presence of invasive plant species in 
riparian areas on the river and on the tributaries, urban influences from future planned developments, and a 
reduction in the number of species present within the study area over time.

Finding:
Economic, environmental, legal, social, technological, and other considerations make infeasible the No 
Project Alternative identified in the IFR EIS/EIR. More specifically, for the reasons discussed below and in 
Chapter 5, the No Project Alternative would not support the goals and objectives of the proposed Project, 
and on that basis, the City of Los Angeles rejects the No Project Alternative.

Supporting Evidence:
By retaining the status quo, the No Project Alternative would not meet the Project objectives to restore valley 
foothill riparian strand and freshwater marsh habitat, increase habitat connectivity, or increase passive 
recreation. Under the No Project Alternative, the aquatic riparian ecosystem values in the ARBOR reach 
would not be restored. The No Project Alternative is inconsistent with the LARRMP adopted by the City 
Council in 2007, which included restoration of a functional riparian ecosystem as one its key 
recommendations. The objectives cannot be met if the ARBOR reach remains in its existing condition and 
under currently adopted plans thereby allowing the degradation of habitat in the study area to continue.

Alternative 10: Alternative 10 is called the ART (for ARBOR Riparian Transitions) as it provides some 
restoration in all reaches and provides transitions or connections between existing riparian corridors and 
concrete lined river reaches. This basic restoration plan includes only minimal restoration at Taylor Yard and 
excludes restoration at both major confluence areas at the Arroyo Seco and Verdugo Wash. In Reach 1, it 
establishes riparian corridors along the overbanks of both sides of the River channel, improving potential 
wildlife connections from the river to the Headworks study site and the Santa Monica Mountains. It also 
restores riparian habitat at the Pollywog Park Area of Griffith Park and along the left overbank of the 
Burbank Western Channel. In Reach 2, the plan continues the establishment of the riparian corridor along 
the overbank on both sides of the River, with habitat connections to the Santa Monica Mountains. In Reach 
3, it continues the riparian corridor on the right side of the River along Zoo Drive and daylights and restores 
riparian and freshwater marsh habitat at three streams currently encased in culverts, two on the east side of 
the River and one on the west side. In Reach 4, it establishes a riparian corridor on the left overbank, creates 
a side channel at the edge of Griffith Park Golf Course with inlet and outlet to the River under I-5 on the 
right bank, lowers a portion of the Los Feliz Golf Course on the left bank of the River to allow seasonal 
flooding through existing culverts, and daylights eight streams. In Reach 5, this alternative continues the 
riparian corridor on the left overbank and includes a daylighted stream at the downstream end. In Reach 6, it 
widens the channel, approximately 80 feet along Taylor Yard, restores riparian habitat in the widened area and 
overbank, and creates a small terraced area in the Bowtie parcel. Restoration is continued in Reach 7 with 
three daylighted streams. In Reach 8, at the LATC site, it restores a historic wash and riparian habitat. This
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restoration would allow flows from the ephemeral wash to enter the River through existing culverts under the 
railroad lines. In addition to the specific features outlined above, this alternative removes invasive vegetation 
throughout the Project footprint including river and tributary channel bottom areas. Alternative 10 addresses 
528 acres, including approximately 105 acres of hard-bottom channel that benefits indirectly from the 
restoration measures, as described above. Alternative 10 minimally meets objectives, providing an increase in 
habitat of 93 percent over without-Project conditions, and produces 5,321 habitat units (AAHUs). It 
increases habitat connectivity through restoration and creation of riparian corridors and increases hydrologic 
connectivity through daylighted streams.

Finding:
Economic, environmental, legal, social, technological, and other considerations make infeasible the 
Alternative 10 identified in the IFR EIS/EIR. More specifically, for the reasons discussed below and in 
Chapter 5, Alternative 10 would not support goals and objectives of the proposed Project, and on that basis, 
the City of Los Angeles rejects Alternative 10.

Supporting Evidence:
When compared with the CEQA baseline, Alternative 10 would provide some restoration in all reaches, 
restores a historic wash at the LATC site, widens the river at Taylor Yard, restores a side channel and a 
seasonal flow area in the Griffith Park area, restores several daylighted streams, and provides transitions or 
connections between existing riparian corridors and concrete lined river reaches. However, this basic 
restoration plan includes only minimal restoration at Taylor Yard and excludes restoration at both major 
confluence areas at the Arroyo Seco and Verdugo Wash.

Alternative 10 would restore 528 acres as compared to none under the CEQA baseline and the 719 acres 
restored under the Recommended Plan Alternative 20. It would provide some restoration in all reaches; 
however, not as much as Alternative 20. Habitat connectivity would increase under Alternative 10 compared 
to the CEQA baseline through restoration and creation of riparian corridors and added regional connections 
to Santa Monica Mountains, as well as increased hydrologic connectivity through daylighted streams. 
However, Alternative 10 does not provide hydrological connections to either of the key tributary confluences 
of the Arroyo Seco or Verdugo Wash, nor does it provide any nodal connectivity.

Because Alternative 10 would disturb fewer acres than the Recommended Plan Alternative 20, it would result 
in reduced environmental impacts when compared to the Recommended Plan Alternative 20. However, 
similar to the Recommended Plan Alternative 20, Alternative 10 would result in significant unavoidable 
impacts under CEQA for air quality and land use. In addition, it would restore fewer acres and provide less 
habitat connectivity and cumulative environmental benefits than the Recommended Plan Alternative 20. 
Thus, Alternative 10 would still result in significant unavoidable impacts to air quality and land use and 
minimally meet the Project objectives.

Alternative 13: Alternative 13 is named ACE (for ARBOR Corridor Extension). Alternative 13 has the same 
restoration features as Alternative 10 in Reaches 1, 2, 4, 5, and 8 and provides additional restoration in 
Reaches 3, 6, and 7. In Reach 3, in addition to the measures identified in Alternative 10, this alternative would 
create a side channel entering upstream from the River behind Ferraro Fields and re-entering the River at the 
downstream end of the reach. In Reach 6, this alternative widens the river channel by over 300 feet into 
Taylor Yard with restoration of the floodplain and freshwater marsh in the widened channel. It also creates a 
backwater wetland at the Bowtie parcel, and it restructures the left bank upstream of the backwater wetland 
and downstream of Taylor Yard, as well as the entirety of the right bank, in this reach with implanted
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vegetation. In Reach 7, this alternative restores a portion of the Arroyo Seco tributary and makes nodal 
connections on the left side of the River to the Arroyo Seco watershed. This is accomplished through 
softening of the bed and banks with development of a riparian corridor in the tributary confluence and for 
one half mile upstream. The Arroyo Seco restoration supports connections through the River from the Santa 
Monica Mountains to the San Gabriel Mountains. Instead of the daylighted streams included in this reach in 
Alternative 10, this alternative lines the banks of the River downstream from the Arroyo Seco with 
overhanging vines and implanted vegetation. In addition to the specific features outlined above, this 
alternative removes invasive vegetation throughout the Project footprint including river and tributary channel 
bottom areas. Alternative 13 addresses 588 acres, including approximately 105 acres of hard-bottom channel 
that benefits indirectly from the restoration measures, as described above. Alternative 13 increases restored 
habitat by 104 percent over the CEQA baseline. Alternative 13 meets objectives in all reaches.

Finding:
Economic, environmental, legal, social, technological, and other considerations make infeasible the 
Alternative 13 identified in the IFR EIS/EIR. More specifically, for the reasons discussed below and in 
Chapter 5, Alternative 13 would not fully support goals and objectives of the proposed Project, and on that 
basis, the City of Los Angeles rejects Alternative 13.

Supporting Evidence:
Alternative 13 includes most of the features in Alternative 10, and it restores an additional side channel, 
increases widening of the river at Taylor Yard, and restores the Arroyo Seco confluence.

Alternative 13 would restore 588 acres as compared to none under the CEQA baseline and the 719 acres 
restored under the Recommended Plan Alternative 20. It also provides restoration in all reaches, and 
increased nodal connectivity for wildlife compared to the CEQA baseline but lesser than the Recommended 
Plan Alternative 20. Under Alternative 13, regional connections only to the Santa Monica Mountains and San 
Gabriel Mountains would be added, but not Verdugo Hills and Elysian Hills. In addition, Alternative 13 
would add hydrological reconnections with the Arroyo Seco confluence but excludes restoration at the major 
confluence area at the Verdugo Wash.

Because Alternative 13 would disturb fewer acres than the Recommended Plan Alternative 20, it would result 
in reduced environmental impacts when compared to the Recommended Plan Alternative 20. However, 
similar to the Recommended Plan Alternative 20, Alternative 13 would result in significant unavoidable 
impacts under CEQA for air quality and land use. In addition, it would restore fewer acres and provide less 
habitat connectivity than the Recommended Plan Alternative 20. Alternative 13 meets objectives to a certain 
degree in all reaches; however, it does not provide as much restoration and habitat connectivity, or cumulative 
environmental benefits as compared to Alternative 20.

Alternative 13v: Alternative 13v is a variation of Alternative 13 with a change in Reach 7, where the Reach 7 
plan from the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 is used. In addition to restoring the lower Arroyo Seco, it 
restores freshwater marsh at the Los Angeles State Historic Park, creates a terraced bank connection to the 
River and daylights three streams rather than including a restructured bank with overhanging vines.

Finding:
Economic, environmental, legal, social, technological, and other considerations make infeasible the 
Alternative 13v identified in the IFR EIS/EIR. More specifically, for the reasons discussed below and in
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Chapter 5, Alternative 13v would not fully support goals and objectives of the proposed Project, and on that 
basis, the City of Los Angeles rejects Alternative 13v.

Supporting Evidence:
Alternative 13v is a variation of Alternative 13 with a change in Reach 7, where the Reach 7 plan from the 
Recommended Plan Alternative 20 is used.

Alternative 13v would restore 598 acres as compared to none under the CEQA baseline and the 719 acres 
that would be restored under Alternative 20. It provides restoration in all reaches and increased nodal 
connectivity over the CEQA baseline but less than Alternative 20. Under Alternative 13v, regional 
connections to the Santa Monica Mountains, San Gabriel Mountains, and Elysian Hills would be added as 
well as hydrological reconnections with the Arroyo Seco confluence. Regional connections to Verdugo Hills 
and hydrological reconnections with the Verdugo Wash confluence would not be added.

Because Alternative 13v would disturb fewer acres than the Recommended Plan Alternative 20, it would 
result in reduced environmental impacts when compared to the Recommended Plan Alternative 20. 
However, similar to the Recommended Plan Alternative 20, Alternative 13v would result in significant 
unavoidable impacts under CEQA for land use. Construction scheduling assumptions made for Alternative 
13v result in less than significant air quality impacts for this alternative. Alternative 13v would restore fewer 
acres and provide less habitat connectivity than the Recommended Plan Alternative 20. Alternative 13v meets 
the Project objectives to a certain degree in all reaches, however, does not provide as much restoration and 
habitat connectivity, or the amount of cumulative environmental benefits as compared to the Recommended 
Plan Alternative 20.

Alternative 16: Alternative 16 is called AND (for ARBOR Narrows to Downtown). This alternative includes 
the same features as Alternative 13 in Reaches 1-4 and 6-8 and includes greater restoration in Reaches 5 and
8. In Reach 5, this alternative widens the River channel by modifying the right bank from a trapezoidal bank 
to a vertical wall and modifies the left bank from trapezoidal to a terraced vegetated bank. At the downstream 
end of this reach, the River channel will also be widened by modifying the left bank. The daylighted stream in 
Alternatives 10 and 13 is also included in this reach. In Reach 8, the alternative includes additional restoration 
by terracing upstream of LATC on the right bank of the River, terracing downstream on the left bank, and 
removing the left bank and the concrete bed adjacent to LATC. The channel bed will be naturalized to 
support freshwater marsh in the River. This alternative widens the River into the LATC site by 500 feet on a 
low terrace and another 1000 feet on a second terrace. The restoration features at the LATC site would also 
include the restoration of the historic wash, along with wetland habitat. In addition to the specific features 
outlined above, this alternative removes invasive vegetation throughout the Project footprint, including river 
and tributary channel bottom areas. Alternative 16 addresses 659 acres, including approximately 91 acres of 
hard-bottom channel that benefits indirectly from the restoration measures, as described above. The features 
in Alternative 16 provide an increase in habitat of 114 percent over without Project conditions and 10 percent 
over Alternative 13. This alternative provides 607 more AAHUs than Alternative 13. Nodal connections are 
increased above that provided in Alternative 13 by 85 percent. This alternative meets all objectives to a 
certain degree.

Finding:
Economic, environmental, legal, social, technological, and other considerations make infeasible the 
Alternative 16 identified in the IFR EIS/EIR. More specifically, for the reasons discussed below and in
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Chapter 5, Alternative 16 would not fully support the goals and objectives of the proposed Project, and on 
that basis, the City of Los Angeles rejects Alternative 16.

Supporting Evidence:
Alternative 16 includes most of the features in Alternative 13, and in addition, in Reach 5, it widens the river 
channel bottom and terraces the bank, and in Reach 8, it reconnects the river to the historic floodplain in 
LATC by removing the channel wall, restores the historic wash and freshwater marsh within the LATC site, 
removes concrete and restores wetlands within the channel bed, and terraces channel banks.

Alternative 16 would restore 659 acres as compared to none under the CEQA baseline and the 719 acres 
restored under the Recommended Plan Alternative 20. It provides restoration in all reaches and increased 
nodal connectivity over the CEQA baseline but less than the Recommended Plan Alternative 20. Under 
Alternative 16, regional connections to the Santa Monica Mountains and San Gabriel Mountains would be 
added but not to Verdugo Hills and Elysian Hills. In addition, Alternative 16 would add hydrological 
reconnections with the Arroyo Seco confluence but excludes restoration at the major confluence area at the 
Verdugo Wash.

Because Alternative 16 would disturb fewer acres than the Recommended Plan Alternative 20, it would result 
in reduced environmental impacts when compared to the Recommended Plan Alternative 20. However, 
similar to the Recommended Plan Alternative 20, Alternative 16 would still result in significant unavoidable 
impacts under CEQA for air quality and land use. In addition, it would restore fewer acres and provide less 
habitat connectivity and cumulative environmental benefits than the Recommended Plan Alternative 20. 
Alternative 16 meets all Project objectives to a certain degree in all reaches; however, it does not provide as 
much restoration and habitat connectivity as compared to the Recommended Plan Alternative 20.

Summary
Based on the Alternatives discussion provided in the IFR EIS/EIR and the information above, the City of 
Los Angeles determines that the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 is the only feasible alternative that fully 
meets the Project objectives.
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Chapter 7
Comments Received on the Final IFR

EIS/EIR
The USACE and the City issued the Final IFR EIS/EIR for State and Agency review and a final public 
review under NEPA, starting October 2, 2015 through November 2, 2015. As part of the State and Agency 
Review, six agencies, including two state and four federal agencies, submitted comments on the Final IFR 
EIS/EIR; three of them provided letters of general support for the Project and the remaining expressed that 
they had no comment and/or that their comments on the Draft IFR EIS/EIR had been adequately 
addressed. Comments received from the public included one letter of general opposition to the Project, three 
letters of general support, eight letters of technical or substantive content, and 18 letters of general support 
that also expressed support for sharing the costs of the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 as 50 percent 
Federal and 50 percent non-Federal. A form comment letter expressing support for a 50 percent Federal and 
50 percent non-Federal cost share was sent by approximately 1,400 people. Responses to substantive 
comments received on the Final IFR were prepared by the USACE with input from the City.
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Chapter 8
Statement of Overriding Considerations

As per Section 21081 of the PRC and Section 15093 of the CEQA Guidelines, a decision-making agency 
must prepare and consider a Statement of Overriding Considerations prior to approval of a Project that will 
result in significant environmental effects, which are identified in the Final EIR and which will not be avoided 
or adequately lessened. According to Section 15093(b), “When the lead agency approves a Project which will 
result in the occurrence of significant effects which are identified in the Final EIR but are not avoided or 
substantially lessened, the agency shall state in writing the specific reasons to support its action based on the 
Final EIR and/or other information in the record.”

The City of Los Angeles herby concludes that the benefits of the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 
outweigh its unavoidable significant impacts. The City reached this decision after having done all of the 
following: (1) adopted all feasible mitigation measures, (2) recognized all significant and potentially significant 
impacts associated with the proposed Project, and (3) balanced the benefits of the Project against its 
significant and potentially significant impacts after mitigation.

The City of Los Angeles finds that unavoidable significant impacts would not result for the eleven (11) 
environmental resource areas analyzed in the IFR EIS/EIR; however, unavoidable significant environmental 
impacts related to air quality and land use would result for the Recommended Plan Alternative 20. The City 
finds that these impacts are acceptable when balanced against the social, economic, and other benefits of the 
Recommended Plan Alternative 20, as described below:

1. Biological resources will benefit due to improved size and quality of riparian habitat, including 
increased native riparian, wetland, and in-channel habitats benefiting fish and wildlife. Specifically, 
with the Recommended Plan Alternative 20, 719 acres would be restored, exceeding any other 
project alternative by more than sixty acres. Please see discussion of impacts, benefits and Finding 
and Rationale under Biological Resources.

2. Greater connectivity of habitats and wildlife corridors that would allow increased wildlife movement 
through the project area and into adjacent habitat areas. Please see discussion of impacts, benefits 
and Finding and Rationale under Biological Resources.

3. Establishment of additional riparian vegetation, stabilization of project area soils, and removal of 
non-native plants. Please see discussion of impacts, benefits and Finding and Rationale under 
Biological Resources and Geology, Seismology, Soils, and Minerals.

4. Water quality benefits include increased pervious surfaces for infiltration, attenuation of flood waters 
from side channels, and decreased flows resulting from increased use in habitat functions, as well as 
provision of physical and biological pollutant removal mechanisms when riverine habitat is 
established. Please see discussion of impacts, benefits and Finding and Rationale under Water 
Resources.

5. In addition, improved appearance and access to the project area would provide benefits to non- 
motorized trail users. These benefits would also serve populations of minorities and those living at 
the poverty level. Please see discussion of impacts, benefits and Finding and Rationale under 
Recreation and Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice.
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6. Improved aesthetic quality of the River as a result of restoration through riparian plantings along 
daylighted culverts, side channels, and overbank areas. As vegetation matures and flourishes, it would 
also serve to green and soften the channel. Please see discussion of impacts, benefits and Finding and 
Rationale under Aesthetics.

7. Outdoor education benefits in the form of interpretive opportunities for local schools. Please see 
discussion of impacts, benefits and Finding and Rationale under Utilities and Public Services.

8. Benefits to low income, minority, disabled, and environmental justice communities along the River 
corridor include enhanced visual aesthetics, reconnection of communities divided by the River with 
pedestrian bridges, increased environmental education opportunities, and new enhanced recreation 
opportunities. Please see discussion of impacts, benefits and Finding and Rationale under 
Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice.

9. Recreation benefits include providing increased quality and quantity of recreation resources along the 
River, such as several miles of new trails and bike paths, 28 trail access points, 11 wildlife viewing 
points, benches, signage, seven bridges for pedestrian and bike access, seven pedestrian underpasses, 
two parking lots for trail users, and four restrooms. Habitat quality improvements are expected to 
have larger beneficial effects on specific recreation activities which are heavily dependent on the 
health of the river, such as bird watching. Please see discussion of impacts, benefits and Finding and 
Rationale under Recreation.

10. Economic benefits include the anticipated 16,734 construction-related jobs, with up to 1,000 in the 
immediate area. Up to 2,671 jobs are expected during operations, including the creation of 
recreation-based businesses (recreation equipment rental, cycling trips, etc.), and increased visitation 
of the River is expected to benefit local area businesses. Please see discussion of impacts, benefits 
and Finding and Rationale under Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice.

11. The City of Los Angeles finds that the Project’s significant unavoidable impacts related to air quality 
and land use are acceptable in light of the Project’s benefits. Each benefit set forth above constitutes 
an overriding consideration warranting approval of the proposed Project, independent of the other 
benefits, despite the significant and unavoidable impacts related to air quality and land use.
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