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The Los Angeles River (River) Ecosystem Restoration Integrated Feasibility Report 
(IFR): Certification of Final Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement/ 
Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) and Adoption of IFR Recommendations and 
Approval of the Recommended Plan Alternative 20 to Implement the Proposed Los 
Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Project (Project)

Recommendations

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), REVIEW and 
CONSIDER the River Ecosystem Restoration IFR, which contains the Final Feasibility 
Report and EIS/EIR for the Project, developed by the United States Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) in partnership with the City of Los Angeles (City) as the Non-Federal 
Sponsor; ADOPT this Board Report and FORWARD it to the City Council with the 
recommendations that it:

1. CERTIFY that the Final River Ecosystem Restoration IFR EIS/EIR (Transmittal 
No.1) was completed in compliance with CEQA; the Final River Ecosystem 
Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR was presented to the City Council, as the decision
making body of the City, and that the City Council reviewed and considered the 
information contained in the Final River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR; 
and that the Final River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR reflects and 
expresses the City’s independent judgment and analysis.

2. ADOPT the attached CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding 
Considerations (Transmittal No. 2).

3. FIND that Recommended Plan, Alternative 20, which is also the Locally Preferred 
Plan (LPP), if implemented, would result in unavoidable significant impacts under 
CEQA to land use and air quality, along with cumulative impacts to land use.

4. FIND that five other project alternatives (No Project Alternative, 10, 13, 13v, and 16) 
which were co-equally analyzed, either result in similar environmental impacts or if 
they result in fewer, or avoid, environmental impacts relative to the Recommended 
Plan, Alternative 20, they do not adequately meet Project objectives.

5. FIND that the benefits of the Project outweigh the significant and unavoidable 
environmental impacts of the Recommended Plan, Alternative 20, related to Air 
Quality and Land Use.

6. APPROVE the Recommended Plan, Alternative 20, for implementation of the 
Project, as identified in the Final River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR, 
including all feasible mitigation measures set forth in the Final River Ecosystem 
Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR with consideration of the Findings of Fact and 
Statement of Overriding Considerations, and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (MMRP).
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7. INSTRUCT Bureau of Engineering (BOE) staff, prior to completion of the Project 
Partnership Agreement with USACE, to execute an Intra-Agency Agreement 
among relevant City departments regarding how to implement mitigation monitoring 
and reporting responsibilities in the MMRP.

8. ADOPT the MMRP (Transmittal No. 3).

9. FIND that all information added to the Final EIS/EIR after public notice of the Draft 
River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR availability for review, but before 
certification, merely clarifies, amplifies, or makes minor modifications to an 
adequate CEQA document and recirculation is not necessary.

10. FIND that the documents constituting the record of proceedings in this matter are 
in the custody of the City Clerk located at 200 North Spring Street, Los Angeles, 
CA 90012, in the files of the Department of Public Works (DPW) BOE located at 
1149 South Broadway, Suite 600, Los Angeles, CA 90015, and in the files of any 
other relevant department of the City.

11. REVIEW and CONSIDER the attached final report of the USACE’s Chief of 
Engineers (Chiefs Report) (Transmittal No. 4), which discusses cost-sharing and 
other partnership requirements for Project implementation and recommendations 
for consideration by the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works and, 
subsequently, by the United States Congress.

12. INSTRUCT staff to file the attached Notice of Determination (Transmittal No. 5) 
within five working days of City Council certification of the EIS/EIR and approval of 
the Project.

13. FORWARD a copy of the adopting City Council Report, to the Department of City 
Planning and Planning Commission, (Department of Recreation and Parks (RAP) 
Board of Commissioners, and Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
(LADWP) Board of Commissioners to take concurring CEQA actions as necessary, 
in consultation with the City Attorney, prior to completion of the Project Partnership 
Agreement with the USACE.

Transmittals

1. The Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration IFR, which includes the Final 
EIS/EIR, dated September 2015.

2. Draft Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations.

3. Draft Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

4. Final USACE Chiefs Report.
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Draft Notice of Determination.5.

6. USAGE Responses to Comment Letters Received on the Final River Ecosystem 
Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR.

Discussion

Project Background
The approximately 51-mile long River flows from its origin in the San Fernando Valley 
region of the City into the Pacific Ocean in Long Beach. It has an approximately 870 
square-mile watershed and once anchored a vast system of riparian foothill, riverine 
and freshwater marsh habitat that carried seasonal rains and subterranean flows across 
the coastal plain to the Pacific Ocean. Over the last 150 years, the River has been 
degraded by a cycle of increasing urban development in the floodplain, flooding, and 
channelization, culminating in the mid-20th century with the construction of the Federal 
Flood Risk Management Project known as Los Angeles County Drainage Area 
(LACDA), which is operated by the USACE and the County of Los Angeles.

The Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan (LARRMP) adopted by the City Council 
in 2007 (C.F. 07-1342), included restoration of a functional riparian ecosystem as one of its 
key recommendations. The LARRMP applies to the first 32 miles of the River - the portion 
that flows through the City and along the cities of Burbank and Glendale, and includes the 
approximately 11 -mile stretch of the River that comprises the study area for the proposed 
Project, as described in the River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR. The LARRMP 
proposed ecosystem restoration with natural open spaces, wildlife habitat areas, 
recreational facilities and more than 240 projects connecting to five key “opportunity areas," 
Canoga Park, River Glen, Taylor Yard, Cornfields/Chinatown, and Downtown Industrial.

Initially, the Project area for the River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR included 
the 32 miles of the River within the City. The iterative study process resulted in a narrowing 
of the study area from the entire 32 miles to the 11 miles known as the ARBOR reach (Area 
with Restoration Benefits and Opportunities for Revitalization) that includes the soft- 
bottomed Glendale Narrows stretch because that area shows the most promise for 
ecosystem restoration. The Glendale Narrows stretch features a non-concrete (“soft”) 
bottom—a stabilized natural bed—due to high groundwater levels. It has robust patches of 
vegetation—important habitat for birds and other wildlife—and free-flowing water that 
supports aquatic species. In addition, this area offers an opportunity to connect to existing 
large habitat areas of importance. Key tributary confluences connect to the River in this 
reach along and within Griffith Park, the eastern terminus of the Santa Monica Mountains. 
These connections include the Verdugo Wash, which connects to the Verdugo Mountains, 
and the Arroyo Seco, which connects to the San Gabriel Mountains and another USACE 
Feasibility Study area further upstream on the Arroyo Seco. The area also directly connects 
to large open spaces either used as publicly-accessible parks with habitat areas or 
intended for this future use: USACE Headwords Feasibility Study Area, California State
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Parks’ Bowtie Parcel, Rio de Los Angeles State Park, and Los Angeles State Historic Park 
(formerly known as the Cornfields). Three of the five key opportunity areas of the City’s 
LARRMP are located within the Project area: River Glen, Taylor Yard, and 
Cornfields/Chinatown. Restoration within the Project area is consistent with the goal of 
transforming the River corridor into the “green spine” of the City. Existing habitat and 
perennial surface flow in the ARBOR reach provides a base for restoration and maintains 
the most diverse assemblages of wildlife on the River today. The Project therefore focuses 
on the ARBOR reach, from Griffith Park to Downtown Los Angeles.

This River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR is prepared as a partial response to 
the resolution adopted by the United States Senate Committee on Public Works 
approved June 25, 1969, and Section 4018 of the Water Resources Development Act of 
2007. The River Ecosystem Restoration IFR was initiated in 2003, when funds were 
appropriated to conduct a reconnaissance study of ecosystem degradation in the 
“Cornfields” area (now the Los Angeles State Historic Park in Chinatown) of the River to 
determine whether there was a Federal interest in ecosystem restoration for the study 
area. The Los Angeles River Cornfields Area Environmental Restoration Study 
Reconnaissance Phase 905(b) Report (USACE 2003) found that there was Federal 
interest to study the feasibility of solutions for ecosystem degradation on the River in the 
City of Los Angeles, California.

The feasibility phase of this study was initiated in 2006, when the USACE and the City 
signed a Feasibility Cost Sharing Agreement. A Feasibility Scoping Meeting was held in 
November 2007, and the Draft River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR was made 
available to the public on September 13, 2013, which was followed by the Final River 
Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR on October 2, 2015.

Project Objectives
The Project objectives are:

• 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, 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 between the River and the historic floodplain, and 
between habitat patches and nearby significant ecological zones such as the Santa 
Monica Mountains, Verdugo Hills, Elysian Hills, and San Gabriel Mountains.

• Increase passive recreation that is compatible with the restored ecosystem.
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Project Description
The proposed Project involves ecosystem restoration in and along an approximately 11-mile 
reach (the ARBOR reach) of the 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. Establishment of 
recreational opportunities consistent with the restored ecosystem was also considered and 
is included as part of the proposed Project. The River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and 
EIS/EIR describes eight reaches, Reaches 1 through 8, within the Project area based on 
their respective similar geomorphic character and channel configuration.

The Final River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR analyzed the No Project 
Alternative and five action alternatives: Alternatives 10, 13, 13 variation (13v), 16, and 20. 
The USACE added Alternative 13v following the public review period of the Draft River 
Ecosystem Restoration 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 Project area 
would occur in accordance with currently adopted plans.

The Recommended Plan for restoration of the River in the Project area is Alternative 20. 
Alternative 20 provides high habitat value, delivers significant benefits, and has clear 
and substantial federal, state, and local interest, along with strong agency, stakeholder 
and public support. For these key reasons, Alternative 20 was selected as the 
Recommended Plan.

Alternative 20 includes the most restoration benefits among all Project alternatives: 
restoration of 719 acres and provision of 6,782 habitat units (HU)1 of restoration 
benefits. It would restore Valley Foothill Riparian, aquatic freshwater marsh, and native 
fish habitats; expand and restore the confluence where the River meets with the 
Verdugo Wash; expand the River’s “soft bottom” in multiple locations; and restore the 
lower Arroyo Seco tributary and its confluence. Alternative 20 would also convert an 
approximately %-mile section of the River’s bed in Downtown Los Angeles from its 
current concrete condition to restored habitat while connecting it to an extensively 
restored Los Angeles Trailer and Container Intermodal Facility site.

Restoration benefits would also include both direct and indirect connections to the significant 
habitat areas of the Verdugo Mountains, the Elysian Hills, the Santa Monica Mountains, and 
the San Gabriel Mountains. The Recommended Plan for the Project also includes 
recreational features including approximately 8 miles of new unpaved non-motorized

1A Habitat Unit is a measure of restoration benefits and HUs express value and benefits of restored 
habitat.
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multi-use trail, approximately 1.3 miles of new paved multi-use trail (extension of the current 
southern end of the River Bike Path), two bridges spanning the River, one smaller 
bridge/crossing within Taylor Yard, four small/medium bridges within LATC, two paved 
parking lots, four restrooms, a pedestrian underpass at the south end of Taylor Yard, 28 trail 
access points and 11 wildlife viewing points throughout the Project area; and six pedestrian 
underpasses along the River to support trail connectivity.

The Recommended Plan, Alternative 20, most fully achieves all three planning 
objectives for the proposed Project:

• Restore Valley Foothill Riparian Strand and Freshwater Marsh Habitat;

• Increase habitat connectivity ; and

• Increase passive recreation.

Intended Uses of the River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR
The River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR informs public agency decision-makers 
and the general public of potentially significant environmental impacts of the proposed 
Project, recommends mitigation measures to reduce environmental impacts, describes 
a reasonable range of alternatives, and recommends adoption of the Recommended 
Plan, Alternative 20 for Project implementation. The River Ecosystem Restoration IFR 
and EIS/EIR assesses the direct and indirect environmental impacts, including 
unavoidable adverse significant impacts, growth inducing impacts, and cumulative 
impacts, related to the proposed Project.

The River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR is also intended to support future 
discretionary actions of the City with regard to the proposed Project and the permitting 
and approval process of all agencies whose discretionary approvals must be obtained 
for particular elements of this Project. For the City, these actions include but are not 
limited to:

« Preparation of Project agreements between the City and USACE;

9 Solicitation and execution of contracts with vendors, consultants, and other 
companies;

* Budgeting and fund expenditures;

® Issuance of engineering permits and approval of construction contracts; and

9 Negotiation, execution and approval of property acquisition/lease agreements, other 
property use agreements and related transactions.
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These and other actions by the City will be undertaken through an Intra-City 
Memorandum of Understanding to execute and provide to the Project the “Lands, 
Easements, Rights-of-Way, Relocations, and Disposals (LERRDs),” as necessary. As 
discussed in the River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIR/EIS, LERRD provision is the 
responsibility of the City, as the Project’s Non-Federal, or Local Sponsor, and will 
include, but not be limited to:

• Acquisitions of lands and easements;

• Utility relocations;

• Other relocations including businesses as necessary; and

• Project site preparation, including environmental remediation activities.

The USACE will proceed with Project implementation on Project-ready land following 
completion of LERRD activities.

CEQA/National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Environmental Review Process and 
Public Involvement
The proposed Project is subject to the required environmental review process related to 
CEQA and the NEPA that includes public disclosure as required by regulation. In this 
case, however, public notification exceeded statutory requirements. The procedural 
steps of the process are described below.

Notice of Preparation/Notice of Intent (NOP/NOI)
In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines § 15082, the responsible agencies, 
participating city agencies, and other concerned parties were consulted through a joint 
NOP/NOI that was issued by the USACE on November 25, 2008. The NOI was 
published in the Federal Register, and the NOP was filed at the Los Angeles County 
Clerk’s Office and with the State Clearinghouse for availability to public agencies and 
other interested parties. Availability of the NOP/NOI was published in the Los Angeles 
Times on December 4, 2008. Approximately 1,000 people attended the public scoping 
meeting which was held Thursday, December 4, 2008 from 7:00 p.m. to 8:30 p.m. at the 
Metropolitan Water District, 700 North Alameda Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012.

Draft River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR
The Draft River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR was initially made available to 
the public on September 20, 2013. Flard copies and compact discs (CDs) of the Draft 
River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR were placed at eight libraries and 
multiple agency offices for the 60-day public review period held from September 20, 
2013 to November 18, 2013. Copies of the Draft IFR EIS/EIR were available for review
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at the BOE’s Environmental Management Group office, BOE’s LA River Project Office 
(the precursor to the LARiverWorks office), the USACE Los Angeles District Office, and 
at the following libraries: Arroyo Seco Branch Library, Los Angeles Central Library, 
Atwater Village Branch Library, Cypress Park Branch Library, Lincoln Heights Branch 
Library, Chinatown Branch Library, Little Tokyo Branch Library, and Benjamin Franklin 
Branch Library. The document was also available online at the BOE, USACE Los 
Angeles District Office, and www.lariver.org websites.

Hard copies and CDs of the Draft River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR were 
distributed to various government agencies, elected officials, non-governmental 
organizations (NGOs), and individuals. Public notice stating that the Draft River Ecosystem 
Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR was available for review was published in the Los Angeles 
Times on September 19, 2013. Electronic notices of the comment period and public 
meeting were also sent to all known e-mail addresses on the Project mailing list (more than 
800) and posted to www.lariver.org and its e-mail subscription list.

Meeting notifications and availability of the Draft River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and 
EIS/EIR were also translated to Spanish and provided in mailings and at the public 
meeting. A public meeting to take oral comments on the Draft River Ecosystem 
Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR was held on October 17, 2013 from 5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. in 
the Atrium of the Los Angeles River Center and Gardens, located adjacent to the Project’s 
study area at 570 West Avenue 26, Los Angeles, CA 90065. Over 230 people attended the 
meeting, and over 500 individuals, agencies, elected officials and NGOs submitted 
comments, letters and petitions during the 60-day review period.

During the Draft River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR review period, the USACE 
and the City received a total of 483 comment letters and emails, along with 8,494 
signatures on multiple petitions in support of the Project and specifically Alternative 20 
(subsequently identified as the Recommended Plan). Key commenters included three 
Federal agencies, United States Senator Barbara Boxer, three members of Congress, four 
California state legislators, six state agencies, 13 local agencies, five City Councilmembers, 
17 key stakeholders, eight neighborhood councils and numerous individuals. The nature of 
the comments ranged from technical comments and questions to general support of the 
overall Project. The public comments received are included in Appendix L (Part 1) of the 
Final River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR.

The City and the USACE representatives visited Washington, D.C. multiple times 
throughout the development of the Project for recurring LA River Days on Capitol Hill 
events, hosted by Congresswoman Lucille Roybal-Allard, to discuss the River 
Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIR/EIS and overall status.

After the release of the Draft River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR in 
September 2013, more than 10 public and focus group meetings were held to discuss 
the draft document and receive input on the Project alternatives and Final River 
Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR. In addition, the Los Angeles City Council’s Ad 
Hoc Aging and River Committee (now the Arts, Parks, and River Committee) held at

http://www.lariver.org
http://www.lariver.org
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least seven public meetings during the formulation of alternatives and Draft River 
Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR public review period. In addition, more than 20 
meetings were held during the earlier feasibility and pre-planning stages of the USACE 
Feasibility Study for which BOE provided regular status updates at the aforementioned 
committee meetings, which also included the opportunity for public comments, 
questions, and feedback.

Final River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR
In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines, § 15088, comments on environmental 
issues received on the Draft River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR were 
evaluated and responded to in the Final River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR, 
which was released on October 2, 2015 (Transmittal No.1). The comment letters and 
responses to comments are presented in Appendix L (Part 2). Hard copies and CDs of 
the Final IFR EIS/EIR and/or a City Notice containing links to the Final River Ecosystem 
Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR files hosted on the BOE and www.lariver.org websites 
were mailed to all who submitted comments.

Sixteen hard copies of the complete Final River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and 
EIS/EIR (including appendices), seven hard copies of the main volume of the River 
Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR (without the appendices), and 61 hard copies 
of the Executive Summary of the Final River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR, 
were mailed to various government agencies and local libraries, neighborhood councils, 
and council district offices. In addition, almost 100 CDs of the Final River Ecosystem 
Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR were distributed to various government agencies, local 
libraries, neighborhood councils, the Board of Public Works, and the City Council. 
Electronic notices of the release of the Final River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and 
EIS/EIR were also sent to all known e-mail addresses on the Project mailing list and 
posted to the www.lariver.org website.

Copies of the Final River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR were available for 
review at the BQE’s Environmental Management Group Office, the LARiverWorks 
Office at Los Angeles City Hall, the USACE Los Angeles District Office, and at the 
following eight libraries: Arroyo Seco Branch Library, Los Angeles Central Library, 
Atwater Village Branch Library, Cypress Park Branch Library, Lincoln Heights Branch 
Library, Chinatown Branch Library, Little Tokyo Branch Library, and Benjamin Franklin 
Branch Library. The document was also available online at the BOE, USACE Los 
Angeles District Office, and www.lariver.org websites starting on October 2, 2015.

Comment letters from interested parties were received during circulation of the Final 
River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR. The USACE, with assistance from the 
City, prepared responses to the substantive comments (see Transmittal No. 6).

http://www.lariver.org
http://www.lariver.org
http://www.lariver.org
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Public Outreach and Coordination
Public involvement has served an important role in the restoration planning efforts for 
the River and development of Project alternatives. Beginning with the development of 
the LARRMP in 2005, the public has been invited to engage in the decision-making 
process at each step, including review of the Programmatic EIS/EIR for the LARRMP, 
and development and review of the River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR.

The River Ecosystem Restoration IFR process involved extensive public outreach and 
coordination. Over 40 meetings and outreach opportunities were held for the River 
Ecosystem Restoration IFR effort. Public involvement activities specifically for the River 
Ecosystem Restoration IFR began in December 2009 when a 3-day planning charrette 
was held to introduce the proposed Project and solicit feedback on the study area’s 
problems and opportunities, objectives to address them, and measures that could be 
used to meet the objectives. Participants included staff from the USACE, Los Angeles 
County, the City, resource and municipal agencies, and interested NGOs, as well as 
local community members and consultants. In addition, seven public workshops called 
River Update Meetings were held starting in 2007 to share information and solicit public 
input on implementation of the LARRMP as well as discuss development of the River 
Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR.

Between June 2012 and February 2013, the City and USACE also held eight workshops on 
focused topics related to the proposed Project. The City also periodically briefed the Board 
of Public Works (Board) and elected officials and their staff members over the course of the 
development of the River Ecosystem Restoration IFR, In addition, with the Los Angeles 
River being a pilot project of the Urban Waters Federal Partnership, the City and USACE 
attended regular conferences and meetings to discuss how to work together and 
coordinate efforts.

Findings and Conclusion of Final River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR 
The River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR and Findings of Fact and Statement 
of Overriding Considerations, transmitted herewith (Transmittal No. 2), identify major 
findings and conclusions, including a discussion of areas of environmental concern, 
beneficial impacts, alternatives, feasible mitigation measures, and significant 
unavoidable environmental impacts. The discussion below summarizes the proposed 
findings included in Transmittal No. 2 for the Board's consideration.

Areas of Environmental Concern
Areas of environmental concern were identified through the public environmental 
process and assessed in the River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR. 
Environmental impacts associated with all of the Project alternatives are discussed in 
detail in the River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR, organized by resource area.

After Mitigation Measures and/or Best Management Practices are applied to the 
following environmental impact areas in the River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and
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EIS/EIR, these impacts were found to be less than significant for the Recommended 
Plan, Alternative 20:

• Geology, Seismology, Soils, and Minerals.

• Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases.
• 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.

After implementation of the Mitigation Measures and/or Best Management Practices, 
only Air Quality and Land Use impacts, and cumulative impacts related to Land Use, 
would remain significant and unavoidable if the Recommended Plan, Alternative 20, for 
the proposed Project is approved.

The River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR evaluated socioeconomic and 
environmental justice impacts under NEPA and found that the Recommended Plan, 
Alternative 20, would have less than significant socioeconomic impacts and would not 
have disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects on 
environmental justice populations.

Beneficial Impacts
In general, the River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR identified beneficial 
cumulative impacts for water resources, recreation, and aesthetics, and identified substantial 
beneficial long-term cumulative impacts for biological resources for all of the alternatives 
implementing the proposed Project.

The River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR also describes the beneficial impacts to 
water resources, biological resources, recreation/aesthetics, public health and safety, and 
socioeconomics that would be expected to accrue to environmental justice populations 
along the River corridor as a result of implementation of the Project.
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Comparison of Project Alternatives
Six Project Alternatives were evaluated in detail in the Final River Ecosystem Restoration 
IFR and EIS/EIR (Alternatives 10, 13, 13v, 16, 20, and the No Project Alternative) to assess 
which alternative would best achieve the Project objectives. The Recommended Plan, 
Alternative 20, and all Alternatives (except the No Project Alternative) have unavoidable 
significant impacts on Land Use. The Recommended Plan, Alternative 20 and all 
Alternatives (except the No Project Alternative and Alternative 13v) also have unavoidable, 
significant impacts on air quality.

No Project Alternative
Under the No Project Alternative, no habitat restoration measures would be 
implemented, and the River in the Project area would remain in its current condition. 
Degraded habitat conditions would likely persist, including diminished Valley Foothill 
Riparian wildlife and aquatic freshwater marsh habitat, low biological diversity, disrupted 
natural hydrologic regimes, and the continued presence of large amounts of invasive 
and exotic species. Habitat connectivity would also remain diminished between the 
River and its historic floodplain and nearby habitat areas. The No Project Alternative 
does not meet any of the Project objectives.

Alternative 10
Alternative 10 provides some habitat 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 reaches of the River.

Alternative 10 would restore 528 acres as compared to 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 No Project Alternative through restoration and 
creation of riparian corridors and added regional connections to the 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. Alternative 10 minimally meets the Project objectives.

Alternative 13
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 the 719 acres restored under 
the Recommended Plan, Alternative 20. It also provides habitat restoration in all 
reaches, and increased nodal connectivity for wildlife compared to Alternative 10 but 
lesser than Alternative 20. Under Alternative 13, regional connections to the Santa
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Monica Mountains and San Gabriel Mountains would be added as well as hydrological 
reconnections with the Arroyo Seco Confluence. Alternative 13 meets the Project 
objectives in all reaches, however, does not provide as much habitat restoration and 
habitat connectivity 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.

Alternative 13v would restore 598 acres as compared to the 719 acres that would be 
restored under Alternative 20. It provides habitat restoration in all reaches and 
increased nodal connectivity over Alternative 13, 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. Alternative 13v meets the Project objectives in all reaches, 
however, does not provide as much habitat restoration and habitat connectivity as 
compared to the Recommended Plan, Alternative 20.

Alternative 16
Alternative 16 includes most of the features in Alternative 13, and in addition, in Reach 5, it 
widens the 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 the 719 acres restored under 
the Recommended Plan, Alternative 20. It provides habitat restoration in all reaches and 
increased nodal connectivity over Alternative 13v, but less than Alternative 20. Under 
Alternative 16, regional connections to the Santa Monica Mountains and the San 
Gabriel Mountains would be added as well as hydrological reconnections with the 
Arroyo Seco Confluence. Alternative 16 meets all Project objectives in all reaches, 
however, it does not provide as much habitat restoration and habitat connectivity as 
compared to Alternative 20.

Alternatives Summary
While Alternatives 10, 13, 13v, and 16 reduce environmental effects when compared to 
the Recommended Plan, Alternative 20, as discussed in Chapter 5 of the Final River 
Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR, they also restore fewer acres and provide less 
habitat connectivity than Alternative 20. The Recommended Plan, Alternative 20 and 
Alternatives 10, 13, 13v, and 16 all have unavoidable, significant impacts to Land Use.
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All of these Project alternatives, except Alternative 13v, also have unavoidable 
significant impacts to Air Quality. Of all the project alternatives analyzed, the No Project 
Alternative does not meet the Project objectives; Alternative 10 minimally meets Project 
objectives; Alternatives 13, 13v, and 16 meet the Project objectives in all reaches to a 
much greater degree than Alternative 10; but the Recommended Plan, Alternative 20 
most fully meets the Project objectives by providing the most restored acres and habitat 
connections along the ARBOR reach.

Mitigation Measures
In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines § 15091, and the information contained in the 
River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR, changes or alterations have been required 
in, or incorporated into, the Recommended Plan, Alternative 20, which avoid or 
substantially lessen the adverse environmental impacts identified in the River Ecosystem 
Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR (see Transmittal No. 3 MMRP). Incorporation of additional or 
more stringent Mitigation Measures and/or Best Management Practices would not be 
feasible as a result of specific economic, legal, social, technological or other considerations 
set forth in the Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations (Transmittal 
No. 2). Mitigation Measures and/or Best Management Practices were proposed for the 
following environmental impact areas in the River Ecosystem Restoration IFR: Geology, 
Seismology, Soils, and Minerals, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases, Water Resources, 
Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Traffic and Circulation, Noise, Recreation, Public 
Health and Safety, Including Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste, and Utilities and 
Public Services.

Unavoidable Significant Adverse Impacts
Even after the application of all feasible mitigation efforts and best management 
practices, there would still be significant environmental impacts that could not be 
avoided or reduced to less than significant. These impacts are described in the Findings 
of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations, with findings for each impact. 
Significant environmental impacts in the following areas could not be mitigated to a level 
of less than significant:

1) Air Quality - Construction of the Recommended Plan, Alternative 20, would result in 
significant and unavoidable impacts under CEQA due to exceedance of Localized 
Significance Thresholds for nitrogen oxide (NOx) in the 5th, 6th and 7th years of 
implementation (estimated to be in the years 2022, 2023, and 2024) by the 
estimated daily construction NOx emissions.

2) Land Use - The Recommended Plan, Alternative 20, would result in significant impacts 
associated with changes in land use that would be permanent and will continue during 
project operations. Restoration measures 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 their respective Community 
Plans, resulting in an unavoidable and significant adverse impact to land use.
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Overriding Considerations
Pursuant to Public Resources Code § 21081 and CEQA Guidelines § 15093, no public 
agency shall approve or carry out a project for which an EIR has been certified which 
identifies one or more unavoidable significant environmental effects that would occur if 
the project is approved or carried out, unless the public agency makes findings with 
respect to each unavoidable significant effect and finds that specific overriding 
economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of the project outweigh the 
unavoidable significant effects of the project. The findings may include:

(1) Changes or alterations have been included which mitigate or avoid the significant 
effects;

(2) The changes are within the jurisdiction and responsibility of another public agency;

(3) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations make 
infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the EIR.

The Statement of Overriding Considerations must identify the specific reasons to 
support the proposed Project based on the Final River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and 
EIS/EIR. The Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations (Transmittal No. 2) 
is transmitted for consideration and adoption by the City.

The Final River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR identified unavoidable significant 
impacts on air quality and land use for the Recommended Plan, Alternative 20. The 
unavoidable significant impact on air quality related to the exceedance of Localized 
Significance Thresholds for NOx under CEQA would occur during construction activities. 
These impacts would be temporary and would occur during the 5th, 6 
construction years (estimated to be 2022, 2023, and 2024). Mitigation measures including 
measures related to mobile emissions and fugitive dust attenuation would help reduce air 
quality impacts. For lands that would be permanently converted from industrial or light- 
industrial land use designation to open space, their ecological significance and potential 
to increase hydrological connectivity needed for aquatic riparian restoration serve as an 
overriding concern.

th thand 7

In recommending Alternative 20 for approval, specific environmental, economic, legal, social, 
technological, environmental justice and other Project benefits have been identified. In 
summary, implementation of the Recommended Plan, Alternative 20 provides the following 
benefits, which will outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects of the Project:

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 Alternative 20, 719 acres would be restored, 
exceeding any other project alternative by more than 60 acres.
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2. Greater connectivity of habitats and wildlife corridors that would allow increased 
wildlife movement through the Project area and into adjacent habitat areas.

3. Establishment of additional riparian vegetation, stabilization of Project area soils, 
and removal of non-native plants.

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.

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.

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.

7. Outdoor education benefits in the form of interpretive opportunities for local schools.

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.

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.

10. Economic benefits include the anticipated 14,100 construction-related jobs, with up 
to 1,000 in the immediate area. Up to 2,670 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.

Fiscal Impact Statement

The City, as a Non-Federal Sponsor of the Project, is required to provide Project-ready 
lands for implementation of the ecosystem restoration measures, and bear the cost of 
the LERRD. The LERRD costs for the Project are estimated to be $771,025,000, 
approximately 57 percent of the total Project cost.
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In typical USACE ecosystem restoration projects, per the USACE guidance, the LERRD 
costs are limited to 25 percent of the Project cost. However, it was not feasible to meet 
this limit while meeting Project objectives because of high urban land values in the 
Project area. Additionally, the typical project cost-share for the USACE ecosystem 
restoration projects is limited to 35 percent for the Non-Federal Sponsor and 65 percent 
for the Federal Government. Costs above 35 percent for the Non-Federal Sponsor 
would typically be reimbursed by the Federal Government to the Non-Federal Sponsor.

Because of the high LERRD proportion for this Project, it was understood that there 
would be budgeting concerns for the Project at the Federal level. To address these 
concerns and allow the Project to move forward, the USACE granted a waiver allowing 
the LERRD costs to exceed 25 percent of the total Project cost, and the City offered to 
waive reimbursement for the LERRD costs exceeding its statutory share of 35 percent 
of the total Project cost, which was accepted with the USACE’s assumption that the City 
would also waive credit for the LERRD costs exceeding 35 percent. These actions 
enabled the Project to move forward.

The USACE identified Alternative 13v as the National Ecosystem Restoration (NER) 
Plan2. After community input in support of Alternative 20, and a request from the City to 
the USACE that the Alternative 20 be identified as the Recommended Plan (rather than 
the NER Plan), the USACE granted authorization for Alternative 20 to be selected as 
the Recommended Plan and LPP.

The NER Plan is not always the plan recommended for authorization by Congress, as 
the local sponsor can decide to take on the additional costs of implementing the LPP. In 
implementing an LPP, the Non-Federal Sponsor would typically bear the full additional 
project cost of the LPP, or in other words, the Federal Government’s cost-contribution is 
limited to the amount of its contribution to the NER Plan. However, for this Project, the 
Assistant Secretary of the Army, Civil Works, issued a specific authorization for the 
LPP, Alternative 20, to advance as the Recommended Plan with a 50-50 percent cost 
share between the Federal Government and the Non-Federal Sponsor, modified by the 
previously-mentioned LERRD limit of 35 percent of ecosystem restoration costs, and by 
the Non-Federal Sponsor's forgoing of reimbursement for the LERRD value that may 
exceed 35 percent of ecosystem restoration costs.

The estimated total Project cost is $1,356,608,000, which includes the LERRD, 
ecosystem restoration, and recreation costs. The recreation features, at a cost of 
$18,054,000 are shared 50-50 percent at $9,027,000 each for the City and the Federal 
Government. Minus the recreation costs, the remaining cost for the ecosystem portion 
of the Project is $1,338,554,000. The final recommendation on cost share in the Chiefs

2 The NER Plan is the alternative with the maximum monetary and non-monetary beneficial effects over 
monetary and non-monetary costs.
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Report (Transmittal No, 5) clarifies that, when calculating the 50-50 percent cost share 
of the LPP (Recommended Plan, Alternative 20), which would be $669,277,000 (half of 
$1,338,554,000) for each party, the 35 percent credit limit for the LERRD costs by the 
City restricts the contribution that is credited to the City to $468,494,000 (calculated as 35 
percent of total Project ecosystem restoration costs of 1,338,554,000). To match the 
aforementioned calculated 50 percent cost-share of $669,277,000, the City must contribute 
$200,783,000 in cash to the Project ($669,277,000 - $468,494,000 = $200,783,000).

Therefore, the City, as Non-Federal Sponsor, must provide the LERRD at a value of 
$771,025,000 (see above), a contribution of $200,783,000, and its share of the 
recreation features of $9,027,000 for a total contribution to the total Project cost of 
$980,835,000. The Federal Government will contribute the balance of the total Project 
cost, including its share of the recreation features, for a total Federal contribution of 
$375,773,000. The following table summarizes the cost contributions.

Total Project Cost Summary
Non-Federal Cost

Project Item Federal Cost (City of LA) Total Cost
$ $ 771,025,000$771,025,000LERRD 0

Ecosystem Restoration 
(Design and Construction) $366,746,000 $200,783,000 $ 567,529,000
Recreation

$ 9,027,000 $ 9,027,000 $ 18,054,000(Design and Construction)
$375,773,000 (28%) $1,356,608,000$980,835,000 (72%)Total Project Cost

Specific statutory approval by the United States Congress will be required to bring into 
effect this non-standard recommended cost share. In its authorizing action, the United 
States Congress also has the capability to direct additional modifications to the cost share.

Project Schedule

Project implementation will proceed according to the pace and feasible sequence with 
which the City is able to make the LERRD contributions and the Federal and Local Sponsor 
are able to complete Project designs and initiate construction following Federal 
appropriations. Project implementation is described over a 15-year analysis period in the 
River Ecosystem Restoration IFR and EIS/EIR. Approval of this EIR and Project does not 
constitute an obligation to perform any Project actions, provide the LERRDs, or construct 
the Project. To proceed with Project implementation, the City Council would specifically 
authorize future actions and future agreements with the USACE and others. The USACE is 
funded annually by Congressional appropriations. Project progress will be driven by funds 
that are appropriated by the Federal Government and provided by the City (including the 
LERRDs and cash). The project schedule will be closely coordinated between the USACE 
and the City.
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The proposed Project delivery schedule anticipates initiation of the Project design in 
February 2017, which will be preceded by development and execution of a Design 
Agreement (DA) between the City and the USACE, which will govern the steps of the 
design process. A Project Management Plan would be developed collaboratively by the 
City and the USACE, and will detail the internal phasing of the design of each reach.

To provide the LERRDs, the City would demonstrate that a given assemblage of properties 
is Project-ready by providing official documentation to the USACE including proof of the 
required easement for construction of a specific feature. This will include documentation 
that shows that all required environmental investigations and remediation actions are 
complete and all utility relocations are complete or are known and included in the 
contractor’s work to relocate them. The USACE will certify concurrence of the LERRD and 
the valuation of the contribution and provide the appropriate cost-share credit to the City. 
The contribution value of the LERRD would be assessed at the time of construction.

The City would specifically authorize permission for the USACE or its contractor to access 
the necessary lands to implement the Project. The USACE is not required to start 
construction within a given time period following the City’s acquisition of necessary 
easements. A Project Partnership Agreement (PPA) will be negotiated and signed, similarly 
to the DA. No construction activity by the USACE will occur until a PPA is completed. 
Construction funding from Federal appropriations and a complete set of designs are 
required prior to USAGE being able to sign a PPA. The PPA would also include a provision 
for the Non-Federal Sponsor to terminate implementation due to a lack of Federal 
implementation progress. The PPA could be established between the City and the USACE 
following completion of the first set of designs, and when the Project expects to receive 
Federal construction funding and is included in the President’s budget. The PPA would 
govern Project construction, including defining the necessary cost contributions from both 
the Federal government and the Non-Federal Sponsor.

Federal involvement will hinge on future annual budget appropriations. Federal 
construction appropriations can be made for the USACE projects, once the first feature 
of the project is ready for implementation. Contributions to the Project from the City will 
be made per agreements between the City and the USACE and City contributions will 
be coordinated in advance based on anticipated project progress. The Project 
implementation schedule will be coordinated between the USAGE and City as the 
project progresses to ensure that future project financial requirements can be 
appropriately budgeted and planned for, in order to realize the project in a coordinated 
phased approach. The City will not have to obligate any funds for actions or 
contributions without prior agreement. The DA and the PPA will require future 
authorization by the City Council.

Certification of this EIS/EIR under CEQA is required for the USACE to obtain necessary 
project authorizations, including a Section 401 Water Quality Permit from the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, and complete the NEPA process. Therefore, Council 
action is needed by the first half of 2016 to avoid delaying this Project.
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