
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
LOS ANGELES DISTRICT, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

915 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD, SUITE 930 
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90017

& 7K

March 29, 2016

Planning Division

Mr. Lewis MacAdams 
President
Friends of Los Angeles River (FoLAR) 
570 West Avenue 26, Suite 250 
Los Angeles, California 90065-1047

Dear Mr. MacAdams:

This correspondence is in response to your September 17, 2015 letter to the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers (Corps) regarding the Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Project (Project). 
The Corps also received approximately 1,400 e-mailed comments from FoLAR supporters 
during and after the public review period that was held October 2 to November 2, 2015.

Your letter and supporters’ e-mails expressed support for Project cost sharing that differs 
from statutory cost sharing for a Locally Preferred Plan (LPP). Specifically, you indicated 
support for a 50 percent Federal, 50 percent non-Federal cost share. In this letter, we wanted to 
further explain the cost share recommendations included in the Chiefs Report."

In 2014, the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) (ASA (CW)), citing the unique 
aspects of the Project, permitted the Corps to consider modified cost sharing of the ecosystem 
restoration portion of the Project, with the continued policy of the non-federal sponsor forgoing 
reimbursement or credit of lands, easements, rights of way, relocations, and disposal sites 
(LERRD) which may exceed 35 percent of the ecosystem restoration costs of the LPP.

The Chief of Engineers, Lieutenant General Thomas P. Bostick, made a recommendation for 
authorization of the Project in his December 18, 2015, Chief of Engineers’ Report. As part of the 
Chief of Engineers’ Report, he recommended federal cost sharing of the ecosystem restoration 
portion of the Project with a 50 percent cost share, modified by the credit limit of 35 percent of 
ecosystem restoration costs for the value of LERRD provided by the non-federal sponsor, and by 
the non-federal sponsor's forgoing of reimbursement for LERRD value that may exceed 35 
percent of ecosystem restoration costs. T his recommendation is consistent with the permission 
granted to the Corps by the ASA(CW). Because the recommended cost sharing departs from that 
required by Section 103 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1986, as amended (33 
U.S.C. 2213), implementation of the recommendation will require the enactment of express 
statutory language authorizing cost sharing that deviates from Section 103. In making the 
recommendation, the Chief of Engineers carefully considered the unique aspects of the Project.

The total cost of the Project is about $1,357 billion, of which about $1,339 billion is for 
ecosystem restoration and about $18.1 million is for recreation. Under the cost sharing
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recommended in the Chief of Engineers’ Report, the federal share of the ecosystem restoration 
portion of the Project is approximately $367 million, and the non-federal share is approximately 
$972 million. Cost sharing for the recreation portion of the Project is 50/50, with the federal and 
non-federal shares equal to approximately $9 million each. The total federal cost share for the 
Project is about $376 million (28 percent), and the total non-federal cost share is about $981 
million (72 percent).

Next steps in the study include the ASA (CW)’s approval of the Record of Decision (ROD) 
upon review by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB), followed by Congressional 
authorization. Prior to Congressional authorization, the Corps and City of Los Angeles may enter 
into a Design Agreement to begin design of the Project. Funds are anticipated this fiscal year to 
begin that process.

We appreciate the time and effort expended by your organization and supporters on the 
Project over the years. FoLAR has played a key role in the completion of this study and in the 
public’s overall support of restoration of the river. Questions concerning this response may be 
discussed with me at (213) 452-3783.

Sincerely,

Eduasdo T. De Mesa 
Chidf, Planning Division



SOUTH PACIFIC DIVISION, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
1455 MARKET STREET 

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94103-1399

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF

Planning and Policy Division

U DEC 2015
Mr. John Tommy Rosas 
Tongva Ancestral Territorial Tribal Nation 
578 Washington Boulevard #384 
Marina del Rey, California 90292

Dear Mr. Rosas:

This letter is in response to your emails of October 20 and 21,2015, regarding the 
Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Project (Project). Thank you for your interest 
in the Project. In your comments you requested the status of National Historic 
Preservation Act Section 106 consultation; to be included under the Programmatic 
Agreement (PA) executed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and the State 
Historic Preservation Office for the Project as a consulting party; for copies of draft 
cultural resource reports; for any letters previously sent to you as part of the Section 
106 process or PA development; and for contact information on the lead planner for the 
Corps. The lead planner, Eileen Takata, has provided you with her contact information 
via email.

As indicated in the Integrated Feasibility Report (IFR), because cultural resource 
assessments have not yet been completed for the area of potential effects, there are no 
reports or assessments to share with you at this time. The cultural resource section of 
the IFR describes the results of the Corps’ literature review for the project. The Corps 
will dissemenate the results of the cultural resource assessments once they are 
completed during future stages of the project. In order to meet requirements under 
Section 106, the Corps and the California State Historic Preservation Officer recently 
executed a Programmatic Agreement for the Project, which is included in Appendix O of 
the IFR.

The Corps regularly consults the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) for 
information on interested tribal organizations and individuals. The Corps consulted the 
NAHC in 2012 in preparation for this ecosystem restoration study, and sent notification 
letters to the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians, Fernandeno Tataviam Band of 
Mission Indians, Gabrielino Tongva Indians of California, Gabrielino -Tongva Tribe, 
Gabrielino Tongva Nation, Los Angeles City and County Native American Indian 
Commission, Ti’At Society/Inter-Tribal Council of Pima, and San Gabriel Band of 
Mission Indians. No mailing address was provided by the NAHC for you at that time, 
and no address could be ascertained by the Corps. The Corps obtained an updated 
NAHC list in 2014, and sent a letter to all of the tribal organizations and individuals 
included on that NAHC list in December of 2014, seeking comments on the area of 
potential effects and draft PA. A letter was sent to you then at your last known address.
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It is attached for your reference. Since then, you have been in communication with 
District staff by email. We invite your continued participation and input in the future 
stages of the proposed project.

The PA outlines the process for identification and evaluation of historic properties, 
along with assessment of effects and treatment and management of historic properties. 
The PA requires us to "identify interested persons pursuant to 36 CFR 800.4(a)(3) and 
involve them as appropriate in consultation and coordination associated with the 
undertaking" during subsequent planning stages for the project. Based on your 
comments, the Corps will involve you as a consulting party throughout the process 
outlined in the PA, and will share cultural resource assessments with you as they 
become available.

If you would like to discuss the project further, please contact Mr. Paul Bowers at 
(415) 503-6556. You may also direct specific questions on the PA process to Danielle 
Storey, Archaeologist, Los Angeles District, via phone at (213) 452-3855 or via email at 
Danielle.L.Storev@usace.armv.mil.

Sincerely,

'Josephine R. Axt.Ph.D.
Chief, Planning and Policy Division 
Regional Business Directorate

Enclosure

mailto:Danielle.L.Storev@usace.armv.mil


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
!L LOS ANGELES DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

915 Wilshire Boulevard. Suite 930 
LOS ANGELES. CALIFORNIA 90017-3401

iK-' K
y apa December 16, 20147 REPLY TO 

ATTENTION OF

Office of the Chief 
Planning Division

Mr. John Tommy Rosas 
Tribal Administrator
Tongva Ancestral Territorial Tribal Nation 
4712 Admiralty Way, Suite 172 
Marina Del Rey, California 90292

Dear Mr. Rosas:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), Los Angeles District, is preparing environmental 
and cultural resources documentation for the proposed Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration 
Project (LARER), along and within the Los Angeles River, Los Angeles County, California. The 
LARER is an ecosystem restoration project that would create ground and visual disturbance 
along the River near downtown Los Angeles (enclosure 1).

The Draft Integrated Feasibility Report (IFR) for the proposed project, (which also serves as 
the Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report), was available for public 
review from September 13,2013 through November 18,2013. A CD containing the Draft IFR is 
enclosed for reference (enclosure 2).

The Draft IFR identified Alternative 13 as the Tentatively Selected Plan. Subsequently, the 
Corps and the non-federal sponsor (City of Los Angeles) have identified a more comprehensive 
restoration plan, Alternative 20, as the Locally Preferred Plan. Alternative 20 will be the 
Recommended Plan in the Final IFR.

The proposed project is to restore approximately 11 miles of the Los Angeles River from 
Griffith Park to downtown Los Angeles by reestablishing riparian strand, freshwater marsh, and 
aquatic habitat communities while maintaining existing levels of flood risk management. A 
secondary purpose is to provide recreational opportunities consistent with the restored ecosystem 
within this 11 -mile reach of the river. A more detailed project description is included in 
enclosure 3.

Based on the current proposed project description, we have delineated an Area of Potential 
Effects (APE). The APE includes both direct and indirect effects that may occur from 
implementation of the undertaking. The enclosed APE map designates the portions of the project 
that would experience direct ground-disturbing activities. In addition, the APE includes a 
reasonable and good-faith effort to capture the potential for visual, auditory, and other non-direct 
effects. Ground disturbance will occur mostly in areas that were previously disturbed by 
construction of the original concrete lined flood control channel. There are virtually no
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undisturbed ground surfaces in this highly urbanized environment through the entire reach of the 
project. Some undisturbed and intact subsurface deposits may still be present. As construction 
may disturb these areas we would include the possibility for encountering buried cultural 
remains within the vertical APE. The vertical APE varies greatly from a few inches to several 
feet. Horizontally we are proposing a one-eighth mile buffer around each depicted feature for 
noise and visual impacts. For clarity we have depicted the APE (without the one-eighth mile 
buffer) on both the USGS topographic map, and an aerial view (enclosures 4 and 5). Each 
measure and project feature is detailed in the legend. In a letter dated September 5,2014 we 
initiated the Section 106 process with the California State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) 
by requesting their comments on the appropriateness of the APE for the proposed undertaking 
(pursuant to §800.4[a][l ]). SHPO has not responded as of the date of this letter.

The Corps requested a Sacred Lands File search and a Native American contact list from the 
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) dated July 16, 2012. The NAHC responded by 
indicating that there are cultural resources within the general area of the proposed APE 
(Enclosure 6). In addition to this information, we corresponded with your group prior to 
publishing the Draft IFR, and you were also sent copies of the document to obtain your concerns 
during the public review period. No responses were received, but communication with the 
Gabrielino/Tongva Tribal contacts will continue throughout the life of the project.

We have decided to pursue a Programmatic Agreement as the path to Section 106 compliance 
in accordance with 36 CFR 800.14(b)(ii). This project will be constructed over a number of 
years, and at this time the information we have is based on a records and literature search.

With this letter we are requesting your comments on the APE and draft PA (enclosure 7).

Please review the enclosed information, and respond at your earliest convenience. Preferably 
we would appreciate a response within thirty days. However, we will consider and respond to your 
comments throughout the life of the project. If you have any further questions on this project 
please call John J. Killeen, R.P.A. at (213) 452-3861. He may also be reached by e-mail at 
iohn.i.killeen@usace.armv.mil.

Sincerely,

Josephine R. Axt, Ph.D. 
Chief, Planning Division

Enclosure(s)

mailto:iohn.i.killeen@usace.armv.mil
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REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF

14 DEC 2015
Planning and Policy Division

Ms. Joyce Dillard 
P.O. Box 31377 
Los Angeles, CA 90031

Dear Ms. Dillard:

This is in response to your November 2, 2015, letter on the State and Agency 
Review for the Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Project. Thank you for your 
comments on both the Draft and Final Integrated Feasibility Report (IFR). Responses to 
your comments on the Final IFR can be found in the enclosure to this letter.

The Corps thanks you for your interest in this important project. Questions 
concerning this response may be discussed with Mr. Paul Bowers at (415) 503-6556. 
For questions concerning projects implemented by the City of Los Angeles and related 
CEQA documentation, please contact Dr. Jan Green Rebstock at (213) 485-5761.

Sincerely

Josephine R. Axt/Ph.D.
Chief, Planning and Policy Division 
Regional Business Directorate

Enclosure



ENCLOSURE

Comment RE: Olympic Bid

You stated that the consideration of Union Pacific’s Los Angeles Trailer and Container 
Intermodal Facility site (LATC), a portion of which is included in the Recommended Plan 
for ecosystem restoration, for use as an Olympic Village during the 2024 Olympic 
Games presents a risk of conflict with the restoration project. The City must provide all 
lands necessary for the restoration project, and the City has indicated its intent to do so. 
The inclusion of Los Angeles as a candidate city to host the Olympic Games in 2024 
does not preclude the inclusion of the LATC parcel in the proposed ecosystem 
restoration project, nor does it serve as a barrier to implementation of the proposed 
project. No decision on the host of the Olympic Games in 2024 has been made, nor 
has any specific property been committed at this time. It is our understanding that, 
should the City be successful in its bid for the Olympics and decide to utilize all or a part 
of the site for the Games, this use would not conflict with the needs of the restoration 
project. According to the current construction schedule included in the IFR, moreover, it 
is anticipated that the LATC features would be constructed after the Olympics have 
concluded. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) will work with the City to 
coordinate on any plans for the site to ensure that the portion of the site required for 
ecosystem restoration is available for the project.

Comment RE: Gehrv Partners Study and Other Projects

You also comment on the Los Angeles River Revitalization Corporation (RRC) and their 
recently announced engagement of Gehry Partners, LLP, to provide a potential design 
framework along the 51-mile Los Angeles River corridor. Those efforts are in the initial 
stages and unrelated to the Project. They have not played a role in the development of 
the restoration study or any of the alternatives considered. It is the Corps’ 
understanding that any future proposed action stemming from recommendations made 
by the RRC must be approved by the Los Angeles City Council before implementation. 
In addition, if any modifications or alterations to the river channel are proposed, such 
modifications or alterations would also require the approval of the Corps.

You also reference a community workshop event by non-profit entities to discuss 
greening opportunities along the Lower Los Angeles River and a potential plan for a 
bicycle path in the River channel in downtown Los Angeles. As stated in Sections 1.2 
and 2.3 of the Final IFR, the study area for the proposed Project includes the section of 
the Los Angeles River that extends from Griffith Park to the First Street Bridge in



downtown Los Angeles, within a half-mile of each bank. The non-profit planning 
initiative you reference is outside the study area for the restoration project. No formal 
proposals affecting the River channel, from either of the two initiatives you identify, have 
been approved by or submitted to the Corps for approval at this time.

Existing, ongoing, or planned projects that could potentially contribute to cumulative 
effects are addressed in Section 5.14.1 of the Final IFR.

Comment RE: Connectivity

You note in your comment that some open space areas, such as those in Repetto Hills 
and Ascot Hills, are slated for additional development, and that this was not evaluated in 
the IFR. Regional connectivity was evaluated based on the restored opportunities for 
wildlife to move out of the restored project area into adjacent, more distant significant 
habitat areas either now or in the future, after additional restoration occurs along river 
tributaries. Areas considered include the Santa Monica Mountains (via Griffith Park) and 
Elysian Park, which constitute terrestrial connections, and potential future opportunities 
via tributaries to the San Gabriel Mountains (via Arroyo Seco) and the Verdugo 
Mountains (via Verdugo Wash), which constitute aquatic connections. The importance 
of regional habitat connectivity was thoroughly documented in Section 2.2.4 (also see 
Figure 2-1).The benefits were extensively analyzed for each alternative qualitatively in 
Section 6.1.2, and quantitatively in Section 6.1.3.

In Section 5.5.3 (p. 5-81) and in Section 6.1.2 of the Final IFR, connectivity to the 
Repetto Hills and Ascot Hills were more generally captured as the Mount Washington 
and Montecito Heights neighborhood areas. The analysis describes that neighborhood 
habitat in those communities, which is intended to encompass open space in the 
vicinity, could also be incorporated into the movement corridor between the river and 
the San Gabriel Mountains as regional habitat nodes.

In this highly urbanized area, the development of additional, individual parcels will not 
affect the connectivity analysis performed, because it was assumed that all areas will be 
at least partially developed. While the undeveloped or open space areas in the Repetto 
and Ascot Hills may contribute to regional wildlife movement, land acquisition and 
development in these areas are outside the purview of the Corps; except in situations 
that involve a proposed discharge of materials into waters of the United States or an 
alteration or modification of an existing flood risk management project. The Corps of 
Engineers does not control local zoning decisions.

n



Comment RE: Stormwater Capture

Though related through watershed function, the impacts of the MS4 permit process are 
outside the scope of this Study. Water flows to the river, including the proposed project 
area, come from a variety of sources. The stormwater capture credit and cap and trade 
mechanisms fall outside the scope of the IFR.

As non-Federal sponsor of the project, the City is responsible for ensuring the adequate 
provision of water to support the ecosystem restoration features during establishment, 
and for the operation and maintenance of the restoration project. The City will involve 
all of its relevant departments in carrying out the City’s responsibilities.

Comment RE: Hollywood Fault

Thank you for providing the information on the Hollywood Fault Map. Faults, including 
the Hollywood Fault, are discussed in Section 3.1.2 of the Final IFR.

As described in the information you provided, the California Geological Survey revised 
regulatory maps to identify zones of required investigation along the Hollywood Fault. 
These maps are used when new structures for human occupancy are located within the 
mapped zones.

The information provided does not materially affect the impacts’ analysis for geologic 
resources in the IFR. As described in Section 5.1.3 of the Final IFR, the proposed 
measures for ecosystem restoration include modifications to existing channel structures, 
stream daylighting, and habitat planting. Relocation of rail line segments on trestles 
would also be required. 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.

Comment Re: Ownership of Taylor Yard G-2 parcel

During the feasibility phase, the non-Federal sponsor is not required to preemptively 
acquire or own all parcels under consideration for project implementation. If a project is 
authorized by Congress, and the Corps and City enter into a Project Partnership 
Agreement, the City would then be required to provide all necessary interests in land to 
support project construction.

111



Comment RE: Gentrification and Environmental Justice

You indicated that the study and/or proposed project raise environmental justice 
concerns. You further provide your opinion that the project is “based as a showpiece for 
land developers and smart bankers” rather than ecosystem restoration. The project has 
as its primary purpose ecosystem restoration, with secondary compatible passive 
recreation benefits. The project has no development purpose. The IFR contains a 
detailed assessment of socioeconomics and environmental justice impacts and found 
these impacts to be less than significant. Please see Section 5.13.3 of the IFR for more 
information.

Comment Re: Civil Works Strategic Plan 2014-2018, Innovative Financing

You refer to part of a Civil Works strategy document that references exploration of 
public-private partnerships to develop and sustain water resources infrastructure. You 
express concern that the IFR opens public assets to privatization. No public-private 
partnerships have been proposed for implementation of the Recommended Plan.

Comment Re: Self Certification of Financial Capability

You indicate that the self-certification of financial capability for decision documents was 
not included with the IFR. A copy is enclosed for your reference.

IV



SOUTH PACIFIC DIVISION, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
1455 MARKET STREET 

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94103-1399

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

14 DEC 2015
REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF

Planning and Policy Division

Ms. Dianna Watson 
IGR/CEQA Branch Chief
California Department of Transportation, District? 
100 Main Street, MS #16 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-3606

Dear Ms, Watson:

This is in response to your October 29, 2015, letter regarding the State and Agency 
Review for the Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study. Thank you 
for your comments on the Integrated Feasibility Report (IFR).

In your comments, you indicated that transport of large construction equipment and 
materials on State highways requires a transportation permit, and recommended that 
large size truck trips be limited to off peak hours. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(Corps) and the City of Los Angeles will continue to coordinate with the California 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) during detailed design and construction for the 
project to consider such actions. The IFR does include a commitment to develop a 
construction traffic management plan, in Section 5.7.3 (page 5-104), which would 
include travel time restrictions to avoid peak travel periods on selected roadways.

You also noted that real estate interests will be required from your agency for project 
construction within Caltrans' rights of way. The Corps and City will coordinate with 
Caltrans to obtain all necessary interests in land to support project construction and 
operation.

The Corps thanks you for your interest in this important project. Questions 
concerning this response may be discussed with Mr. Paul Bowers at (415) 503-6556.

Sincerely,

Josephine R. Axt, Ph.D.
Chief, Planning and Policy Division 
Regional Business Directorate



SOUTH PACIFIC DIVISION, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
1455 MARKET STREET 

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94103-1399

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

14 DEC 2015
Planning and Policy Division

Ms. Jennifer Deines
East Sunset Hillside Association
P.O. Box 26048
Los Angeles, CA 90026

Dear Ms. Deines:

This is in response to your November 2, 2015, letter on the State and Agency 
Review for the Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Project. Thank you for your 
comments on the Final Integrated Feasibility Report (IFR).

In your comments, you express concern regarding development in the river corridor, 
and on the magnitude of the proposed ecosystem restoration project. The sole intent of 
the ecosystem restoration project is to restore riparian and aquatic habitat and 
ecosystem functions, along with compatible passive recreation, while maintaining 
existing levels of flood risk management. The proposed project has no development 
purpose. The Final IFR thoroughly documents the importance of the river in this location 
for restoration of habitat, wildlife species, hydrologic functions, and local and regional 
wildlife movement. Please see Section 2.2 of the Final IFR. The restoration project 
proposed is of a scope and scale responsive to the substantial ecosystem degradation 
that has occurred over the last 150 years. Additional information on resource 
significance and the history of degradation is included in Section 2.1 of the IFR.

As higher-income populations become interested in living and working in urban 
areas, gentrification has become a phenomenon affecting cities across the nation and 
neighborhoods across Los Angeles. Many factors contribute to the character and 
economy of each neighborhood, including its demographics, businesses, local land use 
regulations, and the built and natural environments. Investments in better infrastructure, 
open spaces, and other public amenities, such as Los Angeles River ecosystem 
restoration, also play a role in improving or preserving local economies and quality of
life.

As part of the IFR, the U.S. Army Corps of Enginers (Corps) conducted an analysis 
of impacts to socioeconomic and environmental justice communities. The Corps found 
socioeconomics impacts of the proposed project to be less than significant because: 
(1) the proposed project would not cause substantial population growth in an area that



is already heavily populated; (2) it would not cause growth or accelerate development in 
an undeveloped area; and (3) it would not cause a substantial number of residents, 
businesses or employees to be displaced such that replacement housing must be 
constructed. Please see Section 5.13 of the IFR for more information.

The Corps also found impacts to environmental justice of the proposed project to be 
less than significant, as there would not be a disproportionately high and adverse effect 
on minority or low-income communities. The Recommended Plan does not require 
relocation or removal of existing residences, and as such would not displace any low- 
income or minority populations. Overall, it is expected that low-income and minority 
populations in the study area would experience long-term beneficial effects such as 
enhanced visual aesthetics, reconnection of communities divided by the river with 
pedestrian bridges, increased environmental education opportunities, and new, 
enhanced recreational opportunities. Although the conversion of the LATC site to 
riparian and aquatic habitat would result in relocation of working class jobs elsewhere in 
the Los Angeles Basin, the analysis identified that only a small number of holders of 
these jobs are likely to be located in the surrounding census tracts. In addition, a much 
higher number of jobs would be created with construction of the project. Please see 
Section 5.13 of the IFR for more information.

In your comments, you identify a series of private development projects, primarily for 
residential or mixed use but also including park expansion, in the Elysian Valley area 
adjacent to Reaches 5 and 6 of the proposed ecosystem restoration project area, 
known as Frogtown. You express concern that these developments are not based on 
concern for ecosystem restoration. You indicate you consider the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analyses for these projects to be inadequate.

Your comments regarding the accuracy of environmental documents on other 
development projects in the vicinity of the ecosystem restoration project are noted and 
have been shared with the non-Federal sponsor, the City of Los Angeles. The City has 
indicated that after it approves the proposed ecosystem restoration project, CEQA 
requires that the project be appropriately acknowledged, considered, and incorporated 
in environmental compliance analysis of any future projects that are related to it by 
geography or cumulative impact.

You also comment on the Los Angeles River Revitalization Corporation (RRC) and 
their recently announced engagement of Gehry Partners, LLP, to provide a potential 
design framework along the 51-mile Los Angeles River corridor. Those efforts are 
unrelated to the Project and have not played a role in the development of the restoration 
study or any of the alternatives considered. It is the Corps’ understanding that any 
future proposed action stemming from recommendations made by the RRC must be
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approved by the Los Angeles City Council before implementation. In addition, if any 
modifications or alterations to the river channel are proposed, such modifications or 
alterations would also require the approval of the Corps.

In your letter, you included artists’ depictions of river modifications and river adjacent 
development. These drawings, and any proposals associated with them, are not part of 
the proposed project.

The Corps thanks you for your interest in this important project. For questions 
concerning projects implemented by the City of Los Angeles and related to CEQA 
documentation, please contact Dr. Jan Green Rebstock at (213) 485-5761. Questions 
concerning this response may be discussed with Mr. Paul Bowers at (415) 503-6556.

Sincerely,

Josephine R. Axt, Ph.D.
Chief, Planning and Policy Division 
Regional Business Directorate

3



SOUTH PACIFIC DIVISION, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
1455 MARKET STREET 

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94103-1399

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

14 DEC 2015Planning and Policy Division

Mr. Craig Doerr
Via email: craig@socoastrec.com

Dear Mr. Doerr:

This is in response to your October 23, 2015, e-mail regarding the State and Agency 
Review for the Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Feasibility Study. Thank you 
for your comments on the Integrated Feasibility Report (IFR).

In your letter, you indicate that you oppose the Recommended Plan in the IFR. You 
express concern about removal of concrete placed to protect the surrounding 
communities from flood risk. The Recommended Plan includes channel modifications, 
including some concrete removal, to restore ecological function. The restoration 
features included in the Recommended Plan have been planned to avoid negative 
effects on the flood risk management function of the Los Angeles County Drainage Area 
project. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) will conduct additional detailed 
hydrologic and hydraulic analysis during the design phase to ensure that the 
constructed restoration features avoid increases in flood risk.

You further state that, during a drought, consideration should be given to 
groundwater replenishment and agricultural water uses. Please understandthat 
groundwater replenishment and diversion of water for irrigation use are outside the 
authorized scope of this ecosystem restoration study, although the restoration features 
may have incidental benefits of increased surface water/groundwater interchange 
because they will create additional non-concrete area in the channel bed.

The Corps thanks you for your interest in this important project. Questions 
concerning this response may be discussed with Mr. Paul Bowers at (415) 503-6556.

Sincerely,

Josephine R. Axt, Ph.D.
Chief, Planning and Policy Division 
Regional Business Directorate

mailto:craig@socoastrec.com


SOUTH PACIFIC DIVISION, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
1455 MARKET STREET 

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94103-1399

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

14 DEC 2015
Planning and Policy Division

Ms. Carolyn West 
1621 Rancho Avenue 
Glendale, CA 91201

Dear Ms. West:

This is in response to your October 26, 2015, e-mail on the State and Agency 
Review for the Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Project. Thank you for your 
comments on both the Draft and Final Integrated Feasibility Report (IFR).

Your comments on the Final IFR indicated that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(Corps) was not responsive to your previous requests for information. We did respond 
to your comments on the Draft IFR in Appendix L.2 of the Final IFR (pp. 152-153). A 
letter noticing the availability of the Final IFR was mailed to you at the address provided. 
Appendix L is currently available on the website of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Los Angeles District at http://www.spl.usace.armv.mil/Missions/CivilWorks/Proiects 
Studies/LosAnqelesRiverEcosvstemRestoration.aspx.

You expressed concern about the impacts on river access associated with a 
modification of the existing channel’s trapezoidal slope to a vertical wall in Reach 2 of 
the proposed project. The modifications involve changing the channel configuration from 
a trapezoidal to a vertical wall on the right (south) side of the channel only, across the 
river from your residence. This modification will extend from approximately 1,200 feet 
upstream of Riverside Drive to approximately 500 feet downstream of the 5 Freeway. 
The left (north) bank of the channel will continue to have a trapezoidal slope 
configuration. The modification to a vertical wall on the right (south) side of the channel 
increases the width of the channel bed from 180 feet to a width of approximately 235 
feet in order to allow native habitat to establish in the widened channel bed. In this way, 
the conversion to a vertical wall serves to meet the project’s primary objective of 
restoring native riparian and aquatic habitat. As shown in Plate 5 of the Recreation Plan 
(Appendix B), existing trails bordering the channel in this area will be maintained and 
improved.

You also expressed concern that vertical walls would pose a safety concern. Where 
a vertical wall is included in project plans, appropriate safety measures including fencing
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and ramps will be incorporated in the design. Such safety measures are not anticipated 
to interfere with river aesthetics or use of existing pedestrian/bicycle paths along the 
River.

You expressed concerns that vegetative cover, such as overhanging vines, could 
attract rodent populations. To address your previous comments on this issue, the Final 
IFR states in Section 5.11.3 that during project operation, for the life of the project, 
current measures to control rodent populations will continue, and will be increased as 
needed to account for the increased vegetative cover in restored areas.

You also expressed concern about the impacts of the proposed project to flooding 
near your residence. The restoration features have been planned to avoid negative 
effects on the flood risk management functions of the Los Angeles County Drainage 
Area project. The Corps will conduct additional detailed hydrologic and hydraulic 
analysis during the design phase to ensure that the constructed restoration features 
avoid increases in flood risk. Vegetation planted in widened areas of the channel would 
be managed as needed through operation and maintenance requirements to ensure the 
volume of vegetation does not increase flood risk.

The Corps thanks you for your interest in this important project. Questions 
concerning this response may be discussed with Mr. Paul Bowers at (415) 503-6556.

Sincerely,

Josephine R. Axt, Ph.D.
Chief, Planning and Policy Division 
Regional Business Directorate



SOUTH PACIFIC DIVISION, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
1455 MARKET STREET 

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94103-1399

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

14 DEC 2015
Planning and Policy Division

Patricia M. Wood, P.E.
Glendale, California
Via email pwood_1@charter.net

Dear Ms. Wood:

This is in response to your November 2, 2015, letter on the State and Agency 
Review for the Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Project. In your letter, you 
expressed concern that the proposed project, including changes to operation and 
maintenance requirements, could result in an increase in water surface elevations and 
the nature and extent of flood risk to the surrounding areas based on your 
understanding of the Integrated Feasibility Report (IFR) and appendices.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) appreciates your concerns regarding 
public safety. As you note in your letter, the current vegetated condition of portions of 
the river channel has decreased the channel's conveyance capacity. While the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis of the no-action alternative assumes existing 
channel maintenance would continue to be based on funding availability, the proposed 
restoration project does not adopt or formalize the vegetated condition of the channel 
existing today, and the restoration features included in the proposed project will not 
affect the ability to convey the design flood provided vegetation and sediment in the 
existing channel are maintained to design conditions. The operational and maintenance 
requirements for the restoration project will include limits on native vegetation in the 
restored areas as needed, as well as maintenance of all non-native vegetation in the 
channel.

The Corps will modify the existing operation and maintenance requirements of the 
Los Angeles County Drainage Area (LACDA) project to accommodate the restoration 
project, which will be maintained by the City. The Corps will remain responsible for 
maintaining all other aspects of the portion of the LACDA project that overlaps with the 
restoration project footprint. During the preconstruction engineering and design (PED) 
phase of the restoration project, moreover, the Corps will develop and utilize detailed 
hydrologic and hydraulic modeling to determine to what extent some native vegetation 
can remain in the existing channel with no more than minimal effects on design
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conveyance, and would plan to adjust the LACDA operation and maintenance 
requirements based on those results.

For purposes of analysis under NEPA, the Corps compares the project and action 
alternatives to the no-action alternative. The no-action alternative analysis indicates that 
the study area would continue to be subject to operation and maintenance for flood risk 
management purposes, including vegetation and sediment removal up to design 
conditions, but that funding has limited the extent and frequency of such maintenance 
and is anticipated to continue to do so in the future. As stated in the IFR, under 
Operational Impacts of the No Action Alternative in Section 5.5.3, “authorized 
maintenance includes clearing of all vegetation and removal of sediment as needed 
within the channel to maintain the purpose of flood risk management, which may be 
implemented in the future as funding allows. While availability of funding has not 
allowed for complete vegetation removal since the river's channelization, it remains an 
authorized maintenance activity... Without implementation of the proposed project, 
removal of all vegetation in the channel would remain an authorized maintenance 
activity, although maintenance funding would be anticipated to be similar to existing 
levels. While non-native vegetation is periodically removed when funding becomes 
available, this maintenance would not be consistent or widespread throughout the study 
area.” (Page 5-71).

For purposes of the feasibility study, the Corps’ hydrology and hydraulics analysis of 
restoration features was compared with the vegetated conditions present at the time of 
analysis to determine whether the action alternatives would induce flooding compared 
to those field conditions. This analysis also assumed that existing vegetation would be 
present at the same level under the with-project scenarios for purposes of comparison. 
The analysis focused on changes to maximum flow velocities and associated changes 
to maximum water surface elevations and assumed no additional conveyance capacity 
from restoration features. Where the analysis showed a preliminary alternative would 
increase water surface elevations in a way that could not be addressed through design 
refinements, that alternative was eliminated. The feasibility analysis also analyzed 
average velocities to determine channel function with respect to scour and sustainability 
of constructed restoration features. Please see Section 6.2.1 and Appendix E for more 
information.

The Corps explains in the IFR and appendices that during the PED phase for the 
proposed project, detailed hydrology and hydraulics modeling will be conducted to 
ensure that the restoration features do not conflict with flood risk management 
requirements. During PED, two-dimensional unsteady flow numeric models, and 
possibly physical modeling, will be utilized to more accurately simulate the flow 
hydraulics for the project. This may result in adjustments to plan features but should not 
change the overall habitat benefits, and will not induce damages from the flood risk 
perspective. Appendix E states, “...[Ajlthough the restoration project and a modified 
OMRRR plan for flood risk management to leave vegetation in the channel would not
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induce flooding compared with Existing Conditions, the Los Angeles District proposes to 
adopt a course of action that would not significantly alter the ability to achieve 
conveyance of the original design flood. That is, the District would adopt a plan that will 
minimize any uncertainty about the need to mitigate for induced flooding. The proposed 
restoration features would be designed to avoid any negative impacts on the 
conveyance capacity compared to the original Design Conditions.” (Page 43).

In addition, the proposed project may provide some incidental flood risk management 
benefits in widened areas. These incidental benefits would be quantified during PED. 
During project construction, any non-native vegetation present in the channel bed would 
be removed for restoration purposes, which would also improve flow conveyance. 
Maintenance of non-native vegetation throughout the channel bed would become a long 
term responsibility of the City after construction pursuant to OMRRR (Operation, 
Maintenance, Repair, Rehabilitation, and Replacement) requirements.

As described and analyzed in the IFR, the operations and maintenance requirements 
of the proposed restoration project would entail maintenance of all constructed 
restoration features as well as maintenance of all non-native vegetation within the 
project footprint including the existing channel bed. Restoration project maintenance 
requirements would include, as necessary, limitations on native vegetation volume 
within the constructed features to avoid increases in flood risk. The LACDA operations 
and maintenance manual would be modified to avoid contradictory maintenance 
requirements for the river, and the Corps would remain responsible for maintaining all 
other aspects of the portion of the LACDA project that overlaps with the restoration 
project footprint.

The IFR does not propose that the current vegetated condition of the existing channel 
be adopted as permanent. Instead, the IFR indicates that the Corps would plan to adjust 
the operation and maintenance plan for the remainder of the river channel outside the 
footprint of the constructed features to allow some native vegetation to remain in the 
channel, but only to the extent that design conveyance capacities would be met or that 
only minimal changes from the design conditions would occur.

The detailed hydrology and hydraulics modeling during PED will allow the Corps to 
determine what adjustments to existing LACDA operations and maintenance 
requirements will not negatively affect flow conveyance or increase flood risk. Under this 
approach, if the Corps received funding to undertake operations and maintenance, the 
LACDA maintenance would be anticipated to selectively remove the larger trees, but 
allow smaller bendable native vegetation to remain, in contrast to the vegetation-free 
design under the current operations and maintenance plan. Vegetation growth would be 
limited to avoid effects on flow conveyance.

Operations and maintenance activities would continue to be contingent on funding 
and would be anticipated to be phased in overtime. Please see Section 7.5.2 of the IFR
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for more information. Prior to adoption of an adjusted operations and maintenance plan 
the Corps would consider whether additional NEPA analysis is required.

The Corps thanks you for your interest in this important project. Questions 
concerning this response may be discussed with Mr. Paul Bowers at (415) 503-6556.

Sincerely,

Josephine R. Axt, Ph.D.
Chief, Planning and Policy Division 
Regional Business Directorate
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SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94103-1399
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V. 4*
REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF 14 DEC 2015?**rn.s <>'

Planning and Policy Division

Martha Wellbourne 
Chief Planning Officer
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, California

Dear Ms. Wellbourne:

This is in response to your November 2, 2015, letter on the State and Agency 
Review for the Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Project. Thank you for your 
comments on the Integrated Feasibility Report and in support of the Recommended 
Plan. We sincerely appreciate your willingness to work collaboratively with the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and City of Los Angeles to ensure the proposed 
project is designed and implemented with sensitivity to critical transportation 
infrastructure. Your specific comments will be of great use during the design phase as 
we continue our coordination efforts. Responses to your comments can be found in the 
enclosure to this letter.

The Corps is pleased to have collaborated with your staff on this important project. 
Questions concerning this response may be discussed with Mr Paul Bowers at (415) 
503-6556

Sincerely,

Josephine R. Axt,
Chief, Planning and Policy Division 
Regional Business Directorate

.D.

Enclosure



ENCLOSURE

Planning

Comment 1: Opportunities for Connections - The proposed Project offers potential 
synergies with LACMTA transit service and with regional transportation goals more 
generally. LACMTA encourages maximizing connections to transit to increase access to 
the River.

Comment 2: Bicycle Facilities - Ecological restoration plans represent opportunities to 
enhance the regional bicycle network and create connections from the River bike path 
to other existing and planned bicycle facilities and transit connections along the corridor, 
as well as connecting communities along the River, consistent with LACMTA's goal of 
increasing mobility throughout the County. Proposed recreation plan elements, including 
the 1.26 miles of new paved multi-use trail, should be closely coordinated with Metro's 
LA River Bike Path Feasibility Study, the study area of which overlaps with Reaches 6 -
8.

CommentPage AlternativeReach
Rec Plan 7 & 8 All The Report shows the existing LA River Bike Path 

ending in Reach 7. LACMTA encourages the 
inclusion of bicycle facilities southward from the 
current terminus to connect the Project with Union 
Station, the Metro Lincoln/Cyprus Station, and 
existing/ proposed recreational facil ities in the State 
Historic Park and Piggyback Yard. LACMTA offers to 
collaborate with the USACE during project design to 
extend the LA River Bike Path. These connections 
would increase regional access to the Project and 
potentially decrease the need for parking._________

Maps, 
pages 7
43 to 7-46

(Recreation
Plan)

Comment 3: Union Station Master Plan and Connect U.S. Action Plan -The Project 
should be coordinated with LACMTA's Union Station Master Plan and the Connect U.S. 
Action Plan (formerly known as the Linkages Study) to maximize potential connections 
between the River, Union Station and surrounding communities. LACMTA offers to 
collaborate with the USACE during project design to coordinate with the Union Station 
Master Plan.

RESPONSE to Comments 1-3: The Corps will consider connections to LACMTA transit 
and bicycle facilities as is feasible within the project area, during the preconstruction, 
engineering and design (PED) phase. The Corps will continue to coordinate closely 
with LACMTA on the 1.26 miles of multi-use trails within the project area, and can
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collaborate with the City of Los Angeles (City) and LACMTA to identify opportunities to 
coordinate additional connections between the recreation plan features in the federal 
project area with the efforts of others outside the project area.

The recreation benefits of the proposed project are incidental to the ecosystem 
restoration features, and the recreation plan was formulated to be consistent with the 
ecosystem restoration plan. The features of the recreation plan are designed to 
capitalize on the areas where substantial ecosystem restoration is proposed, and are 
designed to prevent interference with restoration of ecologic function.

In response to Comment 2, in the Final IFR, the Recreation Plan shows new paved and 
unpaved trails along the west side of the river through Reaches 7 and 8 (Appendix B, 
Recreation Plan, Plates 16 and 17).

Operations

Comment 4: Continuity of Rail Service - Construction of railroad trestles to allow for 
excavation and habitat restoration beneath the existing at-grade railroad is identified in 
the Report for Alternatives 16 and 20. The Report states that the uninterrupted rail 
services are a primary design criterion and that to avoid interruption of railroad service 
the trestles would be put in place inadvance of track relocation. However, the 
Abbreviated Risk Analysis (Appendix C, Attachment 7) states that design of the 
trestles and storm drains have not been developed and that should the cost exceed 
what is estimated, project costs could increase significantly (PS-12) and that 
Construction of the railroad trestles is a more difficult construction task. The railroad 
companies would need to be heaviy involved and a special contractor would be Ikely. 
Cost estimates assumed a subcontractor- for this work, and include a conservative 
unit cost. Therefore impacts would be marginal, but risk is still high of something not 
going as planned (CE-12). Please note that these railroad tracks provide important 
freight and passenger linkages between Los Angeles and the southern California 
region, and passenger and freight destinations in central and northern California and 
beyond. The USACE should coordinate with passenger and freight operators, including 
LACMTA, to ensure continuity of service.

CommentPage Reach Alternative
Vol 1; 5- 7 & 8 16 &20 The Traffic and Circulation evaluation states that 

raising existing rail alignments will not result in an 
interruption of rail service. Please note that the rail 
corridor is the second busiest passenger corridor in the 
nation, and a crucial piece of rail for regional mobility. 
Trestle cost estimates are not based on project-specific
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design and should the cost exceed what is estimated, 
there is a risk for cost overrun. The basis for 
uninterrupted service is that the trestles would be in 
place prior to track relocation. The USACE should 
maintain continuity of service in this area consistent 
with industry standards and should design the project 
to minimize potentially unavoidable service 
interruptions.________________________________

RESPONSE to Comment 4: The Corps and City will continue to coordinate with 
LACMTA on the construction of railroad trestles during PED, and appreciates the 
concern expressed for this important passenger and freight corridor. As you state in 
your comment, uninterrupted service is a primary design criterion. As indicated in the 
IFR, temporary tracks are not currently anticipated to be needed to allow for 
uninterrupted service because the trestles would be constructed prior to removal of 
existing lines; however, the existing track alignments, construction of new trestle 
alignments, configuration of the proposed ecosystem restoration features and existing 
and anticipated train traffic will be further evaluated during PED to verify that temporary 
tracks are not needed. (IFR Section 5.7.3, Page 5-108). The Corps and City are 
committed to working with passenger and freight operators to ensure continuity of 
service.

Comment 5: Capacity - In addition to maintaining existing rail facility capacity, 
coordination is necessary to address forecasted transportation demand growth for both 
passenger and freight rail. In some instances, this may require additional tracks and rail 
road ROW [right of way] which should be figured into final track schematics. We 
suggest that the USACE work with LACMTA and the other railroads (SCRRA, UPRR, 
Amtrak, and the BNSF) to identify the rail road needs, including number of tracks and 
connections, and adopt a track schematic that addresses the growing passenger and 
freight rail needs while meeting the goals of the Project. LACMTA offers to collaborate 
with the USACE during project design to consider additional or potential rail road needs.

Comment 6: Positive Train Control - Southern California, specifically, SCRRA, is leading 
the nation in the development of Positive Train Control (PTC). PTC is an advanced rail 
road signaling system that consists of a system of functional requirements for 
monitoring and controlling train movements to provide increased safety. This system will 
be in place at the time of the implementation of the Project. LACMTA suggests working 
with the railroads to determine the effect of PTC on the system and how it will be 
incorporated into the design of the Project.
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Comment 7: Public Transit - In the Best Management Practices and Impact Avoidance 
Measures (5.7.4), first bullet, notification to public transportation agencies regarding 
lane or street closures would be an important and helpful action. The USACE should 
include public transportation agencies in all coordination and notification related to:

" The location and duration of any lane or street closures, including impacts on public 
transit, railroads, bicycle lanes, sidewalks, and parking..."

RESPONSE to Comments 5-7: The Corps and City expect to coordinate closely with 
LACMTA during PED regarding railroad needs and future plans. The Corps and City will 
continue to work with LACMTA and other railroads during PED to evaluate 
transportation forecasts, the status of PTC systems at affected facilities, and other 
concerns. The Corps and City will include LACMTA and other public transportation 
agencies in coordination and notifications regarding lane and street closures and other 
related impacts to public transportation.

Cost/Economics

Comment 8: Cost Risk Assessment - The acquisition and construction cost estimates as 
well as operational impacts on transportation infrastructure require refinement during 
design. The USACE should address the construction risk by studying costs in greater 
detail and identifying sufficient funding to complete the Project. The USACE and City 
shall not rely on LACMTA to fill Project funding gaps, including those that may arise 
during Project implementation. LACMTA offers to collaborate with the USACE during 
project design to refine relevant project costs.

CommentPage Reach Alternative
App C; pg 
381 (CE-

7 & 8 16 &20 The Report states “Construction of the railroad trestles 
is a more difficult construction task." LACMTA agrees 
with the report's statement that the potential for cost
growth is likely._______________________________
The risk assessment matrix reveals that "Detailed 
quantity take-offs have not been developed for the 
storm drains or the railroad trestles as no design exists 
currently." Detailed quantity take-offs should be 
reflected in the cost estimates for trestle construction in

12)

App C; pg 
382 (Q-12)

7 & 8 16 &20

the design phase.
App C; pg 
383 (FE-

7 & 8 16 &20 The complication of constructing trestles should not be 
underestimated and should be studied further to arrive

121 at a refined cost estimate.
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Comment 9: Trestle Construction- The preliminary calculation for proposed trestle 
construction is estimated to be $29 million. In addition to appearing to be 
underestimated, the calculations do not factor in operational disruptions and increased 
maintenance costs. The USACE should engage a railroad engineering consultant to 
develop more accurate cost estimates which should include the cost of temporary 
tracks, cost of interrupted service, and increased maintenance cost that may result from 
structural support systems that are in a water-saturated environment. LACMTA offers to 
collaborate with the USACE during project design to refine the costs of the rail road 
trestles.

CommentPage Reach Alternative
App C; pg 16 &20 LACMTA offers to collaborate with the ACE during 

project design to refine the costs of the railroad 
trestles.

7
366

RESPONSE to Comments 8-9: The Corps appreciates LACMTA’s concerns regarding 
the cost and complexities involved with railroad trestle construction and potential 
operational disruptions. As stated in the IFR and Comment 4 above, uninterrupted 
service to rail traffic is a primary design criterion. The Corps and City are committed to 
coordinating with LACMTA during PED as part of the process to refine costs and 
designs, and to engage a railroad engineering consultant to assist with the process. 
Trestle costs were developed with the Corps' cost estimating software, using 
knowledgeable guidance from railroad design experts. Cost estimates assumed a 
conservative unit cost and a conservative contingency. As indicated in the IFR and the 
Response to Comment 4 above, temporary tracks are not currently anticipated to be 
needed to allow for uninterrupted service because the trestles would be constructed 
prior to removal of existing lines; however, the existing track alignments, construction of 
new trestle alignments, configuration of the proposed ecosystem restoration features 
and existing and anticipated train traffic will be further evaluated during PED. (IFR 
Section 5.7.3, Page 5-108). Based on initial evaluation, the Corps also anticipates the 
additional cost of maintaining the trestles to be negligible, but this issue will also be 
assessed further during design. The Corps and City will plan to coordinate closely with 
LACMTA during PED.

Design/Engineering

Comment 10: River Bank Restoration/Widening - Much of the restoration work is directly 
adjacent to railroad ROW. Detailed analysis by the USACE in close collaboration with 
the LACMTA is required to ensure that restoration work will not affect the structural
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integrity and geotechnical/geological conditions of the ROW or the operations of these 
railroads.

Comment 11: Habitat Restoration and Landscaping - The design of restorative habitat 
and landscaping adjacent to railroad ROW or access roads to LACMTA maintenance 
facilities should be coordinated with LACMTA to eliminate impact on operations, 
maintenance, and future development potential of LACMTA real estate assets. Maps 
indicate areas where habitat corridors/riparian planting will cross LACMTA-owned 
ROW; however, the intent at these locations must be clarified during design and 
development of engineering drawings, which should be provided to LACMTA for review. 
Additionally, LACMTA's light rail transit lines, including the Project-adjacent Metro Gold 
Line, operate via the use of catenary lines or high power overhead lines; designs for 
overhanging trees and shrubs should avoid conflict with these systems. LACMTA offers 
to collaborate with the ACE during project design to avoid conflicts with existing and 
planned LACMTA systems.

CommentPage Reach Alternative
App A; 
Reach 1-3

3 All Reach 3 shows marshland to be developed under the 
SR-134 freeway. Design should be sensitive to existing
transportation infrastructure._____________________
A small portion of LACMTA-owned ROW is shown to 
be covered with habitat corridors/riparian planting to 
connect Rio de Los Angeles State Park with Taylor 
Yard restoration.

map
App A; 
Reach 5-7

6 All

map

App A; 
Reach 6-8

13, 16, &207 A small portion of LACMTA-owned ROW is shown to 
be covered with habitat corridors/riparian planting to 
connect the river to Griffith Park just south of SR-110. 
A freshwater marsh is proposed connecting the main 
channel of the River to the Los Angeles State Historic 
Park. The LACMTA is supportive of this proposed 
measure but would also like additional clarity that 
access to the Gold Line maintenance facility (Division 
21) will be maintained. Please clarify that construction 
in Reach 7 will preserve access from Baker Street to 
the Gold Line maintenance yard in that reach during 
and after construction (5-105).__________________

map
4-59 207
(pictured in 
Fig 4-29)

RESPONSE to Comments 10-11: The Corps appreciates the importance of the project 
area as a highly used rail corridor as well as a flood risk management facility and will 
coordinate closely with LACMTA to ensure restoration features will not negatively 
impact the structural integrity of transportation facilities and operations. During PED, as 
outlined in IFR Section 7.5.3, the Corps will undertake thorough subsurface
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investigations and sampling, testing, and analysis and will conduct detailed geotechnical 
evaluation as well as hydrologic and hydraulic analysis. Channel protection products will 
be evaluated to ensure they meet Corps specifications and surpass all hydraulic, 
geotechnical, and structural criteria.

The Corps will continue to coordinate with LACMTA during PED on project needs 
affecting LACMTA ROW and to ensure designs, construction, and operation of the 
proposed project avoid conflicts with MTA systems, including the areas highlighted in 
your comments above. With regards to habitat restoration, LACMTA could review and 
provide input on plant palettes for riparian planting in areas adjacent to LACMTA 
facilities during PED. The concern about maintaining access to the Baker Street facility 
is addressed in the Final IFR. The Final IFR (Section 5.7.3, p. 5-105) states “The 
construction traffic management plan and traffic control plan would describe impacts to 
railroads in detail and coordination with railroad operators would be essential to 
determine methods for minimizing impacts. Proper coordination will ensure that impacts 
would be less than significant.... Construction in Reach 7 will preserve access from 
Baker Street to the Gold Line maintenance yard in that reach during and after 
construction.”

Comment 12: High Speed Rail - The California High Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) is 
currently proposing to access Los Angeles Union Station at-grade and the proposed 
high-speed rail tracks may conflict with the proposed river improvements and 
recreational amenities. The CHSRA is also planning a new LA River rail crossing near 
the south end of Reach 8. Coordinated outreach efforts should be made to determine 
whether conflicts can be avoided or mitigated. LACMTA offers to help facilitate that 
outreach and coordination.

RESPONSE to Comment 12: The Corps and City have participated in meetings with 
CHSRA regarding their proposed alignments in and near the project area. The Corps 
will continue to coordinate with CHSRA regarding their proposed alignments to avoid 
conflict with restoration plans. In addition, the Los Angeles, Sacramento, and San 
Francisco Districts of the Corps are currently negotiating a Section 214 Memorandum of 
Agreement to expedite review of Section 408 requests for modifications to completed 
projects by the CHSRA, and have an existing MOA in place for expediting Clean Water 
Section 404 reviews.

Comment 13: Engineering Guidelines and Environmental/Sustainability Policies - Future 
project documents, including design agreements, should reference applicable technical 
engineering and construction guidelines produced or utilized by LACMTA, SCRRA, and 
any affected freight rail lines. In addition, future project documents should reference the 
California Public Utilities Commission's General Orders regarding railroad operations
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and development. As project implementation proceeds, LACMTA suggests that the 
USACE reconvene the working group consisting of affected passenger and freight rail 
operators to coordinate on pertinent rail issues associated with the Project to proactively 
develop resolutions to identified conflicts.

Comment 14: Conflicts with other Metro Planned Projects- Section 5.14.1 does not 
include other projects planned by Metro which would likely conflict with the proposed 
river improvements and recreational amenities. These projects include the Southern 
California Interconnector Project (SCRIP), and the Red/Purple Line Extension, 101 
Freeway to 7th Street Corridor Improvements and Maintenance Facility Expansion. 
Some of these projects will be constructed within the existing railroad rights-of-way, and 
elements of these projects (e.g. new tracks, retaining walls) appear to conflict with 
proposed river and pathway improvements. LACMTA offers to collaborate with the 
USACE during project design to avoid conflicts with current and future LACMTA 
projects.

RESPONSE to Comments 13-14: The Corps appreciates the information on other 
projects within the region, and will continue to coordinate with LACMTA during PED to 
avoid and address any conflicts with other MTA projects. The Corps and City will also 
evaluate railroad guidelines during PED as they apply to the proposed project. The 
Corps appreciates the suggestion to hold working group meetings with rail operators 
and will consider this suggestion during PED.

Comment 15: Proposed Bridges - Table 7-2 states that only one pedestrian bridge is 
proposed, at Taylor Yard. However, the proposed pathway in Figure 7-12 crosses at 
least two active tracks at the rail junction to Los Angeles Union Station. Given the high 
volume of train traffic at this location, at-grade crossings at this location may not be 
feasible. Grade-separated crossings should be constructed per California Public Utilities 
Commission requirements. LACMTA offers to collaborate with the USACE during 
project design to ensure safety for individuals crossing rail track right-of-way.

RESPONSE to Comment 15: Please note that Table 7-2 refers to the NER Plan rather 
than the Recommended Plan. The corresponding table for the Recommended Plan is 
Table 7-4. However, the concern regarding grade-separated crossings at appropriate 
locations is noted. The Recreation Plan maps were developed at a planning level of 
detail, and recreation features will be refined in PED. The Corps will coordinate with 
LACMTA during PED regarding the need and proposed locations for grade-separated 
crossings.

Real Estate
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Comment 16: LACMTA Real Property Interests -The real estate maps are unclear as to 
which parcels, including portions of railroad ROW, will need to be acquired or subjected 
to easements, and which are merely being labeled for ownership purposes.

CommentPage Reach Alternative
App J; 
map pp. 6-

6-8 Clarify labeling intent. Specifically, for the following 
map parcels shown on the map, clarify which parcels 
require acquisition:
• Parcel bridging over the ROW from the Taylor Yard 
restoration area to the Rio de Los Angeles State Park 
(map pg 6);
• Land beneath the Metro Gold Line ROW where the 
railroad crosses the River (map pg 7);
• Land beneath LACMTA-owned, Metrolink operated 
ROW along the west bank of the River leading to 
Arroyo Seco, just south of SR-110 before crossing the 
River (map pg 7);
• Land adjacent to the State Historic Park/Metro Gold 
Line maintenance yard (Division 21) (map pg 8); and
• Land beneath LACMTA-owned, Metrolink operated 
ROW along Piggyback Yard, proposed to be elevated
on trestles (map pg 8). ____________________
The Report states that “Eleven parcels are owned by 
the LACMTA for a total of 7.68 acres. There are active 
rail lines located on the 11 parcels owned by LACMTA; 
currently we are assuming the non-Federal sponsor 
will acquire fee for two of the parcels where the river 
would be reconnected to the LATC, with the non- 
Federal sponsor trestling the active railroad track 
adjacent to LATC." Please confirm the parcels that are 
identified for acquisition. Also, please confirm that the 
acquisition of these parcels would not interrupt access 
to or operation of the Gold Line maintenance yard 
(Division 21) or any other LACMTA Operations either 
during construction or permanently._______________

All

9

App J; p 8 20
23

RESPONSE to Comment 16: The maps attached to the Real Estate Plan serve as a 
visual aid to depict the land ownerships in the project area. During PED, official take 
drawings will be completed to show the real estate required for the various phases of 
the project. The following is a description of the intent for the areas listed. The Corps 
and City will coordinate with LACMTA regarding specific designs and real estate 
requirements during PED.
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• Parcel bridging over the ROW from the Taylor Yard restoration area to the Rio de Los 
Angeles State Park (map pg 6);

The parcel bridging over the ROW from the Taylor Yard area to the Rio de Los Angeles 
State Park is not anticipated to be needed for the project, as recreation trails are 
currently planned to connect to existing walkways in that area.

• Land beneath the Metro Gold Line ROW where the railroad crosses the River (map pg
7);

It is anticipated the City will acquire an ecosystem restoration easement beneath the 
Metro Gold Line ROW in order to plant riparian vegetation and daylight a stream. This 
activity will not affect the operation of the Metro Gold Line.

• Land beneath LACMTA-owned, Metrolink operated ROW along the west bank of the 
River leading to Arroyo Seco, just south of SR-110 before crossing the River (map pg
7);

It is anticipated the City will acquire an ecosystem restoration easement over the land 
on the west bank of the River south of SR-110 before crossing the River to plant 
riparian vegetation without affecting the operation of the rail road tracks.

• Land adjacent to the State Historic Park/Metro Gold Line maintenance yard (Division 
21) (map pg 8);

Currently, it is anticipated that the City will seek to purchase this land to terrace the 
channel bank, requiring trestling of existing rail lines at grade, and to daylight a stream 
in this area, with a perpetual easement granted for the trestled rail lines. These features 
will be designed in a manner so as not to affect the active tracks or the Gold Line 
Maintenance yard. Access to the maintenance yard will be maintained.

• Land beneath LACMTA-owned, Metrolink operated ROW along Piggyback Yard, 
proposed to be elevated on trestles (map pg 8).

Currently, it is anticipated the City will acquire fee for these parcels where restoration 
features would be constructed and active rail lines trestled at grade, with a perpetual 
easement granted to LACMTA for the trestled rail lines.

• “Eleven parcels are owned by the LACMTA for a total of 7.68 acres. There are active 
rail lines located on the 11 parcels owned by LACMTA; currently we are assuming the 
non-Federal sponsor will acquire fee for two of the parcels where the river would be
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reconnected to the LATC, with the non-Federal sponsor trestling the active railroad 
track adjacent to the LATC."

In Reach 8, it is anticipated the City will acquire two of the parcels in fee as stated 
above and acquire a lesser estate (perpetual ecosystem restoration easement) for the 
remaining nine parcels to plant vegetation in part of the ROW. These features will not 
impede the operations of the active rail lines.

Environmental

Comment 17: Limited Liability for Changes to Adjacent Properties- LACMTA will retain 
ownership of its parcels and the right to use those parcels for the maintenance and 
operation of transportation related activities. For parcels that the LACMTA will continue 
to hold in fee but that are included in the Project, LACMTA is generally willing to grant 
easements, licenses, or other rights for perpetual ecosystem restoration purposes, 
provided that conflicts with LACMTA operations are avoided or minimized.

RESPONSE to Comment 17: The Corps appreciates LACMTA’s willingness to grant 
easements or other appropriate real estate interests to support ecosystem restoration 
features in the project area. The Corps and City will continue to coordinate with 
LACMTA regarding the specific real estate interests required for the proposed project.

Comment 18: Flood Control and Climate Change Adaptation - The USACE has clearly 
stated that one of the Project constraints is to avoid any increase in the risk of flooding. 
Considering that critical transportation infrastructure is immediately adjacent to the 
channel, the USACE should be aware that any potential for flooding could be damaging 
to LACMTA assets and detrimental to regional mobility. Ensure the proposed channel 
widening and improvements provide adequate protection against erosion during 
maximum expected flows within the river channel. The LOSSAN Corridor tracks are 
located close to the existing river banks, and the tracks must be protected against a 
potential wash-out. LACMTA expects that, during design, the USACE will clarify how the 
channel will be armored along Reach 8 to ensure rail services will not be interrupted 
during storm events.

RESPONSE to Comment 18: As described in the Response to Comment 10-11, the 
restoration features have been planned to avoid negative effects on the flood risk 
management functions of the Los Angeles County Drainage Area (LACDA) project. The 
Corps will conduct additional detailed hydrologic and hydraulic analysis during PED on 
all reaches, including Reach 8 from Main Street downstream to 1st Street, to ensure 
that the constructed restoration features avoid impacts to flood risk management and
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geotechnical conditions. To effectively design and construct the proposed project, 
design constraints include ensuring the channel banks have appropriate protection to 
prevent channel bank erosion and maintain system function. The Corps will continue to 
coordinate with LACMTA to ensure that impacts to rail structures and facilities from the 
proposed restoration project will be avoided.

However, the proposed project will not increase the channel flow capacity, and as with 
the existing facility, significant flood events could overtop the channel banks and 
interrupt rail services.

Safety

Comment 19: Pedestrian Access - The project shows increased access for the public to 
the river and related facilities. With the development of this access, additional 
safeguards need to be incorporated separating pedestrians and cyclists from the rail 
road ROW.

Comment 20: Grade Separations - The project should ensure that any modifications to 
rail road infrastructure or surrounding areas allow for effective grade separated 
crossings to enhance safety and mobility along River-adjacent roadways and 
recreational facilities.

RESPONSE to Comments 19-20: The Corps will coordinate with LACMTA during PED 
to identify locations where specific safety measures may be required for pedestrians 
near railroad ROW.

Miscellaneous

Comment 21: Technical Corrections - A number of minor technical corrections have 
been identified by staff and are enumerated in the following table with reference to page 
numbers and sections. These corrections can be addressed during the forthcoming 
design phase.

Page Comment
The map in Figure 3-12 should be more detailed to show and differentiate 
between the Metro Rail system, future transit projects such as the 
Regional Connector, the Metrolink system, intercity passenger rail and
national passenger rail system, and the freight rail system.____________
LACMTA is an owner of the tracks on which passenger and freight rail 
operate. LACMTA owns ROW on both sides of the River bank throughout 
downtown Los Angeles._______________________________________

3-52, Figure 3-12

3-54, Lines 38-40
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3-63, Lines 24-26 Bike Lanes are Class 11 bikeways and Bike Routes are Class 111 
bikeways. The bikeways between Griffith Park and Elysian Park are a 
combination of Class 11 and Class 111 bikeways. Furthermore, these on
roadway bikeway facilities are maintained by local municipalities; City of
Los Angeles in this case.______________________________________
Replace "Class 1-111 bike routes" with "Class 1-111 bikeways"________3-63, Lines 26-27

RESPONSE to Comment 21: Thank you for identifying locations where technical 
information was incorrect or could be clarified. The Corps will strive to ensure that future 
documents in PED and construction use the correct terminology and jurisdictional 
references.
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