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pollutants through improper handling and treatment. The focus of this analysis is to evaluate 
the existing regulatory framework and water resources in the Affected Area. 

1.6 Methodology for Impact Evaluation 

The methodology for the evaluation of impacts on water resources involves an analysis of 
existing data related to flooding, drainage, and water quality, and an assessment of whether 
the proposed action would substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality; alter 
drainage patterns in a manner that would cause flooding, erosion, or siltation; result in 
exposure of people and/or property to pollutants caused by inundation in flood, tsunami, or 
seiche hazard zones; or otherwise conflict with applicable laws related to hydrology and water 
quality. Impact significance is determined by comparing the project impacts to the CEQA 
Appendix G Thresholds as summarized in Section 6. 

The data were obtained from a variety of local, regional, state, and federal sources. 
Information regarding the local storm drain and flood control infrastructure was collected 
from the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (LACDPW) GIS Data Portal 
(LACDPW 2017a). Watershed and surface water quality information was obtained from the 
LACDPW, the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB), and the 
State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). Floodplain information was provided by the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Groundwater information was taken from 
the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD) and the Water Replenishment 
District of Southern California (WRD). 

Impacts are discussed and analyzed separately for each impact category relative to impacts 
resulting from construction and operation activities. For example, operational impacts 
relating to water quality and hydrology were analyzed quantitatively based on changes to 
impervious area. This section has been updated to reflect the LPA, inclusive of refinements. 
Additionally, the section was updated in response to comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and 
stakeholder coordination. These changes include updated estimates of the amount of 
impervious area within the LPA and for elements that will be reconstructed or modified to 
accommodate the LPA (e.g., freight track realignment, relocation of bike trails). Refinements to 
the conceptual engineering design for the LPA have slightly expanded the total footprint for rail 
facilities and local street modifications. A quantitative analysis for floodplain impacts was also 
performed using hydraulic analysis. The LPA was analyzed for potential construction and 
operations impacts. Construction-related surface water sedimentation impacts can result 
from erosion and runoff from construction staging areas. Operational impacts, such as 
increases in polluted stormwater runoff and decreased infiltration resulting from increased 
impervious surfaces, were analyzed in relation to applicable permits and regulations. Impacts 
on water quality from rail operations can be quantified based on the length of track because the 
track operations areas generate and discharge these pollutants in stormwater as nonpoint 
source pollution. As pollution generation rates caused by operations are generally similar 
along the LPA alignment, the length of track is therefore a useful way to evaluate the 
magnitude, quality, and location of potential water quality impacts from the LPA. Existing 
water quality conditions and identified beneficial uses in the Affected Area watersheds were 
assessed. LPA design features discussed in Section 5.1 were evaluated for their potential to 
avoid or minimize project impacts. Details of these quantitative analyses and project design 
features are summarized in each topic in Section 5. 
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Figure 2-1. Locally Preferred Alternative Alignment by Grade 

 
Source: WSP and TAHA 2023 
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Figure 2-2. Existing Rail Right-of-Way Ownership 

 
Source: WSP and TAHA 2023 
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2.1 No Build Alternative  

For the NEPA evaluation, the No Build Alternative is evaluated in the context of the existing 
transportation facilities in the project corridor (the corridor extends approximately 2 miles 
from each side of the four alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIS/EIR) and other capital 
transportation improvements and/or transit and highway operational enhancements that are 
reasonably foreseeable. Because the No Build Alternative provides the background 
transportation network against which the LPA’s impacts are identified and evaluated, the No 
Build Alternative does not include the Project.  

The No Build Alternative reflects the transportation network in 2042 and includes the 
existing transportation network along with planned transportation improvements that have 
been committed to and identified in the constrained Metro 2009 LRTP and the SCAG 2016 
RTP/SCS, as well as additional projects funded by Measure M, a sales tax initiative approved 
by voters in November 2016. The No Build Alternative includes Measure M projects that are 
scheduled to be completed by 2042. 

The required environmental baseline socioeconomic growth projections, including the 
reasonably foreseeable transportation network in 2042, were established in July 2017 when 
the preparation of the Draft EIS/EIR began. The SCAG 2016-2040 RTP/SCS was the adopted 
current regional growth forecast at the time the Draft EIS/EIR baseline was established. 
Specifically, the baseline year 2017 and future year 2042 population, housing, and 
employment are derived from the Transportation Analysis Zone-level estimates from the 
SCAG 2016-2040 RTP/SCS. 

Table 2.1 lists the existing transportation network and planned improvements included as 
part of the No Build Alternative based on the Metro 2009 LRTP and SCAG 2016 RTP/SCS. 

Table 2.1. No Build Alternative – Existing Transportation Network and Planned Improvements 

Project To / From 
Location Relative to 

Study Area 

Rail (Existing) 

Metro Rail System (LRT and Heavy Rail 
Transit) 

Various locations Within Study Area  

Metrolink (Southern California Regional 
Rail Authority) System 

Various locations Within Study Area  

Rail (Under Construction/Planned)1 

Metro Westside D Line Extension Wilshire/Western to Westwood/VA 
Hospital 

Outside Study Area  

Metro C Line Extension2 to Torrance  96th Street Station to Torrance Outside Study Area 

Metro C Line Extension Norwalk to Expo/Crenshaw Outside Study Area 

Metro East-West Line/Regional 
Connector/Eastside Phase 2 

Santa Monica to Lambert Road 
Santa Monica to Peck Road 

Within Study Area  

Metro North-South Line/Regional 
Connector/Foothill Extension to 
Claremont Phase 2B 

Long Beach to Claremont Within Study Area  

Metro Sepulveda Transit Corridor  Metro G Line to Metro E Line Outside Study Area 
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Project To / From 
Location Relative to 

Study Area 

Metro East San Fernando Valley Transit 
Corridor 

Sylmar to Metro G Line Outside Study Area 

Los Angeles World Airport Automated 
People Mover 

96th Street Station to LAX 
Terminals 

Outside Study Area 

Metrolink Capital Improvement Projects Various projects Within Study Area 

California High-Speed Rail  Burbank to LA  
LA to Anaheim 

Within Study Area 

Link US3 LAUS Within Study Area 

Bus (Existing) 

Metro Bus System (including BRT, 
Express, and local) 

Various locations Within Study Area  

Municipality Bus System4 Various locations Within Study Area  

Bus (Under Construction/Planned) 

Metro G Line (BRT) Del Mar (Pasadena) to Chatsworth 
Del Mar (Pasadena) to Canoga 
Canoga to Chatsworth 

Outside Study Area 

Vermont Transit Corridor (BRT) 120th Street to Sunset Boulevard Outside Study Area 

North San Fernando Valley BRT Chatsworth to North Hollywood Outside Study Area 

North Hollywood to Pasadena North Hollywood to Pasadena Outside Study Area 

Highway (Existing) 

Highway System Various locations Within Study Area 

Highway (Under Construction/Planned) 

High Desert Multi-Purpose Corridor SR-14 to SR-18 Outside Study Area 

I-5 North Capacity Enhancements SR-14 to Lake Hughes Road Outside Study Area 

SR-71 Gap Closure I-10 to Rio Rancho Road Outside Study Area 

Sepulveda Pass Express Lane I-10 to US-101 Outside Study Area 

SR-57/SR-60 Interchange Improvements SR-57/SR-60 Outside Study Area 

I-710 South Corridor Project (Phases 1 
and 2) 

Ports of Long Beach and LA to SR-
60 

Within Study Area 

I-105 Express Lane I-405 to I-605 Within Study Area 

I-5 Corridor Improvements I-605 to I-710 Outside Study Area 

Source:  Metro 2018, WSP 2019 
Notes: 1 Where extensions are proposed for existing Metro rail lines, the origin/destination is defined for the operating scheme of 
the entire rail line following completion of the proposed extensions and not just the extension itself.  
2 The Metro C Line extension to Torrance includes new construction from Redondo Beach to Torrance; however, the line will 
operate from Torrance to 96th Street. 
3 Link US rail walk times included only.  
4 The municipality bus network system is based on service patterns for Bellflower Bus, Cerritos on Wheels, Cudahy Area Rapid 
Transit, Get Around Town Express, Huntington Park Express, La Campana, Long Beach Transit, Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation, Norwalk Transit System, and the Orange County Transportation Authority. 
BRT = bus rapid transit; LA = Los Angeles; LAUS = Los Angeles Union Station; LAX = Los Angeles International Airport;  
LRT = light rail transit; SR = State Route; VA = Veterans Affairs  
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Figure 2-3. Freeway Crossings 

 
Source: WSP 2023 
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The total alignment length of the LPA will be approximately 14.5 miles, consisting of 
approximately 12.1 miles of at-grade and 2.4 miles of aerial alignment. The LPA will include 
nine new LRT stations along the WSAB alignment, of which six will be at-grade and three 
will be aerial. Additionally, the Project will add one new infill station along the C Line at I-105 
to allow transfers between the WSAB alignment and the C Line. Five of the stations will 
include parking facilities, providing a total of approximately 2,800 dedicated transit parking 
spaces. Four of the parking facilities will be surface lots and the fifth will be a parking 
structure. The alignment will include 30 at-grade crossings, 4 freeway crossings (3 freeway 
undercrossings and 1 aerial freeway crossing), 3 river crossings, 15 aerial road crossings, and 
6 freight crossings. The following further describes the LPA along the alignment. 

Northern terminus (City of Los Angeles/Florence-Firestone community of LA County): The 
northern terminus of the LPA will begin at the Slauson/A Line Station, which will serve as a 
transfer point to the Metro A Line. Transfers between the Slauson/A Line Station and the 
existing Metro A Line will be accommodated via two pedestrian bridges between the two 
station platforms. The pedestrian bridges will be located at the southern and northern ends 
of the platforms and will be accessed by stairs, escalators, and/or elevators. Stairs, escalators, 
and/or elevators will also connect with the street level on the north side of the station, while 
stairs will connect with the street level on the south side of the station. An additional set of 
stairs will be added to the existing A Line Station providing access to street level. Tail tracks3 
accommodating layover storage for a three-car train will extend approximately 1,000 feet 
north from the station. 

La Habra Branch ROW4 (City of Huntington Park): South of the Slauson/A Line Station, the 
alignment will turn east along the existing UPRR owned La Habra Branch ROW in the median 
of Randolph Street. The alignment will be on the south side of the La Habra Branch ROW, and 
the freight tracks will be realigned but remain in the northern portion of the ROW. The 
alignment will transition to an at-grade configuration west of Alameda Street and will proceed 
east along the Randolph Street median. Wilmington Avenue, Regent Street, and Malabar Street 
will be closed to traffic crossing the ROW, altering the intersection design to a right-in, right-out 
configuration. The Pacific/Randolph Station will be located just east of Pacific Boulevard. From 
the Pacific/Randolph Station, the alignment will continue east at-grade. Arbutus Avenue and 
Rita Avenue will be closed to traffic crossing the ROW, altering the intersection design to a 
right-in, right-out configuration.  

San Pedro Subdivision ROW (Cities of Huntington Park, Bell, Cudahy, South Gate, Downey, 
and Paramount): At the San Pedro Subdivision ROW, the alignment will transition to an 
aerial configuration and turn south to cross over Randolph Street and the freight tracks, 
returning to an at-grade configuration north of Gage Avenue. The alignment will be located 
on the east side of the existing San Pedro Subdivision ROW freight tracks, and the existing 
track(s) will be relocated to the west side of the ROW. The alignment will continue at-grade 
within the San Pedro Subdivision ROW to the at-grade Florence/Salt Lake Station south of 
Florence Avenue.  

 
3 Tail tracks are additional tracks that extend beyond the end of the mainline tracks and can be used for temporarily parking, 
storing, or reversing the direction of trains. While the tracks are designed to allow for layover if needed, trains will not sit at the 
end of the line. 
4 The La Habra Branch may also be referred to as the La Habra Subdivision. La Habra Branch is used within this document. 
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The alignment will continue southeast from the at-grade Florence/Salt Lake Station within 
the San Pedro Subdivision ROW, crossing Otis Avenue, Santa Ana Street, and Ardine Street 
at-grade. The alignment will be located on the east side of the existing San Pedro Subdivision 
freight tracks, and the existing tracks will be relocated to the west side of the ROW. South of 
Ardine Street, the alignment will transition to an aerial structure to cross over the existing 
UPRR tracks and Atlantic Avenue. The Firestone Station will be located on an aerial structure 
between Atlantic Avenue and Firestone Boulevard. The Firestone Station will include a 
dedicated transit parking facility providing approximately 600 parking spaces with a vehicle 
underpass under the freight tracks to access the parking facility. 

The alignment will then cross over Firestone Boulevard and transition back to an at-grade 
configuration prior to crossing Rayo Avenue at-grade. The alignment will continue south along 
the San Pedro Subdivision ROW, crossing Southern Avenue at-grade and continuing at-grade 
until it transitions to an aerial configuration to cross over the LA River. The LRT bridge will be 
constructed next to the existing freight bridge. South of the LA River, the alignment will 
transition to an at-grade configuration, then passing under the I-710 freeway through a new 
box tunnel structure. The alignment will then return to an aerial structure to cross over the Rio 
Hondo Channel. South of the Rio Hondo Channel, the alignment will transition to an aerial 
structure to cross over a realigned spur track, Imperial Highway and Garfield Avenue. South of 
Garfield Avenue, the alignment will transition to an at-grade configuration and serve the 
Gardendale Station north of Gardendale Street.  

From the Gardendale Station, the alignment will continue south in an at-grade configuration, 
crossing Gardendale Street and Main Street to serve the I-105/C Line Station, which will be 
located at-grade north of Century Boulevard. The I-105/C Line Station will include a 
dedicated transit parking facility providing approximately 340 to 360 parking spaces, 
depending on the location of the TPSS. The alignment will continue at-grade, crossing 
Century Boulevard, then will cross over the I-105 freeway in an aerial configuration within 
the existing San Pedro Subdivision ROW bridge footprint. A new Metro C Line Station will 
be constructed in the median of the I-105 freeway. The I-105/C Line Station will be connected 
to the new infill C Line Station in the middle of the freeway via a pedestrian walkway on the 
new LRT bridge. Vertical pedestrian access will be provided from the LRT bridge to the new C 
Line Station platform via stairs, escalators, and/or elevators. Emergency egress from the C 
Line Station will also be provided at Façade Avenue via stairs and elevators. To accommodate 
construction of the new station platform, the existing Metro C Line tracks will be widened 
and, as part of the I-105 Express Lanes Project, the I-105 lanes will be reconfigured.  

PEROW (Cities of Paramount, Bellflower, Cerritos, and Artesia): South of the I-105 freeway, 
the alignment will continue at-grade within the San Pedro Subdivision ROW. In order to 
maintain freight operations and allow for freight train crossings, the alignment will transition 
to an aerial configuration as it turns southeast and enter the PEROW. The existing freight 
track will cross beneath the aerial alignment and align on the north side of the PEROW east 
of the San Pedro Subdivision ROW. The Paramount/Rosecrans Station will be located in an 
aerial configuration west of Paramount Boulevard and north of Rosecrans Avenue. The 
existing freight track will be relocated to the northeast side of the alignment adjacent to the 
viaduct structure. The Paramount/Rosecrans Station will include a dedicated transit parking 
facility providing approximately 490 parking spaces located south of the alignment between 
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power property and Rosecrans Avenue. 
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Figure 2-4. Locally Preferred Alternative and Design Option: Close 186th Street 

 
Source: Cityworks Design and WSP 2023 
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2.2.4 Maintenance and Storage Facility  

Generally, each LRT project requires an MSF facility to provide daily servicing and cleaning, 
inspection and repairs, and storage of light rail vehicles (LRVs). Activities may take place in 
the MSF throughout the day and night depending upon train schedules, workload, and the 
maintenance requirements.  

In January 2022, the Metro Board identified the Bellflower MSF as the WSAB Project’s MSF 
site. The MSF site is located in the City of Bellflower and is bounded by a mobile home 
community and industrial facilities to the west, Somerset Boulevard and apartment 
complexes to the north, residential homes to the east, and the PEROW and Bellflower Bike 
Trail to the south. Access to the site will be via a signalized driveway at Somerset Boulevard 
and Bayou Avenue (Figure 2-5). In total, the MSF site is approximately 21 acres and could 
accommodate up to 80 LRVs to serve the Project’s operations plan.  

The MSF will have storage tracks, each with sufficient length to store three-car train sets and a 
maintenance-of-way vehicle storage. The facility will include a main shop building with 
administrative offices, a cleaning platform, a TPSS, employee parking, a vehicle wash facility, a 
paint and body shop, and other facilities as needed. The east and west yard leads (i.e., the tracks 
leading from the mainline to the facility) will have sufficient length for a three-car train set.  
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Figure 2-5. Maintenance and Storage Facility Site 

 
Source: WSP and TAHA 2023 
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3 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

This section describes federal, state, regional, and local regulations and requirements related 
to potential water quality, flooding, and hydrology impacts. Permits will be required during 
construction and operation of the LPA to comply with applicable regulations. Where possible, 
this section identifies whether a specific permit will be required during construction phases, 
operation, or both; however, exact permit requirements will not be known until specific plans 
for construction and future operations are finalized and submitted to the applicable resource 
agencies. Permitting and coordination requirements will depend on the permitting agency 
and level of impact. These requirements could also depend on the construction phasing and 
methods of the proposed LPA. During construction, permits from local agencies may be 
required. 

3.1 Federal 

The following sections describe federal regulations that are applicable to construction and/or 
operation of the LPA. 

3.1.1 Clean Water Act (33 United States Code 1251 et seq.) 

The Clean Water Act (CWA) of 1972 establishes the basic structure for regulating discharges 
of pollutants into waters of the United States and gives the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) the authority to implement pollution control programs such as setting 
wastewater standards for industries. In most states, including California, EPA has delegated 
this authority to state agencies. 

3.1.1.1 Section 303(d) 

Section 303(d) of the CWA requires states, territories, and authorized tribes to develop a list 
of water quality-impaired segments of waterways. The Section 303(d) list includes water 
bodies that do not meet water quality standards for the specified beneficial uses of that 
waterway, even after point sources of pollution have installed the minimum required levels of 
pollution control technology. The law requires that these jurisdictions establish priority 
rankings for water bodies on their Section 303(d) lists and implement a process, called total 
maximum daily loads (TMDLs), to meet water quality standards. The TMDL process 
establishes maximum allowable pollutant loadings and provides the basis for establishing 
water-quality-based standards. 

Section 4 describes the existing condition of waterways and groundwater in the Affected 
Area, established beneficial uses, and associated TMDLs. These water quality regulations will 
be applicable during construction and operation of the LPA. 

3.1.1.2 Section 401 

Under Section 401, a federal agency may not issue a permit for an activity that may result in a 
discharge to waters of the United States until the State of California has granted a §401 
Certification. The State of California must issue this certification to ensure that the discharge 
complies with state water quality standards. Waters of the U.S. within the project boundary 
are the LA River, Rio Hondo Channel, and San Gabriel River.  
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3.1.1.3 Section 402 (National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System) 

The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit process provides a 
regulatory mechanism for the control of point source discharges—a municipal or industrial 
discharge at a specific location or pipe—to waters of the United States. Two exceptions that 
are regulated under the NPDES program are (1) diffuse source discharges caused by general 
construction activities of more than 1 acre and (2) stormwater discharges in municipal 
stormwater systems as a separate system in which runoff is carried through a developed 
conveyance system to specific discharge locations. 

3.1.1.4 Section 404 

Under Section 404, USACE regulates the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of 
the United States. This includes, but is not limited to, permanent bridge supports and 
temporary water diversions. 

3.1.2 Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899, as Amended (33 USC Section 408) 

Under Section 14 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, USACE regulates alterations to (including 
occupation and use of) a federal project to ensure the alteration is not injurious to the public 
and does not impair the usefulness of the federal project. Engineering plans for the aerial 
crossings of the LA River, Rio Hondo Channel, and San Gabriel River by the LPA must be 
reviewed and approved by USACE. 

3.1.3 Executive Order 11988 and 13690: Floodplain Management 

Executive Order (EO) 11988 directs all federal agencies to avoid, to the extent possible, 
incompatible floodplain development, to be consistent with the standards and criteria of the 
National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP), and to restore and preserve natural and beneficial 
floodplain values. Incompatible development includes long-term and short-term adverse 
impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of floodplains. EO 13690 amends 
EO 11988 to establish a federal flood risk management standard and a process for soliciting 
and considering stakeholder input. EO 13690 was revoked in 2017 by Section 6 of EO 13807, 
Establishing Discipline and Accountability in the Environmental Review and Permitting Process for 
Infrastructure. In January 2021, EO 13834 revoked EO 13807; therefore, EO 13690 comes back 
into effect. 

FEMA administers the NFIP and provides floodplain information for many areas of the 
country through Flood Insurance Studies and their associated Flood Insurance Rate Maps. 

3.1.4 National Flood Insurance Act (42 USC Section 4001 et seq.) 

The purpose of the National Flood Insurance Act is to identify flood-prone areas and provide 
insurance. The Act requires purchase of insurance for developments in special flood hazard 
areas. The Act is applicable to any federally assisted acquisition or construction project in an 
area identified as having special flood hazards. Projects should avoid construction in, or 
develop a design to be consistent with, FEMA-identified flood hazard areas. 

3.1.5 Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 

Under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act and Reorganization Plan No. 4, any federal 
agency that proposes to control or modify any body of water must first consult with the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service or the National Marine Fisheries Service, as 
appropriate, and with the head of the appropriate state agency exercising administration over 
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the wildlife resources of the affected state. Federal agencies are required to fully consider 
these agencies’ recommendations in project reports and to include measures to reduce 
impacts on fish and wildlife in project plans. 

3.2 State 

The SWRCB and the nine RWQCBs are responsible for the protection of water quality in the 
state. The SWRCB establishes statewide policies and regulations mandated by federal and 
state water quality statutes and regulations. The RWQCBs are responsible for the 
development and implementation of water quality control plans, also known as Basin Plans, 
which address regional beneficial uses, water quality characteristics, and water quality 
problems. The RWQCB is responsible for implementing the Porter-Cologne Water Quality 
Control Act discussed in Section 3.2.1. The RWQCB is also responsible for issuing Water 
Quality Certifications pursuant to Section 401 of the CWA, as described above. 

All projects resulting in discharges, whether to land or water, are subject to Section 13263 of 
the California Water Code. Through the mandates of this section, dischargers are required to 
comply with waste discharge requirements (WDRs) as developed by the RWQCB. WDRs for 
discharges to surface waters must meet requirements for related NPDES permits presented 
in Section 3.2.4, Section 3.2.5, and Section 3.3.1. 

3.2.1 Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act of 1969 established the principal California 
program for water quality control. The Act authorizes the SWRCB to adopt, review, and 
revise policies for all waters of the state (including both surface and groundwater); regulates 
discharges to surface and groundwater; and directs the RWQCB to develop regional Basin 
Plans. Section 13170 of the California Water Code also authorizes the SWRCB to adopt Water 
Quality Control Plans on its own initiative. The Act also divides the State of California into 
nine RWQCB areas. Each RWQCB implements and enforces provisions of the CWA subject 
to policy guidance and review by the SWRCB. The Affected Area is located in LARWQCB 
Region 4, which has developed the Water Quality Control Plan, Los Angeles Region (Basin Plan 
for the Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties [LARWQCB 2014]). 

3.2.2 California Fish and Game Code Section 1602 

Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code, as administered by the CDFW, 
mandates that “it is unlawful for any person to substantively divert or obstruct the natural 
flow or substantially change the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake designated 
by the department, or use any material from the streambeds, without first notifying the 
department of such activity.” Streambed alteration must be permitted by CDFW through a 
Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement. CDFW defines streambeds as “a body of water that 
flows at least periodically or intermittently through a bed or channel having banks and 
supports fish or other aquatic life” and lakes as “natural lakes and manmade reservoirs.” 
CDFW jurisdiction includes ephemeral, intermittent, and perennial watercourses, and can 
extend to habitats adjacent to watercourses. 

To meet the requirements of Section 1602, entities must notify CDFW of any proposed 
activity that may substantially modify a river, stream, or lake. The notification requirement 
applies to work undertaken in or near a river, stream, or lake that flows at least intermittently 
through a bed or channel. Waterways in the vicinity of the LPA alignment include the Los 
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3.2.8 Sustainable Groundwater Management Act 

The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) is enforced by the California 
Department of Water Resources (DWR) for the management and use of groundwater in a 
manner than can be maintained during the planning and implementation horizon without 
causing undesirable results (DWR 2019a). SGMA requires governments and water agencies 
of high- and medium-priority basins to halt overdraft and bring groundwater basins into 
balanced levels of pumping and recharge. SGMA empowers local agencies to form 
groundwater sustainability agencies (GSAs) to manage basins sustainably and requires those 
GSAs to adopt groundwater sustainability plans for crucial groundwater basins in California 
(DWR 2019b). Water Code Section 10720.8 identifies adjudicated areas in SGMA, which have 
an existing defined entity administering the adjudication. Under SGMA, adjudicated portions 
of basins are exempt from developing a groundwater sustainability plan and forming a GSA. 
However, the entities administering the adjudications are subject to submitting annual 
reports. The Central Groundwater Basin lies beneath the project site. It is adjudicated and 
managed by the WRD. 

3.2.9 Cobey-Alquist Floodplain Management Act 

The Cobey-Alquist Floodplain Management Act (California Water Code Sections 8400–8415) 
and EO B-39-77 give support to the NFIP. The Act encourages local governments to plan, 
adopt, and enforce land use regulations for floodplain management to protect people and 
property from flooding hazards. Requirements are also identified in the Act that jurisdictions 
must meet to receive state financial assistance for flood control. In 2002, the California 
Floodplain Management Task Force created and recommended a proposed revised EO for 
the state’s consideration. 

3.2.10 California Department of Transportation Statewide Stormwater Program 

The SWRCB adopted the Statewide Stormwater Permit Order 2022-0033-DWQ on June 22, 
2022 (the California Department of Transportation [Caltrans] Statewide MS4 Permit). This 
Order regulates both stormwater and nonstormwater discharges from Caltrans-owned 
municipal separate storm sewer systems and Caltrans rights-of-way. The Order serves as 
WDRs pursuant to the California Water Code and is issued pursuant to federal CWA Section 
402. New construction within Caltrans rights-of-way is required to comply with all conditions 
of this Order and must achieve the pollutant reductions described in this Order through 
compliance with Caltrans’ approved Stormwater Management Plan, as described in 
Attachment C of this Order. 

3.3 Regional 

3.3.1 Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 

3.3.1.1 Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System 

The MS4 permit requires permittees to implement a Standard Urban Stormwater 
Management Plan that designates BMPs that must be used in specified categories of 
development to treat stormwater runoff, control peak flow discharges, and reduce post-
project discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance systems. 

The Project is subject to the Regional Phase 1 MS4 Permit (LARWQCB Order No. R4-2021-
0105, NPDES Permit No. CAS004004), effective September 11, 2021. This MS4 permit 
regulates the Los Angeles County Flood Control District (LACFCD), County of Los Angeles, 
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Jurisdiction 
Hydrology and  

Water Resources 
Water Quality/ 

Stormwater Management 
Floodplain 
Protection 

City of Huntington 
Park 

General Plan (City of 
Huntington Park 1991) 

Open Space and 
Conservation Element, 
Goal 2, Policy 2.1 

Public Facilities Element 
Goal 6, Policy 6.1-6.3 

General Plan (City of 
Huntington Park 1991) 

Open Space and 
Conservation Element, Goal 
2, Policy 2.1 

Safety Element, Goal 4, 
Policy 4.4 

Public Facilities Element 
Goal 6, Policy 6.3 

Municipal Code (City of 
Huntington Park 2017) 

Title 7, Chapter 9, 
Stormwater Management 
and Discharge 

N/A 

City of Bell N/A Municipal Code (City of Bell 
2017) 

Title 13, Chapter 8, 
Stormwater and Urban 
Runoff Control 

Municipal Code 
(City of Bell 2017) 

Title 17, Chapter 
64, Hazardous 
Waste Facilities 

City of Cudahy General Plan (City of 
Cudahy 2010) 

Land Use Element, Goal 
1, Policy 1.8 

Conservation Element, 
Goal 1, Policy 1.1 

Municipal Code (City of 
Cudahy 2015) 

Title 13, Chapter 8, 
Stormwater and Urban 
Runoff Pollution Control 

Title 20, Zoning 

Municipal Code 
(City of Cudahy 
2015) 

Title 16, 
Floodplain 
Regulations 

City of Bell Gardens Municipal Code (City of 
Bell Gardens 2016) 

Title 11, Chapter 12, 
Urban Stormwater 
Management 

General Plan (City of Bell 
Gardens 1995) 

Conservation Element, 
Policy 3 

Municipal Code (City of Bell 
Gardens 2016) 

Title 11, Chapter 12, Urban 
Stormwater Management 

Municipal Code 
(City of Bell 
Gardens 2016) 

Title 6, Chapter 
25, Floodplain 
Management 
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Jurisdiction 
Hydrology and  

Water Resources 
Water Quality/ 

Stormwater Management 
Floodplain 
Protection 

City of South Gate General Plan (City of 
South Gate 2009) 

Green City Element, 
Objective GC 3.1, Policy 
P.1-P.6 

Green City Element, 
Objective GC 4.1, Policy 
P.1-P.5 

Public Facilities Element, 
Objective PF 7.1, Policy 
P.1-P.3 

Municipal Code (City of 
South Gate 2017) 

Title 6, Chapter 67, Storm 
Drains 

General Plan (City of South 
Gate 2009) 

Green City Element, 
Objective GC 3.1, Policy P.5 

Green City Element, 
Objective GC 4.1, Policy P.6 

Green City Element, 
Objective GC 5.3, Policy P.1 

Green City Element, 
Objective GC 6.1, Policy P.6 

Public Facilities Element, 
Objective PF 7.2, Policy P.1-
P.3 

Municipal Code (City of 
South Gate 2017) 

Title 6, Chapter 67, Storm 
Drains 

Municipal Code 
(City of South 
Gate 2017) 

Title 7, Chapter 
47, Floodplain 
Management 

City of Downey General Plan (City of 
Downey 2005) 

Safety Element, Goal 5.6, 
Policy 5.6.1-5.6.2 

Municipal Code 

Article V, Section 7, 
Stormwater and Urban 
Runoff Pollution and 
Conveyance Controls 

General Plan (City of 
Downey 2005) 

Conservation Element, Goal 
4.2, Policy 4.2.1 

Conservation Element, Goal 
4.3, Policy 4.3.1 

Municipal Code (City of 
Downey 2017) 

Article V, Section 7, 
Stormwater and Urban 
Runoff Pollution and 
Conveyance Controls  

Municipal Code 
(City of Downey 
2017) 

Article VIII, 
Chapter 8, 
Floodplain 
Management, 
Grading and 
Paving 

City of Paramount General Plan (City of 
Paramount 2007) 

Public Facilities Element 
Policy 9 

General Plan (City of 
Paramount 2007) 

Resource Management 
Element Policy 21 

Public Facilities Element 
Policy 3, 4 

Municipal Code (City of 
Paramount 2008) 

Title 8, Chapter 20, Urban 
Stormwater Management  

Municipal Code 
(City of 
Paramount 2008) 

Title 15, Chapter 
32, Floodplain 
Management 
Regulations 
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Jurisdiction 
Hydrology and  

Water Resources 
Water Quality/ 

Stormwater Management 
Floodplain 
Protection 

City of Bellflower General Plan (City of 
Bellflower 1994) 

Safety Element, Goal 3, 
Policy 3.2 

General Plan (City of 
Bellflower 1994) 

Conservation Element, Goal 
1, Policy 1.4, 1.5, 1.6 

Municipal Code (City of 
Bellflower 2017) 

Title 13, Chapter 20, 
Stormwater and Runoff 
Pollution Control 

Title 10, Chapter 4, Traffic 
Ordinance 

Municipal Code 
(City of Bellflower 
2017) 

Title 15, Chapter 
36, Floodplain 
Management 
Regulations 

City of Artesia General Plan (City of 
Artesia 2010) 

Infrastructure Sub-
Element, Goal CFI 1, 
Policy CFI 1.1-1.2 

Infrastructure Sub-
Element, Goal CFI 2, 
Policy CFI 2.1 

Community Safety Sub-
Element, Goal SAF 3, 
Policy SAF 3.1 

General Plan (City of Artesia 
2010) 

Infrastructure Sub-Element, 
Goal SUS CFI 3, Policy 
CFI 3.1 

Sustainability Element, Goal 
SUS 4.1, Policy SUS 4.1 

Sustainability Element, Goal 
SUS 6, Policy SUS 6.2 

Sustainability Element, Goal 
SUS 8, Policy SUS 8.3 

Municipal Code (City of 
Artesia 2017) 

Title 6, Chapter 7, 
Stormwater Management 
and Discharge Control 

Municipal Code 
(City of Artesia 
2017) 

 

Title 8, Chapter 8, 
Floodplain 
Management 

City of Cerritos General Plan (City of 
Cerritos 2004) 

Safety Element, Goal 
SAF-1, Policy SAF-1.1-1.4 

Growth Management 
Element Goal GM-2, 
Policy GM 2.1-2.4 

General Plan (City of 
Cerritos 2004) 

Safety Element, Goal SAF-3, 
Policy SAF-3.5 

Conservation Element, Goal 
CON-5, Policy CON-5.1-5.5 

Municipal Code (City of 
Cerritos 2017) 

Title 6, Chapter 32, 
Stormwater and Urban 
Runoff Pollution Prevention 
Controls 

 

Municipal Code 
(City of Cerritos 
2017) 

Title 6, Chapter 
36, Floodplain 
Management 
Program and 
Regulations 

Source: See Section 9 for general plan references. 
Note: N/A = not applicable 
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Figure 4-1. Hydrology and Surface Water Bodies 

 
Source: Prepared by Jacobs in 2023 
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While 324 square miles of the 824-square-mile Los Angeles River Watershed are forest and 
open space, over half of the watershed is highly developed with commercial, industrial and 
residential uses (LARWQCB 2017a). Land use within the watershed consists of 37 percent 
residential, 8 percent commercial, 11 percent industrial and 44 percent open space 
(LACDPW 2017b). 

The Rio Hondo Channel Watershed is a 142-square-mile sub-watershed to the Los Angeles 
River Watershed. The six major tributaries to the Rio Hondo Channel include the Alhambra, 
Rubio, Eaton, Arcadia, Santa Anita, and Sawpit Washes (San Gabriel and Lower Los Angeles 
Rivers and Mountains Conservancy 2004). The Rio Hondo is hydraulically connected to the 
San Gabriel River Watershed because flows from the San Gabriel River are routed to Whittier 
Narrows Reservoir and through the Rio Hondo during larger flood events 
(LARWQCB 2017a). 

The Compton Creek Watershed is a 42-square-mile sub-watershed to the Los Angeles River 
Watershed and the last major tributary to enter the Los Angeles River before the Pacific 
Ocean. The sub-watershed is almost entirely developed, and most of the creek is concrete-
lined (John L. Hunter and Associates 2014). Figure 4-2 illustrates the alignment. 

4.1.4 San Gabriel River Watershed 

The Affected Area is also tributary to the San Gabriel River Watershed and the Coyote Creek 
and Los Cerritos Channel sub-watersheds. The San Gabriel River Watershed borders the 
Los Angeles River Watershed to the east. The entire watershed covers 640 square miles and 
includes portions of 35 cities in Los Angeles and Orange Counties (LACDPW 2017c). Four 
main physiographic areas in the watershed define the drainage patterns throughout the 
watershed toward the western boundary; these include the San Gabriel Mountains, San 
Gabriel and Pomona Valleys, Whittier Narrows, and the Los Angeles Coastal Plain (LACDPW 
2006a). The San Gabriel River originates in the San Gabriel Mountains in the Angeles 
National Forest and flows southwest to empty into the Pacific Ocean at Seal Beach, near the 
LA County and Orange County border. The watershed and its tributaries in proximity to the 
LPA are shown on Figure 4-1. The watershed is hydraulically connected to the Los Angeles 
River through the Whittier Narrows Reservoir (during high flows from storm events) 
(LARWQCB 2017b). More than 30 percent of the upper watershed falls within the Angeles 
National Forest, including large portions of the San Gabriel Mountains. This portion of the 
watershed also contains the Merced and San Jose Hills and the Puente-Chino Hills. Land use 
within the watershed consists of 26 percent residential, 15 percent commercial, 50 percent 
rural, and 9 percent other (LACDPW 2017c). 

The LPA alignment will terminate approximately 1.4 miles before Coyote Creek. The Coyote 
Creek Watershed is a 165-square-mile sub-watershed to the San Gabriel River Watershed 
(Orange County 2007). Coyote Creek confluences with the San Gabriel River within the City 
of Long Beach, north of the Interstate (I)-405 and I-605 interchange. 

The Affected Area also falls within the Los Cerritos Channel Watershed, which is considered 
a 28-square-mile sub-watershed of the San Gabriel River Watershed. The watershed extends 
from just north of I-105 in Downey south to Atherton Street in Long Beach, where the 
channel discharges into the Los Cerritos Channel Estuary, which, in turn, discharges through 
Marine Stadium and Alamitos Bay to San Pedro Bay adjacent to the San Gabriel River 
(Richard Watson & Associates Inc. 2015). 



4 Affected Environment/Existing Conditions 

 

West Santa Ana Branch Transit Corridor Project   

Final Water Resources Impact Analysis Report March 2024 | 4-5  

Figure 4-2. Regional Storm Drain System 

 
Source: Prepared by Jacobs in 2023 
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Surface Water Body Beneficial Uses 

San Gabriel River Reach 1 
(San Gabriel River Estuary to 
Firestone Boulevard) 

Municipal and Domestic Supply (potential), Warm Freshwater 
Habitat and Wildlife Habitat (potential) 

Coyote Creek Municipal and Domestic Supply (potential), Industrial Service 
Supply (potential), Industrial Process Supply (potential), Warm 
Freshwater Habitat, Wildlife Habitat (potential), and Rare, 
Threatened, or Endangered Species 

Inland Surface Waters Beneficial uses of inland surface waters generally include Water 
Contact Recreation and Warm Freshwater Habitat, Cold Freshwater 
Habitat, Inland Saline Water Habitat, or Commercial and Sport 
Fishing. In addition, inland waters are usually designated as 
Industrial Service Supply, Industrial Process Supply, Non-contact 
Water Recreation, Wildlife Habitat, and are sometimes designated as 
Preservation of Biological Habitats and Rare, Threatened, or 
Endangered Species 

Source: LARWQCB 2019 
Note: Beneficial use is existing unless noted as “potential.” 

Water bodies not meeting the beneficial uses of state water quality standards are placed on 
the 303(d) List of Water Quality Limited Segments, and states are required to develop TMDLs 
for the pollutants causing the impairment. Table 4.2 lists the pollutants causing impairments 
in the surface water bodies within the Affected Area. The LPA is a redevelopment within 
these watersheds and is therefore subject to the TMDL standards. 

Table 4.2. Section 303(d) List of Impaired Waters in the Affected Area 

Water Body Impairment Source of Impairment 
TMDL 

Completion Date 

Los Angeles River 
Reach 2 
(Carson St to Rio Hondo 
Reach 1) 

Ammonia Point and Nonpoint Sources 2004 

Copper Source Unknown 2005 

Indicator Bacteria Source Unknown 2012 

Lead Point and Nonpoint Sources 2005 

Nutrients (Algae) Point and Nonpoint Sources 2004 

Oil Natural Sources 2019 

Trash Nonpoint Source, Surface 
Runoff, Urban Runoff/Storm 
Sewers 

2008 

Compton Creek Benthic Community 
Effects 

Source Unknown 2021 

Copper Source Unknown 2008 

Indicator Bacteria Source Unknown 2009 

Lead Source Unknown 2005 

Trash Nonpoint Source 2008 

Zinc Source Unknown 2008 

pH Point and Nonpoint Sources 2004 
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Water Body Impairment Source of Impairment 
TMDL 

Completion Date 

Rio Hondo 
Reach 1 
(Los Angeles River 
Reach 2 to Santa Ana 
Freeway) 

Indicator Bacteria Source Unknown 2012 

Copper Source Unknown 2005 

Lead Point and Nonpoint Source 2005 

Toxicity Source Unknown 2021 

Zinc Point and Nonpoint Source 2005 

pH Point and Nonpoint Source 2004 

Trash Nonpoint Source, Surface 
Runoff, Urban Runoff/Storm 
Sewers 

2008 

Los Cerritos Channel Chlordane 
(sediment) 

Source Unknown 2019 

Ammonia Source Unknown 2015 

Bis(2ethylhexyl)phth
alate (DEHP) 

Source Unknown 2019 

Copper Source Unknown 2019 

Indicator Bacteria Source Unknown 2019 

Lead Source Unknown 2019 

Trash Source Unknown 2019 

Zinc Source Unknown 2019 

pH Source Unknown 2021 

San Gabriel River Reach 1 
(San Gabriel River Estuary 
to Firestone Blvd) 

Temperature, water Source Unknown 2027 

pH Source Unknown 2009 

Coyote Creek Copper, Dissolved Source Unknown 2016 

Indicator Bacteria Source Unknown 2016 

Iron Source Unknown 2027 

Malathion Source Unknown 2027 

Toxicity Source Unknown 2008 

pH Source Unknown 2019 

Source: SWRCB 2022 

4.3 Floodplains 

LA County is subject to a wide range of flood hazards, including floods caused by intense storms, 
earthquakes, and failure of manmade structures. USACE operates and maintains five major flood 
control reservoirs within the Los Angeles system: the Hansen, Lopez, Santa Fe, Sepulveda, and 
Whittier Narrows reservoirs. In addition to these reservoirs, LACDPW operates and maintains 14 
dams, 149 debris basins, and 27 spreading grounds (LACFCD 2017). 

The City of Los Angeles and nearby cities are located in a relatively flat alluvial plain, about 
30 miles wide, lying on uplift terraces surrounded by mountain ranges. FEMA Flood 
Insurance Rate Maps identify areas in LA County and surrounding cities that will be subject 
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to flooding during 100-year and 500-year storm events (100-year and 500-year storms are 
defined as having a 1 percent and 0.2 percent chance, respectively, of occurring in any given 
year). FEMA and its local delegates use the 100-year flood zone as the benchmark in 
administering the NFIP, a voluntary program through which communities enforce 
floodplain management ordinances in return for federally backed flood insurance. 

Figure 4-3 presents the FEMA-established 100-year flood zones for the Los Angeles River, 
Rio Hondo, San Gabriel River, and Coyote Creek, which are each contained within their 
concrete-lined channel boundaries. A portion of the Affected Area is located within larger 
flood zones designated by FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps as “Zone X,” which is 
characterized as “areas of 0.2 percent (500-year) annual chance of flood; areas of 1 percent 
(100-year) annual chance of flood with average depths of less than 1 foot or with drainage 
areas less than 1 square mile; and areas protected by levees from 1 percent annual chance of 
flood.” Dams, debris basins, and spreading grounds are considered integral flood-control 
infrastructure. Debris basins are used to capture the sediment, gravel, boulders, and vegetative 
debris that are washed out of the canyons during storms. Spreading grounds are areas located 
adjacent to river channels or within soft-bottom channels to permit water to percolate into 
groundwater basins for later pumping. There are no dams, debris basins, or spreading 
grounds within the Affected Area. 
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Figure 4-3. FEMA Flood Zones in Affected Area and Major Flood Control Facilities 

 
Source: Prepared by Jacobs in 2023 
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Figure 4-4. Groundwater Basins and Facilities 

 
Source: Prepared by Jacobs in 2023 
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The main source of potable groundwater in the Central Basin is from the deeper aquifers of 
the San Pedro Formation (including the Lynwood, Silverado, and Sunnyside Aquifers). The 
shallower aquifers of the Alluvium and Lakewood Formation locally produce smaller volumes 
of potable water. In the forebay area, many of the aquifers merge and allow for direct 
recharge into the deeper aquifers (MWD 2007). Historically, groundwater flow within the 
basin tended to be from the recharge areas in the northeast to the southwest toward the 
Pacific Ocean. Central Basin water levels ranged from a high of about 160 feet above mean 
sea level in the northeast portion of the basin to a low of approximately 90 feet below mean 
sea level in the Long Beach area (MWD 2007). Existing groundwater elevation data within the 
Affected Area are available in the Final Geotechnical, Subsurface, and Seismic Impact 
Analysis Report (Metro 2024b). WRD is designated as the Watermaster to monitor 
groundwater extractions in the basin. Therefore, no groundwater extraction is allowed from 
the basin without obtaining water rights in the basin. 

Historical over-pumping of the Central Basin caused overdraft, seawater intrusion, and other 
groundwater management problems related to supply and quality. Adjudication of the basins 
in the early 1960s set a limit on allowable groundwater extractions to control the over-
pumping (WRD 2019). Under SGMA, adjudicated portions of basins are exempt from 
developing a groundwater sustainability plan and forming a GSA. However, the WRD is 
required to submit annual reports to account for proper resource management. LACDPW, 
WRD, and the United States Geological Survey conduct regional groundwater quality 
monitoring in the Central Subbasin. Table 4.3 summarizes the results of the WRD’s 
monitoring efforts of the Central Basin for Water Year 2015-2016 (WRD 2017). 

An existing underground high-capacity water well (referred to as High Capacity Well No. 1) is 
located at 9944 Flora Vista Street in the City of Bellflower. The underground well extends 
from 800 to 1,300 feet below ground. Support facilities are located at-grade above the 
underground well at the closest distance of 20 feet to the edge of the railroad right-of-way. 
These facilities do not overlap with the LPA footprint.  
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Table 4.3. Groundwater Quality in the Central Basin 

Constituent Maximum Contaminant Level 

% of Production Wells below Maximum 
Contaminant Level/ 

Secondary Maximum Contaminant Level 

Total Dissolved Solids 500-1,000 mg/L 100% below 1,000 mg/L 
75% below 500 mg/L 

Iron 0.3 mg/L for drinking water 89%  

Manganese 50 µg/L  84% 

Chloride 250-500 mg/L 100% below 500 mg/L 

Nitrate 10 mg/L 99% 

Trichloroethylene  5 µg/L 92% 

Tetrachloroethylene  5 µg/L 94% 

Arsenic 10 µg/L 96% 

Perchlorate 6 µg/L 99% 

Hexavalent Chromium 50 µg/L 100% 

Source: WRD 2017 
Note: µg/L = micrograms per liter; mg/L = milligrams per liter 
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5 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS/ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSEQUENCES 

This section presents the environmental impacts and consequences of the LPA as it relates to 
water resources. The following evaluation is based on the existing conditions described in 
Section 4. 

This section has also been updated to reflect the LPA, inclusive of refinements. Additionally, 
the section was updated in response to comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and stakeholder 
coordination. These changes include updated estimates of the amount of impervious area 
within the LPA and for elements that will be reconstructed or modified to accommodate the 
LPA (e.g., freight track realignment, relocation of bike trails). Refinements to the conceptual 
engineering design for the LPA have slightly expanded the total footprint for rail facilities and 
local street modifications. Compliance with the Caltrans Statewide MS4 Permit and Clean 
Water Act Section 408 compliance were added as project design features discussed in Section 
5.1. Additionally, in response to comments on the Draft EIS/EIR, the analysis was updated to 
evaluate effects of the LPA on an existing high-capacity water well located in the City of 
Bellflower. Specific project measures and descriptions were added to clarify what measures 
will be implemented for project compliance and impact minimization strategies. 
Environmental impacts related to the LPA are similar to the impacts (alignment, disturbed 
area, and impervious surface) associated with Alternative 3 in the Draft EIS/EIR. No new 
significant adverse impacts or substantially more severe impacts have been identified. 

5.1 Locally Preferred Alternative Design Features 

Construction of the LPA will occur within and in the vicinity of existing rivers with potential 
direct and indirect water quality impacts. As a result, the LPA will be required to comply with 
various construction permits (e.g., NPDES permits, encroachment permits, and USACE 408 
permits). Additionally, implementation of the LPA will require an Individual Section 404 
Permit from USACE, a 401 Water Quality Certification from the LARWQCB, and a Section 
1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement from CDFW prior to the start of construction. A 
detailed discussion of permitting requirements is included in Section 3. These permits will 
require project design features to be implemented that will avoid, minimize, or reduce 
potential for impacts on hydrology, water quality, and floodplains. Permit approvals will be 
necessary prior to construction and will be contingent on implementing these design 
features. Therefore, the design features are considered to be part of the LPA, and Metro will 
verify that these design features are implemented to avoid and minimize impacts on water 
quality and water resources. 

5.1.1 Locally Preferred Alternative Design Features for Stormwater/Water Quality 
Management During Operation 

To protect surface water quality and maintain pre-development hydrology, design features 
will be implemented to comply with the LA County MS4 NPDES permit and other county 
codes discussed in Section 3. The project design features listed below will be implemented to 
minimize the impact on water resources. These design features meet stormwater regulatory 
requirements, including (1) minimizing or eliminating pollutant sources and (2) 
implementing structural and nonstructural BMPs to treat and control runoff from both 
developed and redeveloped areas. 
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5.2.2 Water Quality 

The No Build Alternative includes existing transportation networks and the transportation 
improvements that have been committed and identified in constrained plans of the 2009 
LRTP and the 2016 RTP/SCS. The service features include transit, freeway, and arterial 
operations within and around the Affected Area. As such, the No Build Alternative includes 
existing, under construction, and planned rail, bus, and highway projects. Table 2.1 lists the 
projects anticipated by 2042. Planned projects will be subject to separate environmental 
analysis to evaluate impacts on water quality. Implementation of these projects, including 
operations and maintenance, will be subject to regulatory standards, conditions, and 
permitting requirements discussed in Section 3 (e.g., CWA and NPDES permit 
requirements). Compliance with these standards will minimize impacts on water quality. 
Residual impacts are expected to be minor. Therefore, no adverse effects on water quality are 
anticipated from the No Build Alternative. 

5.2.3 Floodplains 

The No Build Alternative includes existing transportation networks and transportation 
improvements that have been committed and identified in constrained plans of the 2009 LRTP 
and the 2016 RTP/SCS. The service features include transit, freeway, and arterial operations 
within and around the Affected Area. As such, the No Build Alternative includes existing, under 
construction, and planned rail, bus, and highway projects. Table 2.1 lists the projects anticipated 
by 2042. Planned projects will be subject to separate environmental analysis, including floodplain 
impact analysis for improvements that may affect floodplains. Construction, maintenance, and 
storage of these planned projects will be subject to similar standards, conditions, and permitting 
requirements (e.g., NPDES and USACE 408 permitting), which will avoid, minimize, or mitigate 
for any floodplain impacts. Therefore, no adverse effects on floodplains are anticipated to occur 
from the No Build Alternative. 

5.2.4 Groundwater 

The No Build Alternative includes existing transportation networks along with transportation 
improvements that have been committed and identified in constrained plans of the 2009 
LRTP and the 2016 RTP/SCS. The service features include transit, freeway, and arterial 
operations within and around the Affected Area. As such, the No Build Alternative includes 
existing, under construction, and planned rail, bus, and highway projects. Table 2.1 lists the 
projects anticipated by 2042. Planned projects will be subject to separate environmental 
analysis to evaluate impacts on groundwater. Implementation of these projects, including 
operations and maintenance, would be subject to regulatory standards, conditions and 
permitting requirements discussed in Section 3 (e.g., CWA and NPDES permit 
requirements). Compliance with these standards would minimize impacts on groundwater. 
Residual impacts are expected to be negligible. Therefore, no adverse effects on groundwater 
are anticipated to occur from the No Build Alternative. 
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5.3 Locally Preferred Alternative 

5.3.1 Hydrology and Surface Water Bodies 

Implementation of the LPA will convert existing pervious areas to impervious areas by 
increasing the total pavement and roof coverage within the Affected Area. Conversion of 
pervious to impervious areas decreases infiltration, which increases runoff volume, increases 
peak flow rates, and changes the timing of the peak flows. This will be applicable to rail 
operations, stations, parking facilities, local street improvements, MSF, and TPSSs. 
Development such as new parking areas, LPA-related structures, or other new surfaces 
within the already urbanized corridor will also affect existing grades or drainage lines, 
including local storm drains and regional flood control facilities that may need to be adjusted 
for project implementation. 

The alignment for the LPA, including all stations, will be within the Los Angeles River and 
San Gabriel River Watersheds. Table 5.1 shows the changes that will occur to impervious 
areas for the LPA, along with stations, local street improvements, and TPSS facilities. 

Table 5.1. Locally Preferred Alternative Change in Impervious Area 

Component Watershed 

Total 
Disturbed 

Area1 (acres) 

Existing 
Impervious 

Area2 (acres) 

Proposed 
Impervious 

Area3 (acres) 

New 
Impervious 

Area4 

(acres) 

Rail/Stations/Local 
Modifications 

Los Angeles River, 
San Gabriel River 

206.2 132.9 169.6 36.7 

TPSS Facilities Los Angeles River, 
San Gabriel River 

2.0 1.3 1.9 0.6 

Totals Los Angeles River, 
San Gabriel River 

208.2 134.2 171.6 37.3 

Source: Prepared by WSP and Jacobs in 2023 
Notes: 
1 Total Disturbed Area is the area of disturbed soil generated by the LPA. 
2 Existing Impervious Area is the pre-construction impervious surfaces that exist within the project right-of-way. 
3 Proposed Impervious Area is the area consisting of replaced impervious surfaces and new impervious surfaces within the project 
right-of-way. 
4 New Impervious Area is the conversion of existing pervious (unpaved) areas to impervious area, e.g., the difference between 
Existing Impervious Area and Proposed Impervious Area equals New Impervious Area. 
TPSS = traction power substations 

By comparison, 32 percent of the Los Angeles River Watershed (169,800 acres) and 29 
percent of the San Gabriel River Watershed (118,800 acres) are estimated to be impervious 
based on assumptions of existing impervious land cover (LARWQCB 2017a; LACDPW 2017c 
Weston Solutions, Inc. 2005). The LPA will be located in a highly urbanized area and along 
major roadways and rail corridors. These corridors are predominantly paved surfaces or 
highly compacted unpaved areas with reduced infiltrative capacity. The increase in 
impervious area resulting from the LPA will affect approximately 0.01 percent of the overall 
watershed area (37.3 acres of 288,600 acres total) and will cause a negligible overall decrease in 
infiltrative capacity in these watersheds. 

The LPA will cross several local and regional storm drainage facilities, which are shown on 
Figure 4-2. Table 5.2 lists the affected LACFCD regional storm drainage systems. 
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Table 5.2. Locally Preferred Alternative LA County Storm Drains 

Drainage System Name 

LPA Hooper Avenue Drain  

BI 001 – U1 Line C – East Compton Creek 

BI 001 – U1 Line B 

East Compton Creek No. 1 

BI 7850 – U1 Line D 

BI 0019 – U1 – Hollydale A  

BI 0559 – Line A 

BI 1106 – U2 

BI 0606 – U1 Line B 

BI 1903 – Unit 1 

BI 1902 – Line A 

BI 0016 – U-A Cerritos-MAP 

MTD 0133 – San Gabriel River 

BI 113 – Dairy Valley 

BI 0533 – U3 Line A – Artesia 

Source: LACDPW 2017a 
Note: LPA = Locally Preferred Alternative 

Modifications to local storm drain systems will be required to discharge runoff from the 
project site. New drainage pipes under at-grade track will collect stormwater to earthen or 
concrete drainage swales running parallel to the track. Drainage systems within the portions 
of elevated track and near tunnel portals will collect and discharge stormwater to the existing 
local stormwater infrastructure. These modifications are required and are not expected to 
adversely affect existing storm drains because the LPA will not substantially alter the existing 
drainage patterns. 

To minimize impacts on hydrology and water bodies, the design features listed in Section 5.1 
will be implemented and will maintain pre-development hydrology characteristics. The LPA 
will comply with the post-construction and hydromodification requirements of the LA 
County MS4 NPDES permit and other local stormwater requirements (discussed in 
Section 3.3). New or modified storm drainage systems will be designed to meet local and 
regional standards. Therefore, the LPA will not result in adverse effects on hydrology and 
surface water bodies. 

5.3.2 Water Quality 

The following potential impacts on water quality are relevant to the LPA. The LPA will result 
in new impervious areas that will increase the pollutant concentration of site runoff, resulting 
in an increase of total pollutant loading on the existing stormwater system. Because the LPA 
will be in a highly urbanized area and along major roadways and rail corridors, the new 
impervious area will represent a negligible overall increase in total impervious area with respect 
to the watersheds and the corresponding potential for increases in pollutant loads in 
stormwater runoff. Implementation of the LPA will be subject to the regulatory standards, 
conditions, and permitting requirements discussed in Section 3 (e.g., CWA and NPDES permit 



5 Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences 

 

West Santa Ana Branch Transit Corridor Project   

Final Water Resources Impact Analysis Report March 2024 | 5-9  

requirements). The applicable LPA design features listed in Section 5.1 will be implemented to 
address potential effects and minimize direct impacts on water quality. Therefore, the LPA’s 
potential impacts will be minimized and will not result in adverse effects on water quality in 
the Affected Area. 

Rail Operations 

Rail operations will contribute pollutants in concentrations and amounts that are typical for 
transportation facilities, including total suspended solids, metals, oils and grease, and debris. 
Impacts on water quality from rail operations can be generally quantified by length of track 
because the track operations areas collect pollutants and could discharge them in stormwater 
as nonpoint source pollution. The length of track is a useful way to compare the LPA for 
magnitude, quality, and location of potential water quality impacts. Table 5.3 summarizes the 
length of each type of rail alignment (aerial, at-grade, and below-grade). 

Table 5.3. Locally Preferred Alternative Aerial and At-Grade Track Lengths 

Alternative 

Length of  
Aerial Track  

(miles) 

Length of  
At-Grade Track  

(miles) 

LPA 2.4 12.1 

Source: Prepared by Metro in 2023 
Note: LPA = Locally Preferred Alternative 

As shown in Table 5.1, the LPA will convert 37.3 acres from pervious to impervious area. 
Because the LPA is in a highly urbanized area and along major roadways and rail corridors, the 
increase in impervious area will have a minimal impact on water quality in the watershed. 

Because the Affected Area is in a highly urbanized area and along major roadways and rail 
corridors, the character and concentration of pollutants in runoff will be similar to existing 
conditions. The project design features listed in Section 5.1 include site design and LID 
stormwater BMPs that will minimize potential direct water quality impacts from rail 
operations. Therefore, the LPA will not result in adverse effects on water quality from rail 
operations. 

Stations, Parking Facilities, and Local Streets Improvements 

Development of stations, parking facilities, and local street improvements will result in 
potential water quality impacts because of the new impervious surfaces required. Locations of 
stations and local street improvements are shown on Figure 5-1. Impacts from new 
impervious surfaces are discussed in Section 5.3.1. In addition to new impervious surfaces, 
stations and parking facilities (parking is only available at specific stations) will result in 
increased vehicle and pedestrian traffic, which is expected to increase loads for pollutants 
associated with transportation facilities, such as heavy metals, nutrients, pesticides, 
sediments, trash and debris, oxygen-demanding substances, and oil and grease (California 
Stormwater Quality Association [CASQA] 2003). However, the types of pollutants will be 
similar to those under existing conditions. In addition, the project design features listed in 
Section 5.1 include site design and LID stormwater BMPs that will minimize potential direct 
water quality impacts resulting from stations and parking facilities. Therefore, the LPA will 
not result in adverse effects on water quality from these facilities. 
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Figure 5-1. Maintenance and Storage Facilities, TPSS Facilities, and Local Street Improvements 

 
Source: Prepared by Jacobs in 2023 
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Maintenance and Storage Facilities 

Development of an MSF will result in potential water quality impacts because of the new 
impervious surfaces required. The location of the MSF is shown on Figure 5-1. Impacts from 
new impervious surfaces are discussed in Section 5.3.1. In addition to new impervious 
surfaces, the MSF activities are expected to increase pollutant loads for pollutants associated 
with industrial activities, such as sediment, nutrients, trash, metals, oil and grease, 
pesticides, and organics (CASQA 2003). However, project design features listed in 
Section 5.1 include site design and LID stormwater BMPs that will minimize potential direct 
impacts on water quality associated with the MSF. Therefore, the LPA will not result in 
adverse effects on water quality from the MSF. 

Traction Power Substations 

TPSS development will result in potential water quality impacts because of associated new 
impervious surfaces. TPSS locations are shown on Figure 5-1. Impacts from new impervious 
surfaces are discussed in Section 5.3.1. In addition to new impervious surfaces, TPSS 
operations and maintenance are expected to increase loads for pollutants associated with 
industrial activities, such as sediment, nutrients, trash, metals, oil and grease, and organics 
(CASQA 2003). However, project design features listed in Section 5.1 include site design and 
LID stormwater BMPs that will address potential impacts and minimize direct impacts on 
water quality associated with TPSS facilities. Therefore, the LPA will not result in adverse 
effects on water quality from TPSSs. 

5.3.3 Floodplains 

The following potential impacts on floodplains are relevant to the LPA. The LPA will cross 
three major flood control channels, each with FEMA-established floodplains: the Los Angeles 
River, the Rio Hondo, and the San Gabriel River. Historical floodplains are protected from 
these rivers by levees and engineered channels constructed by USACE. FEMA-delineated 
100-year floodplains are contained within the banks of the flood control channels for all three 
water bodies. The LPA will be designed in compliance with Executive Orders 11988 and 
13690. Tracks and structures associated with the LPA will be built above the existing river 
channel walls or levees. The LPA will not cause a longitudinal encroachment or result in 
incompatible development within the floodplain. Therefore, the LPA’s potential impacts will 
be minimized and will not result in adverse effects on floodplains. 

For each river crossing, a location hydraulic study (Appendices A, B, and C) was performed to 
evaluate the bridge structure’s effects on the hydraulic conditions within the channel and to 
estimate the change in water surface elevations within the channel (Metro 2017a, 2017b, 
2017c). Table 5.4 shows the base flood used for each hydraulic study. 

Table 5.4. Base Floods Used for Floodplain Evaluations 

River 
Base Flood 

(cubic feet per second) 

Los Angeles River 120,000  

Rio Hondo 52,900  

San Gabriel River 15,500  

Source: LACDPW 2017d; USACE 1991, 2004, 2005, 2011 
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The LPA alignment will cross the Los Angeles River, Rio Hondo, and San Gabriel River. A 
portion of the alignment is located within Flood Zone X. Operation of the LPA will generally 
be in areas of minimal flood hazard and outside the river channels and therefore protected 
from flooding except during extreme events. 

Within the Los Angeles River and Rio Hondo channels, the new bridge structures will be 
constructed in the floodplain. To limit impacts on floodwaters and the existing flood control 
channels, structures will be elevated above existing levees. Because the bridge piers will be 
built in the channel, they will be subject to flooding. Neither altering nor replacing existing 
embankments or piers within the channel is proposed as part of the LPA. The potential 
impact on water surface elevation in each river will be minimal (less than 12 inches), and 
flood flows will continue to be fully contained within the channel (Metro 2017a and 2017b). 

Inside the San Gabriel River, the new bridge structure will be constructed within the 
floodplain. To limit impacts on floodwaters and the existing flood control channel, aerial LRT 
structures will be elevated above the existing channel walls. Because the bridge piers will be 
built in the channel, they will be subject to flooding. Neither altering nor replacing existing 
embankments or piers within the channel is proposed as part of the LPA. The potential 
impact on water surface elevation will reduce the water surface within the channel near the 
project site, and flood flows will continue to be fully contained within the channel (Metro 
2017c). 

There will be no longitudinal encroachment into the floodplain or impact on beneficial 
floodplain values. The LPA will not increase flooding risk by supporting incompatible 
development within the floodplain. Furthermore, compliance with local and federal 
floodplain regulations will avoid and minimize impacts on the flood control facility. 
Therefore, no adverse effects on floodplains will occur. 

5.3.4 Groundwater 

The following potential impacts on groundwater are relevant to the LPA. This section 
presents the evaluation of groundwater as a water resource (groundwater supply and quality). 
Evaluation of groundwater contamination is presented in the Final Hazardous 
Materials Impact Analysis Report (Metro 2024a). 

The LPA will increase the impervious area, thereby causing a decrease in groundwater 
recharge. Pervious areas that will be converted include unpaved areas within the rail ROWs, 
and currently unpaved parcels that will be developed as the MSF or other rail facilities. Most 
recharge to the groundwater supply in LA County comes from large, natural stream systems 
or constructed groundwater recharge basins. The level of groundwater impacts will be 
reduced because the LPA footprint and total disturbed areas are small compared to recharge 
areas, and there are no tunnel sections requiring dewatering activities. 

Groundwater recharge within the Central Basin is primarily from recharge at the Montebello 
Forebay Spreading Grounds and by disbursed stormwater infiltration over unpaved land 
surfaces. Because the LPA is in a highly urbanized area and along existing major roadways and 
rail corridors, the new impervious area will represent a negligible overall increase in total 
impervious area with respect to the watersheds and the corresponding groundwater recharge 
areas. To minimize the impacts of new impervious area, the LPA will comply with the post-
construction and hydromodification requirements of the LA County MS4 NPDES permit as 
discussed in Section 3.1 and will implement the design features discussed in Section 5.1. These 
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design features include LID treatment controls, such as landscaping and permeable materials, to 
help offset the loss of permeable surfaces and provide treatment before runoff infiltrates the 
ground. Furthermore, most recharge to the groundwater supply in LA County comes from large, 
natural stream systems or constructed groundwater recharge basins, which will be minimally 
affected by the LPA. Therefore, the LPA impacts on groundwater resources will be minimized 
and will not result in adverse effects on groundwater. The LPA alignment is approximately 3.5 
miles southwest of the Rio Hondo Coastal Basin Spreading Grounds, 6 miles north of the 
Dominguez Gap Spreading Grounds, and 5 miles south of the San Gabriel Coastal Basin 
Spreading Grounds. These facilities are outside of the Affected Area; therefore, the LPA will 
have no adverse effects on these groundwater recharge facilities. 

An existing high-capacity water well in the City of Bellflower is located near the LPA 
alignment. The existing grade and right-of-way will be maintained adjacent to the water well 
site boundary. This well is outside the footprint of the LPA, and the well production depth is 
800-1,300 feet below ground. Therefore, after evaluation of the existing facility’s proximity to 
the proposed LRT alignment, no impact on existing water resources is anticipated. See 
Section 4.4 of the West Santa Ana Branch Transit Corridor Project Final Water Resources Impact 
Analysis Report (Metro 2024c) for additional information regarding this well. 

Should long-term contaminated groundwater dewatering be necessary, HAZ PM-2 (Disposal 
of Groundwater [Operation]) will be implemented. This measure requires LARWQCB 
consultation and permit compliance with Order No. R4-2018-0125, Discharge of 
Groundwater from Construction and Project Dewatering to Surface Waters. This Order may 
include water disposal to the sanitary sewer or the proper onsite management of 
contaminated groundwater, and disposal or recycling of contaminated groundwater offsite at 
appropriate waste management facilities. With implementation of this project measure, no 
adverse effects related to groundwater monitoring or dewatering will occur during operation. 

5.4 Design Option: Close 186th Street 

The design option consists of closing the grade crossing at 186th Street and redesigning the 
street into a cul-de-sac on each side of the LRT alignment. Additionally, 187th Street would 
be opened as a grade crossing and the Corby Avenue connection to 187th would be changed 
to a cul-de-sac. 

5.4.1 Hydrology and Surface Water Bodies 

The potential for hydrology and surface water body impacts from the LPA with the design 
option would result from changes in impervious surfaces. Impacts on hydrology and surface 
water bodies from the design option are anticipated to be similar to the impacts on hydrology 
and surface water bodies from the LPA without the design option at this location. The 
increase in impervious surfaces for the LPA with the design option would be similar to the 
increase that would occur at this location for the LPA without the design option. Therefore, 
the impacts of the LPA with the design option on hydrology and surface water bodies would 
be equal to or less than the impacts discussed in Section 5.3. 

To minimize impacts on hydrology and water bodies, the project design features listed in 
Section 5.1 would be implemented to maintain pre-development hydrology characteristics. 
The LPA with the design option would comply with the post-construction and 
hydromodification requirements of the LA County MS4 NPDES permit (discussed in 
Section 3.3). New or modified storm drainage systems would be designed to meet local and 
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regional standards. Therefore, the LPA with the design option would not result in adverse 
effects on hydrology and surface water bodies. 

5.4.2 Water Quality 

The potential water quality impacts associated with the design option would result from 
increased changes in impervious surfaces, similar to the LPA design at this location. Impacts 
on water quality from the LPA with the design option are anticipated to be similar to the 
impacts on water quality from the LPA without the design option at this location. Likewise, 
the total construction footprint is similar to that of the LPA without the design option. 
Therefore, the water quality impacts for the LPA with the design option would be equal to or 
less than the impacts discussed in Section 5.3. 

To minimize impacts on water quality, the applicable project design features listed in Section 
5.1, including site design and LID stormwater BMPs that would minimize potential direct 
water quality impacts resulting from the LPA without the design option, would be 
implemented. Therefore, the LPA with the design option would not result in adverse effects 
on water quality. 

5.4.3 Floodplains 

The potential flooding and floodplain impacts associated with the LPA with the design option 
would result from increased development within the floodplain. Impacts on floodplains from 
the LPA with the design option are anticipated to be similar to impacts on floodplains from 
the LPA without the design option at this location. Therefore, the flooding and floodplain 
impacts for the LPA with the design option would be equal to or less than the impacts 
discussed in Section 5.3. 

5.4.4 Groundwater 

The potential groundwater impacts associated with the LPA with the design option would 
result from increased development within the floodplain. Impacts on groundwater from the 
LPA with the design option are anticipated to be similar to the impacts on groundwater from 
the LPA without the design option at this location. Therefore, the groundwater impacts for 
the LPA with the design option would be equal to or less than the impacts discussed in 
Section 5.3. 

5.5 Maintenance and Storage Facility 

5.5.1 Hydrology and Surface Water Bodies 

The potential for hydrology and surface water body impacts from the MSF will be the result of 
changes in impervious surfaces. In addition to the changes in impervious surfaces resulting 
from the rail, stations, and TPSSs, the MSF will result in 3.6 acres of new impervious area, as 
shown in Table 5.5. To minimize impacts on hydrology and water bodies from the MSF, the 
design features listed in Section 5.1 will be implemented and will maintain pre-development 
hydrology characteristics. The MSF site will comply with the post-construction and 
hydromodification requirements of the LA County MS4 NPDES permit, as discussed in 
Section 3.3. New or modified storm drainage systems will be designed to meet local and 
regional standards. Therefore, no adverse effects on hydrology and surface water bodies from 
the MSF will occur. 
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Table 5.5. Maintenance and Storage Facility Change in Impervious Area 

Component Watershed 

Total 
Disturbed 

Area1 (acres) 

Existing 
Impervious 

Area2 (acres) 

Proposed 
Impervious 

Area3 (acres) 

New 
Impervious 

Area4 (acres) 

MSF San Gabriel River 22.0 6.6 10.2 3.6 

Source: Prepared by WSP and Jacobs in 2023 
Note: 
1 Total Disturbed Area is the area of disturbed soil generated by the LPA. 
2 Existing Impervious Area is the pre-construction impervious surfaces that exist within the project right-of-way. 
3 Proposed Impervious Area is the area consisting of replaced impervious surfaces and new impervious surfaces within the project 
right-of-way. 
4 New Impervious Area is the conversion of existing pervious (unpaved) areas to impervious area, e.g., the difference between 
Existing Impervious Area and Proposed Impervious Area equals New Impervious Area. 

5.5.2 Water Quality 

Water quality impacts associated with the MSF are discussed in Section 5.3.2. Development 
of the MSF will result in water quality impacts because of the new impervious surfaces 
required. Conversion of pervious to impervious area decreases infiltration, which will 
increase the pollutant concentration in site runoff, resulting in an increase of total pollutant 
loading on the existing stormwater system. In addition to new impervious surfaces, the 
maintenance and storage activities are expected to increase loads for pollutants associated 
with industrial activities, such as sediment, nutrients, trash, metals, oil and grease, 
pesticides, and organics (CASQA 2003). However, design features discussed under the 
heading “Locally Preferred Alternative Design Features” will be implemented to minimize 
direct impacts on water quality associated with the MSF. Therefore, the MSF site will not 
result in adverse effects related to water quality. 

5.5.3 Floodplains 

The potential MSF site is located outside of the 100-year flood zone. Therefore, flooding and 
flood-related effects will be negligible. 

5.5.4 Groundwater 

The groundwater impacts associated with the MSF will result from increased impervious 
surfaces. To minimize the impacts of new impervious areas, the MSF will comply with the 
post-construction and hydromodification requirements and will implement the applicable 
design features discussed in Section 5.1. These design features include LID treatment 
controls, such as landscaping and permeable materials, to help offset the loss of permeable 
surfaces and provide treatment before runoff infiltrates the ground. The MSF site is outside 
of groundwater recharge areas. Therefore, no adverse effects on these groundwater recharge 
facilities will occur as a result of the MSF site. 

5.6 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Facilities 

5.6.1 Impacts from No Project Alternative 

LPA-related construction activities would not occur under the No Project Alternative; 
therefore, there would be no impacts on water quality standards. 
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5.6.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts from the Locally Preferred Alternative 

5.6.2.1 Discharge of Dredge and Fill Material 

Dredge and fill material will be generated by the LPA and will be part of project operation 
within the LA River, Rio Hondo, and San Gabriel River channels. Fill materials will include 
materials brought into the channel for permanent structures, such as in-channel bridge piers 
and columns. 

To conservatively estimate the direct impacts of the LPA on USACE facilities, the area of the 
LPA over the channels within USACE CWA Section 404 jurisdictional limits is used instead. 
These areas provide a comparative estimate of the level of impacts that will result from the 
discharge of dredged and fill materials. Table 5.6 summarizes these conservatively estimated 
permanent impacts within USACE jurisdictional limits. 

Table 5.6. Area of Proposed Facilities within USACE Jurisdictional Limits 

River Crossing 
Maximum Permanent Impact Area of Facilities 

within USACE Jurisdiction (acres) 

Los Angeles River 1.31 

Rio Hondo 0.47 

San Gabriel River 0.38 

Source: Prepared by Jacobs in 2023 

5.6.2.2 Methods of Dredge and Fill  

New fill materials will be used for temporary placement of construction equipment and for 
permanent civil works, including reconstructed concrete channel lining and bridge piers and 
columns, once construction is completed. 

The MSF and design option will not be located within the right-of-way of any USACE 
facilities; therefore, there would be no impacts on USACE facilities from construction of the 
MSF and design option. 

5.6.2.3 Channel Impacts 

Permanent structures built in the channel, such as bridge piers and columns, within FEMA-
established floodplains could impede flood flows and cause a diversion of stormwater runoff 
or adversely affect the flood control function in the Los Angeles River or other regional flood 
control facilities. As discussed in Section 5.3.3, the potential impact on water levels in each 
river will be less than 1 foot, and flood flows will continue to be fully contained within the 
channel (Metro 2017a and 2017b). The USACE will review the design and hydraulic 
modeling of any improvements within these channels as part of the Section 408 Review. 
Approval will be required from USACE to ensure the LPA would not adversely impact the 
flood capacity of the channels. 

5.6.2.4 Compliance with Restrictions on Dredge and Fill 

Because the LPA involves the discharge of dredged and fill materials into the Los Angeles 
River, Rio Hondo, and San Gabriel River, which are classified as waters of the United States, 
the LPA will be in compliance with the guidelines promulgated by EPA’s Administrator in 
conjunction with the Secretary of the Army under the authority of CWA Section 404 and as 
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amended. It is through the 404 permit that the project will comply with Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act. 

5.6.2.5 Project Measures Demonstrating Compliance with Existing Water Quality 
Regulations 

Operations and Maintenance 

As described in Section 3, the LPA will be subject to regulatory standards, conditions, and 
permitting requirements (for example, CWA and NPDES permit requirements). The County 
MS4 permit requires the implementation of site design, source control, and treatment 
control BMPs to the maximum extent practical. Compliance with the MS4 permit will be 
mandatory and a condition of approval of the final construction permits for construction 
within public rights-of-way. Compliance with the MS4 permit will also meet the TMDL 
standards. Additionally, the implementation of the LPA design features defined in 
Section 5.1 will be mandatory, so the direct and indirect impacts on water quality will be 
avoided or minimized. Therefore, potential impacts will be minimized, and no adverse 
effects on water quality standards or WDRs will occur as a result of operations and 
maintenance of the LPA. 

Evaluation of Extent of Degradation of the Waters of the United States 

The discharge of dredged and fill materials will not result in significant adverse effects on 
human health and welfare, including municipal and private water supplies, recreational and 
commercial fishing, fish, shellfish, wildlife, and special aquatic sites because of 
implementation of the LPA design features defined in Section 5.1. No significant adverse or 
long-term effects on aquatic ecosystem diversity, productivity, stability, recreational, aesthetic, 
and economic values will occur. 

Significant Adverse Impacts on Human Health and Welfare 

Adverse impacts on human health and welfare are evaluated in terms of the impacts on 
beneficial uses for the Los Angeles River, Rio Hondo, and San Gabriel River. These beneficial 
uses are based on those in the Los Angeles Region Basin Plan for the Coastal Watersheds of Los 
Angeles and Ventura Counties (LARWQCB 1995), as identified in Section 4.2. The LPA will 
result in new impervious areas that could contribute nonpoint source stormwater pollution 
that will be characteristic of the operational land uses. As a result, the LPA will generate 
stormwater contaminants that are characteristic of similar transportation facilities (for 
example, total suspended solids, oils and grease, trash and debris, and similar). With the 
implementation of the LPA design features described in Section 5.1 and the mitigations 
identified in Section 8, the LPA will be in compliance with existing NPDES permits. 
Compliance with these permits will include compliance with state and federal water quality 
regulations and standards and will reduce impacts to a less than significant level. 

Significant Adverse Effects on Aquatic Ecosystem Diversity, Productivity, and Stability 

The LPA could cause temporary disturbances to the Los Angeles, Rio Hondo, and San 
Gabriel River channels during construction, which could affect local aquatic ecosystem 
diversity, productivity, and stability. The magnitude of the impacts will be proportionate to 
the size of the LPA, as shown in Table 5.6. Once construction is complete, these impacts will 
be expected to end, as flow conditions within the channels will be similar to existing 
conditions. 
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Significant Adverse Effects on Recreational, Aesthetic, and Economic Value 

The LPA will cause temporary effects during construction, which will limit recreational and 
other access to some portions of the channel and could cause aesthetic impacts. The 
magnitude of the impacts will be proportionate to the size of the LPA, as shown in Table 5.6. 
Once construction is complete, these impacts will end, as access to the channels will be 
replaced and enhanced. 

5.6.2.6 Findings 

The LPA will create discharge of dredged and fill materials in the Los Angeles River, Rio 
Hondo, and San Gabriel River channels within the LPA limits. Table 5.6 shows that the 
construction lengths and magnitude of the impacts from the LPA is approximately 1,770 feet. 
With implementation of the project features described in Section 5.1 and the project 
construction mitigations identified in Section 8, the LPA will be in compliance with existing 
NPDES permits, which require implementation of water quality protection measures, and by 
definition meet the standard of minimizing water quality impacts to the maximum extent 
practicable. Compliance with existing regulatory requirements, including compliance with 
state and federal water quality regulations and standards and implementation of construction 
and post-construction BMPs, will reduce impacts to USACE facilities to a less than 
significant level. 

5.7 California Department of Transportation Facilities 

5.7.1 Hydrology and Surface Water Bodies 

The LPA will result in new construction within Caltrans rights-of-way and will modify 
existing facilities by adding new rail structures. New or modified overhead rail structures at I-
105 are likely to increase the amount of impervious surface area within the Caltrans rights-of-
way. These modifications are not expected to substantially alter the existing drainage patterns 
or storm drainage systems. 

To minimize impacts on hydrology and water bodies within Caltrans right-of-way, the 
applicable LPA design features listed in Section 5.1 will be implemented and pre-
development hydrologic characteristics will be maintained. Portions of the LPA located 
within Caltrans rights-of-way will comply with the post-construction and hydromodification 
requirements of the Caltrans MS4 permit (discussed in Section 3.2). Therefore, the LPA will 
not result in adverse effects on hydrology and surface water bodies within Caltrans right-of-
way. 

5.7.2 Water Quality 

New rail facilities and impervious surfaces proposed within Caltrans rights-of-way will 
contribute pollutants in concentrations and amounts that are typical for transportation 
facilities, including total suspended solids, metals, oils and grease, and debris. To minimize 
impacts on water quality within Caltrans rights-of-way, the LPA design features listed in 
Section 5.1 will be implemented, including site design and LID stormwater BMPs in 
compliance with the Caltrans Statewide NPDES Permit that will minimize potential direct 
water quality impacts resulting from new rail facilities and impervious surfaces. Portions of 
the LPA located within Caltrans rights-of-way will be in compliance with the post-
construction and hydromodification requirements of the Caltrans MS4 permit (discussed in 
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Section 3.2). Therefore, the LPA will not result in adverse effects on water quality from these 
facilities within the Caltrans rights-of-way. 

5.7.3 Floodplains 

The I-710 and SR-91 freeway crossings occur near the 100-year flood zone (Figure 4-3). There will 
be no longitudinal encroachment into the floodplain or impact on beneficial floodplain values. 
Compliance with the Caltrans MS4 permit, along with local and federal floodplain regulations, 
will avoid and minimize impacts on the flood control facilities within Caltrans rights-of-way. 
Therefore, no adverse effects on floodplains will occur with Caltrans rights-of-way. 

5.7.4 Groundwater 

The freeway crossings are outside of groundwater recharge areas. Disturbed soil areas will be 
repaired with vegetated landscaping or other permanent soil stabilization designed to 
minimize changes to groundwater recharge. Therefore, no adverse effects on these 
groundwater recharge facilities will occur as a result of the freeway crossings within Caltrans 
rights-of-way. 
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6 CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 
DETERMINATION 

CEQA requires that effects that are considered to be a “significant impact” be identified in an 
Environmental Impact Report. One objective of CEQA is to disclose to decision makers and 
the public the significant environmental effects of the proposed activities. Therefore, in this 
joint federal and state report, reference to “significant impacts” will be made to fulfill this 
requirement under CEQA, pursuant to standards of California law, and significant impacts 
are addressed within this section of the report. The following discussion addresses the 
questions set forth in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines to determine whether the No 
Project Alternative, the LPA, design option, or the MSF will have significant impacts on water 
resources under CEQA. 

6.1 Threshold WR-1: Would the Project violate any applicable water 
quality standards or WDRs or otherwise substantially degrade 
surface or groundwater quality? 

6.1.1 No Project Alternative 

Under the No Project Alternative, implementation of the LPA would not be introduced into 
the Affected Area and no changes or impacts consistent with the LPA would occur. 
Therefore, there would be no impacts on surface or groundwater quality, and mitigation 
measures would not be required. 

6.1.1.1 Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures required. 

6.1.1.2 Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

No impacts. 

6.1.2 Locally Preferred Alternative 

As discussed in Section 5, implementation of the LPA will result in new impervious areas 
that could increase the pollutant concentration in site runoff, resulting in an increase of total 
pollutant loading on the existing stormwater system. Additionally, rail operations will 
contribute pollutants in concentrations and amounts that are typical for transportation 
facilities and increased operation, including total suspended solids, metals, oil and grease, 
and debris. Impacts on water quality from rail operations can be generally quantified by 
length of track. As more fully described in Section 3.2 and 3.3, the LPA will be subject to the 
LA County MS4 NPDES permit and IGP during the operational phase. The MS4 NPDES 
permit and other local stormwater policies require implementation of site design, source 
control, and treatment control BMPs to the maximum extent practical. The IGP requires 
preparation of an industrial SWPPP and a monitoring plan for industrial facilities, including 
vehicle maintenance facilities associated with transportation operations, as described in 
Section 5.1. Compliance with these permits will be mandatory and a condition of approval of 
the final construction permits for construction within public rights-of-way. Compliance with 
the permits will also meet the TMDL standards. Also, all phases of construction will be 
subject to the CGP. Therefore, implementation of the LPA will not violate any applicable 
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water quality standards or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality, 
including those defined in Section 13050 of the California Water Code, and impacts will be 
less than significant; therefore, mitigation measures will not be required. 

6.1.2.1 Mitigation Measures 

With implementation of the design features described Section 5.1, operation and 
maintenance of the LPA will not result in adverse effects on water quality; therefore, 
mitigation measures will not be required. 

6.1.2.2 Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 

6.1.3 Design Option: Close 186th Street 

Impacts on water quality that could violate water quality standards or degrade surface or 
groundwater quality associated with the LPA with the design option are similar to impacts 
associated with the implementation of the LPA without the design option. To address these 
impacts, the LPA with the design option is subject to the same regulatory and permitting 
requirements discussed for the implementation and operation of the LPA without the design 
option. Therefore, implementation of the LPA with the design option would not violate any 
applicable water quality standards or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater 
quality and impacts would be less than significant; therefore, mitigation measures would not 
be required. 

6.1.3.1 Mitigation Measures 

With implementation of the design features described Section 5.1, operation and 
maintenance of the LPA with the design option would not result in adverse effects on water 
quality; therefore, mitigation measures will not be required. 

6.1.3.2 Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 

6.1.4 Maintenance and Storage Facility 

Impacts on water quality that could violate water quality standards or degrade surface or 
groundwater quality associated with the MSF are similar to impacts associated with the 
implementation of the LPA. To address these impacts, the MSF is subject to the same 
regulatory and permitting requirements discussed for the implementation and operation of 
the LPA. Therefore, implementation of the MSF will not violate any applicable water quality 
standards or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality and impacts will 
be less than significant; therefore, mitigation measures will not be required. 

6.1.4.1 Mitigation Measures 

With implementation of the design features described Section 5.1, operation and 
maintenance of the LPA will not result in adverse effects on water quality; therefore, 
mitigation measures will not be required. 

6.1.4.2 Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 
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6.2 Threshold WR-2: Would the Project substantially decrease 
groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that the Project may impede sustainable groundwater 
management of the basin? 

6.2.1 No Project Alternative 

Under the No Project Alternative, implementation of the LPA would not be introduced into 
the Affected Area and no changes or impacts consistent with the LPA would occur. 
Therefore, there would be no impacts on groundwater recharge, and mitigation measures 
would not be required. 

6.2.1.1 Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures required. 

6.2.1.2 Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

No impacts. 

6.2.2 Locally Preferred Alternative 

Implementation of the LPA will result in 37.3 acres of new impervious area within the 
Central Basin. Groundwater recharge within the Central Basin is primarily from spreading 
grounds and over land surfaces. By comparison, the entire basin is 177,000 acres (DWR 
2004). Spreading grounds are located along the Los Angeles River, Rio Hondo, and San 
Gabriel River. The Rio Hondo Coastal Basin Spreading Grounds are located 3.5 miles 
northeast of the Rio Hondo crossing. The Dominguez Gap Spreading Grounds are located 
approximately 6 miles south of the Los Angeles River crossing. The San Gabriel Coastal 
Basin Spreading Grounds are located approximately five miles north of the San Gabriel River 
crossing. Direct precipitation on the basin within the proposed Affected Area is not a major 
source of groundwater recharge. However, groundwater recharge could be impeded if a 
substantial amount of pervious area were converted to impervious surfaces. The increase in 
impervious surfaces within the project area will be a negligible fraction of the entire aquifer 
area and will not affect the spreading grounds; therefore, it will not significantly affect 
groundwater recharge. 

To minimize the impacts of new impervious areas, implementation and operation of the LPA 
will be in compliance with the post-construction and hydromodification requirements of the 
LA County MS4 NPDES permit, as discussed in Section 3.3, and the design features 
discussed in Section 5.1 will be implemented. These design features include LID treatment 
controls, such as landscaping and permeable materials, to help offset the loss of permeable 
surfaces and provide treatment before runoff infiltrates the ground. Furthermore, most 
recharge to the groundwater supply in LA County comes from large natural stream systems 
or constructed groundwater recharge basins. Therefore, impacts on groundwater resources 
will be minimized, and implementation of the LPA will not result in adverse effects on 
groundwater. 

With implementation of the project design features, operation of the LPA will not 
substantially degrade groundwater quality, substantially interfere with groundwater recharge, 
or deplete groundwater resources. Therefore, the impacts will be less than significant, and 
mitigation measures will not be required. 
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Further, as discussed in the Final Hazardous Materials Impact Analysis Report (Metro 
2024a), sites with known groundwater contamination are present within the Affected Area 
for water resources of the LPA. It may be necessary to implement long-term groundwater 
monitoring or dewatering during operation. If this location also corresponds to a known 
groundwater release site, the dewatering activity will also need to include the handling of 
contaminated groundwater. If long-term groundwater monitoring or dewatering is necessary 
at a location where groundwater has been contaminated by hazardous materials, 
groundwater dewatering will affect operation of the LPA by requiring ongoing management 
or treatment. This will be an adverse effect during operation. 

Should long-term contaminated groundwater dewatering be necessary, HAZ PM-2 (Disposal 
of Groundwater [Operation]) will be implemented. This measure requires LARWQCB 
consultation and permit compliance with Order No. R4-2018-0125, Discharge of 
Groundwater from Construction and Project Dewatering to Surface Waters, which may 
include water disposal to the sanitary sewer or the proper onsite management of 
contaminated groundwater and disposal or recycling of contaminated groundwater offsite at 
appropriate waste management facilities. With implementation of this project measure, no 
adverse effects related to groundwater monitoring or dewatering will occur during operation. 

6.2.2.1 Mitigation Measures 

With implementation of the design features described in Section 5.1, operation and 
maintenance of the LPA will not result in adverse effects on groundwater; therefore, 
mitigation measures will not be required. 

6.2.2.2 Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 

6.2.3 Design Option: Close 186th Street 

Impacts on groundwater supplies associated with the LPA with the design option are similar 
to impacts associated with implementation of the LPA without the design option. To address 
these impacts, the LPA with the design option is subject to the same regulatory and 
permitting requirements discussed for the implementation and operation of the LPA without 
the design option. The increase in impervious surfaces within the project area would be a 
negligible fraction of the entire aquifer area and would not affect the spreading grounds; 
therefore, the LPA with the design option would not significantly affect groundwater 
recharge. 

As discussed in the Final Hazardous Materials Impact Analysis Report (Metro 2024a), sites 
with known groundwater contamination are present within the Affected Area for water 
resources. Similar to the LPA without the design option, it may be necessary to implement 
long-term groundwater monitoring or dewatering during operation near the design option. If 
the design option location also corresponds to a known groundwater release site, the 
dewatering activity would also need to include the handling of contaminated groundwater. 
This would also occur for the LPA without the design option in this location. If long-term 
groundwater monitoring or dewatering is necessary at a location where groundwater has 
been contaminated by hazardous materials, groundwater dewatering would affect operation 
of the LPA with or without the design option by requiring ongoing management or 
treatment. This would be an adverse effect during operation. 
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Should long-term contaminated groundwater dewatering be necessary, HAZ PM-2 (Disposal 
of Groundwater [Operation]) would be implemented. This measure requires LARWQCB 
consultation and permit compliance, which may include water disposal to the sanitary sewer 
or the proper onsite management of contaminated groundwater and disposal or recycling of 
contaminated groundwater offsite at appropriate waste management facilities. With 
implementation of this project measure, no adverse effects related to groundwater 
monitoring or dewatering would occur during operation of the LPA with the design option. 

6.2.3.1 Mitigation Measures 

With implementation of the design features described in Section 5.1, operation and 
maintenance of the LPA with the design option would not result in adverse effects on 
groundwater; therefore, mitigation measures would not be required. 

6.2.3.2 Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 

6.2.4 Maintenance and Storage Facility 

Impacts on groundwater supplies associated with the MSF are similar to the implementation 
of the LPA. To address these impacts, the MSF is subject to the same regulatory and 
permitting requirements discussed for the implementation and operation of the LPA. 

The MSF will result in 3.6 acres of new impervious area. By comparison, the entire basin is 
177,000 acres (DWR 2004). Spreading grounds are located along the Los Angeles River, Rio 
Hondo, and San Gabriel River. The Rio Hondo Coastal Basin Spreading Grounds are located 
3.5 miles northeast of the Rio Hondo crossing. The Dominguez Gap Spreading Grounds are 
located approximately 6 miles south of the Los Angeles River crossing. The San Gabriel 
Coastal Basin Spreading Grounds are located approximately 5 miles north of the San Gabriel 
River crossing. Direct precipitation on the basin within the proposed Affected Area is not a 
major source of groundwater recharge. However, groundwater recharge could be impeded if 
a substantial amount of pervious area were converted to impervious surfaces. The increase in 
impervious surfaces from the MSF implementation will be a negligible fraction of the entire 
aquifer area and will not affect the spreading grounds; therefore, it will not significantly affect 
groundwater recharge. 

As discussed in the Final Hazardous Materials Impact Analysis Report (Metro 2024a), sites 
with known groundwater contamination are present within the Affected Area for water 
resources of the LPA. It may be necessary to implement long-term groundwater monitoring 
or dewatering during operation near the MSF. If the MSF location also corresponds to a 
known groundwater release site, the dewatering activity will also need to include the 
handling of contaminated groundwater. If long-term groundwater monitoring or dewatering 
is necessary at a location where groundwater has been contaminated by hazardous materials, 
groundwater dewatering will affect operation of the LPA by requiring ongoing management 
or treatment. This will be an adverse effect during operation. 

Should long-term contaminated groundwater dewatering be necessary, HAZ PM-2 (Disposal 
of Groundwater [Operation]) will be implemented. This measure requires LARWQCB 
consultation and permit compliance, which may include water disposal to the sanitary sewer 
or the proper onsite management of contaminated groundwater and disposal or recycling of 
contaminated groundwater offsite at appropriate waste management facilities. With 
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implementation of this project measure, no adverse effects related to groundwater 
monitoring or dewatering will occur during operation of the MSF. 

6.2.4.1 Mitigation Measures 

With implementation of the design features described in Section 5.1, operation and 
maintenance of the MSF will not result in adverse effects on groundwater; therefore, 
mitigation measures will not be required. 

6.2.4.2 Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 

6.3 Threshold WR-3: Would the Project substantially alter the existing 
drainage pattern of the site or area, including the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, or through addition of impervious 
surfaces, in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or 
siltation onsite or offsite? 

6.3.1 No Project Alternative 

Under the No Project Alternative, implementation of the LPA would not be introduced into 
the Affected Area, and no changes or impacts consistent with the LPA would occur. 
Therefore, there would be no impacts on drainage patterns in a manner that would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation, and mitigation measures would not be required. 

6.3.1.1 Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures required. 

6.3.1.2 Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

No impacts. 

6.3.2 Locally Preferred Alternative 

Implementation of the LPA will require existing grade adjustments and an overall increase in 
impervious surfaces; however, it will not substantially alter drainage patterns. The existing 
topography within the area will be retained and existing storm drainage systems preserved as 
much as possible for use during project operation. Therefore, the existing drainage pattern of 
the site and its surroundings will not be changed in a manner that will result in significant 
erosion or siltation onsite or offsite. Implementation of the LPA will not substantially 
increase runoff that could contribute to exceedance of the capacity of stormwater drainage 
systems. Therefore, the impact will be less than significant, and mitigation measures will not 
be required. 

6.3.2.1 Mitigation Measures 

With implementation of the design features described in Section 5.1, operation and 
maintenance of the LPA will not affect drainage patterns in a manner that will result in 
substantial erosion or siltation; therefore, mitigation measures will not be required. 

6.3.2.2 Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 
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6.3.3 Design Option: Close 186th Street 

Impacts on existing drainage patterns associated with the LPA with the design option would 
be similar to impacts associated with the implementation of the LPA without the design 
option. Implementation of the LPA with the design option would not substantially increase 
runoff that could contribute to exceedance of the capacity of stormwater drainage systems. 
Therefore, the impact would be less than significant, and mitigation measures would not be 
required. 

6.3.3.1 Mitigation Measures 

With implementation of the design features described in Section 5.1, operations and 
maintenance of the LPA with the design option would not affect drainage patterns in a 
manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation; therefore, mitigation measures 
would not be required. 

6.3.3.2 Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 

6.3.4 Maintenance and Storage Facility 

Impacts on existing drainage patterns associated with the MSF will be similar to impacts on 
existing drainage patterns associated with implementation of the LPA. Implementation of the 
design option would not substantially increase runoff that could contribute to exceedance of 
the capacity of stormwater drainage systems. Therefore, the impact will be less than 
significant, and mitigation measures will not be required. 

6.3.4.1 Mitigation Measures 

With implementation of the design features described in Section 5.1, operations and 
maintenance of the design option would not affect drainage patterns in a manner that will 
result in substantial erosion or siltation; therefore, mitigation measures will not be required. 

6.3.4.2 Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 

6.4 Threshold WR-4: Would the Project substantially alter the existing 
drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration 
of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of 
impervious surfaces, in a manner that would substantially increase 
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result 
in flooding on- or offsite? 

6.4.1 No Project Alternative 

Under the No Project Alternative, implementation of the LPA would not be introduced into 
the Affected Area, and no changes or impacts consistent with the LPA would occur. 
Therefore, there would be no impacts on drainage patterns in a manner that would result in 
flooding, and mitigation measures would not be required. 
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6.4.1.1 Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures required. 

6.4.1.2 Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

No impacts. 

6.4.2 Locally Preferred Alternative 

Implementation of the LPA will require site grading and an overall increase in impervious 
surfaces. Storm drains will be modified as needed, and existing storm drainage systems will 
be preserved as much as possible for use during project operation. The existing topography 
within the area will be retained and drainage patterns preserved as much as possible. To 
minimize the impacts of new impervious area, the applicable project design features listed in 
Section 5.1 will be implemented and pre-development hydrology characteristics will be 
maintained. Implementation of the LPA will comply with the post-construction and 
hydromodification requirements of the LA County MS4 NPDES permit, as discussed in 
Section 3.3. New or modified storm drainage systems will be designed to meet local and 
regional standards. Therefore, implementation of the LPA will not substantially increase the 
rate or amount of runoff from the LPA site, which could cause flooding onsite or offsite; 
therefore, impacts will be less than significant. 

6.4.2.1 Mitigation Measures 

With implementation of the design features described in Section 5.1, operation and 
maintenance of the LPA will not result in adverse effects related to flooding; therefore, 
mitigation measures will not be required. 

6.4.2.2 Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 

6.4.3 Design Option: Close 186th Street 

Impacts on existing drainage patterns associated with the LPA with the design option are 
similar to impacts on existing drainage patterns associated with implementation of the LPA 
without the design option. To address these impacts, the LPA with the design option is 
subject to the same regulatory and permitting requirements discussed for the 
implementation and operation of the LPA without the design option. Therefore, 
implementation of the LPA with the design option would not substantially increase the rate 
or amount of runoff from the Affected Area, which could cause flooding onsite or offsite; 
therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

6.4.3.1 Mitigation Measures 

With implementation of the design features described in Section 5.1, operation and 
maintenance of the LPA with the design option would not result in adverse effects related to 
flooding; therefore, mitigation measures would not be required. 

6.4.3.2 Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 
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6.4.4 Maintenance and Storage Facility 

Impacts on existing drainage patterns associated with the MSF are similar to impacts on 
existing drainage patterns associated with implementation of the LPA. To address these 
impacts, the MSF is subject to the same regulatory and permitting requirements discussed 
for the implementation and operation of the LPA. Therefore, implementation of the MSF will 
not substantially increase the rate or amount of runoff from the Affected Area, which could 
cause flooding onsite or offsite; therefore, impacts will be less than significant. 

6.4.4.1 Mitigation Measures 

With implementation of the design features described in Section 5.1, operation and 
maintenance of the MSF will not result in adverse effects related to flooding; therefore, 
mitigation measures will not be required. 

6.4.4.2 Impacts Remaining after Mitigation 

Less than significant. 

6.5 Threshold WR-5: Would the Project substantially alter the existing 
drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration 
of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of 
impervious surfaces, in a manner that would create or contribute 
runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff? 

6.5.1 No Project Alternative 

Under the No Project Alternative, implementation of the LPA would not be introduced into 
the Affected Area, and no changes or impacts consistent with the LPA would occur. 
Therefore, there would be no impacts on drainage patterns in a manner that would 
contribute to exceedance of the capacity of stormwater drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff, and mitigation measures would not be 
required. 

6.5.1.1 Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures required. 

6.5.1.2 Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

No impacts. 

6.5.2 Locally Preferred Alternative 

Implementation of the LPA will not substantially alter drainage patterns or stream courses or 
substantially increase runoff that will contribute to exceedance of the capacity of stormwater 
drainage systems, as discussed in Section 5.1. Implementation and operation of the LPA will 
also not provide additional sources of polluted runoff. Therefore, this impact will be less than 
significant, and mitigation measures will not be required. 
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6.5.2.1 Mitigation Measures 

With implementation of the design features described in Section 5.1, operation and 
maintenance of the LPA will not result in adverse effects related to stormwater runoff; 
therefore, mitigation measures will not be required. 

6.5.2.2 Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 

6.5.3 Design Option: Close 186th Street 

Impacts on existing drainage patterns associated with the LPA with the design option are 
similar to impacts on existing drainage patterns associated with implementation of the LPA 
without the design option. Therefore, implementation of the LPA with the design option 
would not substantially increase runoff or provide additional sources of polluted runoff. 
Therefore, this impact would be less than significant, and mitigation measures will not be 
required. 

6.5.3.1 Mitigation Measures 

With implementation of the design features described in Section 5.1, operation and 
maintenance of the LPA with the design option would not result in adverse effects related to 
stormwater runoff; therefore, mitigation measures would not be required. 

6.5.3.2 Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 

6.5.4 Maintenance and Storage Facility 

Impacts on existing drainage patterns associated with the MSF are similar to impacts on 
existing drainage patterns associated with implementation of the LPA. Therefore, 
implementation of the MSF will not substantially increase runoff or provide additional 
sources of polluted runoff. Therefore, this impact will be less than significant, and mitigation 
measures will not be required. 

6.5.4.1 Mitigation Measures 

With implementation of the design features described in Section 5.1, operation and 
maintenance of the MSF will not result in adverse effects related to stormwater runoff; 
therefore, mitigation measures will not be required. 

6.5.4.2 Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 

6.6 Threshold WR-6: Would the Project substantially alter the existing 
drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration 
of the course of a stream or river or through addition of impervious 
surfaces, in a manner which would impede or redirect flood flows? 

6.6.1 No Project Alternative 

Under the No Project Alternative, implementation of the LPA would not be introduced into 
the Affected Area, and no changes or impacts consistent with the LPA would occur. 
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Therefore, there would be no impacts on drainage patterns in a manner that would impede 
or redirect flood flows, and mitigation measures would not be required. 

6.6.1.1 Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures required. 

6.6.1.2 Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

No impacts. 

6.6.2 Locally Preferred Alternative 

The LPA alignment will cross three major flood control channels, each with FEMA-
established floodplains: the Los Angeles River, the Rio Hondo, and the San Gabriel River. 
New bridges with piers or columns will be constructed within the flood control channels (Los 
Angeles River, the Rio Hondo, and the San Gabriel River). While each crossing will result in 
some change to the water surface elevation in each channel, changes to the water surface 
elevation at each river crossing are anticipated to be minor, as indicated in Section 5.3.3. 

The floodplains are protected by existing levees or channel walls. Implementation and 
operation of the LPA will not alter the ability of the channel to convey 100-year flows, and 
there will be negligible change to the floodplain extents. In addition, tracks and structures 
associated with the LPA will be built above the existing river channel walls or levees. 
Therefore, floodplain impacts will be minimized to the greatest extent practicable. 

Long-term indirect impacts on floodplains will be unlikely to occur as a result of the LPA 
implementation and operation because the floodplains are protected by levees and the 
surrounding areas are already urbanized. Therefore, the LPA is not expected to impede or 
redirect flood flows; impacts will be less than significant; and mitigation measures will not be 
required. 

6.6.2.1 Mitigation Measures 

With implementation of the design features described in Section 5.1, operation and 
maintenance of the LPA will not result in adverse effects related to flood flows; therefore, 
mitigation measures will not be required. 

6.6.2.2 Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 

6.6.3 Design Option: Close 186th Street 

The design option is not located within a floodplain and would not alter any river or stream 
course or impede any flood flows. Therefore, the LPA with the design option is not expected 
to impede or redirect flood flows; impacts would be less than significant; and mitigation 
measures would not be required. 

6.6.3.1 Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures required. 

6.6.3.2 Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

No impacts. 



6 California Environmental Quality Act Determination 

 

 West Santa Ana Branch Transit Corridor Project 

6-12 | March 2024 Final Water Resources Impact Analysis Report 

6.6.4 Maintenance and Storage Facility 

The MSF is not located within a floodplain and will not alter any river or stream course or 
impede any flood flows. Therefore, the MSF is not expected to impede or redirect flood flows; 
impacts will be less than significant; and mitigation measures will not be required. 

6.6.4.1 Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures required. 

6.6.4.2 Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

No impacts. 

6.7 Threshold WR-7: Would the Project be subject to inundation by 
seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 

6.7.1 No Project Alternative 

Under the No Project Alternative, implementation of the LPA would not be introduced into 
the Affected Area, and no changes or impacts consistent with the LPA would occur. 
Therefore, there would be no impacts on flood, tsunami, or seiche zones that would increase 
the risk of pollution due to inundation, and mitigation measures would not be required. 

6.7.1.1 Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures required. 

6.7.1.2 Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

No impacts. 

6.7.2 Locally Preferred Alternative 

Implementation of the LPA includes construction of new bridges across three major flood 
control channels: the Los Angeles River, the Rio Hondo, and the San Gabriel River. New 
bridge deck structures will be built above the existing river channel walls or levees, and new 
bridge piers or columns will be built within the channel. Location hydraulic studies have 
been prepared to evaluate LPA impacts on each river (Appendices A, B, and C). As discussed 
in Section 5.3.3, the new bridges will raise the water surface elevation within the channel; 
however, implementation and operation of the LPA will not alter the ability of the channel to 
convey the 100-year flows and there will be negligible change to the floodplain extents. No 
hazardous materials will be stored in the floodplain so as to avoid accidental release of 
pollutants in the event of project inundation. Therefore, implementation of the LPA is not at 
risk to release pollutants due to project inundation, and impacts will be less than significant. 
Additionally, the LPA alignment will be located more than 20 miles from the ocean or large 
bodies of water and, therefore, will not be located within areas potentially affected by seiches 
or tsunamis, and no impacts associated with these events will occur. 

6.7.2.1 Mitigation Measures 

With implementation of the design features described in Section 5.1, operation and 
maintenance of the LPA will not result in adverse effects related to pollutant releases from 
inundation; therefore, mitigation measures will not be required. 
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6.7.2.2 Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 

6.7.3 Design Option: Close 186th Street 

The design option is not located within a seiche, tsunami, or mudflow zone. Therefore, the 
design option would not be subject to inundation from tsunamis, seiches, mudflows, 
floodwaters, or the associated risk of pollutant release. 

6.7.3.1 Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures required. 

6.7.3.2 Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

No impacts. 

6.7.4 Maintenance and Storage Facility 

The MSF is not located within a seiche, tsunami, or mudflow zone. Therefore, the MSF will 
not be subject to inundation from tsunamis, seiches, mudflows, floodwaters, or the 
associated risk of pollutant release. 

6.7.4.1 Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures required. 

6.7.4.2 Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

No impacts. 

6.8 Threshold WR-8: Would the Project conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan? 

6.8.1 No Project Alternative 

Under the No Project Alternative, implementation of the LPA would not be introduced into 
the Affected Area, and no changes or impacts consistent with the LPA would occur. 
Therefore, there would be no impacts on implementation of a water quality control plan or 
sustainable groundwater management plan, and mitigation measures would not be required. 

6.8.1.1 Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures required. 

6.8.1.2 Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

No impacts. 

6.8.2 Locally Preferred Alternative 

Operation and maintenance activities of the LPA could increase pollutant discharges to 
stormwater and/or groundwater that are typical for rail facilities (e.g., oils and grease, metals, 
solvents, and pesticides). The LPA will be subject to the IGP and the LA County MS4 NPDES 
permit during the operational phase, and the CGP during the construction phase, each 
pursuant to the Los Angeles Basin Plan. The MS4 NPDES permit requires implementation 
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of site design, source control, and treatment control BMPs to the maximum extent practical. 
The stormwater IGP (Order No. 2014-0057-DWQ [as amended by Order 2015-0122-DWQ]) 
requires preparation of an industrial SWPPP and a monitoring plan for industrial facilities, 
including vehicle maintenance facilities associated with transportation operations. 
Compliance with these permits will be required by the RWQCB as a condition of approval of 
the 401 Water Quality Certification, or as conditions of various NPDES permits prior to 
implementation. Also, all phases of construction will be subject to the CGP. The LPA is 
located within the Central Basin, which is an adjudicated basin and therefore not required to 
develop a groundwater management plan. The Central Basin is actively managed by WRD 
and subject to annual reporting for monitoring of groundwater levels and quality for proper 
resource management. Therefore, the LPA will not obstruct implementation of a water 
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan because no sustainable 
groundwater management plan is applicable to the Affected Area; impacts will be less than 
significant; and mitigation is not required. 

6.8.2.1 Mitigation Measures 

With implementation of the design features described in Section 5.1, operation and 
maintenance of the LPA will not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality 
control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan; therefore, mitigation measures 
will not be required. 

6.8.2.2 Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 

6.8.3 Design Option: Close 186th Street 

Impacts obstructing implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan associated with the LPA with the design option are similar to 
impacts associated with implementation of the LPA without the design option. To address 
these impacts, the LPA with the design option is subject to the same regulatory and 
permitting requirements discussed for the implementation and operation of the LPA without 
the design option. Therefore, implementation of the LPA with the design option would not 
obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater 
management plan; impacts would be less than significant; and mitigation would not be 
required. 

6.8.3.1 Mitigation Measures 

With implementation of the design features described in Section 5.1, operation and 
maintenance of the LPA with the design option would not conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management 
plan; therefore, mitigation measures would not be required. 

6.8.3.2 Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 

6.8.4 Maintenance and Storage Facility 

Impacts obstructing implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan associated with the MSF are similar to impacts associated 
with implementation of the LPA. To address these impacts, the MSF is subject to the same 
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regulatory and permitting requirements discussed for the implementation and operation of 
the LPA. Therefore, implementation of the MSF will not obstruct implementation of a water 
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan; impacts will be less than 
significant; and mitigation is not required. 

6.8.4.1 Mitigation Measures 

With implementation of the design features described in Section 5.1, operation and 
maintenance of the MSF will not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality 
control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan; therefore, mitigation measures 
will not be required. 

6.8.4.2 Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant.
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7 CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS 

This section describes the construction activities, methodology, and impacts, and discuses 
whether construction of the LPA could adversely affect water resources. Based on the 
following analysis and with application of the CEQA criteria described above, construction-related 
impacts will be less than significant. 

7.1 Construction Activities 

Construction activities for the LPA could adversely affect hydrology and surface water bodies, 
water quality, floodplains, and groundwater. Construction activities could degrade water quality 
by exposing stormwater to construction-related contaminants and exposed soils; construction 
of the river crossings could affect existing floodplains; and construction dewatering could cause 
impacts on groundwater resources. To address these temporary impacts, the integrated design 
features discussed in Section 5.1 will be implemented during construction. An SWPPP that 
complies with the CGP will also be implemented. Compliance with the CGP requires that, 
prior to construction, the contractor identify pollutant sources that could affect water quality 
and identify, implement, and maintain BMPs to reduce the identified pollutants and 
nonstormwater discharges in construction site runoff. Implementation of the SWPPP in 
compliance with the CGP will avoid or minimize discharge of contaminants and reduce 
impacts. In addition, any dewatering of the construction site will also be subject to the 
requirements of a Construction Dewatering Permit (Order No. R4-2018-0125) and therefore 
will not cause construction-related impacts on surface or groundwater quality. 

Where construction of aerial LRT structures will occur in proximity to or over the Los 
Angeles River, Rio Hondo, or San Gabriel River, construction activities will be required to 
comply with all applicable federal and local floodplain regulations, including the applicable 
NFIP regulations described in Section 3.1.3. Construction of the LPA will require various 
mandatory permits prior to construction, including an Individual Section 404 Permit from 
USACE, a USACE 408 permission process, a 401 Water Quality Certification from 
LARWQCB, a Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement from CDFW, encroachment 
permits, and coverage under multiple NPDES permits, as discussed in Section 3. These 
permits will require project design features to be implemented that will avoid, minimize, or 
reduce potential for impacts on hydrology, water quality, and floodplains. Permit approvals 
will be necessary prior to construction and will be contingent on implementing these design 
features. Furthermore, implementation of project design features, as discussed in 
Section 5.1, will avoid and minimize construction-related flooding impacts. 

7.2 Methodology 

The analysis of construction effects considered the anticipated construction activities and 
phasing and identified where construction staging could occur. This assessment assumes all 
federal, state, regional, and local regulations and guidelines pertinent to the construction of the 
LPA will be followed, compares water resources conditions between the No Build Alternative 
and the LPA, and discusses potential impacts. 
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Implementation of the construction SWPPP in compliance with the CGP will avoid or 
minimize discharge of contaminants. For example, good housekeeping BMPs, such as waste 
management, stockpile management, and trash enclosures, will minimize exposure of 
construction materials, sediments, trash and debris, and potential contaminants to 
stormwater. The SWPPP will also include details on construction techniques required to 
minimize pollutant and other nonstormwater discharges directly to surface waters, such as 
using cofferdams for in-stream construction. Construction site perimeter controls, such as 
silt fence and fiber rolls, will minimize discharge of contaminants in stormwater via sheet 
flow. Erosion on exposed slopes will be minimized using slope stabilization BMPs (e.g., 
temporary hydraulic mulch). Sediment control BMPs, such as check dams in drainage 
ditches and inlet barriers, will minimize sediment discharge. A regular maintenance 
schedule for construction site BMPs and sampling and monitoring plans will be identified in 
the SWPPP. Further, construction of the LPA will comply with construction-related 
requirements specified in permits obtained from applicable resource agencies (e.g., CDFW 
and USACE). Compliance with the CGP, other resource agency permits, and implementation 
of the design features discussed under Section 5.1 will avoid and minimize construction-
related impacts on water quality. Therefore, the LPA’s potential impacts will be minimized 
and will not result in adverse effects during construction. 

7.3.2.3 Floodplains 

Implementation of the LPA will require construction activities that could adversely affect 
floodplains, including the three river crossings that will be constructed within existing 
floodplain extents. Construction within a river may require temporary coffer dams, which 
may affect the ability of the flood control channel to contain flood flows or increase 
nonstormwater discharges. Construction of the aerial structures over the Los Angeles River, 
Rio Hondo, and San Gabriel River will require new bridge piers within the channel. 
Earthwork and demolition will be required for new concrete bridge piers, with a substantial 
construction footprint below the ordinary high-water mark. Construction access will also 
require construction equipment, materials, and storage inside the channel. Therefore, 
construction could result in potential impacts on the ordinary high-water mark, banks, or 
levees under USACE jurisdiction. The placement of the columns that will support the aerial 
LRT structure is flexible, and this flexibility will allow potential direct impacts on the riverbed 
and banks to be avoided. Where construction or aerial LRT structures occur in the Los 
Angeles River, Rio Hondo, or San Gabriel River, construction activities will comply with all 
applicable federal and local floodplain regulations, including applicable NFIP regulations 
described in Section 3.1.3. Construction and operation of the LPA in the LA River, the Rio 
Hondo Channel, or the San Gabriel River channel will also require review and approval by 
the USACE through a Section 408 permit. Construction will conform to the USACE full 
channel construction limitations. For example, from April 15 through May 31 and September 
1 through October 15, 33.3 percent of the original channel design capacity will be preserved. 
From June 1 through August 31, 5 percent of the original channel design capacity is 
required. Furthermore, implementation of project design features discussed in Section 5.1 
will avoid and minimize construction-related flooding impacts. Therefore, the LPA’s 
potential impacts will be minimized and will not result in adverse effects during 
construction. 
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7.3.3.3 Floodplains 

The LPA with the design option is substantially similar to the LPA without the design option, 
as described in Section 7.3.2.3, in regard to floodplains, potential impacts, and effect 
determinations. The conclusions and effect determinations provided for the LPA without the 
design option would also apply to the LPA with the design option. The LPA with the design 
option would not result in adverse effects on floodplains related to construction, and 
mitigation would not be required. 

7.3.3.4 Groundwater 

The LPA with the design option is substantially similar to the LPA without the design option, 
as described in Section 7.3.2.4, in regard to groundwater, potential impacts, and effect 
determinations. The conclusions and effect determinations provided for the LPA without the 
design option would also apply to the LPA with the design option. The LPA with the design 
option would not result in adverse effects on groundwater related to construction, and 
mitigation would not be required. 

7.3.4 Maintenance and Storage Facility 

7.3.4.1 Hydrology and Surface Water Bodies 

The design option is substantially similar to the LPA, as described in Section 7.3.2.1, in 
regard to hydrology and surface water bodies, potential construction-related impacts, and 
effect determinations. The conclusions and effect determinations provided for the LPA would 
also apply to the design option. The design option would not result in adverse effects on 
hydrology and surface water bodies related to construction and mitigation would not be 
required. 

7.3.4.2 Water Quality 

The design option is substantially similar to the LPA, as described in Section 7.3.2.2, in 
regard to water quality, potential impacts, and effect determinations. The conclusions and 
effect determinations provided for the LPA would also apply to the design option. The design 
option would not result in adverse effects on water quality related to construction and 
mitigation would not be required. 

7.3.4.3 Floodplains 

The design option is substantially similar to the LPA, as described in Section 7.3.2.3, in 
regard to floodplains, potential impacts, and effect determinations. The conclusions and 
effect determinations provided for the LPA would also apply to the design option. The design 
option would not result in adverse effects on floodplains related to construction and 
mitigation would not be required. 

7.3.4.4 Groundwater 

The design option is substantially similar to the LPA, as described in Section 7.3.2.4 in regard 
to groundwater, potential impacts, and effect determinations. The conclusions and effect 
determinations provided for the LPA would also apply to the design option. The design 
option would not result in adverse effects on groundwater related to construction and 
mitigation would not be required. 
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7.3.5 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Facilities 

7.3.5.1 Hydrology and Surface Water Bodies 

Construction activities associated with the LPA implementation could adversely affect 
hydrology and surface water bodies within the USACE right-of-way. LPA construction 
activities will generate dredge and fill materials in the Los Angeles River, Rio Hondo, and 
San Gabriel River channels. Dredge materials will include excavated materials resulting from 
the construction of in-channel bridge piers and columns. Fill materials will include 
temporary construction equipment and materials brought into the channel as well as 
permanent structures constructed by the Project such as in-channel bridge piers and 
columns. Construction will require temporary diversion structures or cofferdams to keep the 
construction zone dry, which could result in some changes to the water surface elevation in 
the channel. 

At this phase of the LPA design process, impacts from the discharge of dredged and fill 
materials are quantified by the footprint of the proposed facilities within the Los Angeles 
River, Rio Hondo, and San Gabriel River channel. Table 5.6 in Section 5.6.2 summarizes 
dredge and fill materials for the LPA measured by the footprint of proposed facilities within 
the USACE right-of-way. 

Dredged materials will be generated when construction of bridge piers involves removal of 
the existing channel lining and excavation of material under the existing lining. Temporary 
stockpiling of excavated materials will be required before backfilling or disposing of excess 
materials. New fill materials will be used for temporary placement of construction equipment 
and materials within the channel during construction as well as permanent civil works, 
including a reconstructed concrete channel lining and bridge piers and columns, once 
construction is completed. 

Construction activities will comply with all applicable federal and local floodplain regulations, 
including the applicable NFIP regulations described in Section 3.1.3. All work involving 
LACFCD's storm drains and flood-control channels will occur outside the period of October 
15 through April 15 (storm season). Construction and operation of the LPA in the LA River, 
the Rio Hondo Channel, or the San Gabriel River channel will also require review and 
approval by the USACE through a Section 408 permit. Construction will conform to the 
USACE full channel construction limitations. For example, from April 15 through May 31 
and September 1 through October 15, 33.3% of the original channel design capacity must be 
preserved. From June 1 through August 31, 5% of the original channel design capacity is 
required. Because the LPA involves the discharge of dredged and fill materials into the Los 
Angeles River, Rio Hondo, and San Gabriel River, which are classified as water of the United 
States, the Project will comply with the guidelines promulgated by EPA’s Administrator in 
conjunction with the Secretary of the Army under the authority of CWA Section 404(b)(1) 
and as amended. Furthermore, implementation of the project design features discussed in 
Section 5.1 and an SWPPP that complies with the CGP will avoid and minimize 
construction-related impacts on hydrology and surface water bodies within USACE facilities. 
Therefore, the LPA’s potential impacts will be minimized, and will not result in adverse 
effects during construction. 

The MSF and design option are not located within the right-of-way of any USACE facilities; 
therefore, there would be no impacts on USACE facilities from construction of the MSF and 
design option. 
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7.3.5.2 Water Quality 

The potential water quality impacts associated with construction activities within USACE 
facilities are similar to the items discussed in Sections 7.3.3.2 and 7.3.5.2. The potential water 
quality impacts associated with the LPA’s construction activities could degrade water quality 
by increasing the risk of discharge of contaminants to surface water. Construction will 
involve ground disturbance (e.g., excavation, stockpiling, and grading) that will expose bare 
soils to stormwater and could lead to erosion and sedimentation. Construction materials in 
staging areas will also be exposed to stormwater, and contaminants may be discharged in 
runoff from the project sites. 

Construction activities will comply with all applicable federal and local floodplain regulations, 
including the applicable NFIP regulations described in Section 3.1.3. Because the Project 
involves the discharge of dredged and fill materials into the Los Angeles River, Rio Hondo, 
and San Gabriel River, which are classified as water of the United States, the LPA will comply 
with the guidelines promulgated by EPA’s Administrator in conjunction with the Secretary of 
the Army under the authority of CWA Section 404(b)(1) and as amended. Furthermore, 
implementation of the project design features discussed in Section 5.1 and an SWPPP that 
complies with the CGP will avoid and minimize construction-related impacts on water 
quality within USACE facilities. Therefore, the LPA’s potential impacts will be minimized 
and will not result in adverse effects during construction. 

7.3.5.3 Floodplains 

The potential floodplain impacts associated with construction activities within USACE 
facilities are similar to the items discussed in Sections 7.3.2.3 and 7.3.5.3. Construction will 
require temporary diversion structures or cofferdams to keep the construction zone dry, 
which could result in some changes to the water surface elevation in the channels of USACE 
facilities. 

Construction activities will comply with all applicable federal and local floodplain regulations, 
including the applicable NFIP regulations described in Section 3.1.3. Because the LPA 
involves the discharge of dredge and fill materials into the Los Angeles River, Rio Hondo, 
and San Gabriel River, which are classified as waters of the United States, the LPA will 
comply with the guidelines promulgated by EPA’s Administrator in conjunction with the 
Secretary of the Army under the authority of CWA Section 404(b)(1) and as amended. 
Furthermore, implementation of the project design features discussed in Section 5.1 and an 
SWPPP that complies with the CGP will avoid and minimize construction-related impacts on 
floodplains within USACE facilities. Therefore, the LPA’s potential impacts will be 
minimized and will not result in adverse effects during construction. 

7.3.5.4 Groundwater 

The potential groundwater impacts associated with construction activities within USACE 
facilities are similar to the items discussed in Sections 7.3.2.4. Construction activities within 
USACE facilities could affect groundwater through dewatering that may be needed during 
construction where columns are constructed within the Los Angeles River, the Rio Hondo 
Channel, and the San Gabriel River. Dewatering activities can cause impacts on groundwater 
by temporarily reducing the local groundwater elevation or spills from construction materials 
could also inadvertently contaminate groundwater. 
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Construction activities will comply with all applicable federal and local groundwater 
regulations, including the applicable NFIP regulations and WDR dewatering requirements 
described in Section 3.1.3. Because the LPA involves the discharge of dredged and fill 
materials into the Los Angeles River, Rio Hondo, and San Gabriel River, which are classified 
as waters of the United States, the LPA will comply with the guidelines promulgated by 
EPA’s Administrator in conjunction with the Secretary of the Army under the authority of 
CWA Section 404(b)(1) and as amended. Furthermore, implementation of the project design 
features discussed in Section 5.1 and an SWPPP that complies with the CGP will avoid and 
minimize construction-related impacts on groundwater within USACE facilities. Therefore, 
the LPA’s potential impacts will be minimized and will not result in adverse effects during 
construction. 

7.3.6 California Department of Transportation Facilities 

7.3.6.1 Hydrology and Surface Water Bodies 

The potential hydrology and surface water bodies impacts associated with construction 
activities within the Caltrans right-of-way are similar to the items discussed in Section 
7.3.2.1. The conclusions and effect determinations provided for the LPA would also be 
applicable to construction areas within the Caltrans right-of-way. The LPA would not result in 
adverse effects on hydrology and surface water bodies related to construction within the 
Caltrans right-of-way, and mitigation would not be required. 

7.3.6.2 Water Quality 

The potential water quality impacts associated with construction activities within the Caltrans 
right-of-way are similar to the items discussed in Section 7.3.2.2. The conclusions and effect 
determinations provided for the LPA would also be applicable to construction areas within 
Caltrans right-of-way. The LPA would not result in adverse effects on water quality related to 
construction within Caltrans right-of-way and mitigation would not be required. 

7.3.6.3 Floodplains 

The potential floodplain impacts associated with construction activities within Caltrans right-
of-way are similar to the items discussed in Section 7.3.2.3 The conclusions and effect 
determinations provided for the LPA would also be applicable to construction areas within 
Caltrans right-of-way. The LPA would not result in adverse effects on floodplains related to 
construction within Caltrans right-of-way and mitigation would not be required. 

7.3.6.4 Groundwater 

The potential groundwater impacts associated with construction activities within Caltrans 
right-of-way are similar to the items discussed in Section 7.3.2.4. The conclusions and effect 
determinations provided for the LPA would also be applicable to construction areas within 
Caltrans right-of-way. The LPA would not result in adverse effects on groundwater related to 
construction within Caltrans right-of-way and mitigation would not be required. 
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7.4 California Environmental Quality Act Determination 

7.4.1 Threshold WR-CON-1: Would the Project violate any applicable water quality 
standards or WDRs or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater 
quality? 

7.4.1.1 No Build Alternative 

Project-related construction activities would not occur under the No Build Alternative; no 
construction-related impacts would occur. Therefore, there would be no impacts on surface 
or groundwater quality, and mitigation measures would not be required. 

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures required. 

Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

No impacts. 

7.4.1.2 Locally Preferred Alternative 

Construction activities could result in temporary impacts on water quality that could violate 
water quality standards or degrade surface or groundwater quality. To address these 
temporary impacts, the design features discussed in Section 5.1 will be implemented during 
construction along with an SWPPP that complies with the CGP and applicable water quality 
standards. Dewatering of the construction site will also be subject to the requirements of the 
Construction Dewatering Permit (Order No. R4-2018-0125). Therefore, construction of the 
LPA will not violate applicable water quality standards or WDRs, or otherwise substantially 
degrade surface or groundwater quality. Impacts will be less than significant, and no 
mitigation will be required. 

Mitigation Measures 

With implementation of the design features described in Section 5.1, construction of the LPA 
will not violate applicable water quality standards or WDRs, or otherwise substantially 
degrade surface or groundwater quality; therefore, mitigation measures will not be required. 

Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 

7.4.1.3 Design Option: Close 186th Street 

Temporary impacts on water quality that could violate water quality standards or degrade 
surface or groundwater quality associated with the LPA with the design option would be 
similar to temporary impacts on water quality associated with construction of the LPA 
without the design option. To address these temporary impacts, the design features discussed 
in Section 5.1 would be implemented during construction along with an SWPPP that 
complies with the CGP and applicable water quality standards. While dewatering at the site 
of the design option is not expected to be needed, if it is required, dewatering of the 
construction site would also be subject to the requirements of the Construction Dewatering 
Permit. This would also occur for the LPA without the design option in this location. 
Therefore, the LPA with the design option would not violate applicable water quality 
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standards or WDRs, or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality. 
Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation would be required. 

Mitigation Measures 

With implementation of the design features described in Section 5.1, construction of the LPA 
with the design option would not violate applicable water quality standards or WDRs, or 
otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality; therefore, mitigation 
measures would not be required. 

Impacts Remaining after Mitigation 

Less than significant. 

7.4.1.4 Maintenance and Storage Facility 

Temporary impacts on water quality that could violate water quality standards or degrade 
surface or groundwater quality associated with the MSF will be similar to temporary impacts 
on water quality associated with construction of the LPA. To address these temporary 
impacts, the design features discussed in Section 5.1 will be implemented during 
construction along with an SWPPP that complies with the CGP and applicable water quality 
standards. While dewatering at the site of the MSF is not expected to be needed, if it is 
required, dewatering of the construction site will also be subject to the requirements of the 
Construction Dewatering Permit. Therefore, construction of the MSF will not violate 
applicable water quality standards or WDRs, or otherwise substantially degrade surface or 
groundwater quality. Impacts will be less than significant, and no mitigation will be required. 

Mitigation Measures 

With implementation of the design features described in Section 5.1, construction of the 
MSF will not violate applicable water quality standards or WDRs, or otherwise substantially 
degrade surface or groundwater; therefore, mitigation measures will not be required. 

Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 

7.4.2 Threshold WR-CON-2: Would the Project substantially decrease groundwater 
supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that the Project 
may impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin? 

7.4.2.1 No Build Alternative 

Project-related construction activities would not occur under the No Build Alternative, and no 
construction-related impacts would occur. Therefore, there would be no impacts on 
groundwater recharge, and mitigation measures would not be required. 

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures required. 

Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

No impacts. 
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7.4.2.2 Locally Preferred Alternative 

Dewatering activities may cause impacts on groundwater by temporarily reducing the local 
groundwater elevation. Dewatering of the construction site will be subject to the 
requirements of the Construction Dewatering Permit (Order No. R4-2018-0125) and other 
applicable permits and, therefore, will not cause construction-related impacts on 
groundwater quality. Furthermore, implementation of the design features described in 
Section 5.1 also includes a requirement to implement an SWPPP that complies with the 
CGP. Therefore, the impacts will be less than significant, and mitigation will not be required. 

Spreading grounds or recharge basins within the Study Area do not exist; therefore, the LPA 
will have no impacts on groundwater recharge. 

Mitigation Measures 

With implementation of the design features described under Section 5.1, construction of the 
LPA will not result in adverse effects on groundwater; therefore, mitigation measures will not 
be required. 

Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 

7.4.2.3 Design Option: Close 186th Street 

Temporary impacts on groundwater supplies or recharge associated with the LPA with the 
design option would be similar to temporary impacts on groundwater supplies or recharge 
associated with construction of the LPA without the design option. While dewatering at the 
site of the design option is not expected to be needed, if required, dewatering would be 
subject to the requirements of the Construction Dewatering Permit and other applicable 
permits and, therefore, would not cause construction-related impacts on groundwater quality. 
This would also occur for the LPA without the design option in this location. Furthermore, 
implementation of the design features described in Section 5.1 also includes a requirement 
to implement an SWPPP that complies with the CGP. Therefore, the impacts would be less 
than significant, and mitigation would not be required. 

Spreading grounds or recharge basins within the Study Area do not exist; therefore, the LPA 
with the design option would have no impacts on groundwater recharge. 

Mitigation Measures 

With implementation of the design features described under Section 5.1, construction of the 
LPA with the design option would not result in adverse effects on groundwater; therefore, 
mitigation measures would not be required. 

Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 

7.4.2.4 Maintenance and Storage Facility 

Temporary impacts on groundwater supplies or recharge associated with the MSF will be 
similar to temporary impacts on groundwater supplies or recharge associated with 
construction of the LPA. While dewatering at the site of the MSF is not expected to be 
needed, if it is required, dewatering of the construction site will be subject to the 
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requirements of the Construction Dewatering Permit and other applicable permits and, 
therefore, will not cause construction-related impacts on groundwater quality. Furthermore, 
implementation of the design features described in Section 5.1 also includes a requirement 
to implement an SWPPP that complies with the CGP. Therefore, the impacts will be less 
than significant, and mitigation will not be required. 

Spreading grounds or recharge basins within the Study Area do not exist; therefore, the MSF 
will have no impacts on groundwater recharge. 

Mitigation Measures 

With implementation of the design features described under Section 5.1, construction of the 
MSF will not result in adverse effects on groundwater; therefore, mitigation measures will 
not be required. 

Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 

7.4.3 Threshold WR-CON-3: Would the Project substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including the alteration of the course of a stream or river, 
or through addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner that would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation onsite or offsite? 

7.4.3.1 No Build Alternative 

Project-related construction activities would not occur under the No Build Alternative, and no 
construction-related impacts would occur. Therefore, there would be no impacts on drainage 
patterns in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation, and mitigation 
measures would not be required. 

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures required. 

Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

No impacts. 

7.4.3.2 Locally Preferred Alternative 

Construction of the LPA may temporarily increase the impervious area around the project 
site (e.g., by installing access roads, contractor staging areas, or required localized changes in 
drainage patterns to control stormwater on and around the project site). Construction 
activities could temporarily increase the potential for stormwater to come in contact with 
exposed soils. To address these temporary impacts, the design features discussed in 
Section 5.1 will be implemented during construction along with an SWPPP that complies 
with the CGP. Construction will minimize new impervious areas and will discharge runoff to 
existing drainage patterns. Therefore, the impact will be less than significant, and mitigation 
measures will not be required. 

Mitigation Measures 

With implementation of the design features described under Section 5.1, construction of the 
LPA will not affect drainage patterns in a manner that will result in substantial erosion or 
siltation; therefore, mitigation measures will not be required. 
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Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 

7.4.3.3 Design Option: Close 186th Street 

Temporary impacts on existing drainage patterns associated with the LPA with the design 
option would be similar to temporary impacts on existing drainage patterns associated with 
construction of the LPA without the design option. To address these temporary impacts, the 
design features discussed in Section 5.1 would be implemented during construction along 
with an SWPPP that complies with the CGP. Construction would minimize new impervious 
areas and would discharge runoff to existing drainage patterns. Therefore, the impact would 
be less than significant, and mitigation measures would not be required. 

Mitigation Measures 

With implementation of the design features described under Section 5.1, construction of the 
LPA with the design option would not affect drainage patterns in a manner that will result in 
substantial erosion or siltation; therefore, mitigation measures would not be required. 

Impacts Remaining after Mitigation 

Less than significant. 

7.4.3.4 Maintenance and Storage Facility 

Temporary impacts on existing drainage patterns associated with the MSF will be similar to 
temporary impacts on existing drainage patterns associated with construction of the LPA. To 
address these temporary impacts, the design features discussed in Section 5.1 will be 
implemented during construction along with an SWPPP that complies with the CGP. 
Construction will minimize new impervious areas and will discharge runoff to existing 
drainage patterns. Therefore, the impact will be less than significant, and mitigation 
measures will not be required. 

Mitigation Measures 

The potential for erosion and/or siltation to occur will be minimized through 
implementation of the SWPPP, as discussed in Section 5.1. These impacts will be less than 
significant within Caltrans rights-of-way; therefore, mitigation measures will not be required. 

Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 

7.4.4 Threshold WR-CON-4: Would the Project substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream 
or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner that would 
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which 
would result in flooding on- or offsite? 

7.4.4.1 No Build Alternative 

Project-related construction activities would not occur under the No Build Alternative, and no 
construction-related impacts would occur. Therefore, there would be no impacts on drainage 
patterns in a manner that would result in flooding, and mitigation measures would not be 
required. 
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Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures required. 

Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

No impacts. 

7.4.4.2 Locally Preferred Alternative 

Construction of the LPA may temporarily increase the impervious area around the project 
site (e.g., by installing access roads, contractor staging areas, or required localized changes in 
drainage patterns to control stormwater on and around the project site). To address these 
temporary impacts, the design features discussed in Section 5.1 will be implemented during 
construction along with an SWPPP that complies with the CGP. Therefore, the LPA will not 
substantially increase the rate or amount of runoff from the Affected Area that could cause 
flooding onsite or offsite, so impacts will be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

With implementation of the design features described Section 5.1, construction of the LPA 
will not alter existing drainage patterns or stream courses in a manner that will result in 
flooding; therefore, mitigation measures are not required. 

Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 

7.4.4.3 Design Option: Close 186th Street 

Temporary impacts on existing drainage patterns associated with the LPA with the design 
option would be similar to temporary impacts on existing drainage patterns associated with 
construction of the LPA without the design option. To address these temporary impacts, the 
design features discussed in Section 5.1 would be implemented during construction along 
with an SWPPP that complies with the CGP. Therefore, the LPA with the design option 
would not substantially increase the rate or amount of runoff from the Affected Area that 
could cause flooding onsite or offsite, so impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

With implementation of the design features described Section 5.1, construction of the LPA 
with the design option would not alter existing drainage patterns or stream courses in a 
manner that would result in flooding; therefore, mitigation measures would not be 
required. 

Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 

7.4.4.4 Maintenance and Storage Facility 

Temporary impacts on existing drainage patterns associated with the MSF will be similar to 
temporary impacts on existing drainage patterns associated with construction of the LPA. To 
address these temporary impacts, the design features discussed in Section 5.1 will be 
implemented during construction along with an SWPPP that complies with the CGP. 
Therefore, the MSF will not substantially increase the rate or amount of runoff from the 
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Affected Area that could cause flooding onsite or offsite, so impacts will be less than 
significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

With implementation of the design features described Section 5.1, construction of the MSF 
will not alter existing drainage patterns or stream courses in a manner that will result in 
flooding; therefore, mitigation measures are not required. 

Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 

7.4.5 Threshold WR-CON-5: Would the Project substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream 
or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner that would 
create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff? 

7.4.5.1 No Build Alternative 

Project-related construction activities would not occur under the No Build Alternative, and no 
construction-related impacts would occur. Therefore, there would be no impacts on drainage 
patterns in a manner that would contribute to exceedance of the capacity of stormwater 
drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff, and mitigation 
measures would not be required. 

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures required. 

Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

No impacts. 

7.4.5.2 Locally Preferred Alternative 

Construction of the LPA may temporarily increase the impervious area around the project 
site (e.g., by installing access roads, contractor staging areas, or required localized changes in 
drainage patterns to control stormwater on and around the project site). Construction 
activities could temporarily increase the potential for stormwater to come in contact with 
construction-related contaminants. To address these temporary impacts, the design features 
discussed in Section 5.1 will be implemented during construction along with an SWPPP that 
complies with the CGP. Therefore, the impact will be less than significant, and mitigation 
will not be required. 

Mitigation Measures 

With implementation of the design features described under Section 5.1, construction of the 
LPA will not alter existing drainage patterns or stream courses in a manner that will exceed 
the capacity of downstream stormwater management facilities or contribute additional 
sources of polluted runoff; therefore, mitigation measures will not be required. 
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Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 

7.4.5.3 Design Option: Close 186th Street 

Temporary impacts on existing drainage patterns associated with the LPA with the design 
option would be similar to temporary impacts on existing drainage patterns associated with 
construction of the LPA without the design option. To address these temporary impacts, the 
design features discussed in Section 5.1 would be implemented during construction along 
with an SWPPP that complies with the CGP. Therefore, the impact would be less than 
significant, and mitigation would not be required. 

Mitigation Measures 

With implementation of the design features described under Section 5.1, construction of the 
LPA with the design option would not alter existing drainage patterns or stream courses in a 
manner that would exceed the capacity of downstream stormwater management facilities or 
contribute additional sources of polluted runoff; therefore, mitigation measures would not be 
required. 

Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 

7.4.5.4 Maintenance and Storage Facility 

Temporary impacts on existing drainage patterns associated with the MSF will be similar to 
temporary impacts on existing drainage patterns associated with construction of the LPA. To 
address these temporary impacts, the design features discussed in Section 5.1 will be 
implemented during construction along with an SWPPP that complies with the CGP. 
Therefore, the impact will be less than significant, and mitigation will not be required. 

Mitigation Measures 

With implementation of the design features described under Section 5.1, construction of the 
MSF will not alter existing drainage patterns or stream courses in a manner that will exceed 
the capacity of downstream stormwater management facilities or contribute additional 
sources of polluted runoff; therefore, mitigation measures will not be required. 

Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 

7.4.6 Threshold WR-CON-6: Would the Project substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream 
or river or through addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would 
impede or redirect flood flows? 

7.4.6.1 No Build Alternative 

Project-related construction activities would not occur under the No Build Alternative, and no 
construction-related impacts would occur. Therefore, there would be no impacts on drainage 
patterns in a manner that would impede or redirect flood flows, and mitigation measures 
would not be required. 
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Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures required. 

Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

No impacts. 

7.4.6.2 Locally Preferred Alternative 

Construction of the LPA may temporarily increase the impervious area around the project 
site (e.g., by installing access roads, contractor staging areas, or required localized changes in 
drainage patterns to control stormwater on and around the project site). These impacts will 
not substantially increase the rate or volume of stormwater flows. Where construction occurs 
in the Los Angeles River, the Rio Hondo Channel, or the San Gabriel River, activities will 
comply with all applicable federal and local floodplain regulations, including applicable NFIP 
regulations. Furthermore, implementation of the design features described in Section 5.1 
require the contractor to control stormwater runoff from the Affected Area and will avoid and 
minimize construction-related flooding impacts. In the event of a flood, construction 
equipment will be moved to minimize impeding or redirecting flood flows. Therefore, the 
LPA is not expected to impede or redirect flood flows; impacts will be less than significant; 
and mitigation will not be required. 

Mitigation Measures 

With implementation of the design features described in Section 5.1, construction of the LPA 
will not alter drainage patterns or stream courses in a manner that will impede or redirect 
flood flows; therefore, mitigation measures will not be required. 

Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

7.4.6.3 Design Option: Close 186th Street 

Temporary impacts on existing drainage patterns associated with the LPA with the design 
option would be similar to temporary impacts on existing drainage patterns associated with 
construction of the LPA without the design option. To address these temporary impacts, the 
design features described in Section 5.1 would be implemented which require the contractor 
to control stormwater runoff from the Affected Area and would avoid and minimize 
construction-related flooding impacts. Therefore, the LPA with the design option is not 
expected to impede or redirect flood flows; impacts would be less than significant; and 
mitigation would not be required. 

Mitigation Measures 

With implementation of the design features described in Section 5.1, construction of the LPA 
with the design option would not alter drainage patterns or stream courses in a manner that 
would impede or redirect flood flows; therefore, mitigation measures would not be required. 

Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 
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7.4.6.4 Maintenance and Storage Facility 

Temporary impacts on existing drainage patterns associated with the MSF will be similar to 
temporary impacts on existing drainage patterns associated with construction of the LPA. To 
address these temporary impacts, the design features described in Section 5.1 will be 
implemented which require the contractor to control stormwater runoff from the project site 
and will avoid and minimize construction-related flooding impacts. Therefore, the MSF is 
not expected to impede or redirect flood flows; impacts will be less than significant; and 
mitigation will not be required. 

Mitigation Measures 

With implementation of the design features described in Section 5.1, construction of the 
MSF will not alter drainage patterns or stream courses in a manner that will impede or 
redirect flood flows; therefore, mitigation measures will not be required. 

Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 

7.4.7 Threshold WR-CON-7: Would the Project be subject to inundation by seiche, 
tsunami, or mudflow? 

7.4.7.1 No Build Alternative 

Project-related construction activities would not occur under the No Build Alternative, and no 
construction-related impacts would occur. Therefore, there would be no impacts on flood, 
tsunami, or seiche zones that would increase the risk of pollution due to inundation, and 
mitigation measures would not be required. 

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures required. 

Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

No impacts. 

7.4.7.2 Locally Preferred Alternative 

Implementation of the LPA will include construction of new bridges across three major flood 
control channels: the Los Angeles River, the Rio Hondo, and the San Gabriel River. New 
bridge deck structures will be built above the existing river channel walls or levees, with new 
bridge piers or columns built within the channel. Location hydraulic studies have been 
prepared to evaluate the impacts on each river (Appendices A, B, and C). As discussed in 
Section 5.3.3, the new bridges will raise the water surface elevation within the channel; 
however, implementation of the LPA will not alter the ability of the channel to convey the 
100-year flows and there will be negligible change to the floodplain extents. In the event of 
flood, hazardous materials used for construction activities will be moved or stored 
appropriately to minimize risk of release due to project inundation from flood water. 
Therefore, the LPA is not at risk to release pollutants due to project inundation, and impacts 
will be less than significant. 

The LPA will be located more than 20 miles from the ocean and approximately 250 feet above 
mean sea level, which is outside of the LA County Tsunami Hazard Area (California 
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Geological Survey 2021), and no larger bodies of water subject to seiches are in the Affected 
Area. Therefore, the LPA will not be located within areas potentially affected by seiches or 
tsunamis, and no impacts associated with these events will occur. 

Mitigation Measures 

With implementation of the design features described in Section 5.1, construction of the LPA 
will not increase the risk of a release of pollutants due to project inundation; therefore, 
mitigation measures will not be required. 

Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 

7.4.7.3 Design Option: Close 186th Street 

The design option would not be located within a seiche, tsunami, or mudflow zone; 
therefore, the design option would not risk release of pollutants resulting from project 
inundation by seiche, tsunami, mudflow, or floodwaters. 

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures would be required. 

Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 

7.4.7.4 Maintenance and Storage Facility 

The MSF is not located within a seiche, tsunami, or mudflow zone; therefore, the design 
option would not risk release of pollutants resulting from inundation by seiche, tsunami, 
mudflow, or floodwaters. 

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures required. 

Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 

7.4.8 Threshold WR-CON-8: Would the Project conflict with or obstruct implementation 
of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan? 

7.4.8.1 No Build Alternative 

Project-related construction activities would not occur under the No Build Alternative, and no 
construction-related impacts would occur. Therefore, there would be no impacts on 
implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management 
plan, and mitigation measures would not be required. 

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures required. 

Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

No impacts. 
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7.4.8.2 Locally Preferred Alternative 

Construction activities could result in temporary impacts on groundwater resources. To 
address these temporary impacts, the design features discussed in Section 5.1 will be 
implemented during construction along with an SWPPP that complies with the CGP and 
local water quality control plan. Therefore, the LPA will not obstruct implementation of a 
water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan because no 
sustainable groundwater management plan is applicable to the Affected Area; impacts will be 
less than significant; and mitigation will not be required. 

Mitigation Measures 

With implementation of the design features described in Section 5.1, operation and 
maintenance of the LPA will not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality 
control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan; therefore, mitigation measures 
will not be required. 

Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 

7.4.8.3 Design Option: Close 186th Street 

Temporary impacts on groundwater resources associated with the LPA with the design 
option would be similar to temporary impacts on groundwater resources associated with 
construction of the LPA without the design option. To address these temporary impacts, the 
design features discussed in Section 5.1 would be implemented during construction along 
with an SWPPP that complies with the CGP and local water quality control plan. Therefore, 
the LPA with the design option would not obstruct implementation of a water quality control 
plan or sustainable groundwater management plan; impacts would be less than significant; 
and mitigation would not be required. 

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures required. 

Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 

7.4.8.4 Maintenance and Storage Facility 

Temporary impacts on groundwater resources associated with the MSF will be similar to 
temporary impacts on groundwater resources associated with construction of the LPA. To 
address these temporary impacts, the design features discussed in Section 5.1 will be 
implemented during construction along with an SWPPP that complies with the CGP and 
local water quality control plan. Therefore, the MSF will not obstruct implementation of a 
water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan; impacts will be less 
than significant, and mitigation will not be required. 
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Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures required. 

Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Less than significant.
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8 PROJECT MEASURES AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

8.1 Project Measures 

Refer to Section 5.1 for a summary of the design features that will apply to the LPA, design 
option, and MSF. 

8.2 Mitigation Measures 

8.2.1 Operation 

With implementation of the project design features identified in Section 5.1 and project 
measures identified in Section 8.1, project operation and maintenance will not result in 
adverse effects on water resources; therefore, mitigation measures will not be required 
during operation. 

8.2.2 Construction 

With implementation of the project design features identified in Section 5.1 and project 
measures identified in Section 8.1, project construction will not result in adverse effects on 
water resources; therefore, mitigation measures will not be required during construction.
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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

AA Alternatives Analysis 

BRT Bus Rapid Transit 

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act 

cfs cubic feet per second 

EIR Environmental Impact Report 

EIS Environmental Impact Statement 

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Administration  

FIRM Flood Insurance Rate Map 

FIS Flood Insurance Study 

ft Feet 

ft/sec Feet per Second 

LA  Los Angeles  

LACDPW Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 
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LRT Light Rail Transit 
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Metro Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
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MWD Metropolitan Water District 

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 
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Metro issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) on May 25, 2017, with a revised NOP issued on 
June 14, 2017, extending the comment period. In June 2017, Metro held public scoping 
meetings in the Cities of Bellflower, Los Angeles, South Gate, and Huntington Park. Metro 
provided Project updates and information to stakeholders with the intent to receive 
comments and questions through a comment period that ended in August 2017. A total of 
1,122 comments were received during the public scoping period from May through August 
2017. The comments focused on concerns regarding the Northern Alignment options, with 
specific concerns related to potential impacts to Alameda Street with an aerial alignment. 
Given potential visual and construction issues raised through public scoping, additional 
Northern Alignment concepts were evaluated.  

In February 2018, the Metro Board of Directors approved further study of the alignment in 
the Northern Section due to community input during the 2017 scoping meetings. A second 
alternatives screening process was initiated to evaluate the original four Northern Alignment 
options and four new Northern Alignment concepts. The Final Northern Alignment 
Alternatives and Concepts Updated Screening Report was completed in May 2018 (Metro 2018). 
The alternatives were further refined and, based on the findings of the second screening 
analysis and the input gathered from the public outreach meetings, the Metro Board of 
Directors approved Build Alternatives E and G for further evaluation (now referred to as 
Alternatives 1 and 2, respectively, in this report).  

On July 11, 2018, Metro issued a revised and recirculated CEQA Notice of Preparation, 
thereby initiating a scoping comment period. The purpose of the revised Notice of 
Preparation was to inform the public of the Metro Board’s decision to carry forward 
Alternatives 1 and 2 into the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact 
Report (EIS/EIR). During the scoping period, one agency and three public scoping meetings 
were held in the Cities of Los Angeles, Cudahy, and Bellflower. The meetings provided 
Project updates and information to stakeholders with the intent to receive comments and 
questions to support the environmental process. The comment period for scoping ended in 
August 24, 2018; over 250 comments were received.  

Following the July 2018 scoping period, a number of Project refinements were made to 
address comments received, including additional grade separations, removing certain 
stations with low ridership, and removing the Bloomfield extension option. The Metro Board 
adopted these refinements to the project description at their November 2018 meeting.  

1.3 Report Purpose 

The Project would incur impacts to floodplains as a result of crossings at the Upper 
Los Angeles River, Rio Hondo and San Gabriel River. This Location Hydraulic Study 
assessed the existing and expected Project conditions at the Upper Los Angeles River 
crossing with respect to hydrology, floodplain impacts, hydraulic impacts of the 
encroachment, property at risk, and environment impacts. The facility is owned and 
maintained by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (LACDPW) and Los 
Angeles County Flood Control District (LACFCD). Separate Location Hydraulic Studies were 
prepared for the Rio Hondo and San Gabriel River crossings. 
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Figure 2-1. Project Alternatives 

  
Source: Metro, 2020 
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APPENDIX C SAN GABRIEL RIVER BRIDGE LOCATION 
HYDRAULIC STUDY 
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APPENDIX D CONSTRUCTION RISK LEVEL 
CALCULATIONS 
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