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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

ES-1 Introduction 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code 
Section 21000, et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines (14 California Code of Regulations [CCR] 
Section 15000, et seq.), this Executive Summary provides a synopsis of the Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority’s (Metro’s) LA River Path Project (Project) and its potential 
effect on the environment. This Executive Summary is an overview of the main Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR), and includes the following information: 

�x EIR purpose and process 

�x Project history and objectives 

�x Public review process 

�x Alternatives considered 

�x Environmental analysis summary 

�x Areas of controversy and issues to be resolved 

A detailed discussion and a full analysis of these topics is in this Draft EIR and its appendices. 

ES-2 Project Description 

ES-2.1 Overview and History 

The Project would create a pedestrian and bicycling path regionally located in the center of 
Los Angeles County, California, and would close the longest remaining 8-mile gap between the existing 
Los Angeles River Greenway Trail and the existing LA River Trail along the LA River, allowing for a 
continuous 32-mile path extending from Griffith Park through Downtown Los Angeles to the City of 
Vernon and connecting to Long Beach along the LA River. Land uses within the Project study area and 
surrounding area are predominantly industrial or contain infrastructure such as utility and flood-
control facilities, with some residential, commercial, religious, and open space land uses near the 
Project. The Project would improve health, economic, environmental, transportation, and equity 
conditions throughout and beyond the Project study area. 

In June 2014, the Metro Board of Directors authorized the Los Angeles River Bike Path Gap Closure 
Feasibility Study (Feasibility Study) (Metro 2016) to evaluate possibilities for closing the 8-mile gap 
along the LA River between Elysian Valley and the City of Vernon. The Feasibility Study included a 
preliminary assessment of the engineering feasibility, neighborhood connectivity, safety, 
environmental and permitting requirements, hydraulic impacts, real estate, maintenance and 
operations, and preliminary cost estimates of a gap closure project. The Feasibility Study found that a 
gap closure project was feasible and would help serve the active transportation needs of communities 
neighboring the Project study area and the region. In October 2019, the LA River Path Conceptual 
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Design Report (Conceptual Design Report) (Metro 2019) incorporated significant public outreach 
findings and resulted in the identification of Project objectives and path alternatives. Metro sought to 
capture community feedback on topics such as Project goals and objectives, path types, and preferred 
access points to guide the evaluation of different path alignments, and ultimately identified three top-
performing path alternatives. Overall, more than 4,600 in-person comments and 3,800 survey 
responses were received throughout the conceptual design process. In addition, several completed, 
ongoing, and future projects or plans along the LA River or near the Project may influence it. These 
projects or plans include: 

�x City of Los Angeles’ Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan (City of Los Angeles Department of 
Public Works 2007) 

�x US Army Corps of Engineers’ (USACE’s) Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Final Integrated 
Feasibility Report and Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report 
(USACE 2015) 

�x River LA’s Greenway 2020 advocacy campaign (River LA 2013) 

�x Los Angeles County’s LA River Master Plan (LARMP) (Los Angeles County Department of Public 
Works [LACDPW] 2022) 

�x City of Los Angeles’ Draft Cornfield Arroyo Seco Specific Plan Update (CASP Update) (City of Los 
Angeles Department of City Planning 2022) 

Five potential alternatives reflecting various preliminary, yet feasible alignments were initially 
considered (Alignments A, B, C, D, and E). Each alternative had a unique combination of path types, 
crossings, and access points. Feasible alignment options evaluated include the West Bank Alignment, 
Bottom-of-channel Alignment, East Bank Alignment, and East Side Alignment. The five potential 
alternatives were refined once more based on community input regarding access points and path 
types. Following the final screenings, three path alternatives (Alternatives A, B, and C) responded best 
to both the evaluation criteria and the community feedback; they were ultimately presented to the 
community for their feedback in May 2019. Alternatives A, B, and C were identified to provide the 
greatest community benefits and best meet the Project goals. From these three scoping alternatives, 
Metro identified the Project and two options to the Project, Option 1 and Option 2, for evaluation in 
this Draft EIR. 

Figure ES-1 shows the Project’s regional location and Figure ES-2 shows the Project study area. The 
Project study area shows the area in which reasonably foreseeable direct or indirect impacts of the 
Project may occur. Individual resource areas addressed in this Draft EIR may have unique study areas 
based on the potential for specific direct and indirect impacts associated with those resources; this is 
described fully in each resource’s environmental setting section in Chapter 3, Environmental Settings, 
Impacts, and Mitigation. 

Metro has prepared this Draft EIR to inform public agency decision-makers and the general public 
about potential significant environmental impacts of the Project, as well as possible ways to minimize 
potential impacts, and reasonable alternatives to the Project. 
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Figure ES-1. Project Regional Context 
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Figure ES-2. Project Study Area 
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�W�K�H���V�W�X�G�\���D�U�H�D��
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The Project objectives include: 

�x Providing, to the extent feasible, a seamless pedestrian and bicycling path between the 
San Fernando Valley in Los Angeles and the LA River Bicycle Path in Long Beach 

�x Improving safety for pedestrians and bicyclists from existing conditions 

�x Increasing access from local neighborhoods to employment centers, regional destinations, 
resources, and amenities, including healthcare services 

�x Reducing vehicle miles traveled by allowing people to walk and bicycle on a dedicated, 
vehicle-separated path through and within Los Angeles County, thereby reducing trip lengths and 
expanding travel choices 

�x Improving access to opportunity for historically under-invested communities, especially for 
low-income households earning less than $60,000 per year and in marginalized communities 

�x Creating a path that feels safe, comfortable, and is a world-class transportation facility open to 
people of all ages and abilities 

�x Creating a path that meets the needs of both recreational and utilitarian users 

ES-2.4 Proposed Project and Options Considered in the EIR 

Metro has identified an alignment as the Proposed Project; there are two alignment options for the 
Proposed Project (Option 1 and Option 2) that are considered and included in this Draft EIR, and are 
summarized here. 

The inclusion of an option or alternative in the Draft EIR does not imply that any stakeholder agencies 
have approved or authorized the design, including project components that interact with the agencies’ 
projects (e.g., Los Angeles Department of Water and Power’s Main Street Center - General 
Construction Headquarters and USACE’s LA River Ecosystem Restoration project). Therefore, their 
presence in the Draft EIR does not signal approval of either the alternatives or the Proposed Project 
design. 

ES-2.4.1 Proposed Project 

Spanning approximately 9.6 miles, the Proposed Project includes seven river crossings and nine 
access points: four on the west bank and five on the east bank on the river, as shown in Figure ES-3. 
Additionally, the Proposed Project includes improvements to the existing access point on the west 
bank of the river at Atlantic Boulevard in the City of Vernon. The Proposed Project would serve four 
Metro stations: Union Station, Chinatown Station, Pico/Aliso Station, and Washington Station. 
Detailed discussions of the Proposed Project’s components are described in this section. 

Starting north on the west bank of the LA River where the LA River Greenway Trail ends, the Proposed 
Project would run atop the bank and pass beneath the existing Interstate (I-)-5 Viaduct and Riverside 
Drive Viaduct. Then, the Proposed Project would transition to an elevated configuration, crossing over 
the Metrolink LA River–Downey Bridge and moving under the State Route (SR)-110 Bridge. After 
passing under SR-110, the Proposed Project would transition to an incised configuration along the 
west bank, allowing it to go under the Metro A Line LA River Bridge. The path would mainly remain in 
an incised configuration from the North Spring Street Viaduct to the Mission Junction where it would 
cross both Metrolink railroad bridges with a new elevated crossing from the west bank, connecting to 
Albion Park on the east bank, between North Spring   
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Figure ES-3. Proposed Project Alignment 
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Street and North Main Street. South of Mission Junction, the Proposed Project would again transition 
to an elevated configuration to cross the LA River from the west bank to the east bank between the 
Metrolink Mission Junction Railroad Bridge South and Cesar E Chavez Avenue Viaduct. 

Approximately 800 feet north of the Cesar E Chavez Avenue Viaduct, the Proposed Project would cross 
to the east bank of the river, where it would run in an incised configuration, allowing it to pass under 
the Cesar E Chavez Avenue Viaduct, El Monte Busway Bridge, and US Highway Route 101 LA River 
Bridge. The Proposed Project would then transition to an elevated configuration to avoid a 
transmission tower and provide an opportunity to connect to Union Station across the river on the 
west bank. 

The Proposed Project’s connector to the Union Station access point would be implemented only if the 
separate Link Union Station (LinkUS) project proceeds with its proposed demolition of the Kahn-Beck 
Co./Friedman Bag Co. Building (located at 801 E Commercial Street/600 Center Street).1 

South of the Union Station connector and transmission tower along the west bank, the path would 
transition back to an incised configuration, traveling under the First Street Viaduct and Fourth Street 
Viaduct. The Proposed Project would then transition to an elevated configuration to cross the LA River 
from the east bank to the west bank between the Fourth Street Viaduct and the Sixth Street Viaduct. 

The Proposed Project would remain elevated to travel under the Sixth Street Viaduct and then 
transition to an incised configuration to go under the Seventh Street Viaduct. The path would 
transition to an elevated configuration to go under the I-10 Santa Monica Viaduct and Olympic 
Boulevard Viaduct. Continuing in an elevated configuration, the path would then go over the Union 
Pacific (UP) LA River Bridge and the Washington Boulevard Bridge. The path would then immediately 
travel beneath the Redondo Junction Grade Separation and begin to cross from the west bank of the 
LA River to the east bank. 

After the Proposed Project crosses over the river, the path would continue south in an elevated 
configuration on the east bank, crossing over the BNSF Railway LA River Bridge, 26th Street Bridge, 
and Soto Street Bridge. Continuing south, the Proposed Project would remain in an elevated 
configuration until reaching Bandini Boulevard Bridge. The path between Bandini Boulevard and 
Atlantic Boulevard would use a combination of incised and top-of-bank path types to go under the 
Bandini Boulevard Bridge, the Downey Road Bridge, and two BNSF Railway bridges, one at Downey 
Road and the other at District Boulevard. Just north of Atlantic Boulevard, the Proposed Project would 
cross over the LA River from the east bank to the west bank. 

The alignment would then turn south to go under the Atlantic Boulevard Bridge in an incised 
configuration on the west bank and tie into the existing LA River Trail in the City of Vernon. Figure ES-3 
shows the Proposed Project alignment, path types and access points. 

Proposed Project Access Points 

The configuration and location of each access point for the Proposed Project are listed in Table ES-1 
from north to south. 

 

1 The demolition occurred in 2025, after this Draft EIR was substantially complete. 
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Table ES-1. Proposed Project Access Points  

Access Point Bank Connector Description  

Albion Park East Single elevated bridge over the LA River to elevated bridge over railroad tracks 
with ramp connecting to Albion Park  

Mission Road/Cesar E 
Chavez Avenue 

East Single elevated ramp crossing over railroad tracks to connect to the northwest 
corner of Mission Road and Cesar E Chavez Avenue intersection at the back 
of sidewalk  

Union Station  West Single elevated bridge over the LA River and railroad tracks and landing at the 
northeast corner of Center Street and Commercial Street underneath the 
future Link US viaduct  

First Street  East Single elevated ramp that parallels the path and then travels over the railroad 
tracks and Myers Street to connect at-grade to the back of sidewalk at the 
northwest corner of Mission Road and First Street intersection 

Sixth Street  West Single incised ramp connecting down to the south side of the Sixth Street 
Tunnel with future access to the Sixth Street PARC Project 

Washington Boulevard West Single hook ramp connecting down to the south side of Washington 
Boulevard 

Bandini-Soto Triangle West Single elevated bridge over the LA River connecting at-grade to Bandini 
Boulevard Bridge at the back of sidewalk adjacent to the commercial plaza 
known as the “Bandini-Soto Triangle” 

Downey Road East Single at-grade connection to the back of sidewalk on the northwest side of 
Downey Road 

Atlantic Boulevard  East Single at-grade connection to the northwest side of Atlantic Boulevard at the 
back of sidewalk 

Atlantic Boulevard 
(Existing) 

West Improvements to an existing access point in the City of Vernon 

 

Proposed Project Design Variations 

In addition to the Proposed Project, multiple design variations have been identified to offer site-
specific engineering variations to navigate the constraints of the Proposed Project. Design variations 
include path connections to rail service at Union Station. Table ES-2 is a summary of design variations 
for the Proposed Project. 
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Table ES-2. Proposed Project Design Variations 

Design Variation Bank Configuration  

Riverside Drive West Cantilever along the west bank from the existing path to under the Riverside 
Drive Bridge. 

Arroyo Seco Parkway 
(SR-110) 

West Single elevated top-of-bank path starting north under SR-110 to just south of 
the freeway. 

East Cesar E Chavez 
Avenue 

West Elevated path ramps up before crossing westward over railroad right-of-way 
(ROW) at grade and continuing south again parallel to the railroad ROW. Path 
crosses underneath the East Cesar E Chavez Avenue Bridge and continues 
south to the optional access point at Union Station via Keller Street. 

Union Station West Connection to Union Station is provided from the optional access point at 
Union Station via Keller Street through an on-street alignment along Keller 
Street, then connection with Ramirez Street to Union Station. 

US Highway Route 101 
LA River Bridge 

East Continues in an incised configuration underneath US Highway 
Route 101 LA River Bridge. 

Kearney Street East Optional access point at Kearney Street is added via path traveling north up 
the east bank and crossing over to North Myers Street before turning left and 
continuing to optional access point at Kearney Street. 

East Fourth Street West Elevated river crossing passes underneath the East Fourth Street Bridge before 
continuing south along the west bank in an elevated configuration. 

East Washington Boulevard 
(In-Channel) 

West Path becomes elevated in-channel and continues south underneath the East 
Washington Boulevard Bridge, East 26th Street Bridge, and South Soto Street 
Bridge before crossing to the east bank and continuing south underneath 
Bandini Boulevard. 

East Washington Boulevard 
(Triangular Helix) 

West Elevated path crosses westward under the Redondo Junction Grade 
Separation, ascends in a triangular helix configuration, and continues south, 
crossing over East Washington Boulevard and LA River from the west bank to 
the east bank. 

South of Downey Road East Path continues south in an incised configuration. 

South Atlantic Boulevard North Path continues splits north of the Atlantic Boulevard East access point, 
continuing south before becoming elevated to cross to the southern bank to 
end at the Atlantic Boulevard Existing Path access point. 

ES-2.4.2 Option 1 

As discussed in Section ES-2.1, Metro identified two options for the Proposed Project. Option 1 would 
retain most components of the Proposed Project, with some modifications. These modifications 
would result in a slightly longer route for Option 1, which would span approximately 10.1 miles. 
Option 1 would have the same path types as the Proposed Project though with some changes in 
locations and compositions, with 56% elevated, 9% top-of-bank, and 35% incised path types. Option 1 
would cross the river six times and would have 11 access points: six on the west bank and five on the 
east bank, including improvements to the existing Atlantic Boulevard access point in the City of 
Vernon. Option 1 would provide connections to the same three Metro stations, Union Station, 
Chinatown Station, and Washington Boulevard Station, with the addition of two Metro stations, 
Lincoln/Cypress Station and Little Tokyo/Arts District Station. This section details the modifications to 
Project elements associated with Option 1. 

Starting north on the west bank where the LA River Greenway Trail ends, Option 1 would run atop the 
riverbank to traverse under the I-5 Viaduct and Riverside Drive Viaduct. Option 1 would then traverse 
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over the Metrolink LA River–Downey Bridge and under the SR-110 Bridge in an elevated configuration. 
After passing under SR-110, Option 1 would transition to an elevated configuration along the west 
bank then cross over the river to the east bank just north of the Metro A Line LA River Bridge. 
Compared to the Proposed Project, Option 1would have a path alignment and design variations that 
include river crossings, path along the east bank, and access points to Ed P. Reyes Greenway on the 
east bank and Los Angeles State Historic Park on the west bank. 

After crossing the river to land on the east bank, Option 1 would mainly be elevated as it passes the 
Metro A Line and continues south. North of Broadway, the alignment would include an access point at 
the Ed P. Reyes Greenway and a river crossing to the west bank leading to the Los Angeles State 
Historic Park access point. Option 1 continues south along the east bank to cross under the North 
Broadway Viaduct and North Spring Street Viaduct. Continuing in an elevated configuration, Option 1 
would cross over the North Main Street Bridge and both Metrolink railroad bridges at Mission 
Junction. Option 1 would remain in an elevated configuration to diagonally cross under the Cesar E 
Chavez Avenue Viaduct and cross over the river from the east bank to the west bank. 

After landing on the west bank, Option 1 would continue south in a mostly elevated configuration to 
traverse under the US Highway Route 101 LA River Bridge and First Street Viaduct. Compared to the 
Proposed Project, Option 1 includes an elevated in-channel alignment along the west bank north of 
First Street, and two access points that connect to the First Street Bridge. South of the First Street 
Viaduct, Option 1 would descend into an incised configuration to travel under the Fourth Street 
Viaduct, then transition into elevated to travel under the Sixth Street Viaduct. The path would then 
transition to incised to go under the Seventh Street Bridge, I-10 Santa Monica Viaduct, and Olympic 
Boulevard Viaduct. Moving from incised to elevated as the path approaches Redondo Junction Grade 
Separation, Option 1 would cross over the UP LA River Bridge and Washington Boulevard Bridge. The 
elevated configuration would then travel beneath the Redondo Junction Grade Separation and begin to 
cross the LA River to the east bank. 

Once Option 1 crosses over the river to the east bank, the path would continue in an elevated 
configuration to cross over the existing BNSF Railway LA River Bridge, 26th Street Bridge, and Soto 
Street Bridge. Just southeast of the Soto Street Bridge, an elevated river crossing would connect to the 
Bandini-Soto Triangle access point on the west bank. South of the river crossing, Option 1would 
continue south on the east bank, transitioning to an incised configuration to cross under Bandini 
Boulevard. South of Bandini Boulevard Bridge, Option 1 would transition to a top-of-bank 
configuration as the path travels south. Option 1 would then change to an incised configuration 
between Downey Road and Atlantic Boulevard, allowing it to pass under the Downey Road Bridge and 
the two BNSF Railway bridges at the Downey Road Bridge and at District Boulevard. By comparison, 
the Proposed Project in this area would run predominantly atop the bank, descending into an incised 
alignment to cross under the BNSF Railway Bridge at District Boulevard. Just north of Atlantic 
Boulevard, Option 1 would cross over the LA River from the east bank to the west bank and then tie 
into the existing LA River Trail in the City of Vernon. Figure ES-4 shows the Option 1 alignment, path 
types, and access points. 
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Figure ES-4. Option 1 Alignment 
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Option 1 Access Points 

Table ES-3 lists the configuration and location of each potential access point for Option 1, from north 
to south. Option 1 would include the same access points as the Proposed Project, with modifications 
to two of them (Union Station and First Street) and would have two additional access points: 
Ed P. Reyes River Greenway and LA State Historic Park. 

Table ES-3. Option 1 Access Points 

Access Point Bank Connector Description  

Common to 
Proposed 
Project 

Ed P. Reyes River 
Greenway 

East Single elevated ramp over railroad tracks that parallels the path to the east 
and connects to the Ed P. Reyes River Greenway 

No 

LA State Historic 
Park 

West Single elevated bridge over the LA River and railroad tracks, and then 
ramps down under the North Broadway Viaduct and lands on the north 
side of the Baker Street south of the intersection of Aurora Street at 
northern driveway access to LA State Historic Park parking lot 

No 

Albion Park  East Single elevated ramp over railroad tracks that would loop around the 
southern edge of Albion Park to land at the back of sidewalk at Albion 
Street 

Yes 

Mission 
Road/Cesar E 
Chavez Avenue 

East Single elevated ramp that parallels the path and crosses over railroad 
tracks to connect to the northwest corner of Mission Road and Cesar E 
Chavez Avenue intersection at the back of sidewalk 

Yes 

Union Station via 
Center Street 

West Single elevated ramp that parallels the path before traveling over the 
railroad tracks south of the US Highway Route 101 LA River Bridge to land 
near the northeast corner of the Commercial Street and Center Street 
intersection at the back of sidewalk 

Yes, with some 
differences 

First Street 
North/First Street 
South 

West Dual elevated ramps that connect to the north and south sides of the First 
Street Viaduct 

Yes, with some 
differences 

Sixth Street West Single elevated ramp that parallels the path to the west and connects into 
the Sixth Street Tunnel from the south side with access to the future Sixth 
Street PARC Project 

Yes 

Washington 
Boulevard 

West Single hook ramp that connects down to the south side of Washington 
Boulevard at the back of sidewalk 

Yes 

Bandini-Soto 
Triangle 

West Single elevated bridge over the LA River that connects at-grade to Bandini 
Boulevard at the back of sidewalk adjacent to the commercial plaza known 
as the “Bandini-Soto Triangle” 

Yes 

Downey Road East Single at-grade connection to the back of sidewalk on the west side of 
Downey Road  

Yes 

Atlantic 
Boulevard  

East Single at-grade connection to the northwest side of Atlantic Boulevard at 
the back of sidewalk 

Yes 

Atlantic 
Boulevard 
(Existing) 

West Improvements to an existing access point in the City of Vernon Yes 
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Option 1 Design Variations 

Similar to the Proposed Project, design variations have been identified to offer site-specific 
engineering variations to address the constraints of the Project study area. Design variations at 
various locations of the alignment and access points for Option 1 are included in the footprint. 
Option 1 includes all of the Proposed Project’s design variations except Kearney Street and includes 
four additional design variations: Egret Park to Ed P. Reyes Greenway, Naud Street, Albion Street, and 
East Seventh Street/Jesse Street. Table ES-4 summarizes design variations for Option 1. 

Table ES-4. Option 1 Design Variations 

Design Variation Bank Configuration  

Common to 
Proposed 
Project 

Egret Park to Ed 
P. Reyes 
Greenway 

East Single at-grade connection from Egret Park to Riverside Drive bridge onto 
Avenue 19 southerly to Ed P. Reyes River Greenway. A spur route would 
branch off Avenue 19, south of the Arroyo Seco confluence, and traverse at-
grade southerly along the backside of the Lincoln Heights Jail building. This 
spur route would continue under the Metro A Line Bridge and connect to Ed 
P. Reyes River Greenway. 

No 

Riverside Drive West Cantilever along the west bank from the existing path to under the Riverside 
Drive Bridge. 

Yes 

Arroyo Seco 
Parkway 
(SR-110) 

West Single elevated top-of-path connection from path starting north under SR-110 
to just south of the freeway. 

Yes 

Naud Street West Elevated path would cross westward, remaining in an elevated configuration, 
to the west bank where the path would reach the optional Naud Street access 
point. 

No 

Albion Street East Elevated path would split from westbound path to cross eastward over Metro 
ROW, before traveling south to reach the Albion Park access point. 

No 

East Cesar E 
Chavez Avenue 

West Elevated path crosses from the east bank to the west bank before continuing 
westward over railroad ROW at grade and then south parallel to the railroad 
ROW. Path crosses underneath the East Cesar E Chavez Avenue Bridge and 
continues south to the optional access point at Union Station via Keller 
Street. 

Yes 

Union Station West Connection to Union Station is provided from the optional access point at 
Union Station via Keller Street through an on-street alignment along Keller 
Street, then connection with Ramirez Street to Union Station. 

Yes 

US Highway 
Route 101 
LA River Bridge 

East Elevated path would continue south along the east bank underneath the East 
Cesar E Chavez Bridge before crossing diagonally underneath the US Highway 
Route 101 LA River Bridge to the west bank. 

Yes 

East Fourth 
Street 

West Path continues south underneath East Fourth Street Bridge. Yes 

East Seventh 
Street/Jesse 
Street 

East Elevated river crossing to east bank provides access to optional East Seventh 
Street/Jesse Street access point. 

No 

East Washington 
Boulevard (In-
Channel) 

West Path becomes elevated in-channel and continues south underneath the East 
Washington Boulevard Bridge, East 26th Street Bridge, and South Soto Street 
Bridge before crossing to the east bank and continuing south underneath 
Bandini Boulevard. 

Yes 
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Table ES-4. Option 1 Design Variations 

Design Variation Bank Configuration  

Common to 
Proposed 
Project 

East Washington 
Boulevard 
(Triangular 
Helix) 

West Elevated path crosses westward under the Redondo Junction Grade 
Separation, ascends in a triangular helix configuration, and continues south, 
crossing over East Washington Boulevard and LA River from the west bank to 
the east bank. 

Yes 

South of Downey 
Road 

East Path continues south at top-of-bank. No 

South Atlantic 
Boulevard 

North Path continues splits north of the Atlantic Boulevard East access point, 
continuing south before becoming elevated to cross to the southern bank to 
end at the Atlantic Boulevard Existing Path access point. 

Yes 

ES-2.4.3 Option 2 

As discussed in Section ES-2.1, Metro identified two options for the Proposed Project. Option 2 would 
retain most components of the Proposed Project, with some changes. These modifications would 
result in a slightly shorter alignment for Option 2, which would span approximately 9.1 miles. Option 2 
would have the same path types as the Proposed Project though with some changes in locations and 
compositions, with 47% elevated, 19% top-of-bank, and 34% incised path types. Option 2 would cross 
the river seven times and would have nine access points: four on the west bank and five on the east 
bank of the river, including improvements to the existing Atlantic Boulevard access point in the City of 
Vernon. Option 2 would provide connections to four Metro stations: Union Station, Chinatown 
Station, Pico/Aliso Station, and Washington Station, with the addition of the Lincoln/Cypress Station. 
This section details the modifications to Project elements associated with Option 2. 

Starting north on the west bank where the LA River Greenway Trail ends, Option 2 would be in a top-
of-bank configuration to travel under the I-5 Viaduct and Riverside Drive Viaduct. Option 2 would then 
traverse over the Metrolink LA River–Downey Bridge and under the SR-110 Bridge in an elevated 
configuration to then cross over the river from the west bank to the east bank. Compared to the 
Proposed Project, Option 2 would include river crossings, a path along the east bank and an access 
point at Ed P. Reyes Greenway. 

After crossing the river to land on the east side of the railroad tracks in an elevated configuration, 
Option 2 would transition to grade to go under the Metro A Line LA River Bridge and would no longer 
be adjacent to the channel, but instead on the outside edge of the railroad tracks. Option 2 would be 
at-grade adjacent to the outside edge of the railroad track between the Ed P. Reyes River Greenway and 
Spring Street. Compared to the Proposed Project, Option 2 includes a top-of-bank alignment along the 
east bank from SR-110 to just south of Spring Street. As Option 2 passes under the North Spring 
Street Viaduct and approaches Albion Park, the path would begin to incline to an elevated 
configuration to cross the LA River from the east bank to the west bank. 

Once on the west bank, Option 2 would remain elevated to cross over the North Main Street Bridge 
and both Metrolink railroad bridges at Mission Junction, in contrast to the Proposed Project’s incised 
alignment. Option 2 would then move to the middle of the channel, remaining elevated, to cross 
under the Cesar E Chavez Avenue Viaduct and US Highway Route 101 LA River Bridge. After passing 
under the First Street Viaduct, Option 2 would descend to an incised configuration. Three connectors 
would branch from the elevated pathway in the channel’s center, leading to three different access 
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points. To the north of Cesar E Chavez Avenue Viaduct, one connector would extend to the Mission 
Road/Cesar E Chavez access point on the east bank. To the south of US Highway Route 101 LA River 
Bridge, another connector would lead to the Union Station access point on the west bank and another 
connector would lead to the First Street access point on the east bank. Option 2 would travel in a 
mostly incised configuration between the First Street Viaduct and Olympic Boulevard Viaduct 
compared to the Proposed Project. Like the Proposed Project, as it approaches Redondo Junction 
Grade Separation, Option 2 would transition from an incised to an elevated configuration, crossing 
over the UP LA River and Washington Boulevard bridges. The path would then continue in an elevated 
configuration, traveling beneath the Redondo Junction Grade Separation and then crossing the 
LA River over the BNSF Railway LA River Bridge to the east bank. 

Once on the east bank in an elevated configuration, the path would remain elevated as it crosses over 
the 26th Street Bridge and Soto Street Bridge. Between Soto Street and Bandini Boulevard, Option 2 
would transition to an incised configuration to cross under Bandini Boulevard Bridge. An elevated 
crossing between Soto Street and Bandini Boulevard would connect to the Bandini-Soto Triangle 
access point. Continuing south on the east bank, Option 2 would use the top-of-bank to circumvent 
two transmission towers north of Downey Road, before transitioning to either the Downey Road 
access point or going under the Downey Road Bridge and BNSF Railway Bridge at Downey Road. 
South of Downey Road Bridge, Option 2 would use a combination of incised and top-of-bank 
configuration and then pass under the BNSF Railway Bridge at District Boulevard. Just north of 
Atlantic Boulevard, Option 2 would cross over the LA River from the east bank to the west bank. 

After crossing the river to the west bank, Option 2 would continue south in an incised configuration. 
After passing under the Atlantic Boulevard Bridge, Option 2 would tie into the existing LA River Trail 
on the west bank in the City of Vernon. Compared to the Proposed Project and Option 1, Option 2 
would not include the Atlantic Boulevard East access point. Figure ES-5 shows the Option 2 
alignment, path types, and access points. 
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Figure ES-5. Option 2 Alignment 
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Option 2 Access Points 

The configuration and location of each access point for Option 2 are listed in Table ES-5 from north to 
south. Option 2 would include eight of the same access points as the Proposed Project, with 
modifications to one of them (Union Station) and would have two additional access points: Ed P. 
Reyes River Greenway and Spring Street/Broadway/Albion Park. 

Table ES-5. Option 2 Access Points 

Access Point Bank Configuration 

Common to 
Proposed 
Project 

Ed P. Reyes River Greenway East At-grade connection directly adjacent to path at Ed P. Reyes 
River Greenway 

No 

Spring Street/Broadway/ 
Albion Park 

East Single at-grade connection from path under Spring Street to 
the Albion Park and access to Broadway and Spring Street 

No 

Mission Road/Cesar E 
Chavez Avenue 

East Single elevated ramp crossing over railroad tracks to connect 
to the northwest corner of the Mission Road and Cesar E 
Chavez Avenue intersection at the back of sidewalk 

Yes 

Union Station via Center 
Street 

West Single elevated ramp that crosses over the railroad tracks 
south of the US Highway Route 101 LA River Bridge to land 
near the northeast corner of the Commercial Street and Center 
Street intersection at the back of sidewalk 

Yes, with some 
differences 

First Street East Single elevated ramp that travels over the railroad tracks and 
Myers Street to connect at-grade to the back of sidewalk at the 
northwest corner of Mission Road and First Street intersection 

Yes 

Sixth Street West Direct connection between the Option 2 path and the existing 
Sixth Street Tunnel with access to the future Sixth Street PARC 
Project 

Yes 

Washington Boulevard West Single hook ramp that connects down to the south side of 
Washington Boulevard at the back of sidewalk 

Yes 

Bandini-Soto Triangle West Single elevated bridge over the LA River that connects at-grade 
to Bandini Boulevard at the back of sidewalk adjacent to the 
commercial plaza known as the “Bandini-Soto Triangle” 

Yes 

Downey Road East Single at-grade connection to the back of sidewalk on the west 
side of Downey Road 

Yes 

Atlantic Boulevard (Existing) West Improvements to an existing access point in the City of 
Vernon 

Yes 

  

Option 2 Design Variations 

Design variations have been identified to offer site-specific engineering variations to navigate 
challenges and constraints in the Project study area. Design variations at various locations of the 
alignment and at access points for Option 2 are included in the footprint. Option 2 would include all 
of the Proposed Project’s design variations except US Highway Route 101 LA River Bridge and 
includes four additional design variations design variations: Egret Park to Ed P. Reyes Greenway, 
North Avenue 19, and North Broadway/Spring Street. Table ES-6 summarizes design variations for 
Option 2. 
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Table ES-6. Option 2 Design Variations 

Design Variation Bank Configuration 

Common to 
Proposed 
Project 

Egret Park to Ed P. 
Reyes Greenway 

East Single at-grade connection from Egret Park to Riverside Drive bridge 
onto Avenue 19 southerly to Ed P. Reyes River Greenway. 

No 

Riverside Drive West Cantilever along the west bank from the existing path to under the 
Riverside Drive Bridge. 

Yes 

Arroyo Seco Parkway 
(SR-110) 

West Single elevated top-of-bank connection from path starting north under 
SR-110 to just south of the freeway. 

Yes 

North Avenue 19 West Elevated path continues south before crossing the river channel 
diagonally to the east bank near the Ed Reye Greenway access point. 

No 

North Broadway/ 
Spring Street 

East Path branches east to optional access point at Broadway and Spring 
Street. 

No 

East Cesar E Chavez 
Avenue 

West Elevated in-channel path splits westward before crossing over railroad 
ROW at grade and then continuing south parallel to the railroad ROW. 
Path crosses underneath the East Cesar E Chavez Avenue Bridge and 
continues south to the optional access point at Union Station via 
Keller Street. 

Yes 

Union Station West Connection to Union Station is provided from the optional access 
point at Union Station via Keller Street through an on-street alignment 
along Keller Street, then connection with Ramirez Street to Union 
Station. 

Yes 

Kearney Street East Elevated in-channel path splits eastward to reach east bank before 
continuing south and then east to reach optional access point at 
Kearney Street. 

Yes 

East Fourth Street West Path continues south underneath East Fourth Street Bridge. Yes 

East Washington 
Boulevard (In-
Channel) 

West Path becomes elevated in-channel and continues south underneath the 
East Washington Boulevard Bridge, East 26th Street Bridge, and South 
Soto Street Bridge before crossing to the east bank and continuing 
south underneath Bandini Boulevard. 

Yes 

East Washington 
Boulevard (Triangular 
Helix) 

West Elevated path crosses westward under the Redondo Junction Grade 
Separation, ascends in a triangular helix configuration, and continues 
south, crossing over East Washington Boulevard and LA River from the 
west bank to the east bank. 

Yes 

South of Downey Road East Path continues south in an incised condition. Yes 

South Atlantic 
Boulevard 

North Path continues south before becoming elevated to cross to the 
southern bank to end at the Atlantic Boulevard Existing Path access 
point. 

Yes 

ES-2.4.4 Comparison of Proposed Project and Options 

As stated, this Draft EIR analyzes the Proposed Project and two options, Option 1 and Option 2, each 
having a different combination of Project elements to navigate site conditions in different ways. The 
Proposed Project and its options each includes a combination of path types, river crossing locations, 
access points, and design variations aimed at accomplishing the Proposed Project objectives. 
Table ES-7 is a summary comparison of the Proposed Project, Option 1, and Option 2. 
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Table ES-7. Summary Comparison of Proposed Project and Options 

Proposed 
Alignments 

Approximate 
Path Length 

Access  
Points 

River 
Crossings 

Elevated 
Path Type 

Top-of-Bank 
Path Type 

Incised 
Path Type 

Proposed 
Project 

9.6 miles 9 7 46% 28% 26% 

Option 1 10.1 miles 11 6 56% 9% 35% 

Option 2 9.1 miles 9 7 47% 19% 34% 

Note: This count of access points does not include the existing westbound access point at Atlantic Boulevard. 

Figures ES-3, ES-4, and ES-5 above show proposed alignments for the Proposed Project, Option 1, and 
Option 2. 

ES-2.5 Project Schedule 

Construction activities for the portion of the path for which funding is currently available are estimated 
to last approximately 3 years (Figure ES-6). Preconstruction activities are anticipated to start in 2028. 
The anticipated construction start is in 2028, with phased completion anticipated in 2031. 

Figure ES-6. Project Timeline 

 

ES-3 Summary of Environmental Impacts Analysis 

This Draft EIR identifies potential environmental impacts of the Project and its options and analyzes 
any significant impacts and implementation of feasible mitigation measures. Project features are 
design features, best management practices, or other measures required by law or permit approvals 
and are incorporated as part of the Project. Mitigation measures are additional actions designed to 
avoid, minimize, or compensate for significant impacts and are required where significant impacts 
have been identified. Mitigation measures would be proposed as conditions of Project approval and 
would be monitored to ensure compliance and implementation. Table ES-8 summarizes the 
environmental impacts, required mitigation measures, and level of significance after mitigation (as 
applicable). A detailed analysis for each environmental resource area is provided in Chapter 3, 
Environmental Settings, Impacts, and Mitigation. 
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Table ES-8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource 

Environmental Topic 
Proposed Project/ 

Option Phase 
Impact Before  

Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation 

Measure 
Impact After  
Mitigation 

Aesthetics and Visual Resources 

AES-1: Have a substantially adverse effect 
on a scenic vista? 

Proposed Project Construction No Impact None No Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Option 1 Construction No Impact None No Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Option 2 Construction No Impact None No Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

AES-2: Substantially damage scenic 
resources, including, but not limited to, 
trees, rock outcroppings, and historical 
buildings within a state scenic highway? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

AES-3: Substantially degrade the existing 
visual character or quality of public views 
of the site and its surroundings, and 
conflict with applicable zoning and other 
regulations governing scenic quality? 
(Public views are those that are 
experienced from publicly accessible 
vantage point.). 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

AES-4: Create a new source of substantial 
light or glare, which would adversely affect 
day- or nighttime views in the area? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 
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Table ES-8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource 

Environmental Topic 
Proposed Project/ 

Option Phase 
Impact Before  

Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation 

Measure 
Impact After  
Mitigation 

Air Quality 

AQ-1: Conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

AQ-2: Result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of any criteria 
pollutant for which the project region is 
nonattainment under an applicable federal 
or state ambient air quality standard? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

AQ-3: Expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

AQ-4: Result in other emissions (such as 
those leading to odors) adversely affecting 
a substantial number of people? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

LA RIVER PATH  
ES-23 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT DECEMBER 2025 
 

Table ES-8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource 

Environmental Topic 
Proposed Project/ 

Option Phase 
Impact Before  

Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation 

Measure 
Impact After  
Mitigation 

Biological Resources 

BIO-1: Have a substantial adverse effect, 
either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any species identified as 
a candidate, sensitive, or special-status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, 
or regulations, or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or US Fish 
and Wildlife Service? 

Proposed Project Construction Potentially Significant �ƒ MM-BIO-01, Worker 
Environmental Awareness 
Program 

�ƒ MM-BIO-02a, Preconstruction 
Identification of Active Bat Roost 
Sites 

�ƒ MM-BIO-02b, Avoid Disturbing 
Active Bat Roosts 

�ƒ MM-BIO-03, Nesting Bird 
Surveys 

Less than Significant Impact 
 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Potentially Significant �ƒ MM-BIO-01 
�ƒ MM-BIO-02a 
�ƒ MM-BIO-02b 
�ƒ MM-BIO-03 

Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Potentially Significant �ƒ MM-BIO-01 
�ƒ MM-BIO-02a 
�ƒ MM-BIO-02b 
�ƒ MM-BIO-03 

Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

BIO-2: Have a substantial adverse effect 
on any riparian habitat or other sensitive 
natural community identified in local or 
regional plans, policies, regulations or by 
the California Department of Fish and 
Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Proposed Project Construction No Impact None No Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Option 1 Construction No Impact None No Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Option 2 Construction No Impact None No Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

LA RIVER PATH  
ES-24 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT DECEMBER 2025 
 

Table ES-8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource 

Environmental Topic 
Proposed Project/ 

Option Phase 
Impact Before  

Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation 

Measure 
Impact After  
Mitigation 

BIO-3: Have a substantial adverse effect 
on state or federally protected wetlands 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, 
or other means? 

Proposed Project Construction No Impact None No Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Option 1 Construction No Impact None No Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Option 2 Construction No Impact None No Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

BIO-4: Interfere substantially with the 
movement of any native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory 
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of 
native wildlife nursery sites? 

Proposed Project Construction Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-BIO-02a 
�ƒ MM-BIO-02b  

Less than Significant Impact  

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-BIO-02a 
�ƒ MM-BIO-02b 

Less than Significant Impact  

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-BIO-02a 
�ƒ MM-BIO-02b  

Less than Significant Impact  

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

BIO-5: Conflict with any local policies or 
ordinances protecting biological resources, 
such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact  

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact  

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact  

Operation No Impact None No Impact 
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Table ES-8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource 

Environmental Topic 
Proposed Project/ 

Option Phase 
Impact Before  

Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation 

Measure 
Impact After  
Mitigation 

BIO-6: Conflict with the provisions of an 
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or 
other approved local, regional, or state 
habitat conservation plan? 

Proposed Project Construction Potentially Significant �ƒ MM-HWQ-04, Fully Incised 
Path 

�ƒ MM-HWQ-05, Incised/Elevated 
Transition Widening 

�ƒ MM-HWQ-06, Elevated-in-
Channel Incised Path 

�ƒ MM-HWQ-07, Channel 
Daylight Crossing Structure 

Less than Significant Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Option 1 Construction Potentially Significant �ƒ MM-HWQ-04 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-05 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-06 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-07 

Less than Significant Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Option 2 Construction Potentially Significant �ƒ MM-HWQ-04 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-05 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-06 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-07 

Less than Significant Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Cultural Resources 

CUL-1: Cause a substantial adverse change 
in the significance of a built-environment 
historical resource as defined in 
Section 15064.5? 

Proposed Project Construction Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-CUL-01, Conformance with 
the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for Rehabilitation 

�ƒ MM-CUL-02, Recordation of 
Existing Conditions 

�ƒ MM-NOI-02, Drill Piles Where 
Feasible 

�ƒ MM-VIB-01, Vibration Control 
Plan 

�ƒ MM-VIB-02, Vibration 
Monitoring Plan 

Less than Significant Impact  

Operation No Impact None No Impact 
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Table ES-8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource 

Environmental Topic 
Proposed Project/ 

Option Phase 
Impact Before  

Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation 

Measure 
Impact After  
Mitigation 

Option 1 Construction Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-CUL-01 
�ƒ MM-CUL-02 
�ƒ MM-NOI-02 
�ƒ MM-VIB-01 
�ƒ MM-VIB-02 

Less than Significant Impact  

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Option 2 Construction Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-CUL-01 
�ƒ MM-CUL-02 
�ƒ MM-NOI-02 
�ƒ MM-VIB-01 
�ƒ MM-VIB-02 

Less than Significant Impact  

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

CUL-2: Cause a substantial adverse change 
in the significance of a unique or historical 
archaeological resource pursuant to 
Section 15064.5? 

Proposed Project Construction Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-CUL-03, Qualified 
Archaeologist 

�ƒ MM-CUL-04, Cultural Resources 
Mitigation and Management 
Plan 

Less than Significant Impact  

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Option 1 Construction Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-CUL-03 
�ƒ MM-CUL-04 

Less than Significant Impact  

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Option 2 Construction Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-CUL-03 
�ƒ MM-CUL-04 

Less than Significant Impact  

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

CUL-3: Disturb any human remains, 
including those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries? 

Proposed Project Construction Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-CUL-04 Less than Significant Impact  

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Option 1 Construction Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-CUL-04 Less than Significant Impact  

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Option 2 Construction Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-CUL-04 Less than Significant Impact  

Operation No Impact None No Impact 
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Table ES-8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource 

Environmental Topic 
Proposed Project/ 

Option Phase 
Impact Before  

Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation 

Measure 
Impact After  
Mitigation 

Energy 

ENE-1: Result in potentially significant 
environmental impact due to wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of 
energy resources, during Project 
construction or operation? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

ENE-2: Conflict with or obstruct a state or 
local plan for renewable energy or energy 
efficiency? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Geology and Paleontological Resources 

GEO-1(i): Directly or indirectly cause 
potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving rupture of a known earthquake 
fault, as delineated on the most recent 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning 
Map issued by the State Geologist for the 
area or based on other substantial 
evidence of a known fault? 

Proposed Project Construction No Impact None No Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Option 1 Construction No Impact None No Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Option 2 Construction No Impact None No Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

GEO-1(ii): Directly or indirectly cause 
potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving strong seismic ground shaking? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 
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Table ES-8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource 

Environmental Topic 
Proposed Project/ 

Option Phase 
Impact Before  

Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation 

Measure 
Impact After  
Mitigation 

GEO-1(iii): Directly or indirectly cause 
potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving seismic-related ground failure, 
including liquefaction? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

GEO-1(iv): Directly or indirectly cause 
potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving landslides? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

GEO-2: Result in substantial soil erosion 
or loss of topsoil? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

GEO-3: Located on a geologic unit or soil 
that is unstable, or that would become 
unstable as a result of the project, and 
potentially result in on- or offsite landslide, 
lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction 
or collapse? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

GEO-4: Located on expansive soil, as 
defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 
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Table ES-8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource 

Environmental Topic 
Proposed Project/ 

Option Phase 
Impact Before  

Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation 

Measure 
Impact After  
Mitigation 

Building Code (1994), creating substantial 
direct or indirect risks to life or property? 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

GEO-5: Have soils incapable of adequately 
supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of wastewater? 

Proposed Project Construction No Impact None No Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Option 1 Construction No Impact None No Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Option 2 Construction No Impact None No Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

GEO-6: Directly or indirectly destroy a 
unique paleontological resource or site or 
unique geologic feature? 

Proposed Project Construction Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-PAL-01, Prepare a 
Paleontological Resources 
Monitoring Plan 

�ƒ MM-PAL-02, Worker 
Environmental Awareness 
Program Training 

�ƒ MM-PAL-03, Curation 

Significant and Unavoidable 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Option 1 Construction Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-PAL-01 
�ƒ MM-PAL-02 
�ƒ MM-PAL-03 

Significant and Unavoidable 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Option 2 Construction Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-PAL-01 
�ƒ MM-PAL-02 
�ƒ MM-PAL-03 

Significant and Unavoidable 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 
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Table ES-8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource 

Environmental Topic 
Proposed Project/ 

Option Phase 
Impact Before  

Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation 

Measure 
Impact After  
Mitigation 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

GHG-1: Generate GHG emissions, either 
directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

GHG-2: Conflict with an applicable plan, 
policy, or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of reducing the emissions of 
GHGs? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

HAZ-1: Create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment through the 
routine transport, use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

HAZ-2: Create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment through 
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident 
conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment? 

Proposed Project Construction Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-HAZ-01, Project-wide 
Phase II Environmental Site 
Assessment 

�ƒ MM-HAZ-02, Soil Management 
Plan Surveys 

�ƒ MM-HAZ-03, Preconstruction 
Asbestos, Lead-Based Paint, and 
Universal Waste Surveys 

Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 
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Table ES-8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource 

Environmental Topic 
Proposed Project/ 

Option Phase 
Impact Before  

Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation 

Measure 
Impact After  
Mitigation 

Option 1 Construction Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-HAZ-01 
�ƒ MM-HAZ-02 
�ƒ MM-HAZ-03 

Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-HAZ-01 
�ƒ MM-HAZ-02 
�ƒ MM-HAZ-03 

Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

HAZ-3: Emit hazardous emissions or 
handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within 
0.25 mile of an existing or proposed 
school? 

Proposed Project Construction Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-HAZ-03 Less than Significant Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Option 1 Construction Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-HAZ-03 Less than Significant Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Option 2 Construction Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-HAZ-03 Less than Significant Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

HAZ-4: Be located on a site, which is 
included on a list of hazardous materials 
sites compiled pursuant to Government 
Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment? 

Proposed Project Construction Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-HAZ-01 
�ƒ MM-HAZ-02 

Less than Significant Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Option 1 Construction Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-HAZ-01 
�ƒ MM-HAZ-02 

Less than Significant Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Option 2 Construction Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-HAZ-01 
�ƒ MM-HAZ-02 

Less than Significant Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 
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Table ES-8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource 

Environmental Topic 
Proposed Project/ 

Option Phase 
Impact Before  

Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation 

Measure 
Impact After  
Mitigation 

HAZ-5: For a project located within an 
airport land use plan or, where such a plan 
has not been adopted, within two miles of 
a public airport or public use airport, 
would the project result in a safety hazard 
for people residing or working in the 
project area? 

Proposed Project Construction No Impact None No Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Option 1 Construction No Impact None No Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Option 2 Construction No Impact None No Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

HAZ-6: Impair implementation of or 
physically interfere with an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

HAZ-7: Expose people or structures, either 
directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving wildland 
fires? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

HWQ-1: Violate any water quality 
standards or waste discharge 
requirements or otherwise substantially 
degrade surface or groundwater quality?  

Proposed Project Construction Potentially Significant MM-HWQ-01, Temporary Water 
Diversion Plan 

Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Potentially Significant MM-HWQ-01 Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Potentially Significant MM-HWQ-01 Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 
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Table ES-8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource 

Environmental Topic 
Proposed Project/ 

Option Phase 
Impact Before  

Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation 

Measure 
Impact After  
Mitigation 

HWQ-2: Substantially decrease 
groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge 
such that the Project may impede 
sustainable groundwater management of 
the basin?  

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

HWQ-3: 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 result in substantial 
erosion or siltation onsite or offsite? 

Proposed Project Construction Potentially Significant MM-HWQ-01 Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Potentially Significant MM-HWQ-01 Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Potentially Significant MM-HWQ-01 Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

HWQ-4: 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 area in a manner 
that would substantially increase the rate 
or amount of surface runoff resulting in 
flooding onsite or offsite? 

Proposed Project Construction Potentially Significant MM-HWQ-01 Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Potentially Significant MM-HWQ-01 Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Potentially Significant MM-HWQ-01 Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

HWQ-5: 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 which would create or contribute 
runoff water that would exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems or provide substantial 
additional sources of polluted runoff? 

Proposed Project Construction Potentially Significant MM-HWQ-01 Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Potentially Significant MM-HWQ-01 Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Potentially Significant MM-HWQ-01 Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 
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Table ES-8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource 

Environmental Topic 
Proposed Project/ 

Option Phase 
Impact Before  

Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation 

Measure 
Impact After  
Mitigation 

HWQ-6: 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 impede or redirect 
flood flows? 

Proposed Project Construction Potentially Significant �ƒ MM-HWQ-01 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-02, Construction 

Scheduling 

Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-HWQ-03, Advanced 
Hydraulic Analysis 

�ƒ MM-HWQ-04, Fully Incised 
Path 

�ƒ MM-HWQ-05, Incised/Elevated 
Transition Widening 

�ƒ MM-HWQ-06, Elevated-in-
Channel Incised Path 

�ƒ  MM-HWQ-08, Streamlined 
Bridge Piers 

Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Potentially Significant �ƒ MM-HWQ-01 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-02 

Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-HWQ-03 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-04 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-05 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-06 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-08 

Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Potentially Significant �ƒ MM-HWQ-01 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-02 

Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-HWQ-03 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-04 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-05 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-06 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-08 

Less than Significant Impact 

HWQ-7: Result in flood hazard, tsunami, 
or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants 
due to project inundation? 

Proposed Project Construction Potentially Significant �ƒ MM-HWQ-01 Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Potentially Significant �ƒ MM-HWQ-01 Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Potentially Significant �ƒ MM-HWQ-01 Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 
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Table ES-8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource 

Environmental Topic 
Proposed Project/ 

Option Phase 
Impact Before  

Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation 

Measure 
Impact After  
Mitigation 

HWQ-8: Conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of a water quality control 
plan or sustainable groundwater 
management plan? 

Proposed Project Construction Potentially Significant �ƒ MM-HWQ-01 Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Potentially Significant �ƒ MM-HWQ-01 Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Potentially Significant �ƒ MM-HWQ-01 Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

HWQ-9: Cause changes to flood risk in 
sensitive reaches of the LA River or conflict 
with USACE’s obligations under 
Section 408? 

Proposed Project Construction Potentially Significant �ƒ MM-HWQ-01 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-02 

Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-HWQ-03 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-04 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-05 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-06 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-08 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-09, Compliance with 

Section 408 Permit 

Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Potentially Significant �ƒ MM-HWQ-01 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-02 

Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-HWQ-03 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-04 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-05 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-06 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-08 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-09 

Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-HWQ-01 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-02 

Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-HWQ-03 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-04 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-05 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-06 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-08 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-09 

Less than Significant Impact 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

LA RIVER PATH  
ES-36 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT DECEMBER 2025 
 

Table ES-8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource 

Environmental Topic 
Proposed Project/ 

Option Phase 
Impact Before  

Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation 

Measure 
Impact After  
Mitigation 

HWQ-10: Cause water quality or hydraulic 
conflicts with the ultimate implementation 
of the LARER project? 

Proposed Project Construction No Impact None No Impact 

Operation Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-HWQ-04 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-05 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-06 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-07, Channel 

Daylight Crossing Structure 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-09 

Less than Significant Impact  

Option 1 Construction No Impact None No Impact 

Operation Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-HWQ-04 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-04 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-06 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-07 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-09 

Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction No Impact None No Impact 

Operation Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-HWQ-04 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-05 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-06 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-07 
�ƒ MM-HWQ-09 

Less than Significant Impact 

Land Use 

LU-1: Physically divide an established 
community? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 
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Table ES-8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource 

Environmental Topic 
Proposed Project/ 

Option Phase 
Impact Before  

Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation 

Measure 
Impact After  
Mitigation 

LU-2: Cause a significant environmental 
impact due to a conflict with any land use 
plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Noise and Vibration 

NOI-1: Generate a substantial temporary 
or permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels near the project in excess of 
standards established by the FTA, in the 
local general plan, noise ordinance, or 
applicable agency standards? 

Proposed Project Construction Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-NOI-01, Noise Control and 
Monitoring Plan 

Significant and Unavoidable 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-NOI-01 Significant and Unavoidable 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-NOI-01 Significant and Unavoidable 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

NOI-2: Generate excessive ground-borne 
vibration or ground-borne noise levels? 

Proposed Project Construction Potentially Significant  
(for damage) 
Potentially Significant  
(for annoyance) 

�ƒ MM-NOI-02, Drill Piles Where 
Feasible 

�ƒ MM-VIB-01, Vibration Control 
Plan 

�ƒ MM-VIB-02, Vibration 
Monitoring Plan 

Less than Significant Impact 
(for damage) 
Significant and Unavoidable 
(for annoyance) 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Potentially Significant  
(for damage) 
Potentially Significant  
(for annoyance) 

�ƒ MM-NOI-02 
�ƒ MM-VIB-01 
�ƒ MM-VIB-02 

Less than Significant Impact 
(for damage) 
Significant and Unavoidable 
(for annoyance) 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Potentially Significant  
(for damage) 
Potentially Significant  
(for annoyance) 

�ƒ MM-NOI-02 
�ƒ MM-VIB-01 
�ƒ MM-VIB-02 

Less than Significant Impact 
(for damage) 
Significant and Unavoidable 
(for annoyance) 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 
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Table ES-8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource 

Environmental Topic 
Proposed Project/ 

Option Phase 
Impact Before  

Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation 

Measure 
Impact After  
Mitigation 

NOI-3: Expose people residing or working 
in the RSA to excessive noise levels if the 
project is located near a private airstrip or 
an airport land use plan or, where such a 
plan has not been adopted, within 2 miles 
of a public airport or public use airport? 

Proposed Project Construction No Impact None No Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Option 1 Construction No Impact None No Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Option 2 Construction No Impact None No Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Population and Housing 

PH-1: Induce substantial unplanned 
population growth in an area, either 
directly (for example, by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for 
example, through extension of roads or 
other infrastructure)? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

PH-2: Displace substantial numbers of 
existing people or housing, necessitating 
the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 
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Table ES-8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource 

Environmental Topic 
Proposed Project/ 

Option Phase 
Impact Before  

Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation 

Measure 
Impact After  
Mitigation 

Public Services/Safety and Security 

PS-1: Result in substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision of 
new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable services ratios, 
response times or other performance 
objectives for fire protection and 
emergency services? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

PS-2: Result in substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision of 
new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable services ratios, 
response times or other performance 
objectives for police protection? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

PS-3: Result in substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision of 
new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable services ratios, 
response times or other performance 
objectives for schools? 

Proposed Project Construction No Impact None No Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Option 1 Construction No Impact None No Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Option 2 Construction No Impact None No Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 
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Table ES-8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource 

Environmental Topic 
Proposed Project/ 

Option Phase 
Impact Before  

Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation 

Measure 
Impact After  
Mitigation 

PS-4: Result in substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision of 
new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable services ratios, 
response times or other performance 
objectives for public libraries? 

Proposed Project Construction No Impact None No Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Option 1 Construction No Impact None No Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Option 2 Construction No Impact None No Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Recreation 

REC-1: Increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial 
physical deterioration of the facility would 
occur or be accelerated? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

REC-2: Include recreational facilities or 
require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which might have an 
adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

REC-3: Result in substantial adverse 
physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, need for new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, 
the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, in order 
to maintain acceptable service ratios or 
other performance objectives for parks? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 
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Table ES-8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource 

Environmental Topic 
Proposed Project/ 

Option Phase 
Impact Before  

Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation 

Measure 
Impact After  
Mitigation 

Transportation 

TR-1: Conflict with a program, plan, 
ordinance, or policy addressing the 
circulation system, including transit, 
roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?  

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

TR-2: Conflict or be inconsistent with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b)? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

TR-3: Substantially increase hazards due to 
geometric design features (e.g., sharp 
curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

TR-4: Result in inadequate emergency 
access? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 
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Table ES-8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource 

Environmental Topic 
Proposed Project/ 

Option Phase 
Impact Before  

Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation 

Measure 
Impact After  
Mitigation 

Tribal Cultural Resources 

TCR-1: Cause a substantial adverse change 
in the significance of a TCR, defined in 
PRC Section 21074 as either a site, feature, 
place, cultural landscape that is 
geographically defined in terms of the size 
and scope of the landscape, sacred place, 
or object with cultural value to a California 
Native American tribe, and that is listed or 
eligible for listing in the CRHR, or in a local 
register of historical resources as defined 
in PRC Section 5020.1(k), or is a resource 
determined by the lead agency, in its 
discretion and supported by substantial 
evidence, to be significant pursuant to 
criteria set forth in subdivision I of PRC 
Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set 
forth in subdivision (c) of PRC 
Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall 
consider the significance of the resource to 
a California Native American tribe? 

Proposed Project Construction Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-TCR-01, Tribal Monitoring 
�ƒ MM-CUL-03 
�ƒ MM-CUL-04 

Less than Significant Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Option 1 Construction Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-TCR-01 
�ƒ MM-CUL-03 
�ƒ MM-CUL-04 

Less than Significant Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Option 2 Construction Potentially Significant  �ƒ MM-TCR-01 
�ƒ MM-CUL-03 
�ƒ MM-CUL-04 

Less than Significant Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Utilities and System Services 

UTL-1: Require or result in the relocation 
or construction of new or expanded water, 
wastewater treatment, stormwater 
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, or other 
utility or public services facilities, the 
construction or relocation of which could 
cause significant environmental impacts? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 
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Table ES-8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource 

Environmental Topic 
Proposed Project/ 

Option Phase 
Impact Before  

Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation 

Measure 
Impact After  
Mitigation 

UTL-2: Have sufficient water supplies 
available to serve the project and 
reasonably foreseeable future development 
during normal, dry, and multiple dry years? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

UTL-3: Result in a determination by the 
wastewater treatment provider, which 
serves or may serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s 
projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

UTL-4: Generate solid waste in excess of 
state or local standards, in excess of the 
capacity of local infrastructure, or 
otherwise impair the attainment of solid-
waste reduction goals? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

UTL-5: Conflict with federal, state, and 
local management and reduction statutes 
and regulations related to solid waste? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation No Impact None No Impact 
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Table ES-8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource 

Environmental Topic 
Proposed Project/ 

Option Phase 
Impact Before  

Mitigation 
Proposed Mitigation 

Measure 
Impact After  
Mitigation 

Wildfire 

WF-1: Substantially impair an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

WF-2: Due to slope, prevailing winds, and 
other factors, would the project exacerbate 
wildfire risks, and thereby expose project 
occupants to pollutant concentrations 
from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread 
of a wildfire? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

WF-3: Require the installation or 
maintenance of associated infrastructure 
(such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency 
water sources, power lines, or other 
utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or 
that may result in temporary or ongoing 
impacts to the environment? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

WF-4: Expose people or structures to 
significant risks, including downslope or 
downstream flooding or landslides, as a 
result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, 
or drainage changes? 

Proposed Project Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 1 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Option 2 Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact 
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ES-4 Significant and Unavoidable Impacts 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15216.2(b) requires EIRs to include a discussion of significant 
environmental impacts that cannot be avoided if a project is implemented. In Chapter 3, 
Environmental Settings, Impacts, and Mitigation, Sections 3.2 through 3.19 analyze significant 
environmental impacts related to the Proposed Project and its options; identify feasible mitigation 
measures that could avoid or reduce these significant impacts, where available; and present a 
determination stating whether these mitigation measures would reduce these impacts to a less than 
significant level. If a specific impact discussed in any of these sections cannot be fully reduced to a 
less than significant level, it is considered a significant and unavoidable impact. As concluded in the 
Draft EIR and shown in Table ES-8, the following impacts would be significant and unavoidable for the 
Proposed Project and its options, even after implementation of mitigation measures: 

�x Geology, soils, and paleontological resources (paleontological resources during construction) 

�x Noise and vibration (increase in ambient noise during construction; vibration annoyance during 
construction) 

ES-5 Project Alternatives 

CEQA requires that a range of reasonable project alternatives to the Proposed Project is considered 
that could meet most of the basic project objectives and substantially reduce or eliminate significant 
impacts associated with the project. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a): 

“An EIR shall describe the range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the 
location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the 
project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the 
project and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not 
consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a 
reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision 
making and public participation.” 

Project Alternatives are summarized below, and are described in more detail in Chapter 5, Alternatives. 

ES-5.1 No Project Alternative 

The No Project Alternative is required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) and assumes that 
the Proposed Project would not be implemented. The Proposed Project is identified in the LARMP as 
the “Metro LA River Path.” Under the No Project Alternative, the approximately 8-mile stretch of the 
LA River from Elysian Valley in the City of Los Angeles to the Cities of Vernon and Maywood would not 
be developed with an active transportation path. The 8-mile gap between the existing Los Angeles 
River Greenway Trail and the existing LA River Trail along the LA River would remain and connectivity 
between the existing pedestrian and bicycle paths would not occur. The Project footprint along the LA 
River would remain a flood channel and remain closed to the public. No new access points to the 
surrounding parks and recreational facilities would be developed and path elements such as lighting, 
landscaping, and signage would not exist. In addition, no new bridges and piers would be constructed 
in the LA River and no new river crossings related to the Project would occur. 
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The No Project Alternative assumes that projects in the regional area would continue to progress as 
identified in local general plans, capital improvement programs, and regional plans, including the 
Southern California Association of Government’s (SCAG’s) Connect SoCal—The 2024–2050 Regional 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (Connect SoCal) (SCAG 2020) and other 
proposed projects identified in the LARMP, including the Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration 
(LARER) project. Under the No Project Alternative, the LARMP would continue to serve as the existing 
planning framework for enhancing the LA River, including the Project area. 

ES-5.2 Mostly-East Bank Alternative 

The Mostly-East Bank Alternative, known as Alignment D in the Conceptual Design Report, proposes a 
pedestrian and bicycling path alignment running predominantly along the east bank of the LA River 
from the northern terminus of the existing LA River Greenway Trail at Riverside Drive in the City of Los 
Angeles to the southern terminus of the existing path at Atlantic Boulevard. Starting at the north end 
on the western bank where the LA River Greenway Trail ends, this alternative would cross over the LA 
River to operate on the east bank north of Mission Road/Cesar E. Chavez to just north of Washington 
Boulevard/Redondo Junction. Due to physical and hydrological constraints, only a west bank option is 
possible at the Redondo Junction and the Mostly-East Bank Alternative would require a gap in the 
alignment path starting at the Redondo Junction before continuing along the east bank and 
connecting with the existing bike path at Atlantic Boulevard. The alternative would be directly adjacent 
to the river’s east bank between the channel and at-grade active rail facilities. The Mostly-East Bank 
Alternative would include 10 access points: Figueroa Street (Existing), Los Angeles State Historic 
Park/Main Street, Mission Road/Cesar E Chavez, Union Station, First Street, Seventh Street, 
Washington Boulevard, Bandini Boulevard, Downey Road, and Atlantic Boulevard. 

ES-5.3 Mostly-West Bank Alternative 

The Mostly-West Bank Alternative, known as Alignment E in the Conceptual Design Report, proposes 
a pedestrian and bicycling path predominantly along the west bank of the LA River from the northern 
terminus of the existing path at Elysian Park to the southern terminus of the existing path at Atlantic 
Boulevard. The Mostly-West Bank Alternative would follow the western bank of the LA River in the area 
between the channel and at-grade active rail facilities. Starting at the north end on the western bank 
where the LA River Greenway Trail ends, the Mostly-West Bank Alternative would cross over the LA 
River to operate on the eastern bank between Ed. P. Reyes Greenway and Albion Park, then cross back 
to the west bank at the LA State Historic Park access point and stays on the west bank until 
Washington Boulevard. This alternative would then operate on the east bank until just north of Atlantic 
Boulevard where the alignment would cross back to the west bank and connect with the existing 
access point at Atlantic Boulevard. The Mostly-West Bank Alternative would include 10 access points: 
Ed P. Reyes Greenway, Albion Park/Main Street, Los Angeles State Historic Park/Main Street, Mission 
Road/Cesar E Chavez Avenue, Union Station, First Street, Sixth Street Tunnel, Washington Boulevard, 
Bandini-Soto Triangle, and Downey Road. 

ES-5.4 Shortened Northern Path Alternative 

The Shortened Northern Path Alternative would not meet the Project’s primary objective. The 
Shortened Northern Path Alternative would have a northern terminus of the existing LA River 
Greenway Trail in the City of Los Angeles and a southern terminus at Sixth Street and would not close 
the entire 8-mile gap along the LA River between Elysian Valley and the City of Vernon. This alternative 
would result in limited or no access to the local neighborhoods south of Sixth Street. 
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ES-5.5 Shortened Southern Path Alternative 

The Shortened Southern Path Alternative would not meet the Project’s primary objective. The 
Shortened Southern Path Alternative would have a northern terminus at First Street in the City of Los 
Angeles and a southern terminus at Atlantic Boulevard in the City of Vernon and would not close the 
entire 8-mile gap along the LA River between Elysian Valley and the City of Vernon. This alternative 
would result in limited or no access to the local neighborhoods north of First Street. 

ES-5.6 Comparison of Alternatives 

Table ES-9 summarizes the environmental impacts of the alternatives compared to the Proposed 
Project and identifies if the alternatives would have greater, lesser, or similar impacts compared to the 
Proposed Project. Additional detail is described in Chapter 5, Alternatives. 

Table ES-9. Alternatives Comparison of Environmental Impacts Relative to the Proposed Project 

Environmental 
Topics 

Construction/ 
Operation 

Proposed 
Project 

No Project 
Alternative 

Mostly-
East Bank 
Alternative 

Mostly-
West Bank 
Alternative 

Shortened 
Northern 

Path 
Alternative 

Shortened 
Southern 

Path 
Alternative 

Aesthetics and 
Visual Resources 

Construction LTS �p�� = = �p�� �p��
Operation LTS �p�� = = �p�� �p��

Air Quality Construction LTS �p�� = = �p�� �p��
Operation LTS �n�� = = �n�� �n��

Biological 
Resources 

Construction LTSM �p�� �p�� = �p�� �p��
Operation LTS �p�� =�� =�� �p �p 

Cultural 
Resources 

Construction LTSM �p�� = = �p�� �p��
Operation NI =�� = = = = 

Energy Construction LTS �p�� = = �p�� �p��
Operation LTS �n�� = = �n�� �n��

Geology, Soils, 
and 
Paleontological 
Resources 

Construction SU �p�� = = �p�� �p��
Operation LTS �p�� = = �p �p 

Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions 

Construction LTS �p�� = = �p�� �p��
Operation LTS �n�� = = �n�� �n��

Hazards and 
Hazardous 
Materials 

Construction LTSM �p�� = = �p�� �p��
Operation LTS �p�� = = �p�� �p��

Hydrology and 
Water Quality 

Construction LTSM �p�� = = �p�� �p 

Operation LTSM �n�� = = �p�� �p��
Land Use and 
Planning 

Construction LTS �p�� = = = = 

Operation LTS �n�� = = =�� =��
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Table ES-9. Alternatives Comparison of Environmental Impacts Relative to the Proposed Project 

Environmental 
Topics 

Construction/ 
Operation 

Proposed 
Project 

No Project 
Alternative 

Mostly-
East Bank 
Alternative 

Mostly-
West Bank 
Alternative 

Shortened 
Northern 

Path 
Alternative 

Shortened 
Southern 

Path 
Alternative 

Noise and 
Vibration 

Construction SU �p�� �p �p �p�� �p��
Operation LTS �p�� = = �p�� �p��

Population and 
Housing 

Construction LTS �p�� = = = = 

Operation LTS �p�� = = = = 

Public Services/ 
Safety and 
Security 

Construction LTS �p�� = = �p�� �p��
Operation LTS �n�� = = �p�� �p��

Recreation Construction LTS �p�� = = = = 

Operation LTS �p�� = = �p�� �p��
Transportation Construction LTS �p�� =�� = �p�� �p��

Operation LTS �n�� =�� = �n�� �n��
Tribal Cultural 
Resources 

Construction LTSM �p�� = = �p �p 

Operation NI =�� = = = = 

Utilities and 
Service Systems 

Construction LTS �p�� = = �p�� �p��
Operation LTS �p�� = = �p�� �p��

Wildfire Construction LTS �p�� = = = �p��
Operation LTS �p�� = = = �p��

Notes: 

LTS = Less Than Significant 

LTSM = Less Than Significant with Measures 
Incorporated 

NI = No Impact 

SU = Significant and Unavoidable 

��

�n����Greater Impacts compared to the Proposed Project��

�p����Lesser Impacts compared to the Proposed Project��

=: Similar Impacts compared to the Proposed Project��

ES-5.6.1 No Project Alternative 

The No Project Alternative would have similar impacts compared to the Proposed Project for cultural 
resources (operation), tribal cultural resources (TCRs) (operation), and noise and vibration 
(operation). The No Project Alternative would not include operation and maintenance (O&M) 
activities that would disturb cultural resources and TCRs and would result in no impacts. Under the 
No Project Alternative, impacts for noise and vibration (operation) would be less than significant and 
have similar impacts to the Proposed Project. The reduction in vehicular traffic associated with the 
Proposed Project would not occur as a result of the No Project Alternative and vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) would not be reduced. Traffic noise could be greater than Proposed Project, but the No Project 
Alternative would avoid minor O&M noises associated with the Proposed Project. Therefore, the No 
Project Alternative would result in less than significant impact related to both noise and vibration, 
similar to the Proposed Project during operation. 
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The No Project Alternative would not result in Project-related construction and O&M activities and 
would have fewer impacts compared to the Proposed Project for the following environmental 
resources: aesthetics/visual resources; air quality (construction); biological resources; cultural 
resources (construction); energy (construction); geology, soils, and paleontological resources; GHG 
(construction); hazards and hazardous materials; hydrology and water quality; land use and planning 
(construction); noise and vibration (construction); population and housing; public services/safety and 
security (construction); recreation (construction); transportation (construction); TCRs (construction); 
utilities and service systems; and wildfire. 

The No Project Alternative would have greater impacts compared to the Proposed Project for the 
following environmental resources: air quality (operation), energy (operation), GHG (operation), land 
use (operation), public services/safety and security (operation), recreation (operation), and 
transportation (operation). Air quality (operation), energy (operation), GHG (operation), and 
transportation (operation) impacts would be greater than the Proposed Project as a result having 
lower VMT reductions compared to the Proposed Project. Land use (operation) impacts would be 
greater than the Proposed Project because the No Project Alternative would not meet the objectives of 
the LA River Revitalization Master Plan and other applicable regional and local plans to provide 
linkages and connections to nearby communities, encourage alternative modes of transportation, and 
provide safe bicycle facilities for people of all types and abilities. Public services/safety and security 
(operation) and recreation (operation) impacts would be greater than the Proposed Project because 
the No Project Alternative would not construct additional access points to the LA River, nor 
incorporate additional safety features along the LA River associated with the Proposed Project. 

ES-5.6.2 Mostly-East Bank Alternative 

The Mostly-East Bank Alternative would have similar impacts for almost all environmental resources 
compared to the Proposed Project. Impacts to cultural resources (construction) would be less than 
significant with mitigation and similar to the Proposed Project during construction. Excluding historic 
bridges, nine identified historical resources are situated along the west bank and two identified 
historical resources are situated along the east bank through this area. Compared to the Proposed 
Project, this alternative would avoid potential less than significant impacts to the property and historic 
setting of HR-44. However, compared to the Proposed Project one additional historic property (HR-
38) may be impacted by construction vibration due to the closer proximity of construction activity on 
the east bank and one historic property (HR-33) may no longer be impacted as a result of pile driving 
no longer occurring in its vicinity. As a result, similar to the Proposed Project, this alternative would 
result in construction-related vibration impacts to historic resources located in close proximity to 
construction activities, which would generally involve those historical resources located along the east 
bank of the LA River Channel. This alternative would implement the same mitigation measures as the 
Proposed Project to avoid construction impacts on built-environment historical resources. 

This alternative would have fewer impacts related to biological resources (construction) and noise and 
vibration (construction annoyance). This alternative would have fewer impacts related to biological 
resources (construction) because it may not require the removal of the southern California black 
walnut trees located along the western riverbank between the Riverside Drive Viaduct and the SR-110 
Bridge and would therefore result in fewer impacts related to the removal of protected trees, migratory 
birds, and loss of nesting habitats than the Proposed Project.  

Impacts related to noise and vibration (construction annoyance) would be significant and unavoidable 
and less than the Proposed Project during construction. The path type near Receptors 17, 18, and 19 
would no longer require pile driving and the severity of noise and vibration impacts may be reduced. 
General construction activity may still result in noise and vibration impacts at these receptors. One 
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additional historic property (HR-38) may be impacted by construction vibration due to the closer 
proximity of construction activity on the east bank and one historic property (HR-33) may not be 
impacted as a result of pile driving no longer occurring in its vicinity, compared to the Proposed 
Project. This alternative would implement the same mitigation measures as the Proposed Project to 
reduce noise and vibration impacts during construction. It is anticipated that potential significant 
vibration damage impacts would be reduced with the implementation of mitigation measures similar 
to the Proposed Project. However, like the Proposed Project, construction of the Mostly-East Bank 
Alternative may still result in noise and vibration annoyance impacts due to the proximity of adjacent 
sensitive receptors and the potential use of pile drivers. 

This alternative would not have greater impacts compared to the Proposed Project. 

ES-5.6.3 Mostly-West Bank Alternative 

The Mostly-West Bank Alternative would have similar impacts for almost all environmental resources 
compared to the Proposed Project. Impacts to cultural resources (construction) would be less than 
significant with mitigation and similar to the Proposed Project during construction. This alternative 
would have potential less than significant impacts to the historic setting of HR-47 because the path 
alignment would be situated along the opposite side of the LA River; however, new potential impacts 
to HR-26 may occur. Such impacts to HR-26 would be similar to those described for Option 2 and 
would be less than significant. A reduction in vibration impacts at one historic property (HR-33) would 
also occur due to increased distance from construction activity. As a result, similar to the Proposed 
Project, this alternative would result in construction-related vibration impacts to historic resources 
located in close proximity to construction activities which would generally involve those historical 
resources located along the west bank of the LA River Channel. This alternative would implement the 
same mitigation measures as the Proposed Project to avoid construction impacts on built-
environment historical resources. 

Impacts related to noise and vibration (construction annoyance) would be significant and unavoidable 
and less than the Proposed Project during construction. This path alignment would be predominantly 
on the west bank where sensitive receptors are sporadically located within primarily industrials uses. 
As the construction activity would primarily occur on the west bank, sensitive receptors on the east 
bank would be less impacted by construction noise and vibration. Specifically, residences located 
between the US-101 freeway and Second Street (Receptors 17, 18, and 19) on the east bank would 
receive a reduction in noise and vibration impacts as a result of the increased distance and path type 
no longer requiring pile driving. The One Santa Fe Apartments (Receptor 20) may experience 
increased construction noise and vibration due to construction activity occurring at a closer distance 
than under the Proposed Project. A reduction in vibration impacts at HR-33 would also occur due to 
increased distance from construction activity, compared to the Proposed Project. Potential significant 
vibration damage impacts would be reduced with the implementation of mitigation measures similar 
to the Proposed Project. However, like the Proposed Project, construction of the Mostly-West Bank 
Alternative may still result in noise and vibration annoyance impacts due to the proximity of adjacent 
sensitive receptors and the potential use of pile drivers. 

This alternative would not have greater impacts compared to the Proposed Project. 
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ES-5.6.4 Shortened Northern Path Alternative 

The Shortened Northern Path Alternative would have similar impact compared to the Proposed 
Project for cultural resources (operation), land use planning, population and housing, recreation, 
TCRs (operation), and wildlife. 

As a result of a shortened alignment, this alternative would have fewer impacts compared to the 
Proposed Project for the following environmental resources: aesthetic/visual resources, air quality 
(construction), biological resources, cultural resources (construction), energy (construction), geology, 
soils, and paleontological resources, GHG (construction), hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology 
and water quality, noise and vibration, public services/safety and security, transportation 
(construction), TCRs (construction) and utilities and service systems. In particular, cultural resources 
(construction) would have reduced impacts because this alignment would avoid potentially significant 
impacts to the Washington Boulevard Bridge and Atlantic Boulevard Bridge associated with the path 
alignment of the Proposed Project. The number of historic properties that would be potentially 
exposed to excessive vibration would be reduced by six properties compared to the Proposed Project. 
This alternative would implement the same mitigation measures as the Proposed Project to avoid 
construction impacts on built-environment historical resources and impacts. Therefore, impacts to 
historic resources would be less than significant with mitigation and less than the Proposed Project 
during construction. 

Significant and unavoidable impacts related to paleontological resources (construction) and noise and 
vibration impacts (construction) would be reduced under this alternative, compared to the Proposed 
Project, due to the shorter alignment and reduced construction activities. However, these impacts 
would remain significant and unavoidable even after implementation of mitigation measures, though 
to a lesser extent compared to the Proposed Project. In particular, noise and vibration (construction) 
would have reduced impacts due to its shorter alignment. The number of noise and vibration sensitive 
receptors affected would be reduced by three sensitive receptors compared to the Proposed Project 
and the number of historic properties that would be potentially exposed to excessive vibration would 
be reduced by six properties. This alternative would implement the same mitigation measures as the 
Proposed Project to reduce noise and vibration impacts during construction. It is anticipated that 
potential vibration damage impacts would also be able to be mitigated. However, like the Proposed 
Project, this alternative may still result in noise and vibration annoyance impacts due to the proximity 
of adjacent sensitive receptors and the potential use of pile drivers. Impacts to noise and vibration 
annoyance (construction) would be significant and unavoidable but less than the Proposed Project 
during construction. 

In addition, this alternative would result in fewer impacts for hydrological impacts compared to the 
Proposed Project. However, this alternative would still be located within LA River Reaches 7 and 8 in 
conjunction with the LARER project and within a 100-year flood zone, thus requiring mitigation 
measure specific to Reaches 7 and 8, similar to the Proposed Project. This alternative would not avoid 
hydrological impacts at Reaches 7 and 8. Nonetheless, this alternative would result in lesser impacts 
to hydrological resources compared to the Proposed Project because of the shorter alignment and 
avoidance of hydrological impacts associated with the construction of piers and elevated crossings 
related to the Proposed Project south of Sixth Street and near the Washington Boulevard (Redondo 
Junction), Bandini-Soto Triangle, and Atlantic Boulevard access points. Similar to the Proposed 
Project, this alternative would be an active transportation path that would result in a reduction of 
passenger vehicle trips to the region and in a reduction in VMT. However, as a result of the shortened 
alignment from the northern terminus of the existing LA River Greenway Trail to Sixth Street, this 
alternative would not reduce VMTs to the same level as the Proposed Project. As a result, the 
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alternative would have greater levels of impact compared to the Proposed Project for air quality 
(operation), energy (operation), GHG (operation), and transportation (operation). 

This alternative would not have greater impacts compared to the Proposed Project.  

ES-5.6.5 Shortened Southern Path Alternative 

The Shortened Southern Path Alternative would have similar impacts compared to the Proposed 
Project for cultural resources (operation), land use planning, population and housing, recreation, and 
TCRs (operation). 

As a result of a shortened alignment from the First Street to southern terminus at Atlantic Boulevard, 
this alternative would have fewer impacts compared to the Proposed Project for the following 
environmental resources: aesthetic/visual resources, air quality (construction), biological resources, 
cultural resources (construction), energy (construction), geology, soils, and paleontological resources, 
GHG (construction), hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, noise and 
vibration, public services/safety and security, transportation (construction), TCRs (construction), 
utilities and service systems, and wildfire. In particular, cultural resources (construction) would have 
reduced impacts because potentially significant impacts to the North Main Street Bridge and Cesar E 
Chavez Viaduct associated with the path alignment of the Proposed Project would be avoided by this 
alternative. The number of historic properties potentially exposed to excessive vibration would be 
reduced by 15 properties. This alternative would implement the same mitigation measures as the 
Proposed Project to avoid construction impacts on built-environment historical resources and 
impacts. Therefore, impacts to historic resources would be less than significant with mitigation and 
less than the Proposed Project during construction. 

Significant and unavoidable impacts related to paleontological resources (construction) and noise and 
vibration impacts (construction) would be reduced under this alternative due to the shorter alignment 
and reduced construction activities compared to the Proposed Project. However, these impacts would 
remain significant and unavoidable even after implementation of mitigation measures, though to a 
lesser extent compared to the Proposed Project. In particular, noise and vibration (construction) 
would have reduced impacts due to its shorter alignment, reduction in construction activities, and no 
construction north of First Street. The number of noise and vibration sensitive receptors affected 
would be reduced by 19 sensitive receptors compared to the Proposed Project and the number of 
historic properties that would be potentially exposed to excessive vibration would be reduced by 15 
properties. This alternative would implement the same mitigation measures as the Proposed Project 
to reduce noise and vibration impacts during construction. It is anticipated that potential vibration 
damage impacts would also be able to be mitigated. However, like the Proposed Project, this 
alternative may still result in noise and vibration annoyance impacts due to the proximity of adjacent 
sensitive receptors and the potential use of pile drivers. Impacts to noise and vibration annoyance 
(construction) would be significant and unavoidable but less than the Proposed Project during 
construction. 

This alternative would result in lesser impacts for hydrological impacts compared to the Proposed 
Project. This alternative would not be located within LA River Reaches 7 and 8 in conjunction with the 
LARER project and would not be within a 100-year flood zone. Thus, the Proposed Project’s mitigation 
measure specific to Reaches 7 and 8 and the LARER project would not be required, and fewer 
hydrology mitigation measures are needed compared to the Proposed Project. This alternative would 
still have hydrological impacts associated with the construction of piers and elevated crossings related 
to the Proposed Project south of Sixth Street and near the Washington Boulevard (Redondo Junction), 
Bandini-Soto Triangle, and Atlantic Boulevard access points. However, hydrological impacts are 
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reduced because of the shorter alignment and would result in lesser impacts to hydrological resources 
compared to the Proposed Project. In addition, this alternative would be substantially within the same 
footprint as the Proposed Project south of First Street and would not be located within a designated 
Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ), resulting in no wildfire impacts compared to the 
Proposed Project. Similar to the Proposed Project, this alternative would be an active transportation 
path that would result in a reduction of passenger vehicle trips to the region and in a reduction in 
VMT. However, as a result of the shortened alignment from the First Street to the southern terminus 
at Atlantic Boulevard, this alternative would not reduce VMTs to the same level as the Proposed 
Project. As a result, the alternative would have greater levels of impact compared to the Proposed 
Project for air quality (operation), energy (operation), GHG (operation), and transportation 
(operation). 

This alternative would not have greater impacts compared to the Proposed Project.  

ES-6 Environmentally Superior Alternative 

According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), a Draft EIR must identify an “environmentally 
superior alternative” to determine which alternative possesses an overall environmental advantage 
when compared to all other alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR. If the environmentally superior 
alternative is the No Project Alternative, CEQA requires the identification of an environmentally 
superior other than the No Project Alternative. The environmentally superior alternative can inform 
decision-makers as part of the project approval process; however, Metro is not required by CEQA to 
select the environmentally superior alternative as the locally approved project. 

As shown in Table ES-9, the No Project Alternative would avoid, have similar, or have reduced 
significant impacts for almost all environmental resources associated with the Proposed Project, but 
may have a slightly greater impact related to air quality (operation), energy (operation), GHG 
(operation), land use and planning (operation), noise and vibration (operation), public services/safety 
and security (operations), and transportation (operation). 

The Shortened Southern Alignment would have the greatest reductions in impacts to environmental 
resources compared to the other alternatives aside from the No Project Alternative. Therefore, the 
Shortened Southern Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative as it would further reduce 
impacts to aesthetic/visual resources, air quality (construction), biological resources, cultural 
resources (construction), energy (construction), geology, soils, and paleontological resources, GHG 
(construction), hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, noise and vibration, 
public services/safety and security, transportation (construction), TCRs (construction), utilities and 
service systems, and wildfire compared to the Proposed Project. 

ES-7 Public Outreach 

Metro has implemented a comprehensive outreach program for the Project in an effort to better 
understand the communities that live in and near the Project area, their priorities, and how the Project 
can best meet their needs. During the conceptual design phase, the Project team held nine community 
meetings and 23 pop-up events and administered two online survey tools to gather community input. 
More than 300 people participated in the nine community meetings, more than 4,600 comments were 
received through all in-person events, and more than 3,800 responses were received for the two online 
and in-person surveys. Outreach during the conceptual design phase helped inform the Project’s 
mission statement, goals, path types, and access point opportunities. 
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Metro’s scoping outreach program for the Project worked to increase awareness and disseminate 
information, gather public input, and support the technical and legal environmental process. In 
alignment with Metro’s Public Participation Plan, in Title IV, Environmental Justice and Limited English 
Proficiency, accommodations were made to expand participation during the public scoping process. 
Notification of public scoping meetings were published in eight newspapers highly circulated in areas 
potentially affected by the Project. A variety of other noticing methods were also implemented in 
advance of the public scoping meetings, including mailed notices, email notice distributions, 
information posted to the Metro website, hand-distributed flyers, geo-targeted Facebook 
advertisements, and Metro Marketing efforts. Metro conducted four public scoping meetings in Boyle 
Heights, Little Tokyo/Arts District, City of Maywood, and Cypress Park during the 45-day scoping 
period. Metro received a total of 148 written and oral comments during the public scoping period. 

Metro filed an NOP for the Project Draft EIR on October 23, 2019, with the State of California Office of 
Planning and Research’s State Clearinghouse and the Los Angeles County Clerk. The NOP provided 
notice for responsible agencies to transmit their comments on the scope and content of the NOP, 
focusing on specific information related to their own statutory responsibility, within 45 days of 
receiving the NOP from the Lead Agency (Metro). The NOP also invited public participation in the EIR 
scoping process and announced scheduled scoping meetings. 

ES-8 Areas of Controversy and Issues to be Resolved 

ES-8.1 Areas of Controversy 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15123(b)(2) requires that an EIR identify areas of controversy known to the 
Lead Agency, including issues raised by agencies and the public. 

During the public comment period for the NOP, various comment letters were received regarding the 
Project. The comments submitted on the NOP during the public review and comment period are in 
Appendix A, Public Participation and Outreach. Areas of potential controversy known to Metro are 
discussed in the Scoping Summary Report (also in Appendix A, Public Participation and Outreach). 
Areas of known controversy are briefly summarized as follows: 

�x Project construction costs 

�x Safety and security for path users 

�x Air quality and odor along the path 

�x Equity concerns for disadvantaged communities 

�x Connectivity to recreation and key destinations 

�x Impacts related to hazardous materials 

ES-8.2 Issues to be Resolved by the Decision-Making Body 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15123(b)(3) requires a discussion of issues to be resolved, including a 
choice of alternatives and whether or how to mitigate significant impacts. The Metro Board will decide 
if the significant impacts associated with biological resources, cultural resources hazards and 
hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, and TCRs have been fully mitigated to below a level 
of significance. Impacts related to geology, soils, and paleontological resources (during construction) 
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and noise and vibration (during construction) would remain significant and unavoidable. The Metro 
Board will also decide if any Proposed Project alternatives substantially reduce significant impacts 
while still meeting the key Project objectives, and if one of the alternatives could be approved. Upon 
the completion of the Final EIR and other required documentation, if warranted, the Metro Board will 
adopt findings relative to the Project’s environmental effects, and prepare a statement of overriding 
considerations, in conjunction with the certification of the Final EIR and approval of the Project. 

The following issues are to be resolved as the Project proceeds through the environmental process 
and interested-party coordination: 

�x Selection of alignment 

�x Selection of access points 

�x Selection of design variations 

�x Selection of the Final EIR Project (Metro Board will select a Final EIR Project after circulation of the 
Draft EIR) 

�x Funding shortfall 

�x Phasing of the Project based on available funding 
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CEQ Council on Environmental Quality 

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act 
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dB decibel 

dBA A-weighted decibel 

DHS Department of Health Services 
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DWR California Department of Water Resources 

ECMP Energy Conservation and Management Plan 

EIR Environmental Impact Report 

EISA Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 

EM Engineer Manual 

EMFAC emission factor 

EO executive order 

EPA US Environmental Protection Agency 
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FTA Federal Transit Administration 
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g acceleration due to gravity 

GHG greenhouse gas 
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GreenLA GreenLA: An Action Plan to Lead the Nation in Fighting Global Warming 

GWP global warming potential 

H&H hydrology and hydraulics 

H2S hydrogen sulfide 
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Metro is the Lead Agency for the Project in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15051 and 
15367, which define the Lead Agency as the public agency that has the principal responsibility for 
carrying out or approving a project. Under CEQA, a Lead Agency has the duty to avoid or substantially 
lessen the significant environmental impacts of a project, where feasible. A Lead Agency also has an 
obligation to balance the economic, social, technological, legal, and other benefits of a project against 
its significant unavoidable impacts on the environment. This Draft EIR identifies the potentially 
significant impacts of the Project on the environment, identifies mitigation measures to minimize 
those significant impacts, identifies reasonable and potentially feasible alternatives to the Project, and 
identifies any significant unavoidable adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated to less than significant 
levels. 

This Draft EIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15151, which characterizes 
the standards for EIR adequacy as follows: 

“An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide 
decisionmakers with information which enables them to make a decision which 
intelligently takes account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the 
environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency 
of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement 
among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the 
main points of disagreement among the experts. The courts have looked not for 
perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.” 

1.3 Environmental Review Process 

Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15082, Metro filed an NOP for the Draft EIR on October 23, 
2019 with the State of California Office of Planning and Research State Clearinghouse, other public 
agencies, and the general public. The NOP provided notice to public agencies and the general public 
to provide comments on the scope and content of the NOP within 45 days of receiving the NOP from 
the Lead Agency (Metro). The 45-day review period ended on December 6, 2019. 

Metro received 148 comments during the public scoping period. The scoping process and comments 
received to date are detailed in Appendix A, Public Participation and Outreach. 

The following summarizes general themes related to environmental issues from the public comments 
and questions that were received during the NOP comment period, and at the scoping meetings:  

�x General public support for the Project 

�x Project alignments, access points, and configurations 

�x Desire for amenities and equitable access along the Project  

�x Potential for poor air quality and odors along the Project  

�x Need for continued community engagement and outreach 

�x Connectivity between the Project and on-street bicycle, pedestrian, and transit networks 

�x Costs related to construction of multiple new river crossings 

�x Concern about gentrification and displacement of long-time river-adjacent residents 

�x Maximizing incorporation of green infrastructure along the Project  
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�x Importance of planning for the safety of path users and the wellbeing of unhoused people 

�x Need for maintenance standards that do not require extended closures of the path 

�x Desire for Metro to coordinate with community groups, agencies, and Native American tribes 

�x Importance of honoring the history and culture of neighborhoods along the river 

�x Designing the Project for safe interactions between different types of users 

�x Desire for abundant wayfinding signage along the Project corridor 

1.4 Environmental Impact Report Topics 

This Draft EIR addresses the potential environmental impacts of the Project and was prepared 
following input from the public and the responsible and trustee agencies through the Draft EIR 
scoping process. The following environmental topics are analyzed in this EIR: 

�x Aesthetics and visual resources 

�x Air quality 

�x Biological resources 

�x Cultural resources 

�x Energy 

�x Geology, soils, and paleontological resources 

�x Greenhouse gas emissions 

�x Hazards and hazardous materials 

�x Hydrology and water quality 

�x Land use and planning 

�x Noise and vibration 

�x Population and housing 

�x Public services/safety and security 

�x Recreation 

�x Transportation 

�x Tribal cultural resources 

�x Utilities and service systems 

�x Wildfire

1.5 Public Review of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report 

This Draft EIR was prepared under the direction and supervision of Metro and reflects the 
independent judgment of Metro. During the public review and comment period, Metro will conduct 
three in-person public hearings and one virtual public hearing to take testimony on the Draft EIR. The 
public review and comment period will occur between December 18, 2025 and February 2, 2026, 
ending 47 calendar days after the release of the Draft EIR. Public agencies, organizations, and 
individuals may submit written comments concerning environmental issues relevant to the Project 
and the adequacy of the document during the public comment period by email or US mail to: 

Mitali Gupta, Project Manager 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Email: lariverpath@metro.net 
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Metro will conduct public hearings to receive testimony on the Draft EIR during the public review and 
comment period. Following the public review and comment period, Metro will prepare written 
responses to written and oral comments pertaining to environmental issues received during the 
comment period and include these as part of the Final EIR. As required by CEQA, responses to 
comments submitted by commenting agencies will be distributed to those agencies for review prior to 
consideration of the Final EIR by Metro's Board of Directors. Upon the completion of the Final EIR and 
other required documentation, the Metro Board of Directors may adopt findings of fact relative to the 
Project’s environmental effects after implementation of mitigation measures and provide a statement 
of overriding considerations, in conjunction with certification of the Final EIR and Project approval. 

1.6 Environmental Impact Report Organization 

This Draft EIR includes the following elements: 

�x ES, Executive Summary. The Executive Summary gives an overview of the Project’s location, 
setting, objectives, and options; background, the environmental impacts, and mitigation 
measures; areas of known controversy; and issues to be resolved. 

�x Chapter 1, Introduction. This chapter discusses the purpose of the Draft EIR, identifies the 
environmental topics addressed, describes the environmental review process and organization of 
the Draft EIR, and discusses the intended use of this Draft EIR. 

�x Chapter 2, Project Description. This chapter provides the following: 

�� A description of the Project and its options, Option 1 and Option 2 

�� The Project location and boundaries 

�� A statement of objectives sought by the Project and its options 

�� A list of permits and other approvals required for the Project and its options 

�x Chapter 3, Environmental Settings, Impacts, and Mitigation. This chapter presents the following: 

�� Environmental setting for each environmental resource addressed 

�� Project and cumulative impact analyses and, if applicable, mitigation measures 

�� Conclusions regarding the level of significance after mitigation for potential impacts related to 
each environmental resource 

�x Chapter 4, Other CEQA-Required Sections. This chapter summarizes significant unavoidable 
adverse impacts, effects determined not to be significant, significant irreversible environmental 
change, and growth-inducing impacts. 

�x Chapter 5, Evaluation of Alternatives. This chapter provides an analysis of a range of reasonable 
alternatives as follows: 

�� Proposed Project and its options, Option 1 and Option 2 

�� Mostly-East Bank Alternative 

�� Mostly-West Bank Alternative 

�� Shortened Northern Path Alternative 

�� Shortened Southern Path Alternative 

�� A No Project Alternative, as required by CEQA 
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�x Chapter 6, Lead Agency and List of Preparers. This chapter provides information on the Lead 
Agency and persons who contributed to the preparation of this Draft EIR. 

�x Chapter 7, References. This chapter provides the references and sources used in the preparation of 
this Draft EIR. 

�x Appendix A, Public Participation and Outreach. This appendix presents the public engagement 
and community outreach that occurred throughout the environmental review process and details 
about tribal and historic resources consultation. 

�x Appendix B, Project Footprint Maps. This appendix provides the permanent and temporary 
footprint maps for the Proposed Project and its options, Option 1 and Option 2. 

�x Appendix C, Project Features. This appendix includes a comprehensive list of all project features 
for the Proposed Project and its options, Option 1 and Option 2. 

�x Appendices D–N (impact analysis reports and technical data). These appendices present data 
supporting the analysis or contents of this EIR. 

Copies of this EIR and appendices are posted on Metro’s website (https://www.metro.net/ 
projects/lariverpath/) and are available on file at Metro Headquarters (at One Gateway Plaza, 
Los Angeles, California 90012) during normal business hours. Copies of this Draft EIR are also 
available at local public libraries. 

1.7 Intended Uses of this EIR 

The purpose of this Draft EIR is: 

�x To satisfy the requirements of CEQA (Public Resources Code Section 21000, et seq.) and the CEQA 
Guidelines (14 California Code of Regulations Chapter 3, Section 15000, et seq.). 

�x To inform public agency decision-makers and the public of the significant environmental effects of 
the Project and possible ways to minimize those significant effects. 

�x To enable Metro to consider environmental consequences when deciding whether to approve the 
Project. 

Metro serves as the lead agency for the Project. As described in CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, lead 
agencies are charged with the duty to avoid or substantially lessen significant environmental impacts 
of a project, where feasible. In discharging its duties under CEQA, a lead agency has an obligation to 
balance the economic, social, technological, legal, and other benefits of a project against its significant 
unavoidable impacts on the environment. 

This Draft EIR is an informational document designed to identify the potentially significant impacts of 
the Project and its options on the environment; to indicate the manner in which those significant 
impacts can be minimized; to identify reasonable and potentially feasible alternatives to the Project 
that would avoid or reduce the significant impacts; and to identify any significant and unavoidable 
adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated. 

This Draft EIR will support the decision-making process for the Project’s approval by Metro. This Draft 
EIR will also be used by various local, state, and federal agencies in their consideration of permits, 
discretionary actions, and approvals potentially required to implement the Project. 
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1.7.1 Anticipated Agency Involvement 

Agency involvement is anticipated by the responsible and trustee agencies described in the 
sections below. 

1.7.1.1 Responsible Agencies 

A Responsible Agency, as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15381, is a public agency that has 
responsibility for carrying out or approving a project for which a lead agency is preparing an EIR. The 
following responsible agencies may have discretionary approval power over the Project: 

�x US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) (federal) 

�x US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) (federal) 

�x California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) (state) 

�x State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) (state) 

�x Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) (regional) 

�x California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) District 7 (state) 

�x California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) (state) 

�x California State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) (state) 

�x California State Lands Commission (state) 

�x Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (LACDPW), including the Los Angeles County 
Flood Control District (LACFCD) (local) 

�x City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering (BOE), Bureau of Sanitation, Department of 
Transportation (LADOT), Department of Water and Power (LADWP), and Cultural Heritage 
Commission (local) 

�x City of Vernon Public Works Department (local) 

1.7.1.2 Trustee Agencies 

A Trustee Agency, as defined by CEQA Guidelines Section 15386, is a state agency with jurisdiction by 
law over natural resources affected by a project that are held in trust for the people of the state. 
A Trustee Agency may also be a Responsible Agency if it has discretionary authority over a project. 
The Project includes the following trustee agencies: 

�x CDFW 

�x California State Lands Commission 

�x California Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) 
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CHAPTER 2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
As required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15124, this 
chapter introduces and defines the LA River Path Project (Proposed Project) and its options, 
Option 1 and Option 2, studied in this Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The purpose of this 
Draft EIR is to analyze and disclose the Proposed Project’s potential significant effects on the 
environment and to identify mitigation measures and alternatives to avoid or reduce significant 
effects. The analysis presented in this Draft EIR complies with CEQA per Public Resources Code 
Section 21000 et seq. and the CEQA Guidelines as codified in 14 California Code of Regulations 
Section 15000 et seq. 

This chapter presents the Proposed Project overview and history, its objectives, and location and 
boundaries. It also describes the Proposed Project’s technical, economic, and environmental 
characteristics. 

2.1 Proposed Project Overview and History 

The Project would close the longest remaining gap between existing trails along the LA River to better 
serve existing communities, meet future demand, and improve regional connectivity. When complete, 
the Project would provide a seamless 32-mile traffic-separated active transportation facility for walking, 
rolling, and bicycling from the San Fernando Valley to the City of Long Beach along the LA River. 

Metro conducted two significant efforts assessing the viability of the Project. The first was the 
Los Angeles River Bike Path Gap Closure Feasibility Study (Feasibility Study) (Metro 2016), which found 
that a gap closure project was feasible. The second was the LA River Path Conceptual Design Report 
(Conceptual Design Report) (Metro 2019), which incorporated significant public outreach findings and 
resulted in the identification of the Proposed Project and its two options for evaluation in this Draft 
EIR. These feasibility reports are described below. 

2.1.1 Los Angeles River Bike Path Gap Closure Feasibility Study 

In June 2014, the Metro Board of Directors authorized a study to evaluate possibilities to close the 
8-mile gap along the LA River between Elysian Valley and the City of Vernon. The outcome was the 
Feasibility Study, which included a preliminary assessment of the engineering feasibility, neighborhood 
connectivity, safety, environmental and permitting requirements, hydraulic impacts, real estate, 
maintenance and operations, and preliminary cost estimates of a gap closure project. The Feasibility 
Study found that a gap closure project was feasible and would help serve the active transportation 
needs of communities neighboring the study area and the region. 

Following completion of the Feasibility Study in September 2016, the Metro Board of Directors voted 
to advance the Project, originally named “Los Angeles River Bike Path Gap Closure,” into conceptual 
design. In November 2016, Los Angeles County voters passed Measure M, which allocated 
$365 million in funding for the Project. 
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2.1.2 LA River Path Conceptual Design Report and Related 
Public Outreach 

The conceptual design process, initiated in 2017, included technical studies to learn more about the 
Project area’s existing conditions coupled with extensive community outreach engagement to 
understand the community’s needs and desires. As part of this process, path alternatives were 
developed to address physical and regulatory challenges and to serve community needs. The 
Conceptual Design Report summarized technical studies, community outreach efforts, and the 
recommended path alternatives. 

As part of community outreach, Metro hosted several different types of outreach events and 
administered two online public survey tools during conceptual design preparation. 

A total of 36 public engagement events were held from 2018 to 2019, including pop-up events, 
stakeholder roundtables, and community open house meetings. In addition to those events, Metro 
held meetings with neighborhood councils, residential block groups, community-based organizations, 
business owners, and other stakeholders. Additional engagement tools included in-person and online 
surveys, online videos, and targeted youth outreach. 

Metro sought to capture community feedback on topics such as Project goals and objectives, path 
types, and preferred access points to guide the evaluation of different path alignments, and ultimately 
identified three top-performing path alternatives. Overall, more than 4,600 in-person comments and 
3,800 survey responses were received throughout the conceptual design process. 

Driven by the community’s needs and input, the conceptual design process culminated in the 
Conceptual Design Report with Metro’s identification of Project objectives (Section 2.2, Project 
Objectives), path types (Section 2.5, Proposed Project and Options), and the proposed and optional path 
alignments and access points (Section 2.5) to be further studied during environmental review. 

2.1.3 Regional and Local Plans Related to the Project 

Several regional and local plans have influenced the conceptual design of the Project. Several studies 
of the LA River have identified the need for the Project, and Metro is coordinating with numerous 
other studies and planning efforts. Major studies are listed below. 

�x City of Los Angeles’ Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan (City of Los Angeles Department of 
Public Works 2007) aimed at revitalizing LA River within the City of Los Angeles including 
providing pedestrian and bicycle facilities. 

�x US Army Corps of Engineers’ (USACE’s) Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Final Integrated 
Feasibility Report and Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report 
(USACE 2015) evaluated an 11-mile stretch of the LA River from Griffith Park to Downtown 
Los Angeles. 

�x River LA’s Greenway 2020 advocacy campaign (River LA 2013) started in 2013 and identified the 
goal of completing the path along the length of the river. 

�x Los Angeles County’s LA River Master Plan (LARMP) (LACDPW 2022) is an updated effort to 
synchronize goals and plans for revitalizing the LA River. Originally created in 1996, the LARMP 
recognized the river as a body of resources of regional importance that must be protected and 
enhanced by implementing efforts identified by the Master Plan. The current LARMP includes a 
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vision for the LA River to become a continuous 51-mile trail with improved and increased access 
points to help the river serve as an active and alternative transit mode for communities adjacent to 
the river and throughout the County. 

Additionally, several local and regional plans have mentioned a continuous path along the LA River as 
a priority active transportation infrastructure project for Los Angeles County. Some of these plans 
include Metro’s 2020 Long Range Transportation Plan (Metro 2020), the Southern California 
Association of Governments’ (SCAG’s) Connect SoCal—2020–2045 Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (Connect SoCal) (SCAG 2020), as well as the following: 

�x City of Los Angeles’ 2010 Bicycle Plan (City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning 2011) 
recommended a continuous bicycle path along the south and west sides of the LA River 

�x City of Los Angeles’ Mobility Plan 2035 (City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning 2016) 
recommended completing a bicycle path along the LA River through Downtown Los Angeles 
by 2025 

�x City of Vernon’s Bicycle Master Plan (City of Vernon 2017) provided recommendations for a path 
through the complex and constrained 3-mile stretch through Vernon 

�x Los Angeles County’s County of Los Angeles Bicycle Master Plan (LACDPW 2012) recommended 
building a bicycle path along the LA River through Vernon 

�x Metro’s Active Transportation Strategic Plan (Metro 2023) included the Feasibility Study as a 
potential future active transportation infrastructure project 

2.1.4 Identification of the Proposed Project and Options 

The Project, as described here and shown on Figures 2-1 and 2-2, is a proposed walking and bicycling 
path on an approximately 8-mile stretch of the LA River between Elysian Valley in Los Angeles and the 
Cities of Vernon and Maywood. The Project would commence in the north at the terminus of the 
existing LA River Greenway Trail at Riverside Drive in the City of Los Angeles and would conclude at 
the trail’s southern limit at Atlantic Boulevard, where the existing LA River Trail begins in the City of 
Vernon and continues to Long Beach. 

Three alignment alternatives were introduced to the public during the Project’s scoping period: 
Alternative A, Alternative B, and Alternative C. From these three scoping alternatives, Metro identified 
the Proposed Project and two options to the Proposed Project, Option 1 and Option 2. The 
identification of a Proposed Project and its two options did not alter the general description and 
location of the alternatives originally introduced to the public in the Notice of Preparation. Refer to 
Appendix A, Public Participation and Outreach for more information. 
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Figure 2-1. Project Regional Context 
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Figure 2-2. Project Study Area 
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The Proposed Project and its options are discussed more fully in Section 2.5, Proposed Project and 
Options. Generally, the Proposed Project and its options share the following four similarities: 

�x Start and end on the west bank. The Proposed Project and its options allow a connection between 
the southern terminus of the existing LA River Greenway Trail at the gap’s northern end and the 
northern terminus of the existing LA River Trail at the gap’s southern end. 

�x Redondo Junction alignments. At Redondo Junction, a highly constrained area, all alignments are 
situated on the west bank at the north and the east bank at the south. These alignments allow a 
transition between banks that avoids impacts on existing infrastructure, achieves acceptable path 
grades, and uses public right-of-way (ROW) opportunities. 

�x Los Angeles Union Station (Union Station) access. The Proposed Project and its options would 
access Union Station on the west bank. 

�x Sixth Street connection. The Proposed Project and its options would connect to the Sixth Street 
Tunnel on the west bank to facilitate future access to the Sixth Street Park, Arts, River, and 
Connectivity Improvements (PARC) Project. 

2.2 Project Objectives 

Project objectives were shaped by input from stakeholders and communities throughout the 
conceptual design public engagement process from late 2018 through 2019. 

The primary objective of the Project is to create a safe and world-class active transportation path along 
the LA River between Elysian Valley in the City of Los Angeles and the Cities of Vernon and Maywood 
that would enhance and provide recreational opportunities, livability, and regional and local 
connectivity and would provide an outstanding user experience, access to economic opportunity, and 
separation from vehicular traffic for people of all ages and abilities. This new transportation facility 
would contribute to improved health, economic, environmental, transportation, and equity issues 
throughout and beyond the study area. The Project objectives include: 

�x Providing, to the extent feasible, a seamless pedestrian and bicycling path between the 
San Fernando Valley in Los Angeles and the LA River Bicycle Path in Long Beach 

�x Improving safety for pedestrians and bicyclists from existing conditions 

�x Increasing access from local neighborhoods to employment centers, regional destinations, 
resources, and amenities, including healthcare services 

�x Reducing vehicle miles traveled by allowing people to walk and bicycle on a dedicated, 
vehicle-separated path through and within Los Angeles County, thereby reducing trip lengths and 
expanding travel choices 

�x Improving access to opportunity for historically under-invested communities, especially in 
low--income households earning less than $60,000 per year and in marginalized communities 

�x Creating a path that feels safe, comfortable, and is a world-class transportation facility open to 
people of all ages and abilities 

�x Creating a path that meets the needs of both recreational and utilitarian users 
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2.3 Project Location 

The Project is a pedestrian and bicycling path regionally located in the center of Los Angeles County, 
California. Following an approximately 8-mile stretch of the LA River, the Project would connect Elysian 
Valley in the City of Los Angeles with the Cities of Vernon and Maywood, providing access to 
Downtown Los Angeles. The Project would also travel through Bandini Islands, an unincorporated 
area of Los Angeles County. Proposed staging areas for construction of the Project are in the Cities of 
Los Angeles, Vernon, and Bell. 

Figure 2-1 is a regional context map of the Project. Regional access would be provided by existing 
transportation infrastructure, such as Metrolink and multiple highways. The northern terminus of the 
Project would connect at the existing Los Angeles River Greenway Trail, owned and maintained by the 
City of Los Angeles, near Egret Park. The southern terminus near Atlantic Boulevard in the City of 
Vernon would connect at the existing LA River Trail, which is owned and maintained by the Los 
Angeles County Department of Public Works. Designed for all abilities and ages, the Project would 
provide access to Downtown Los Angeles and connectivity among the surrounding communities of 
Elysian Valley, Cypress Park, Elysian Park, Lincoln Heights, Chinatown, the Arts District, Little Tokyo, 
the Industrial District, Boyle Heights, East Los Angeles, and the Cities of Vernon and Maywood. 

The Project study area shown in Figure 2-2 generally reflects the area in which reasonably foreseeable 
direct or indirect impacts of the Project may occur. Individual resource areas addressed in this Draft 
EIR may have unique study areas based on the potential for specific direct and indirect impacts 
associated with those resources; each study area is described more fully in each resource’s 
environmental setting section (Chapter 3, Environmental Settings, Impacts, and Mitigation). 

2.4 Project Setting 

2.4.1 Connectivity 

Currently, 24 miles of non-continuous pedestrian and bicycle paths exist along the LA River. The 
Project would connect the longest remaining 8-mile gap between the existing Los Angeles River 
Greenway Trail and the existing LA River Trail along the LA River, allowing for a continuous 32-mile 
path extending from Griffith Park through Downtown Los Angeles to the City of Vernon and 
connecting to Long Beach along the LA River. 

In addition to a new active transportation path, the Project would provide connectivity to Metro bus, 
rail, and other bike and pedestrian trails along the Project study area. As part of the conceptual design 
effort, a demand analysis projected segments of the Project would serve between 1,700 and 5,900 daily 
bicycle and pedestrian trips in 2035 (Metro 2019). The Project would create an active transportation 
path for users of all ages and abilities, providing a new place for walking, running, bicycling, rolling, 
and other non-motorized activities separated from vehicular traffic. 

2.4.2 Economic 

The Project would serve the communities who live, work, and play along this 8-mile stretch of the river. 
Los Angeles County has a population of approximately 10.1 million people of which 73.8% is 
characterized as black, indigenous, or people of color (BIPOC). Approximately 1.38 million people live 
within 3 miles of the Project (SCAG 2020). Approximately 90.3% of the population are BIPOC and 
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approximately 76.3% identify as Hispanic.1 Within this 3-mile area adjacent to the Project, 
approximately 23.7% live in poverty with a median household income of approximately $50,136 a 
year.2 Approximately 20.8% of this working population rely on multi-modal transportation options for 
commuting to work, including walking, bicycling, and taking public transit.3 Significant growth in 
population, households, and employment is expected to occur in the Project area. Within 3 miles of 
the Project footprint, an 8.4% growth in population is anticipated to occur between 2019 and 2031 
(SCAG 2020). Additionally, the number of households is anticipated to grow by 16%, and employment 
is anticipated to grow by 7.3% (SCAG 2020). 

When completed, the Project would allow people to travel along the LA River between the 
San Fernando Valley and Long Beach and would provide access to many communities in between. The 
Project would contribute to countywide mobility and provide access to much-needed low-cost 
transportation options. As described in Section 3.16, Transportation, multiple bus stops are located in 
the Project area and near the proposed access points. These bus stops are served by Metro (through 
Rapid, Express, and Local services) and the by the Downtown Area Short Hop (DASH) service. The 
Project would provide first/last mile4 transportation connections to this bus and rail network. The 
Project would also provide greater access to employment, entertainment, commercial, education, and 
recreational centers. It would also provide more active lifestyle choices in disadvantaged communities 
and would complement projects that have already been built or are underway. The Project would 
accomplish this by closing critical gaps in the bike network by integrating and synchronizing path 
plans. 

2.4.3 Environmental 

This section describes the existing environmental context and surrounding land uses in the Project 
study area. These existing conditions are discussed in greater detail in Chapter 3, Environmental 
Settings, Impacts, and Mitigation by resource. 

Land uses vary widely in the Project study area and surrounding area. The 8-mile Project study area 
exists within a complex landscape; it follows the course of the river and is surrounded by 
transportation facilities such as railways, roads, bridges, and pathways. Many of the land uses adjacent 
to the Project study area are predominantly industrial or are infrastructure such as utility and flood-
control facilities, with some residential, commercial, religious, and open space land uses. Many of the 
neighborhoods adjacent to the Project have limited pedestrian and bicycling infrastructure. These 
areas have high volumes of truck traffic, deteriorated roadways, a lack of sidewalks, and at-grade rail 
crossings. There are also high volumes of freight and passenger rail surrounding portions of the 

 

1  Federal census 2015–2019 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimate at the census tract level (US Census Bureau 2019a). All census 
tracts that intersect the 3-mile buffer from the permanent project footprint are included. 

2 The US government defines the federal poverty level for a family of four as $25,000 per year. The US Department of Housing and Urban 
Development threshold of income limits is used to define “low-income.” The 2019 median household income for Los Angeles County 
($68,044) is used. A median household income approximately 73% of Los Angeles County ($50,000) is used as the low-income threshold. 
A community is considered a low-income community if the percent low-income is at least 10% higher than the percent low-income for Los 
Angeles County, or the median household income is less than 73% of the median household income for Los Angeles County (US 
Department of Housing and Urban Development 2020). 

3  Federal census 2015–2019 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimate: Detailed Tables Means of Transportation to Work By Selected 
Characteristics (Workers 16 years and older) (US Census Bureau 2019b). 

4 An individual’s trip is understood as the entire journey from origin to destination. Individuals may use a number of modes of transport to 
complete the journey; they may walk, drive, ride a bicycle, take a train, or in many cases combine a number of modes. Public 
transportation agencies typically provide bus and rail services that may frame the core of such trips, but users must complete the first and 
last portion on their own; they must first walk, drive, or roll themselves to the nearest station. This is referred to the first and last mile of 
the user’s trip, or first/ last mile for short, even though actual distances vary by users (Metro 2023). 
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Project study area, creating a barrier between the proposed path and on-street mobility connections to 
communities. 

Other attributes of the environmental character of the Project study area include the LA River’s 
channel and river characteristics (including hydrology); existing bridges, railways, and utility corridors; 
cultural-rich areas in or near the LA River, including historical bridges; varied vegetation that is sparse, 
highly disturbed and fragmented and/or ornamental; land uses with potential hazardous materials or 
waste issues; and a diverse range of property ownership. 

2.4.3.1 River Channel and Bank Characteristics 

In response to major floods occurring in the early 20th century Los Angeles County and USACE 
channelized approximately 51 miles of the LA River by encasing much of the river’s bed and banks in 
concrete. This channelization allows the river to carry floodwaters quickly away from the surrounding 
areas, reducing the risk of flooding. Today, the LA River channel is broadly configured into two channel 
shapes: trapezoidal and rectangular, with the channel width ranging from approximately 200 to 500 
feet. The trapezoidal channel is wider and features sloped walls, while the rectangular channel is 
narrower with vertical walls. Portions of the channel that transition between rectangular and 
trapezoidal shapes have both vertical walls and sloped walls. 

Between Washington and Bandini Boulevards, the LA River is a rectangular channel that diverts the 
low-flow channel from the center to run along both of the outer vertical walls. Within this portion of 
the LA River channel at the Redondo Junction Grade Separation, metal sheet piling is used for the 
channel walls. This is the only portion of the river within the Project study area where the channel 
lining is not entirely concrete. 

Along the approximately 8-mile Project study area, there are three general types of conditions at the 
top of the banks: unobstructed, obstructed, or highly obstructed/vertical walled. Unobstructed 
portions are relatively free of bank-top obstructions and are generally accommodating of new facilities 
along them. Obstructed portions have some top-of-bank/incised electrical towers, bridge abutments, 
or rail facilities and are less accommodating of new facilities along them. The highly obstructed/ 
vertical walled portions within this 8-mile segment of the LA River have a top-of-bank with little or no 
open space due to electrical towers and/or rail facilities and would not accommodate new facilities at 
the top-of-bank. In general, most of the unobstructed portions of the Project study area are south of 
the Redondo Junction Grade Separation. Refer to Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality for more 
information about the river channel and bank characteristics. 

2.4.3.2 Hydrology 

The LA River is 51 miles long with an 824-square-mile watershed ranging from the eastern portions of 
the Santa Monica Mountains, Simi Hills, and the Santa Susana Mountains in the west to the 
San Gabriel Mountains in the east. Over half of the LA River watershed is highly developed with 
commercial, industrial, and residential uses, with approximately 324 square miles containing forest 
and open space. Throughout the Project study area, the LA River acts as an important conduit for 
stormwater and other surface water runoff. Stormwater and surface water runoff is conveyed to 
municipal storm drains that eventually drain to the LA River through outfalls, approximately 40 of 
which are within the Project’s 8-mile segment of the LA River. 
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The LA River remains crucial for flood control. It is characterized as a seasonal wash, running mostly 
dry in the summer and intermittently in the winter. During the dry season, a minimal amount of water 
flows above ground in the channelized riverbed. In contrast, during the wet season, with an annual 
precipitation of 13 to 15 inches that mostly occurs between October and early May, the river flows in 
intermittent bursts following rain events. Refer to Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality for more 
information about hydrology in the Project study area. 

2.4.3.3 Railways 

The LA River’s banks serve as an important corridor for commuter and freight railways. These railways 
run along the river’s east and west banks and cross the river on at-grade bridges at the same elevation 
as top-of-bank and on elevated bridges. Rail owners include Metro, Amtrak, Union Pacific Railroad 
(UP), BNSF Railway, and Metrolink (governed by the Southern California Regional Rail Authority). 
Table 2-1 lists rail services that cross over or run along the banks of this 8-mile stretch of the river. 
Metro, Metrolink, and Amtrak have maintenance and storage facilities for their trains adjacent to the 
river. Both UP and BNSF Railway have large intermodal transfer facilities on the east bank of the 
LA River. Refer to Section 3.16, Transportation for more information about these railways in the Project 
study area. 

Table 2-1. Rail Services within the Project Study Area 

Service 
Rail Lines/Operations 
Adjacent to or Crossing the LA River Rail Facilities Adjacent to the LA River 

Metro �ƒ A Line 

�ƒ B Line 

�ƒ D Line 

�ƒ E Line  

�ƒ Division 20 and Turnback Facility 

�ƒ Division 21 

�ƒ Maintenance of Way 

�ƒ Metro Center Project (Future) 

Metrolink �ƒ 91/Perris Valley Line 

�ƒ Antelope Valley Line 

�ƒ Orange County Line Riverside Line 

�ƒ San Bernardino Line 

�ƒ Ventura County Line 

�ƒ Central Maintenance Facility 

Amtrak �ƒ Coast Starlight 

�ƒ Pacific Surfliner 

�ƒ Southwest Chief 

�ƒ Sunset Limited 

�ƒ Texas Eagle 

�ƒ Amtrak Redondo Junction Facility 

�ƒ Amtrak Eighth Street Yard 

Freight �ƒ BNSF Railway 

�ƒ UP 

�ƒ BNSF Railway Los Angeles Intermodal Facility 

�ƒ UP Los Angeles Transportation Center 

 

2.4.3.4 Utility Corridors 

The Project study area has heavily concentrated utility infrastructure and networks, providing various 
residential and industrial communities with electricity, gas, oil, telecommunications, water, sewer, and 
storm drain services. The utilities form a grid-like mesh of infrastructure along the Project study area. 
The primary utilities that the Project must coordinate with are the electrical transmission facilities 
owned by Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP), Southern California Edison, and the 
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City of Vernon Public Utilities Department. The LA River is a critical utility corridor for LADWP as it 
transmits power from a generating station in Seal Beach to a substation in Glendale. Power is carried 
by overhead lines mounted on 150-foot-high towers that are located on both banks of the LA River. 
Refer to Section 3.18, Utilities and Service Systems for more information about these utility 
infrastructure and networks in the Project study area. 

2.4.3.5 Bridges 

The Project study area includes 30 bridges that cross the LA River, equating to more than three bridges 
per mile, including vehicle and railroad bridges. The oldest bridge, the Mission Junction Railroad 
Bridge North, was constructed in 1902. The newest bridge, the Sixth Street Viaduct, opened in 
July 2022. The majority of these bridges are elevated over the channel, while 11 bridges cross the 
channel at grade (that is, at the same elevation as top-of-bank). The Project would need to traverse 
over, under, or through these existing bridge structures to be consistent with Project objectives to 
provide a safe, dedicated, vehicle-separated path people to walk and bicycle. Refer to 
Section 3.5, Cultural Resources and Section 3.16, Transportation for more information about the bridges 
in the Project study area. 

2.4.3.6 Built-Environment Historical Resources 

The Project study area for cultural resources includes 49 identified built-environment historical 
resources, including 38 resources that were previously identified, and 11 newly identified resources. 
Among the previously identified historical resources in the Project study area are: two flood channels, 
11 LA River bridges, remnants of another LA River bridge, two public parks, a freeway, a tunnel, a city 
jail, a public housing complex, a rail yard, a utility yard, a winery, and multiple industrial manufacturing 
and warehouse properties. Also included in these previously identified historical resources are two 
historic districts: the Los Angeles River Channel Historic District and the Arroyo Seco Parkway Historic 
District. In addition, USACE has determined that the LA River Flood channel, which is part of a larger, 
countywide flood management system, is eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. 

Refer to Section 3.5, Cultural Resources for more information about the built-environment historical 
resources in the Project study area. 

2.4.3.7 Property Ownership 

Land along the Project study area includes publicly and privately held property, both within the river 
channel and along the top-of-bank. The channel is predominantly owned by the City of Los Angeles 
north of Washington Boulevard, while ownership shifts to the Los Angeles County Flood Control 
District (LACFCD) south of Downey Road. A number of privately owned properties extend into the 
river channel, many of which are adjacent industrial properties with parcel boundaries extending under 
the river. Private industrial uses, railroads, and utilities dominate the ownership immediately adjacent 
to the channel. Refer to Appendix B, Project Footprint Maps for more information about property 
ownership in the Project study area. 

2.4.3.8 Hazardous Materials 

Hazardous materials from current and historical land uses are present in the Project study area. Past 
and current land uses include light and heavy industry and manufacturing, metal processing plants, 
battery recycling facilities, auto-related businesses, and shipping yards, in addition to commercial, 



CHAPTER 2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 

LA RIVER PATH  
2-12 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT DECEMBER 2025 
 

residential, and open space zoning. Refer to Section 3.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials for more 
information about hazardous materials present in the Project study area. 

2.4.3.9 Biological Resources 

The Project study area is primarily a highly developed urban landscape with paved land cover. Existing 
vegetation is sparse, highly disturbed, fragmented, and consists of both native and non-native plants. 
Near the northern terminus of the Project, Southern California black walnut trees grow along the top 
of the western channel bank, in addition to willows, cottonwoods, and palm trees. Refer to Section 3.4, 
Biological Resources for more information about biological resources in the Project study area. 

2.5 Proposed Project and Options 

This section outlines the components of the Proposed Project and its two options, Option 1 and 
Option 2, as well as design variations for each. The components are generally presented from north to 
south. Each option is described in terms of how it modifies the Proposed Project. Figure 2-3 shows the 
Proposed Project alignment (discussed in detail in Section 2.5.1.1), path types (discussed in detail in 
Section 2.5.1.4), and access points (discussed in detail in Section 2.5.1.3). The Proposed Project and 
its options are located along the LA River and vary in their combination of components as follows: 

�x Path types 

�x River crossings 

�x Connectors 

�x Ancillary path elements 

�x Access points 

�x Design variations 

After the distribution of the Draft EIR and the assessment of public comments, the Metro Board 
retains the option to choose any of the Proposed Project, its options, or alternatives evaluated in the 
Draft EIR, or a combination thereof, as the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA). In addition, the Metro 
Board could opt to phase the construction of the LPA. Such decisions would be made in consideration 
of public comments, funding availability, and coordination with the USACE. 

2.5.1 Proposed Project 

Spanning approximately 9.6 miles, the Proposed Project includes seven river crossings and nine 
access points: four on the west bank and five on the east bank on the river. Additionally, the Proposed 
Project includes improvements to the existing access point on the west bank of the river at Atlantic 
Boulevard in the City of Vernon. The Proposed Project would serve four Metro stations: Union Station, 
Chinatown Station, Pico/Aliso Station, and Washington Station. Detailed discussions of the Proposed 
Project’s components are provided in the following sections. 
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Figure 2-3. Proposed Project Alignment 
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2.5.1.1 Proposed Project Alignment 

This description of the Proposed Project alignment is presented from north to south as if traveling 
along the path as illustrated on Figure 2-3 above. 

Starting north on the west bank of the LA River where the LA River Greenway Trail ends, the Proposed 
Project would run atop the bank and pass beneath the existing Interstate (I-)5 Viaduct and Riverside 
Drive Viaduct. Then, the Proposed Project would transition to an elevated configuration, crossing over 
the Metrolink LA River–Downey Bridge and moving under the State Route (SR-)110 Bridge. After 
passing under SR-110, the Proposed Project would transition to an incised configuration along the 
west bank, allowing it to go under the Metro A Line LA River Bridge. The path would mainly remain in 
an incised configuration from the North Spring Street Viaduct to the Mission Junction where it would 
cross both Metrolink railroad bridges with a new elevated crossing from the west bank, connecting to 
Albion Park on the east bank, between North Spring Street and North Main Street. South of Mission 
Junction, the Proposed Project would again transition to an elevated configuration to cross the 
LA River from the west bank to the east bank between the Metrolink Mission Junction Railroad Bridge 
South and Cesar E Chavez Avenue Viaduct. 

Approximately 800 feet north of the Cesar E Chavez Avenue Viaduct, the Proposed Project would cross 
to the east bank of the river where it would run in an incised configuration, allowing it to pass under 
the Cesar E Chavez Avenue Viaduct, El Monte Busway Bridge, and US Highway Route (US-)101 
LA River Bridge. The Proposed Project would then transition to an elevated configuration to avoid a 
transmission tower and provide an opportunity to connect to Union Station across the river on the 
west bank. 

If the Link Union Station (LinkUS) project (proposed transit improvements at Union Station) does not 
proceed with its proposed demolition of the Kahn-Beck Co./Friedman Bag Co. Building, located at 
801 E Commercial St/600 Center St, Los Angeles, the Proposed Project would also refrain from 
demolishing this built-environment historical resource. In the absence of the building’s demolition by 
the LinkUS Project, the Proposed Project’s planned connector to the Union Station access point would 
not be implemented. 

South of the connector and the transmission tower along the west bank, the path would transition 
back to an incised configuration. The path would travel under the First Street Viaduct and Fourth 
Street Viaduct. The Proposed Project would then transition to an elevated configuration to cross the 
LA River from the east bank to the west bank between the Fourth Street Viaduct and the Sixth Street 
Viaduct. 

The Proposed Project would remain elevated to travel under the Sixth Street Viaduct and then 
transition to an incised configuration to go under the Seventh Street Viaduct. The path would 
transition to an elevated configuration to go under the I-10 Santa Monica Viaduct and Olympic 
Boulevard Viaduct. Continuing in an elevated configuration, the path would go over the UP LA River 
Bridge and Washington Boulevard Bridge. The path would then immediately travel beneath the 
Redondo Junction Grade Separation and begin to cross the LA River from the west bank to the east 
bank. 

After the Proposed Project crosses over the river, the path would continue south in an elevated 
configuration on the east bank, crossing over the BNSF Railway LA River Bridge, 26th Street Bridge, 
and Soto Street Bridge. The Proposed Project would continue south in an elevated configuration until 
the approach to Bandini Boulevard Bridge. The path between Bandini Boulevard and Atlantic 
Boulevard would use a combination of incised and top-of-bank path types to go under the 
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Bandini Boulevard Bridge, the Downey Road Bridge, and two BNSF Railway bridges, one at 
Downey Road and the other at District Boulevard. Just north of Atlantic Boulevard, the Proposed 
Project would cross over the LA River from the east bank to the west bank. 

The alignment would then turn south to go under the Atlantic Boulevard Bridge in an incised 
configuration on the west bank and tie into the existing LA River Trail in the City of Vernon. 

2.5.1.2 Proposed Project Permanent Footprint 

The permanent footprint encompasses the entire extent of the permanent infrastructure associated 
with the Proposed Project. Refer to Appendix B, Project Footprint Maps, for detailed maps of the 
footprint. The permanent footprint comprises of areas planned for required ROW and construction of 
the Proposed Project components including path types, river crossings, connectors, ancillary path 
elements, access points, and design variations. Design variations are discussed in Section 2.5.1.8. 
Operation and maintenance (O&M) of the Proposed Project is anticipated along the permanent 
footprint and discussed in Section 2.8, Operations and Maintenance. 

Figures 2-4 through 2-6 show the Proposed Project footprint map, including design variations and the 
temporary construction footprint, in three segments from north to south. The temporary footprint 
comprises of the additional areas required for construction access and staging. 
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Figure 2-4. Proposed Project Footprint, Segment 1 of 3 
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Figure 2-5. Proposed Project Footprint, Segment 2 of 3 
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Figure 2-6. Proposed Project Footprint, Segment 3 of 3 

 
  



CHAPTER 2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 

LA RIVER PATH  
2-19 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT DECEMBER 2025 
 

2.5.1.3 Proposed Project Access Points 

Access points would serve as entrances to the Proposed Project for the communities surrounding it. 
The size and features of access point areas would vary depending on community needs, path user 
demand, available space, and the surrounding environment. 

Access points would be located along and adjacent to both sides of the river to connect the path with 
existing and proposed future on-street bicycle, transit, and walking networks, including Union Station 
and Metro’s A Line station. Table 2-2 lists the configuration and location of each access point for the 
Proposed Project from north to south. 

Table 2-2. Proposed Project Access Points  

Access Point Bank Connector Description  

Albion Park East Single elevated bridge over the LA River to elevated bridge over railroad tracks with ramp 
connecting to Albion Park  

Mission Road/Cesar 
E Chavez Avenue 

East Single elevated ramp crossing over railroad tracks to connect to the northwest corner of 
Mission Road and Cesar E Chavez Avenue intersection at the back of sidewalk  

Union Station  West Single elevated bridge over the LA River and railroad tracks and landing at the northeast 
corner of Center Street and Commercial Street underneath the future Link US viaduct  

First Street  East Single elevated ramp that parallels the path and then travels over the railroad tracks and 
Myers Street to connect at-grade to the back of sidewalk at the northwest corner of 
Mission Road and First Street intersection 

Sixth Street  West Single incised ramp connecting down to the south side of the Sixth Street Tunnel with 
future access to the Sixth Street PARC Project 

Washington 
Boulevard 

West Single hook ramp connecting down to the south side of Washington Boulevard  

Bandini-Soto Triangle West Single elevated bridge over the LA River connecting at-grade to Bandini Boulevard Bridge 
at the back of sidewalk adjacent to the commercial plaza known as the “Bandini-Soto 
Triangle” 

Downey Road East Single at-grade connection to the back of sidewalk on the northwest side of Downey Road  

Atlantic Boulevard  East Single at-grade connection to the northwest side of Atlantic Boulevard at the back of 
sidewalk  

Atlantic Boulevard 
(Existing) 

West Improvements to an existing access point in the City of Vernon  

 

2.5.1.4 Proposed Project Path Types 

The Proposed Project study area’s varied physical setting is highly constrained. Establishing a path 
that navigates this setting while satisfying Proposed Project objectives requires several path types to 
accommodate varied conditions, such as elevated, top-of-bank, and incised. The following 
descriptions elaborate on where and how these path types can be used. The Proposed Project includes 
46% elevated, 28% top-of-bank, and 26% incised path types, which are described in the following 
subsections. 



CHAPTER 2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 

LA RIVER PATH  
2-20 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT DECEMBER 2025 
 

2.5.1.4.1 Elevated 

An elevated path type is supported by piers and foundations, which can be placed along the 
top-of-bank or in the river channel. The maximum heights for elevated paths and crossing structures 
are 30 and 60 feet above grade of the supporting piers or columns, respectively. Two elevated path 
types are possible: 

�x Elevated top-of-bank: An elevated path with piers and foundations at the top-of-bank facilitates 
ramping and crossing over roadways, railways, and other at-grade obstacles. This path type is 
located above the high-water surface elevation in the river channel, which allows the path to 
remain open year-round. Refer to Figure 2-7 for an example cross section of an elevated top-of-
bank path type. 

�x Elevated in-channel: An elevated path with piers and foundations in the river channel facilitates 
connecting to and crossing over existing bridges, passing underneath existing bridges, and 
navigating other at-grade obstacles, particularly where an elevated top-of-bank path type is not 
feasible. Refer to Figure 2-8 for an example cross section of an elevated in-channel path type. 

Whether at the top-of-bank or in-channel, the elevated path type may provide opportunities for 
ancillary path elements, such as lighting, shade structures, and amenities. Lighting and shade 
structures can potentially be integrated directly into the elevated path, whereas amenities, such as 
seating, would require the path deck to be widened to provide adequate space. Landscaping is not 
planned to be integrated into an elevated path type. 

Figure 2-7. Example Cross Section of an Elevated Top-
of-bank Path Type  

Figure 2-8. Example Cross Section of an Elevated In-
channel Path Type 

  

2.5.1.4.2 Top-of-bank 

A top-of-bank path type is located at the top of the channel wall and uses available space on the 
ground. Two top-of-bank path types are possible: 

�x At-grade top-of-bank: Representing the simplest and most cost-effective construction, this type is 
feasible only in select locations where rail lines and utilities are not present or are set back from 
the channel at a sufficient distance to allow room for the path. Because it is not in the river 
channel, a top-of-bank path type can likely be open year-round. This path type also provides the 
greatest potential opportunity for ancillary path elements, such as lighting, shade structures, 
landscaping, and amenities. In select locations with available adjacent space, seating and trees 
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may be possible. Refer to Figure 2-9 for an example cross section of an at-grade top-of-bank path 
type. 

�x Cantilevered top-of-bank: A cantilevered path type uses a structure that is supported behind the 
top-of-bank river channel wall and extends over the channel without supports in the channel. This 
path type may be used where some space is available at the top-of-bank, but when there is less 
than enough needed for a full-width path. For long stretches of path where adjacent railroad 
setbacks limit space, a cantilevered path could be an option to route the path at or above the 
existing top-of-bank elevation, which would allow the path to be open year-round. A cantilevered 
path type provides potential opportunities for ancillary path elements, such as lighting, shade 
structures, and amenities. Lighting and shade structures potentially can be integrated directly into 
the path structure, whereas amenities, such as seating, would require the cantilevered structure to 
be extended to provide adequate space. In some locations where space is available, limited 
landscaping may be possible. Refer to Figure 2-10 for an example cross section of a cantilevered 
top-of-bank path type. 

Figure 2-9. Example Cross Section of an At-grade 
Top-of-bank Path Type  

Figure 2-10. Example Cross Section of a Cantilevered 
Top-of-bank Path Type 

  

2.5.1.4.3 Incised 

An incised path type involves building the path into the channel lining. This path type is used when 
space is not available at the top-of-bank. It is sometimes positioned closer to the top of the river 
channel, and other times closer to the bottom of the channel, depending on the site-specific 
constraints the path must navigate. The following three variants of the top-of-bank path type are 
possible: 

�x Incised high: The path would be positioned above the existing grade of the sloped river channel. 
Incised high would typically be placed on fill. It would require a protective railing. Refer to 
Figure 2-11 for an example cross section of an incised high path type. 

�x Incised mid: The path grade would be positioned partially below the existing grade of the sloped 
river channel. Incised mid would typically use fill and cut with a small curb. Refer to Figure 2-12 for 
an example cross section of an incised mid path type. 

�x Incised low: The path would be positioned predominantly below the existing grade of the sloped 
river channel. Incised low would typically involve cutting into the channel slope and require a large 
retaining wall. Refer to Figure 2-13 for an example cross section of an incised low path type. 
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Because an incised path is in the channel, it would require removing and reconstructing portions of 
the channel wall. During Project operation, channel flow conditions may cause the river’s water surface 
elevation to rise above the pathway, resulting in seasonal flooding of the path and path closures. This 
path type is similar to other incised paths already used extensively at bridge undercrossings along the 
existing paths to the north and south of the Proposed Project. Refer to Section 3.10, Hydrology and 
Water Quality for additional information on potential seasonal flooding.  

An incised path provides potential opportunities for ancillary path elements such as lighting and 
shade structures; however, opportunities for other amenities are limited because of restrictions on 
what can be placed in the river channel that might impair water flow. Lighting would need to be 
supported at the top of banks or on the underside of existing structures. Shade structures and other 
vertical amenities such as railings would be feasible only if designed to be compatible with seasonal 
high-water flows. Terraced seat walls could be integrated into the reconstructed channel wall. 
Landscaping and most other path elements would not be feasible due to potential seasonal flooding 
and other flood-control requirements. 

Figure 2-11. Example Cross Section of an Incised High Path Type 

 

 

Figure 2-12. Example Cross Section of an Incised Mid Path Type 
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Figure 2-13. Example Cross Section of an Incised Low Path Type 

 

2.5.1.5 Proposed Project River Crossings 

The Proposed Project is anticipated to include several river crossings along the path. River crossings 
allow the path to navigate site constraints, and they provide the following benefits: 

�x Constructability: River crossings allow the path to cross banks to avoid locations with significant 
constraints along the top-of-bank and channel walls. 

�x Access and equity: River crossings enable users to access the path on both riverbanks. 

�x Safety and mobility: River crossings allow the path to better connect with the existing and planned 
low-stress bicycle and pedestrian network and allow users to safely cross the LA River. 

Hydraulic and structural challenges must be addressed for crossings. The channel width at the top-of-
bank ranges from 200 feet to 500 feet. River-crossing structures spanning this distance would require 
piers in the channel or custom long-span bridge designs. The ability to put piers in the channel is 
based on hydraulic conditions. Where the presence of piers in the channel would result in 
unacceptable impacts to hydraulic conditions and flood protection levels, a custom long-span bridge 
would be considered (refer to Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality for a discussion of hydrology 
and water quality). 

2.5.1.6 Proposed Project Connectors to Access Points 

Connectors along the Proposed Project would link the main path alignment to access points typically 
located at street level. Connectors would be structures (such as elevated paths or ramps) for path 
users to traverse physical constraints (such as railroad tracks) to connect with access points. 

2.5.1.7 Proposed Project Ancillary Path Elements 

To provide comfort, safety, security, and an enjoyable user experience, the Proposed Project would 
include pathway striping; lighting; drought-tolerant and low-maintenance landscaping/vegetation; 
protective railings and bollards; and signage providing informational, educational, and wayfinding 
information. Gates will be installed at the access points for path closure during storm events. 

Additional potential ancillary path elements may be added, such as seating, drinking fountains, 
restroom facilities, public art, bicycle fix-it stations, and shade structures. For the purposes of this 
Draft EIR, it is assumed that four restrooms would be provided near Proposed Project access points. 



CHAPTER 2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 

LA RIVER PATH  
2-24 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT DECEMBER 2025 
 

Innovative path elements that may be considered for incorporation into the Proposed Project include 
pedestrian and bicycle counters; technology integration (use of technology resources to support the 
path and its users) or other devices; educational/interpretive signage; and utilities integration 
(connection of existing and new utilities, such as solar-based technologies, to support path 
infrastructure). 

The locations and types of ancillary path elements considered feasible for implementation vary based 
on path type and access point details. Specific ancillary path elements would be determined or 
detailed as design development advances. 

2.5.1.8 Proposed Project Design Variations 

The Proposed Project’s unique nature allows for multiple design variations to be considered to 
address constraints and challenges within the study area. At specific locations, multiple variations 
have been identified, which are referred to as “design variations.” Design variations include path 
connections to rail service at Union Station. Table 2-3 summarizes design variations for the Proposed 
Project. 

Table 2-3. Proposed Project Design Variations 

Design Variation Bank Configuration  

Riverside Drive West Cantilever along the west bank from the existing path to under the Riverside Drive 
Bridge. 

Arroyo Seco Parkway 
(SR-110) 

West Single elevated top-of-bank path starting north under SR-110 to just south of the freeway. 

East Cesar E Chavez 
Avenue 

West Elevated path ramps up before crossing westward over railroad ROW at grade and 
continuing south again parallel to the railroad ROW. Path crosses underneath the East 
Cesar E Chavez Avenue Bridge and continues south to the optional access point at Union 
Station via Keller Street. 

Union Station West Connection to Union Station is provided from the optional access point at Union Station 
via Keller Street through an on-street alignment along Keller Street, then connection with 
Ramirez Street to Union Station.  

US Highway Route 
101 LA River Bridge 

East Continues in an incised configuration underneath US Highway Route 101 LA River 
Bridge. 

Kearney Street East Optional access point at Kearney Street is added via path traveling north up the east 
bank and crossing over to North Myers Street before turning left and continuing to 
optional access point at Kearney Street. 

East Fourth Street West Elevated river crossing passes underneath the East Fourth Street Bridge before 
continuing south along the west bank in an elevated configuration. 

East Washington 
Boulevard (In-
Channel) 

West Path becomes elevated in-channel and continues south underneath the East Washington 
Boulevard Bridge, East 26th Street Bridge, and South Soto Street Bridge before crossing 
to the east bank and continuing south underneath Bandini Boulevard. 

East Washington 
Boulevard 
(Triangular Helix) 

West Elevated path crosses westward under the Redondo Junction Grade Separation, ascends 
in a triangular helix configuration, and continues south, crossing over East Washington 
Boulevard and LA River from the west bank to the east bank. 

South of Downey 
Road 

East Path continues south in an incised configuration. 

South Atlantic 
Boulevard 

North Path continues splits north of the Atlantic Boulevard East access point, continuing south 
before becoming elevated to cross to the southern bank to end at the Atlantic Boulevard 
Existing Path access point. 
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2.5.2 Option 1 

As discussed in Section 2.1, Metro identified two options to the Proposed Project. Option 1 retains 
most components of the Proposed Project, with some modifications. These modifications result in 
slightly longer route for Option 1, which would span approximately 10.1 miles. Option 1 would have 
the same path types as the Proposed Project (refer to Section 2.5.1.4) though with some changes in 
locations and compositions, with 56% elevated, 9% top-of-bank, and 35% incised path types. 
Option 1 would cross the river six times and would have 11 access points: six on the west bank and 
five on the east bank, including improvements to the existing Atlantic Boulevard access point in the 
City of Vernon. Like the Proposed Project, Option 1 would provide connections to three Metro 
stations, Union Station, Chinatown Station, and Washington Boulevard Station, with the addition of 
two Metro stations, Lincoln/Cypress Station and Little Tokyo/Arts District Station. 

The following sections detail Option 1 changes in the alignment (including river crossing locations, 
path types, and footprint), access points, and design variations compared to the Proposed Project. 
Figure 2-14 shows the Option 1 alignment, path types, and access points. 

2.5.2.1 Option 1 Alignment 

This description of the Option 1 alignment is presented from north to south as if traveling along the 
path as illustrated on Figure 2-14, which highlights differences compared to the Proposed Project. 
Although largely similar to the Proposed Project, Option 1 differs from the Proposed Project primarily 
along the northern segments, where it is located on the opposite bank from the Proposed Project and 
has river crossings and access points at different locations. 

Starting north on the west bank where the LA River Greenway Trail ends, Option 1 would be in a 
top-of-bank configuration to traverse beneath the I-5 Viaduct and Riverside Drive Viaduct. 
Option 1 would then traverse over the Metrolink LA River–Downey Bridge and under the SR-110 
Bridge in an elevated configuration. After passing under SR-110, Option 1 would transition to an 
elevated configuration along the west bank then cross over the river to the east bank just north of the 
Metro A Line LA River Bridge. Compared to the Proposed Project, Option 1 would have a path 
alignment and design variations that include river crossings, path along the east bank, and access 
points to Ed P. Reyes Greenway on the east bank and Los Angeles State Historic Park on the west 
bank. 

After crossing the river to land on the east bank, Option 1 would mainly be elevated as it passes the 
A Line and continues south. North of Broadway, the alignment would include an access point at the 
Ed P. Reyes Greenway and a river crossing to the west bank leading to the LA State Historic Park 
access point, which is not included in the Proposed Project. Option 1 continues south along the east 
bank to cross under the North Broadway Viaduct and North Spring Street Viaduct. Continuing in an 
elevated configuration, Option 1 would cross over the North Main Street Bridge and both Metrolink 
railroad bridges at Mission Junction. Compared to the Proposed Project, Option 1 would have a path 
alignment along the east bank between Main Street and Cesar E Chavez Avenue. Option 1 would 
remain in an elevated configuration to diagonally cross under the Cesar E Chavez Avenue Viaduct and 
cross over the river from the east bank to the west bank. 
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Figure 2-14. Option 1 Alignment 
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After landing on the west bank, Option 1 would continue south in a mostly elevated configuration to 
traverse under the US-101 LA River Bridge and First Street Viaduct. Compared to the Proposed Project, 
Option 1 includes an elevated in-channel alignment along the west bank north of First Street, and two 
access points that connect to the First Street Bridge. South of the First Street Viaduct, Option 1 would 
descend into an incised configuration to travel under the Fourth Street Viaduct, then transition into 
elevated to travel under the Sixth Street Viaduct. The path would then transition to incised to go under 
the Seventh Street Bridge, I-10 Santa Monica Viaduct, and Olympic Boulevard Viaduct. Moving from 
incised to elevated as the path approaches Redondo Junction Grade Separation, Option 1 would cross 
over the UP LA River Bridge and Washington Boulevard Bridge. The elevated configuration would then 
travel beneath the Redondo Junction Grade Separation and begin to cross the LA River to the east 
bank. 

Once Option 1 crosses over the river to the east bank, the path would continue south in an elevated 
configuration to cross over the existing BNSF Railway LA River Bridge, 26th Street Bridge, and 
Soto Street Bridge. Just southeast of the Soto Street Bridge, an elevated river crossing would connect 
to the Bandini-Soto Triangle access point on the west bank. South of the river crossing, 
Option 1 would continue on the east bank, transitioning to an incised configuration to cross under 
Bandini Boulevard. South of Bandini Boulevard Bridge, Option 1 would descend into a top-of-bank 
configuration. Option 1 would then change to a predominantly incised configuration between 
Downey Road and Atlantic Boulevard, allowing it to pass under the Downey Road Bridge and two 
BNSF Railway bridges at the Downey Road Bridge and at District Boulevard. By comparison, the 
Proposed Project in this area would be predominantly top-of-bank, descending into an incised 
alignment to cross under the BNSF Railway bridge at District Boulevard. Just north of 
Atlantic Boulevard, Option 1 would cross over the LA River from the east bank to the west bank and 
then tie into the existing LA River Trail in the City of Vernon. 

Figures 2-15 through 2-17 are maps showing the footprint for Option 1, including design variations 
and the temporary construction footprint. These figures highlight the option’s differences from the 
Proposed Project. 
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Figure 2-15. Option 1 Footprint, Segment 1 of 3 
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Figure 2-16. Option 1 Footprint, Segment 2 of 3 
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Figure 2-17. Option 1 Footprint, Segment 3 of 3 
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2.5.2.2 Option 1 Access Points 

Table 2-4 lists the configuration and location of each potential access point for Option 1, from north to 
south. Option 1 would include the same access points as the Proposed Project, with modifications to 
two of them (Union Station and First Street) and would have two additional access points: 
Ed P. Reyes River Greenway and LA State Historic Park. 

Table 2-4. Option 1 Access Points 

Access Point Bank Connector Description  

Common to 
Proposed 
Project 

Ed P. Reyes River 
Greenway 

East Single elevated ramp over railroad tracks that parallels the path to the east 
and connects to the Ed P. Reyes River Greenway 

No 

LA State Historic 
Park 

West Single elevated bridge over the LA River and railroad tracks, and then 
ramps down under the North Broadway Viaduct and lands on the north 
side of the Baker Street south of the intersection of Aurora Street at 
northern driveway access to LA State Historic Park parking lot 

No 

Albion Park  East Single elevated ramp over railroad tracks that would loop around the 
southern edge of Albion Park to land at the back of sidewalk at 
Albion Street 

Yes 

Mission 
Road/Cesar E 
Chavez Avenue 

East Single elevated ramp that parallels the path and crosses over railroad tracks 
to connect to the northwest corner of Mission Road and Cesar E Chavez 
Avenue intersection at the back of sidewalk 

Yes 

Union Station via 
Center Street 

West Single elevated ramp that parallels the path before traveling over the 
railroad tracks south of the US Highway Route 101 LA River Bridge to land 
near the northeast corner of the Commercial Street and Center Street 
intersection at the back of sidewalk 

Yes, with some 
differences 

First North/First 
Street South 

West Dual elevated ramps that connect to the north and south sides of the 
First Street Viaduct 

Yes, with some 
differences 

Sixth St West Single elevated ramp that parallels the path to the west and connects into 
the Sixth Street Tunnel from the south side with access to the future 
Sixth Street PARC Project 

Yes 

Washington 
Boulevard 

West Single hook ramp that connects down to the south side of Washington 
Boulevard at the back of sidewalk 

Yes 

Bandini-Soto 
Triangle 

West Single elevated bridge over the LA River that connects at-grade to 
Bandini Boulevard at the back of sidewalk adjacent to the commercial plaza 
known as the “Bandini-Soto Triangle” 

Yes 

Downey Road East Single at-grade connection to the back of sidewalk on the west side of 
Downey Road  

Yes 

Atlantic 
Boulevard  

East Single at-grade connection to the northwest side of Atlantic Boulevard at 
the back of sidewalk 

Yes 

Atlantic 
Boulevard 
(Existing) 

West Improvements to an existing access point in the City of Vernon Yes 
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2.5.2.3 Option 1 Design Variations 

Similar to the Proposed Project, design variations have been identified to offer site-specific 
engineering variations to address the constraints of the Project study area. Design variations at 
various locations of the alignment and access points for Option 1 are included in the footprint, as 
shown on Figures 2-15 through 2-17. Option 1 includes all of the Proposed Project’s design variations 
except Kearney Street and includes four additional design variations: Egret Park to Ed P. Reyes 
Greenway, Naud Street, Albion Street, and East Seventh Street/Jesse Street. Table 2-5 is a summary of 
the design variations for Option 1. 

Table 2-5. Option 1 Design Variations 

Design Variation Bank Configuration  
Common to 
Proposed Project 

Egret Park to Ed 
P. Reyes 
Greenway 

East Single at-grade connection from Egret Park to Riverside Drive bridge 
onto Avenue 19 southerly to Ed P. Reyes River Greenway. A spur route 
would branch off Avenue 19, south of the Arroyo Seco confluence, and 
traverse at-grade southerly along the backside of the Lincoln Heights Jail 
building. This spur route would continue under the Metro A Line Bridge 
and connect to Ed P. Reyes River Greenway. 

No 

Riverside Drive West Cantilever along the west bank from the existing path to under the 
Riverside Drive Bridge. 

Yes 

Arroyo Seco 
Parkway (SR-110) 

West Single elevated top-of-bank connection from path starting north under 
SR-110 to just south of the freeway. 

Yes 

Naud Street West Elevated path would cross westward, remaining in an elevated 
configuration, to the west bank where the path would reach the optional 
Naud Street access point. 

No 

Albion Street East Elevated path would split from westbound path to cross eastward over 
Metro ROW, before traveling south to reach the Albion Park access 
point. 

No 

East Cesar E 
Chavez Avenue 

West Elevated path crosses from the east bank to the west bank before 
continuing westward over railroad ROW at grade and then south parallel 
to the railroad ROW. Path crosses underneath the East Cesar E Chavez 
Avenue Bridge and continues south to the optional access point at 
Union Station via Keller Street. 

Yes 

Union Station West Connection to Union Station is provided from the optional access point 
at Union Station via Keller Street through an on-street alignment along 
Keller Street, then connection with Ramirez Street to Union Station.  

Yes 

US Highway 
Route 101 
LA River Bridge 

East Elevated path would continue south along the east bank underneath the 
East Cesar E Chavez Bridge before crossing diagonally underneath the 
US Highway Route 101 LA River Bridge to the west bank. 

Yes 

East Fourth 
Street 

West Path continues south underneath East Fourth Street Bridge. Yes 

East Seventh 
Street/Jesse 
Street 

East Elevated river crossing to east bank provides access to optional East 
Seventh Street/Jesse Street access point. 

No 

East Washington 
Boulevard (In-
Channel) 

West Path becomes elevated in-channel and continues south underneath the 
East Washington Boulevard Bridge, East 26th Street Bridge, and South 
Soto Street Bridge before crossing to the east bank and continuing 
south underneath Bandini Boulevard. 

Yes 
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Table 2-5. Option 1 Design Variations 

Design Variation Bank Configuration  
Common to 
Proposed Project 

East Washington 
Boulevard 
(Triangular 
Helix) 

West Elevated path crosses westward under the Redondo Junction Grade 
Separation, ascends in a triangular helix configuration, and continues 
south, crossing over East Washington Boulevard and LA River from the 
west bank to the east bank. 

Yes 

South Downey 
Road 

East Path continues south at top-of-bank. No 

South Atlantic 
Boulevard 

North Path continues splits north of the Atlantic Boulevard East access point, 
continuing south before becoming elevated to cross to the southern 
bank to end at the Atlantic Boulevard Existing Path access point. 

Yes 

2.5.3 Option 2 

As discussed in Section 2.1, Metro identified two options to the Proposed Project. Option 2 would 
retain most of the components of the Proposed Project, with some changes. These modifications 
result in a slightly shorter alignment for Option 2, which would span approximately 9.1 miles. Option 2 
would have the same path types as the Proposed Project (refer to Section 2.5.1.4) though with some 
changes in locations and compositions, with 47% elevated, 19% top-of-bank, and 34% incised path 
types. Option 2 crosses the river seven times and has nine access points: four on the west bank and 
five on the east bank of the river, including improvements to the existing Atlantic Boulevard access 
point in the City of Vernon. Like the Proposed Project, Option 2 provides connections to four Metro 
stations, Union Station, Chinatown Station, Pico/Aliso Station, and Washington Station, with the 
addition of the Lincoln/Cypress Station. 

The following sections detail Option 2 changes in the alignment (including river crossing locations, 
path types, and footprint), access points, and design variations as compared to the Proposed Project. 
Figure 2-18 shows the Option 2 alignment, path types, and access points. 
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Figure 2-18. Option 2 Alignment 
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2.5.3.1 Option 2 Alignment 

This description of the Option 2 alignment is presented from north to south as if traveling along the 
path as illustrated in Figure 2-18, which highlights differences compared to the Proposed Project. 
Although largely similar to the Proposed Project, Option 2 differs from the Proposed Project primarily 
along portions of the northern segments, where it is located on the opposite bank from the Proposed 
Project and has river crossings and access points at different locations. 

Starting north on the west bank where the LA River Greenway Trail ends, Option 2 would be in a 
top-of-bank configuration to travel under the I-5 Viaduct and Riverside Drive Viaduct. Option 2 would 
then traverse over the Metrolink LA River–Downey Bridge and under the SR-110 Bridge in an elevated 
configuration to then cross over the river from the west bank to the east bank. Compared to the 
Proposed Project, Option 2 includes river crossings, a path along the east bank and an access point at 
Ed P. Reyes Greenway. 

After crossing the river to land on the east side of the railroad tracks in an elevated configuration, 
Option 2 would transition to grade to go under the Metro A Line LA River Bridge and would no longer 
be adjacent to the channel, but instead on the outside edge of the railroad tracks between the 
Ed P. Reyes River Greenway and Spring Street. Compared to the Proposed Project, Option 2 includes a 
top-of-bank alignment along the east bank from SR-110 to just south of Spring Street. As Option 2 
passes under the North Spring Street Viaduct and approaches Albion Park, the path would begin to 
incline to an elevated configuration to cross the LA River from the east bank to the west bank. 

Once on the west bank, Option 2 would remain elevated to cross over the North Main Street Bridge 
and both Metrolink railroad bridges at Mission Junction, in contrast to the Proposed Project’s incised 
alignment. Option 2 would then move to the middle of the channel, remaining elevated, to cross 
under the Cesar E Chavez Avenue Viaduct and US-101 LA River Bridge. After passing under the 
First Street Viaduct, Option 2 would descend to an incised configuration. Three connectors branch off 
from the elevated pathway in the channel’s center, leading to three different access points. To the 
north of the Cesar E Chavez Avenue Viaduct, one connector would extend to the Mission Road/Cesar 
E Chavez access point on the east bank. To the south of US-101 LA River Bridge, another connector 
would lead to the Union Station access point on the west bank and another connector would lead to 
the First Street access point on the east bank. Option 2 would travel in an incised configuration 
between the First Street Viaduct and Olympic Boulevard Viaduct compared to the Proposed Project. 
Like the Proposed Project, as it approaches the Redondo Junction Grade Separation, Option 2 would 
transition from an incised to an elevated configuration, crossing over the UP LA River and Washington 
Boulevard bridges. The path would then continue in an elevated configuration, traveling beneath the 
Redondo Junction Grade Separation and then crossing the LA River over the BNSF Railway LA River 
Bridge to the east bank. 

Once on the east bank in an elevated configuration, the path would remain elevated as it crosses over 
the 26th Street Bridge and Soto Street Bridge. Between Soto Street and Bandini Boulevard, 
Option 2 would transition to an incised configuration to cross under Bandini Boulevard Bridge. An 
elevated crossing between Soto Street and Bandini Boulevard would connect to the Bandini-Soto 
Triangle access point. Continuing south on the east bank, Option 2 would use the top-of-bank to 
circumvent two transmission towers north of Downey Road, before transitioning to either the 
Downey Road access point or going under the Downey Road Bridge and BNSF Railway Bridge at 
Downey Road. South of Downey Road Bridge, Option 2 would use a combination of incised and 
top-of-bank configuration and then pass under the BNSF Railway bridge at District Boulevard. Just 
north of Atlantic Boulevard, Option 2 would cross over the LA River from the east bank to the west 
bank. 
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After crossing the river to the west bank, Option 2 would continue south in an incised configuration. 
After passing under the Atlantic Boulevard Bridge, Option 2 would tie into the existing LA River Trail 
on the west bank in the City of Vernon. Compared to the Proposed Project and Option 1, Option 2 
does not include the Atlantic Boulevard East access point. 

Figures 2-19 through 2-21 are maps showing the footprint for Option 2, including design variations 
and the temporary construction footprint. The figures highlight the differences from the Proposed 
Project. 

Figure 2-19. Option 2 Footprint, Segment 1 of 3 
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Figure 2-20. Option 2 Footprint, Segment 2 of 3 
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Figure 2-21. Option 2 Footprint, Segment 3 of 3 
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2.5.3.2 Option 2 Access Points 

The configuration and location of each access point for Option 2 are listed in Table 2-6 from north to 
south. Option 2 would include eight of the same access points as the Proposed Project, with 
modifications to one of them (Union Station) and would have two additional access points: 
Ed P. Reyes River Greenway and Spring Street/Broadway/Albion Park. 

Table 2-6. Option 2 Access Points 

Access Point Bank Configuration 
Common to 
Proposed Project 

Ed P. Reyes River 
Greenway 

East At-grade connection directly adjacent to path at Ed P. Reyes 
River Greenway 

No 

Spring Street/Broadway/ 
Albion Park 

East Single at-grade connection from path under Spring Street to the 
Albion Park and access to Broadway and Spring Street 

No 

Mission Road/Cesar E 
Chavez Avenue 

East Single elevated ramp crossing over railroad tracks to connect to 
the northwest corner of the Mission Road and Cesar E Chavez 
Avenue intersection at the back of sidewalk 

Yes 

Union Station via Center 
Street 

West Single elevated ramp that crosses over the railroad tracks south 
of the US Highway Route 101 LA River Bridge to land near the 
northeast corner of the Commercial Street and Center Street 
intersection at the back of sidewalk 

Yes, with some 
differences 

First Street East Single elevated ramp that travels over the railroad tracks and 
Myers Street to connect at-grade to the back of sidewalk at the 
northwest corner of Mission Road and First Street intersection 

Yes 

Sixth Street West Direct connection between the Option 2 path and the existing 
Sixth Street Tunnel with access to the future Sixth Street PARC 
Project 

Yes 

Washington Boulevard West Single hook ramp that connects down to the south side of 
Washington Boulevard at the back of sidewalk 

Yes 

Bandini-Soto Triangle West Single elevated bridge over the LA River that connects at-grade 
to Bandini Boulevard at the back of sidewalk adjacent to the 
commercial plaza known as the “Bandini-Soto Triangle” 

Yes 

Downey Road East Single at-grade connection to the back of sidewalk on the west 
side of Downey Road 

Yes 

Atlantic Boulevard 
(Existing) 

West Improvements to an existing access point in the City of Vernon Yes 
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2.5.3.3 Option 2 Design Variations 

Design variations have been identified to offer site-specific engineering variations to navigate 
challenges and constraints within the Project area. Design variations at various locations of the 
alignment and access points for Option 2 are included in the footprint, as shown on 
Figure 2-19 through Figure 2-21. Option 2 would include all of the Proposed Project’s design variations 
except US-101 LA River Bridge and includes four additional design variations design variations: 
Egret Park to Ed P. Reyes Greenway, North Avenue 19, and North Broadway/Spring Street. 
Table 2-7 summarizes design variations for Option 2. 

Table 2-7. Option 2 Design Variations 

Design Variation Bank Configuration  
Common to 
Proposed Project 

Egret Park to Ed P. 
Reyes Greenway 

East Single at-grade connection from Egret Park to Riverside Drive 
bridge onto Avenue 19 southerly to Ed P. Reyes River Greenway. 

No 

Riverside Drive West Cantilever along the west bank from the existing path to under the 
Riverside Drive Bridge. 

Yes 

Arroyo Seco Parkway 
(SR-110) 

West Single elevated top-of-bank connection from path starting north 
under SR-110 to just south of the freeway. 

Yes 

North Avenue 19 West Elevated path continues south before crossing the river channel 
diagonally to the east bank near the Ed Reye Greenway access 
point. 

No 

North Broadway/ 
Spring Street 

East Path branches east to optional access point at Broadway and 
Spring Street. 

No 

East Cesar E Chavez 
Avenue 

West Elevated in-channel path splits westward before crossing over 
railroad ROW at grade and then continuing south parallel to the 
railroad ROW. Path crosses underneath the East Cesar E Chavez 
Avenue Bridge and continues south to the optional access point at 
Union Station via Keller Street. 

Yes 

Union Station West Connection to Union Station is provided from the optional access 
point at Union Station via Keller Street through an on-street 
alignment along Keller Street, then connection with Ramirez Street 
to Union Station. 

Yes 

Kearney Street East Elevated in-channel path splits eastward to reach east bank before 
continuing south and then east to reach optional access point at 
Kearney Street. 

Yes 

East Fourth Street West Path continues south underneath East Fourth Street Bridge. Yes 

East Washington 
Boulevard (In-
Channel) 

West Path becomes elevated in-channel and continues south 
underneath the East Washington Boulevard Bridge, East 26th 
Street Bridge, and South Soto Street Bridge before crossing to the 
east bank and continuing south underneath Bandini Boulevard. 

Yes 

East Washington 
Boulevard (Triangular 
Helix) 

West Elevated path crosses westward under the Redondo Junction 
Grade Separation, ascends in a triangular helix configuration, and 
continues south, crossing over East Washington Boulevard and 
LA River from the west bank to the east bank. 

Yes 

South of Downey Road East Path continues south in an incised condition. Yes 

South Atlantic 
Boulevard 

North Path continues south before becoming elevated to cross to the 
southern bank to end at the Atlantic Boulevard Existing Path 
access point. 

Yes 
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2.5.4 Summary of the Proposed Project and Options 

As stated, this Draft EIR analyzes the Proposed Project and two possible options, Option 1 and 
Option 2, along the LA River, each having a different combination of elements to navigate site 
conditions in different ways. The Proposed Project and its options each include a combination of path 
types, river crossing locations, access points, and design variations aimed at accomplishing Project 
objectives. Table 2-8 provides a summary comparison of the Proposed Project, Option 1, and 
Option 2. 

Table 2-8. Summary Comparison of Proposed Alignments 

Proposed 
Alignments 

Approximate 
Path Length 

Access 
Points 

River 
Crossings 

Elevated 
Path Type 

Top-of-Bank 
Path Type  

Incised 
Path Type  

Proposed Project 9.6 miles 9 7 46% 28% 26% 

Option 1 10.1 miles 11 6 56% 9% 35% 

Option 2 9.1 miles 9 7 47% 19% 34% 

Note: This count of access points does not include the existing westbound access point at Atlantic Boulevard. 

2.6 Construction 

This section discusses the best estimate of how and when construction activities would occur. 
Estimates are based on the professional opinion of design engineers and construction managers, but 
the exact details would depend on the methods used by the construction contractor selected to 
perform the work. Because the Project is in a constrained area, an orchestrated approach would be 
required to sequence and implement construction. The construction activity types described below are 
anticipated to be similar for the Proposed Project and its options; however, the temporary footprint for 
mobilization and staging areas will vary. 

Construction of the Project would include implementation of environmental best management 
practices (BMPs), standard Metro procedures, and compliance with regulations, guidelines, and 
permit conditions. Such BMPs, standard procedures, and regulatory compliance measures are part of 
the Project Description and referred to in this Draft EIR as “project features.” The applicable project 
features for the environmental resources addressed in this Draft EIR are identified in Chapter 3, 
Environmental Settings, Impacts, and Mitigation. Additionally, a complete list of all project features is in 
Section 2.7, Environmental Commitments, and Appendix C, Project Features. 

2.6.1 Preconstruction Activities 

Construction of the Project would begin with preconstruction activities. Preconstruction activities 
would include site investigations, such as geotechnical investigatory borings, to confirm geophysical 
conditions and absence of sensitive resources (for example, buried archaeological or paleontological 
resources) and hazardous materials. During preconstruction, existing utilities would be more closely 
inspected and evaluated, including the depth, condition, and exact location. 
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Other preconstruction activities include developing plans and programs to manage the construction 
process and minimize disruption to the community and potential impacts on the environment, and 
would include the following: 

�x Community outreach program to notify local businesses of upcoming construction activities 

�x Preparing a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) and a Traffic Control Plan (TCP) 

�x Coordinating with schools, emergency responders, and the Cities of Los Angeles, Vernon, Bell, 
Maywood, and Los Angeles County 

�x Designating and identifying haul routes 

�x Establishing construction phasing and a staging plan 

Preconstruction activities are estimated to last approximately 1 year, with an anticipated start in 2028. 

2.6.2 Construction Activities 

Project construction activities are similar for the Proposed Project and its options (including design 
variations) and generally consist of four major activities: mobilization, site preparation, site work, and 
finishes (ancillary path elements). 

The maximum depth of excavation is approximately 0 to 15 feet below grade for most of the path 
length, and 100 feet below grade for drilled shaft foundations. Anticipated ground disturbances within 
the permanent footprint would include the following activities: 

�x Grading and removing existing concrete and asphalt 

�x Installing new concrete, barriers and railings, lighting, signage, and pavement markings 

�x Clearing and grubbing of existing vegetation and landscaping 

�x Planting of disturbed areas and landscaping 

�x Relocating utilities 

�x Relocating drainage 

2.6.2.1 Mobilization and Staging Areas 

The temporary footprints for the Proposed Project and its options extend to the farthest limits of the 
areas required for construction, including all ground disturbances associated with construction 
activities and access routes (including in-channel access), areas designated for temporary 
construction easements (TCEs), and construction staging areas. Temporary footprints are similar for 
the Proposed Project (refer to Figures 2-4 to 2-6), Option 1 (refer to Figures 2-15 to 2-17), and 
Option 2 (refer to Figures 2-19 to 2-21). 

Contractor mobilization would occur at construction initiation and would involve clearing staging 
areas, setting up construction trailers, and mobilizing equipment and materials to staging areas. 
During this time, required ministerial permits would be obtained, potential detours would be 
established, and signs would be posted. No actual work would occur in the river channel as part of 
mobilization. 
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Multiple temporary staging areas throughout the Project study area would be established to support 
construction. Temporary staging areas would be used for equipment staging, material and fuel 
storage, vehicle and equipment refueling, fabrication activities, construction trailers, and worker 
vehicle parking and assembly. Potential staging areas and locations for each proposed alignment are 
shown in the footprint maps provided in Appendix B, Project Footprint Maps. Staging areas with direct 
access or ramps into the LA River have also been identified and labeled as river access areas. 
Construction staging areas and river access areas would be finalized during final design. All 
construction vehicle access, materials staging and storage, and other construction activities would 
occur within the defined temporary limits for the Proposed Project and its options. 

2.6.2.2 Site Preparation 

Site preparation involves clearing the site and preparing the Project footprint for construction. 
Anticipated site preparation activities include: 

�x Installation of stormwater BMPs 

�x Clearing, grubbing, and grading 

�x Removing existing surfaces (soil, concrete, asphalt) in the path footprint 

�x Relocating or protecting-in-place conflicting utilities 

�x Excavating for forming and placing structure foundations 

�x Demolishing the existing channel lining, excavating material under the existing lining, demolishing 
or modifying existing retaining walls, and then reconstructing the channel lining as needed to 
integrate it with path construction 

�x Redirecting the channel flow as required away from work zones 

�x Demolishing and clearing the site at access points and temporarily reconfiguring or restriping 
roadways 

Site preparation would begin before the construction site would be identified and fenced off. 
Temporary construction access routes would also be constructed. 

2.6.2.3 Site Work 

Site work varies by path type and Project component, as described below. 

�x Elevated: Elevated site work involves excavation and installation of driven piles and concrete piers. 
As part of site work, piles would be driven into the ground by a pile-driver and then pile caps would 
be poured followed by concrete piers. Forms for abutments, retaining walls, and piers would be 
constructed, and then the elevated pathway would be constructed between the piers. The elevated 
pathway could be constructed of different structural systems: 

�� Cast-in-place concrete: Formwork is placed under the path and concrete placed to create the 
path. Requires delivery of concrete to the path location. 
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�� Precast concrete: Concrete girders or slabs would be constructed offsite, either at a 
manufacturer yard or at one of the Project staging areas. Girders or slabs would then be 
trucked to the path location and then placed on top of the piers using a crane. The path deck 
surface between the girders can be cast-in-place concrete or precast slabs. If cast-in-place, then 
the concrete must be delivered to the path location. If precast slabs then the slabs would be 
constructed at a manufacturer yard or at one of the Project staging areas, trucked to the path 
location, and placed on the girders using a crane. 

�� Steel: Steel girders would be fabricated offsite at a fabricators yard. Girders would be trucked 
to the path location and then placed on top of the piers using a crane. The path deck surface 
between the girders can be cast-in-place concrete or precast slabs. If cast-in-place deck is used, 
then the concrete must be delivered to the path location. If precast slabs are used, then the 
slabs would be constructed at a manufacturer yard or at one of the Project staging areas, 
trucked to the path location, and placed on the girders using a crane. 

�x Top-of-bank: Top-of-bank site work involves grading the existing ground around the planned path, 
installation of base materials, and then placing the asphalt or concrete path surface. 

�x Incised: Incised site work involves removal of some portion of the existing channel wall lining, 
excavation of material under the existing lining, installation of retaining walls, placing the asphalt 
or concrete path surface, then reconstruction of the channel wall lining as needed to integrate it 
with path construction. 

�x River crossings: River crossing site work would be similar to site work described for the elevated 
path type, but with an exception for long-span crossings. Where piers cannot be placed in the river, 
long-span crossing systems may be used. Potential structural systems for the long-span crossings 
include trusses and arches. Either of these would require temporary supports, such as driven piles 
that may be installed in the river channel to facilitate construction and the use of cranes to place 
material on the temporary supports. 

�x Connectors: Connector site work would be similar to site work described for elevated, top-of-bank, 
and incised path types. 

�x Access points: Access point site work involves grading the existing ground around the planned 
access point footprint, installation of base materials, and then placing the asphalt or concrete path 
surface. 

�x In-channel work: In-channel site work is work requiring labor, equipment, and material movement 
in the river channel, a work platform over the LA River low-flow channel would be placed in various 
locations to facilitate access to and from the construction site. 

2.6.2.4 Finishes (Ancillary Path Elements) 

After the path surface is constructed, finishing ancillary path elements such as railings, pathway 
striping, and signage would be installed. Gates would be installed at the access points for path closure 
during storm events. Other potential finishes may include installation of pathway elements such as 
seating; drinking fountains; restroom facilities; public art; landscaping and vegetation; informational, 
educational, and wayfinding signage; bicycle fix-it stations; and shade structures. Design and 
construction of these ancillary path elements would be similar for the Proposed Project and its options 
and limited to the permanent footprint boundaries (refer to Section 2.5, Proposed Project and Options). 
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2.6.2.5 Access Routes 

Access to staging areas for the Proposed Project and its options would be accomplished using existing 
public highways and roads. Access to the proposed alignments and channels would be achieved using 
a combination of existing flood-control access routes and temporary access routes established to 
support construction activities. At the completion of construction, any new temporary access routes to 
the river channel either would be removed and conditions restored or be made permanent for O&M 
use in coordination with USACE and LACFCD. 

2.6.3 Traffic Control and Management 

For the Proposed Project and its options, most construction activities would occur outside of the 
public ROW, and no long-term road closures are expected. Short-term full or partial road closures 
would be implemented to allow for certain construction activities and material deliveries and to 
maintain public safety. Traffic controls, flaggers, and other traffic safety measures would be 
implemented to maintain proper traffic flow during temporary construction activities. The TMP and 
TCP would include, but would not be limited to, street closure information, detour plans, and haul 
routes with review and approval from Metro and affected jurisdictions. Refer to Section 3.16, 
Transportation, for additional information regarding these plans. 

2.6.4 Utility Requirements 

New utilities are anticipated for infrastructure supporting the path, such as lighting and restroom 
facilities. Some existing utilities affected by the Project would need to be relocated or modified (that is, 
removed, replaced, or abandoned) before or during construction, depending on the utility type and 
condition. All anticipated new utilities and relocations would occur within the Project footprint and 
would be conducted in accordance with applicable utility design criteria and engineering standards. 

2.6.5 Drainage and Water Quality Improvements 

Construction of the Proposed Project and its options may affect existing stormwater drainage, which 
would result in modifications or construction of new drainage infrastructure. The Proposed Project is 
expected to permanently modify or improve approximately 27 existing storm drains identified in its 
footprint. Option 1 is anticipated to require permanent modification or improvement of 16 storm 
drains and Option 2 would similarly impact 19 storm drains. 

2.6.6 Railroad Operations 

Commuter and freight railways run along both the east and west banks of the LA River and across the 
river on elevated or at-grade bridges. Rail owners include Metro, Amtrak, UP, and BNSF Railway. 
Metrolink is a rail operator in this area. Construction activities adjacent to railroad operations would 
be coordinated with railroad operators for scheduling to avoid service disruptions to the extent 
feasible, acquisition of any needed access permits, and safety orientation training. 
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2.6.7 Anticipated Construction Schedule 

Construction activities for the portion of the path for which funding is currently available are estimated 
to last approximately 3 years (Figure 2-22). Preconstruction activities are anticipated to start in 2028. 
The anticipated construction start is in 2028, with phased completion anticipated in 2031. 

Figure 2-22. Project Timeline 

 

2.6.8 Anticipated Equipment 

The Project would likely involve the following typical construction equipment: 

�x Excavators 

�x Bulldozers 

�x Backhoes 

�x Dump trucks 

�x Cranes 

�x Front-end loaders 

�x Forklifts 

�x Haul trucks 

�x Flatbed trucks 

�x On-road pick-up trucks 

�x Graders 

�x Rollers 

�x Water trucks 

�x Concrete mixers/trucks/pumps 

�x Sweepers 

�x Concrete saws 

�x Piledrivers 

2.6.9 Right-of-Way Acquisitions and Temporary Construction 
Easements 

Sufficient legal rights for the Project would be obtained before construction. This includes rights to 
construct the new path as well as rights for the Project owner/operator to access the facility for 
maintenance purposes, which may require purchasing property for a portion of the path in fee. 
Throughout the Project study area, the path would cross over or under public infrastructure (such as 
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