Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority

Dratft
Environmental Impact Report

LA RIVER PATH

b D

R
AN

December2025

@ Metro




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ES1 Introduction

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQR)H{lic Resources Code
Section21000, et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines (14 California Code of Regul@@iRs
Section15000, et seq,)this Executive Summary provides a synopsis of the Logjeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authoritis (Metro’s) LA RiverPath Project (Project) and its potential
effect on the environment. Tik Executive Summary is an overview of the main Environmental Impact
Report (EIR)and includes the following information:

x EIRpurpose and process

x Project history and objectives

X Public review process

x Alternatives considered

x Environmental analysisummary

x Areas of controversy and issues to be resolved

A detailed discussion and a full analysis of these topics is in fdrgft EIR and itsappendices

ES2 Project Description

ES2.1  Overview and History

The Project would create a pedestrian and bicycling path regionally located in the center of

Los Angeles County, Californjaand wouldclosethe longest remaining8-mile gap between the existing
Los Angeles River Greenway Trail and the existing LA Riveraloaily the LARiver, allowing for a
continuous 32-mile path extending from Griffith Park through Downtowros Angeles to the City of
Vernon and connecting to Long Beach along the RAer Land uses within the Project study area and
surrounding area arg@redominantly industrial or containnfrastructure 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 Projestudy area.

In June 2014, the Metro Board of Directors authorized ttesAngeles River Bike Path Gap Closure
Feasibility StudfFeasibility Study) (Metro 2016 evaluatepossibilities for closing the 8-mile gap

along the LARIiverbetween Elysian Valley and the City of Verndhe Feasibility Studyncludeda
preliminaryassessment othe 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 OctoB8d9, he LARiver Path Conceptual
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Design RepofConceptual Design Report) (Metro 201#)corporated 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. Ovellamore than 4,600 ifperson comments and 3,800 survey

responses wereaceived throughout the conceptual design process. In addition, several completed,
ongoing, and future projects or plans along the IRveror near the Project may influence iThese

projects or plans include

x City of LosAngeles’ Log\ngeles River Revitalization Master Rlaty of Los Angeles Department of
Public Works2007)

x US Army Corps of Engineers’ (USACHS®)sAngeles River Ecosystem Restoration Final Integrated
Feasibility Report and Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
(USACE2015)

X River LA’SGreenway 2028dvocacy campaign (River LA 2013)

x LosAngeles Countg LARiver Master Plaf ARMP) (Los Angeles County Department of Public
Works [LACDPW2022)

x City of Los Angeles’ Draft Cornfield Arroyo Seco Specific Plan ((pd&e Update)City of Los
AngelesDepartment of City Planning 2@

Five potential alternatives reflecting various preliminaygt 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-channd 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 finlescreenings, three path alternativeslternativesA, 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. AlternativisB, 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, Optidnand Option2, for evaluation in

this Draft EIR

FigureES1 shows the Project’s regional location and FiguE&2 shows the Project study are@he
Project study area shows the area in which reasonably foreseeable direct or indirect impacts of the
Project may occurlndividual 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 sectioiChapter 3 Environmental Settings,
Impacts, and Mitigation.

Metro has prepared this Draft EIR to inform public agency decisinakers 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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FigureES1. Project Regional Context
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A‘

FigureES2. Project Study Area
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

TheProject objectives include:

x Providing, to the extent feasible, a seamless pedestrian and bicycling path between the
SanFernando Valley in Los Angeles and the R&erBicyclePath 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 vehicleniles traveled by allowing people to walk and bicycle on a dedicated,
vehicleseparated path through and within Los Angeles County, thereby reducing trip lengths and
expanding travel choices

X Improving access to opportunity for historically undé@rvested communities, especially for
low-income households earning less than $60,000 per year amdnarginalizedcommunities

x Creating a path that feels safe, comfortable, aisch worldclass transportatiorfacility open to
people of all ages and abilities

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

ES2.4 ProposedProject and (ptions Consideredn the EIR

Metro has identified aralignmentas the Proposed Projerthere aretwo alignmentoptions for the
Proposed Project@ption 1 and Option 2) that are considered and included in isiDraft EIR and are
summarizedhere

The inclusion of arpption or alternative in the Draft EIR does not imply that any stakeholder agencies
have approved or authorized the design, including project components that interact withatencies’
projects (e.g.Los Angeles Department of Water and Powel¥sin Street Center General

Construction Headquarters and USACE’s LA River Ecosystem Restoration project). Therefore, their
presence in the baft EIR does not signal approval of either the alternatives or the Proposed Project
design.

ES2.4.1 Proposed Project

Spanning approximately 9.8iles, the Proposed Project includes seven river crossings and nine
access points: four on the west bank and five on the east bank on the,raseshown in Figure ES.
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, Piodliso Station, and Washington Station.
Detailed discussions bthe Proposed Project’s components adescribedin this section

Starting north on the west bank of the LRiverwherethe LARiverGreenway Traiénds, the Proposed
Project would run atop the bank and pass benedtie existingInterstate (F)-5 Viaduct and Riverside
Drive Viaduct. Then, the Proposed Project would transition to an elevated configuration, crossing over
the Metrolink LARiver-Downey Bridge and movingnder the State RoutéSR-110 Bridge. After

passing under SRL10, the Proposed Project would transition to an incised configuration along the
west bank, allowing ito go under the Metro ALine LARiverBridge. The path would mainlsemain in

an incised configuration fronthe North Spring Street Viaduct to the Mission Junction where it would
crossboth Metrolink railroad bridges with aewelevated crossing from the west bapkonnecing to
Albion Park on the east banketween North Spring

LA RIVER PATH ES6
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FigureES3. ProposedProject Alignment
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Street and North Main Street. South of Mission Junction, the Proposed Project would agaisition
to an elevated configuration to cross the lEAverfrom the west bank to the east bank between the
Metrolink Mission Junction Railroad Bridge South and Cesar E Ch@&wenue Viaduct.

Approximately 800 feet north of the Cesar E Cha®eenue Viaduct, the Proposed Project would cross
to the east banlof the river where it would runin an incised configurationpallowing it topass under

the Cesar E Chave&venue Viaduct, El Monte Busway Bridge, and US Highway Route 1(Ri\ek
Bridge. The Proposed Project would then transition to an elevated configuration to avoid a
transmission tower and providermopportunity toconnectto Union Station across the river on the
west bank.

The Proposed Project’s connector to the Union Station access point would be implementedifothly
separate Link Union Station (LinkUS) project proceeds with its proposed demolition ofkhbnBeck
Co./Friedman g Co. Buildinglocated at 801 EEommercial Street/600 Center Strgelt

South of the Union Station connector and transmission towadong the west bankthe path would
transition back to an incised configuratigriravelingunder the First Street Viaduct and Fourth Street
Viaduct. The Proposed Project would then transition to an elevated configuration to cross theivex
from the east bank to the west bank between the Fourth Street Viaduct and the Sixtlet 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 thel0 Santa Monica Viaduct and Olympic
Boulevard Viaduct. Continuing in an elevated configuration, the path wouldhthe over theUnion
Pacific UP) LARiverBridge and theWashington Boulevard Bridge. The path would then immediately
travel beneath the Redondo Juncti@rade Separation and begin to crof®m the west bank of the
LARiverto the east bank

After the Proposed Project crosses over the rivigre path would continue soutlin an elevated
configurationon the eastbank crossng over the BNSF RailwayA RiverBridge, 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 combinatiasf incised and topof-bank path types to go under the
Bandini Boulevard Bridge, the Dovety Road Bridge, and two BNSF Railway bridges, one at Downey
Road and the other at District Boulevard. Just notthAtlantic Boulevard, the Proposed Project would
cross over the_ARiverfrom 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 RéverTrailin the City of VernonFigureES3
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 listédbieES1
from north to south.

1The demolition occurred in 2025, after this Draft EIR was substantially complete

LA RIVER PATH
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TableES1. Proposed Project Access Points

Albion Park East Single elevated bridge over theA Riverto elevated bridge over railroad tracks
with ramp connecting to Albion Park

Mission RoadCesar E East Single elevated ramp crossing over railroad tracks to connect to the northwest
ChavezAvenue corner of Mission Road and Cesar E Chaveznue intersection at the back

of sidewalk
Union Station West Single elevated bridge over theA Riverand railroad tracks and landing at the

northeast corner of Center Street and Commercial Street underneath the
future Link USviaduct

First Street East Single elevated ramp that parallels the path and then travels over the railroad
tracks and Myers Street to connect gtade 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

BandiniSoto Triangle West Single elevated bridge over theA Riverconnecting atgrade to Bandini

Boulevard Bridge at the back of sidewalk adjacent to the commercial plaza
known as the “BandiniSoto Triangle”

Downey Road East Single atgrade connection to the back of sidewalk on the northwest side of
Downey Road

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

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

(Existing)

Proposed Project Design Variations

In addition to the Proposed Project, multipléesign 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. TaBl82 is a summary of design variations
for the Proposed Project

LA RIVER PATH
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TableES2. Proposed Project Design Variations

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

Arroyo Seco Parkway West Singleelevated topof-bankpath starting north under SR10to just south of

(SR110 the freeway.

EastCesarE Chavez West Elevatedpath ramps up before crossing westward over railroeght-of-way

Avenue (ROW) at grade and continuing south again parallel to the railroad ROW. Path

crosses underneath the East CedarChaveZAvenue 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 Streghrough an onstreet alignment along Keller
Street, then connection with Ramirez Street to Union Station

US Highway Route 101 East Continues in an incised configuration underneath US Highway
LARiverBridge Route101LARIiverBridge.
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 ~ West Path becomes elevated ichannel and continues south underneath the East

(In-Channel) 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 ~ West Elevated path crosses westward under the Redondo Junction Grade

(Triangular Helix) Separation, ascends in a triangular helix configuration, and continues south,
crossing over East Washington Boulevard and R&erfrom the west bank to
the east bank.

Southof Downey Road East Path continues southn 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.

ES2.4.2 Optionl

As discussed in SectioRS2.1, Metro identified two options forthe Proposed Project. Optiod would
retain most components of the Pragsed Project, with some modifications. These modifications
wouldresult ina slightly longer rate for Option 1, which would span approximately 10riles.

Option 1 would have the same path types as the Proposed Project though with some changes in
locations and compositions, with 56% elevated, 9% topbank, and 35% incised path types. Optidn
would cross the river six times and would have 11 accessitmisix 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 thrédetro stations Union Station,
Chinatown Stationand Washington Boulevard Statignmvith the addition of two Metro stations,
Lincoln/Cypress Statiorand Little Tokyo/Arts District Station. Thisection detais the modifications to
Project elements associated with Optiah

Starting north on the west bank whetbe LARiverGreenway Tragnds, Option 1 would run atop the
riverbankto traverse under the-b Viaduct and Riverside Drive Viaduct. Optidnvould then traverse

LA RIVER PATH
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over the Metrolink LARiver-Downey Bridge and under the SR0Bridge in an elevated configuration.
After passingunder SR110, 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 Metrbide LA RiverBridge.
Compared to the Proposed Project, Optidiwould have a path alignment and design variations that
include river crossings, path along the east bank, and access pointdd®. Reye&reenway on the
east bank and Los Angeles State Historic Park on the west bank.

After crossing the river to land on the east bank, Optidrwouldmainly be elevateds it passes the
Metro A Line and continues south. North of Broadway, the alignment woiridlude an access point at
the Ed P. Reye6&reenway and a river crossing to the west bank leading to the AngelesState

Historic Park access point. Optiod continues south along theast bankio cross under the North
Broadway Viaduct and North Spring Street Viaduct. Continuing in an elevated configuration, Option
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
ChavezAvenue Viaduct and cross over the river from the east bank to the west bank.

After landing on the west bank, Optiofi would continue south in anostly elevated configuratioito
traverse under the US Highway Route 101 RA&er Bridgeand First Street Viaduct. Compared to the
Proposed Project, Optiod includes an elevated ishannel alignment along the west bank north of

First Streef and two access points thatonnect to the First Street Bridge. South of the First Street
Viaduct, Optionl 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 Bridg&0l 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 LRiverBridge and Washington Boulevard Bridge. The
elevated configuration would then travel beneath the Redondo Junction Grade Separation and begin to
cross the LARIverto the east bak.

OnceOption 1 crosses over the river to the east barike path would continuén an elevated
configurationto cross over theexistingBNSF Railway LRiverBridge, 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 bargouth of the river crossing, Optiofiwould
continue south on the east bank, transitioning to ancised configuration to cross under Bandini
Boulevard. South oBandini Boulevard Bridge, Optiofh would transition to a topof-bank
configuration as the path travels soutl®ption 1 would then change to an incised configuration
between Downey Road and Atlantic Boulevaatlowing itto passunder the Downey Road Bridge and
the two BNSF Railway bridges at tbe®wney Road Bridgand at District Boulevard. By comparison,
the Proposed Project in this area would rymedominantlyatop the bank, descending into an irsed
alignment to cross under the BNSF Railway Bridge at District Boulevawdtnorth of Atlantic
Boulevard,Option 1 would cross over the LRiverfrom the east bank to the west bank and then tie
into the existing LARIiverTrailin the City of VernonFigureES4 shows the Optionl dignment, path
types, and access points.

LA RIVER PATH
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FigureES4. Option 1 Alignment
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Option 1 Access Points

TableES3 lists theconfiguration and location of each potential access point for Optibnfrom 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:
EdP.Reyes River Greenway and LA State Historic Park.

TableES3. Option 1 Access Poaints

Common to
Proposed
Access Point Connector Description Project
Ed P. Reyes River East Single elevated ramp over railroad tracks that parallels the path to the east No
Greenway and connects to the Ed P. Reyes River Greenway
LA State Historic = West = Single elevated bridge over the IRiver and railroad tracks, and then No
Park 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 HistoriarR parking lot
Albion Park East Single elevated ramp over railroad tracks that would loop around the Yes
southern edge of Albion Park to land at the back of sidewalk at Albion
Street
Mission East Single elevated ramp that parallels the path and crosses over railroad Yes
Road/CesarkE tracks to connect to the northwest corner of Mission Road and Cedsar
ChavezAvenue ChavezAvenue intersection at the back of sidewalk
Union Station via = West = Single elevated ramp that parallels the path before traveling over the Yes, with some
Center Street railroad tracks south of the US Highway Route 101 Ri&er Bridge to land differences
near the northeast corner of the Commercial Street and Center Street
intersection at the back of sidewalk
First Street West Dual elevated ramps that connect to the north and south sides of the FirstYes, with some
North/First Street Street Viaduct differences
South
Sixth Street West Single elevated ramp that parallels the path to the west and connects into Yes
the Sixth Street Tunnel from the south side with access to the future Sixth
Street PARC Project
Washington West Single hook ramp that connects down to the south side of Washington Yes
Boulevard Boulevard at the back of sidewalk
BandiniSoto West Single elevated bridge over the IRiver that connects affrade to Bandini Yes
Triangle Boulevard at the back of sidewalk adjacent to the commercial plaza known
as the “BandiniSoto Triangle”
Downey Road East Single atgrade connection to the back of sidewalk on the west side of Yes
Downey Road
Atlantic East Single atgrade connection to the northwest side of Atlantic Boulevard at Yes
Boulevard the back of sidewalk
Atlantic West = Improvements to an existing access point in the City of Vernon Yes
Boulevard
(Existing)
LA RIVER PATH
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Option 1 Design Variations

Similar to the Proposed Project, design variations have been identified to offersgigsific

engineering variations t@addressthe constraints ofthe Project study aredDesign variations at

various locations of the alignment and access points for Optibrare 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. Regesenway, Naud Street, Albion Street, and
East Seventh Street/Jesse StreBableES4 summatrizesdesign varigions for Option 1.

TableES4. Option 1 Design Variations

Common to
Proposed
Design Variation Configuration Project
Egret Parkto Ed  East Single atgrade connection from Egret Park to Riverside Drive bridge onto No
P. Reyes Avenue 19 southerly to Ed P. Reyes River Greendvaypur route would
Greenway 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.

Riverside Drive =~ West Cantilever along the west bank from the existing path to under the Riverside Yes

Drive Bridge.
Arroyo Seco West = Singleelevated topof-path connection from path starting north under SR10 Yes
Parkway to just south of the freeway.
(SR110
Naud Street West = Elevated path would cross westward, remaining in an elevated configuration, No
to the west bank where the path would reach the optional Naud Street access
point.
Albion Street East Elevated path would split from westbound path to cross eastward over Metro  No
ROW, before traveling south to reach the Albion Park access point.
EastCesarE West = Elevated path crosses from the east bank to the west bank before continuing  Yes
ChavezAvenue westward over railroad ROW at grade and then south parallel to the railroad
ROW. Path crosses underneath the East Cdsa&haveZvenue 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 Yes
Union Station via Keller Street through an @treet alignment along Keller
Street,then connetion with Ramirez Street to Union Station
US Highway East Elevated path would continue south along the east bank underneath the East Yes
Route 101 CesarE ChaveBridge before crossing diagonally underneath the US Highway
LARIiver Bridge Routel101LARIiver Bridge to the west bank.
East Fourth West = Path continues south underneath East Fourth Street Bridge. Yes
Street
East Seventh East = Elevated river crossing to east bank provides access to optional East Seventh No
Street/Jesse Street/Jesse Street access point.
Street
East Washington West Path becomes elevated ithannel and continues south underneath the East Yes
Boulevard (In Washington Boulevard Bridge, East 26th Street Bridge, and South Soto Street
Channel) Bridge before crossing to the east bank and continuing south underneath

BandiniBoulevard.

LA RIVER PATH
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TableES4. Option 1 Design Variations

Common to
Proposed
Design Variation | Bank Configuration Project

East Washington West Elevated path crosses westward under the Redondo Junction Grade Yes
Boulevard Separation, ascends in a triangular helix configuration, and continues south,
(Triangular crossing over EastVashington Boulevard and LRiver from the west bank to

Helix) the east bank.

Southof Downey = East = Path continues south at togf-bank. No
Road

South Atlantic North = Path continues splits north of the Atlantic Boulevard East access point, Yes
Boulevard continuing south before becoming elevated to cross to the southern bank to

end at the Atlantic Boulevard Existing Path access point.

ES2.4.3 Option 2

As discussed in SectiokS2.1, Metro identified two options fothe Proposed Project. Optio2 would
retain most components of the Proposed Project, with some changes. These modifications would
result in a slightly shorter alignment for Optio, which would sparapproximately 9.1miles. Option 2
would have the same path types as the Proposed Project though with some changes in locations and
compositions with 47% elevated, 19% toepf-bank, and 34% incised path types. Opti@&would cross

the river seven times and wouldavenine access points: four on the west bank and five on the east
bank of the riverjncluding improvements to the existing Atlantic Boulevard access point in the City of
Vernon.Option 2 would provide connections to fouMetro stations: Union Station, Chinatown

Station, Pico/Aliso Station, and Washington Statipowith the addition of the Lincoln/Cypress Station
This sectiondetails themodifications to Project elements associated with Opti@n

Starting north on the west banwherethe LARiverGreenway Traiknds Option 2 would be in a top
of-bank configuration taravelunder the 15 Viaduct and Riverside Drive Viaduct. Opti@would then
traverse over the Metrolink LRiver-Downey Bridge and under the SR OBridge in an elevated
configuration to then cross over the river from the west bank to the east b&udmpared to the
Proposed Project, Optior2 would include river crossings, path along the east bank and an access
point at Ed P. ReyeGreenway.

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 l4ne LA RiverBridge and would no longer

be adjacent to the channel, but instead on the outside edge of the railroad tracks. Ogtiwould 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, Optbimcludes a topof-bank alignment along the

ead bank from SRL10 to just south of Spring Street. ABption 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.ARiverfrom the east bank to the west bank.

Once on the west bank, Optio would remainelevated to cross over the North Main Street Bridge
and both Metrolink railroad bridges at Mission Junctipim contrastto the Proposed Projetd incised
alignment Option 2 would then move to the middle of the channebemaining elevategto cross
under the Cesar E Chavéwenue Viaduct and US Highway Route 101Ri¥erBridge After passing
underthe First Street ViaductOption 2 would descend to an incised configuratiomhree connectors
would branch from the elevated patvayin the chann€ls center, leading to three different access

LA RIVER PATH

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT DECEMBERO025 ES15




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

points. To the northof Cesar E Chave&venue Viaduct, oneonnecor would extendo the Mission
Road/ Cesar E Chaveaccess point on the east bank. To thewh of US Highway Route 101 LRiver
Bridge,anotherconnectorwould leadto the Union Station access point on the west bank and another
connectorwould leadto the FirstStreet access point on the east bar®ption 2 would travel in a

mostly incised configurationbetween the First Street Viaduct and Olympic Boulevard Viaduct
compared to the Proposed Bfect Like the Proposed Project, asapproaches Redondo Junction
Grade Separation, Optio2 would transition from an incised to arlevatedconfiguration,crossng

over the UPLARiverand Washington Boulevard bridges. The patlould then continue in an elevated
configuration, travelingbeneath the Redondo Junction Grade Separation and then dngsthe
LARiverover the BNSF Railway LRiverBridge 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, @ption
would transition to an incised configuration to cross under Bandini Boulevard Bridge. An elevated
crossing between Soto Street and Bandini Boulevard wazddnect to the BandirBoto Triangle

access point. Continuing south on the east bank, Opti@rwould use the topof-bankto circumvent

two transmission towes north of Downey Road, before transitioning to either the Downey Road

access point or gimg under the Downey Road Bridge and BNSF Railway Bridge at Downey Road.
South of Downey Road Bridge, Optichwould use a combination of incised and tegf-bank

configuration and then pass under the BNSF Railway Bridge at District Boulevard. Just north of
Atlantic Boulevard, Optior2 would cross over th& ARiverfrom the east bank to the west bank.

After crossing the river to the west bank, Opti@would continue south in an incised configuration.
After passing under the Atlantic Boulevard Bridge, Optidnwould tie into the existing LA River Tralil
on the west bank in the City of Verno@ompared to the Proposed Project and OptidnOption 2
would not include the Atlantic Boulevard East access pokigureES5 shows the Optior2
alignment, path types, and access points.

LA RIVER PATH
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FigureES5. Option 2 Alignment
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The configuration and location of each access point for Opti@mre listed inTableESS5 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.

TableESS5. Option 2 Access Points

Access Point Bank

Common to
Proposed
Project

Configuration

Ed P. Reyes River Greenway East

At-grade connection directly adjacent to path at Ed P. Reyes No
River Greenway

Spring Street/Broadway/ East = Single atgrade connection from path under Spring Streetto = No

Albion Park the Albion Park and access to Broadway and Spring Street

Mission RoadCesarkE East = Single elevated ramp crossing over railroad tracks to connectYes

ChavezAvenue to the northwest corner of the Mission Road and Cegar
ChavezAvenue intersection at the back of sidewalk

Union Station via Center West = Single elevated ramp that crosses over the railroad tracks = Yes, with some

Street south of the US Highway Route 101 [River Bridge to land differences
near the northeast corner of the Commercial Street and Center
Street intersection at the back of sidewalk

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

Sixth Street West = Direct connection between the Optiof path and the existing Yes
Sixth Street Tunnel with access to the future Sixth Street PARC
Project

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

BandiniSoto Triangle West = Single elevated bridge over the [River that connects agrade Yes
to Bandini Boulevard at the back of sidewalk adjacent to the
commercial plaza known as the “Bandieto Triangle”

Downey Road East = Single atgrade connection to the back of sidewalk on the westres

side of Downey Road

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

Vernon

Option 2 Design Variations

Design variations have been identified to offer sikpecific engineering variations to navigate
challenges and constraints the Project study aredDesign variations at various locations of the
alignment and ataccess points for Optior? are included in the footprint. Optior2 would include all
of the Proposed Project’s design variations except US Highway Route 1(Rit&kBridge and
includes four additional design variations design variations: Egret Park to Ed P. Reyes Greenway,
North Avenuel9, and Noth Broadway/Spring Street. TabEES6 summarizes design variations for
Option 2.
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TableES6. Option 2 Design Variations

Common to

Proposed
Design Variation Configuration Project

Egret Park to Ed P. East | Single atgrade connection from Egret Park to Riverside Drive bridge No
ReyedGreenway onto Avenue 19 southerly to Ed P. Reyes River Greenway.

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

Arroyo Seco Parkway = West = Singleelevated topof-bankconnection from path starting north under  Yes

(SR110 SR110to just south of the freeway.

North Avenue 19 West | Elevated path continues south before crossing the river channel No
diagonally to the east bank near the Ed Reye Greenway access point.

North Broadway/ East | Path branches east to optional access point at Broadway and Spring No

Spring Street Street.

EastCesar E Chavez = West | Elevated irchannel path splits westward before crossing over railroad Yes
Avenue ROW at grade and then continuing south parallel to the railroad ROW.
Path crosses underneath the East Cesar E Chawemue 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 Yes
point at Union Station via Keller Street through an-gtreet alignment
along Keller Street, then connection with Ramirez Street to Union
Station

Kearney Street East | Elevated inchannel path splits eastward to reach east bank before = Yes
continuing south and then east to reach optional access point at
Kearney Street.

East Fourth Street West | Path continues south underneath East Fourth Street Bridge. Yes
East Washington West | Path becomes elevatedichannel and continues south underneath theYes
Boulevard (In East Washington Boulevard Bridge, East 26th Street Bridge, and South
Channel) Soto Street Bridge before crossing to the east bank and continuing

south underneath Bandini Boulevard.
East Washington West | Elevated path crosses westward under the Redondo Junction Grade Yes
Boulevard (Triangular Separation, ascends in a triangular helix configuration, and continues
Helix) south, crossing over East Washington Boulevard andRi&er from the

west bank to the east bank.
Southof Downey Road East | Path continues southin an incised condition Yes
South Atlantic North | Path continues south before becoming elevated to cross to the Yes
Boulevard southern bank to end at the Atlantic Boulevard Existing Path access

point.

ES2.4.4  Comparison of Proposed Project and Options

As stated, this Draft EIR analyzes the Proposed Project and two options, Ogtiand Option2, each
having a different combination of Project elemeriis navigate site conditions in different ways. The
Proposed Project and its options each inclusla combination of path typesriver crossing locations,
access pointsand design variationgimed at accomplishing the Proposed Project objectives.
TableES7 is a summary comparison of the Proposed ProjeCption 1, and Option 2.
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TableES7. Summary Comparison of Proposdttoject and Options

Proposed Approximate Access River Elevated Top-of-Bank Incised
Alignments Path Length Points Crossings Path Type Path Type Path Type

Proposed

9.6 miles 46% 28% 26%
Project
Option 1 10.1miles 11 6 56% 9% 35%
Option 2 9.1miles 9 7 47% 19% 34%

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

Figures ES3, ES4, and ESb aboveshow proposed alignments for the ProposdRtoject,Option 1, and
Option 2.

ES2.5 Project Schedule

Construction activities fothe portion of the path for which fundings currently availablare estimated
to last approximately Jears FigureES6). Preconstruction activities are anticipated to start in 2028.
The anticipated construction start is in 2028, with phased completion anticipated in 2031.

FigureES6. Project Timeline
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ES3 Summary of Environmental Impactanalysis

This Draft EIR identifies potential environmental impacts of the Project and its optiand analyzes

any significant impacts and implementation of feasible mitigation measures. Projeaturesare

design features, best management practices, or other measures required by law or permit approvals
and are incorporated as part of the Projedflitigation 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 implementatiohable ESB summarizes the
environmental impacts, required mitigation measures, and level of significaafter mitigation (as
applicable). A detailed analysis for each environmental resource area is provided in Chapter 3,
EnvironmentaBettings, Impacts, and Mitigation.
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TableES8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource

ProposedProject/ Impact Before Proposed Mitigation Impact After
Environmental Topic Option Phase Mitigation Measure Mitigation

Aestheticsand Visual Resources

AES1: Have a substantially adverse effect
on a scenic vista?

AES2: Substantially damage scenic
resources, including, but not limited to,
trees, rock outcroppings, and historical
buildings within a state scenic highway?

AES3: 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 publiclpccessible
vantage point.).

AES4: Create a new source of substantial
light or glare, which would adversely affect
day or nighttime views in the area?

LA RIVER PATH

Proposed Project

Option 1

Option 2

Proposed Project

Option 1

Option 2

Proposed Project

Option 1

Option 2

Proposed Project

Option 1

Option 2

Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation

Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction

Operation

No Impact
No Impact
No Impact
No Impact
No Impact
No Impact

Lessthan Significantimpact

Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact

None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None

None
None
None
None
None

None
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No Impact

No Impact

No Impact

No Impact

No Impact

No Impact

Lessthan Significantimpact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact
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TableES8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource

ProposedProject/ Impact Before Proposed Mitigation Impact After
Environmental Topic Option Phase Mitigation Measure Mitigation

Air Quality
AQ-1: Conflict with or obstruct

implementation of the applicable air

quality plan?

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?

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

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

LA RIVER PATH

Proposed Project

Option 1

Option 2

Proposed Project

Option 1

Option 2

Proposed Project

Option 1

Option 2

Proposed Project

Option 1

Option 2

Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction

Operation

Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact

None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None

None
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Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact
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TableES8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource

ProposedProject/ Impact Before Proposed Mitigation Impact After
Environmental Topic Option Phase Mitigation Measure 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 speciatatus
species in local or regional plans, policies,
or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fsh and Game or US Fish
and Wildlife Service?

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?

LA RIVER PATH

Proposed Project Construction PotentiallySignificant

Option 1

Option 2

Proposed Project

Option 1

Option 2

Operation

Construction

Operation

Construction

Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction

Operation

fMM-BIO-01, Worker

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Less than Significant Impact

Environmental Awareness

Program

fMM-BIO-02a,Preconstruction
Identification of Active Bat Roost

Sites

fMM-BIO-02b, Avoid Disturbing

Active Bat Roosts
fMM-BIO-03, Nesting Bird

Surveys

Less than Significant Impact None

PotentiallySignificant

Less than Significant Impact

PotentiallySignificant

Less than Significant Impact
No Impact
No Impact
No Impact
No Impact
No Impact

No Impact

fMM-BIO-01
fMM-BIO-02a
fMM-BIO-02b
fMM-BIO-03

None

fMM-BIO-01
fMM-BIO-02a
fMM-BIO-02b
fMM-BIO-03

None
None
None
None
None
None

None

Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact
No Impact
No Impact
No Impact
No Impact
No Impact

No Impact
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TableES8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource

ProposedProject/ Impact Before Proposed Mitigation Impact After
Environmental Topic Option Phase Mitigation Measure Mitigation

BIO-3: Have a substantial adverse effect
on state or federally protected wetlands

Proposed Project

(including, but not limited to, marsh,

vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct =~ Option 1

removal, filling, hydrological interruption,

or other means? :
Option 2

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

Option 1

Option 2

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

Proposed Project

Option 1

Option 2

LA RIVER PATH

Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction

Operation
Construction

Operation

Construction

Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction

Operation

No Impact
No Impact
No Impact
No Impact
No Impact
No Impact
PotentiallySignificant

Less than Significant Impact

PotentiallySignificant

Less than Significant Impact

PotentiallySignificant

Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact

No Impact

Less than Significant Impact

No Impact

Less than Significant Impact

No Impact

None
None
None
None
None
None

fMM-BIO-02a
fMM-BIO-02b

None

fMM-BIO-02a
fMM-BIO-02b

None

fMM-BIO-02a
fMM-BIO-02b

None
None
None
None
None
None

None
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No Impact
No Impact
No Impact
No Impact
No Impact
No Impact
Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
No Impact
Less than Significant Impact
No Impact
Less than Significant Impact

No Impact

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

ES24

DECEMBER025



TableES8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ProposedProject/ Impact Before Proposed Mitigation Impact After
Environmental Topic Option Phase Mitigation Measure 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

Operation
Option 1 Construction

Operation
Option 2 Construction

Operation

CulturalResources

CUL:1: Cause a substantial adverse changeProposed Project Construction
in the significance of a buienvironment

historical resource as defined in

Section15064.5?

Operation

LA RIVER PATH

PotentiallySignificant

No Impact
PotentiallySignificant

No Impact

PotentiallySignificant

No Impact

PotentiallySignificant

No Impact

fMM-HWQ-04, Fully Incised
Path

fMM-HWQ-05, Incised/Elevated
Transition Widening

fMM-HWQ-06, Elevatedn-
Channel Incised Path

fMM-HWQ-07, Channel
Daylight Crossing Structure

Less than Significant Impact

None No Impact

fMM-HWQ-04 Less than Significant Impact
fMM-HWQ-05

fMM-HWQ-06

fMM-HWQ-07

None No Impact

fMM-HWQ-04 Less than Significant Impact
fMM-HWQ-05

fMM-HWQ-06

fMM-HWQ-07

None No Impact

fMM-CUL-01, Conformance with Less than Significant Impact
the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for Rehabilitation

fMM-CUL:02, Recordation of
Existing Conditions

fMM-NOI-02, Drill Piles Where
Feasible

fMM-VIB01, Vibration Control
Plan

fMM-VIB02, Vibration
Monitoring Plan

None No Impact
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TableES8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource

ProposedProject/ Impact Before Proposed Mitigation Impact After
Environmental Topic Option Phase Mitigation Measure Mitigation

Option 1 Construction = PotentiallySignificant fMM-CUL-01 Less than Significant Impact
fMM-CUL-02
fMM-NOI-02
fMM-VIB0O1
fMM-VIB-02

Operation No Impact None No Impact

Option 2 Construction = PotentiallySignificant fMM-CUL-01
fMM-CUL-02
fMM-NOI-02
fMM-VIBO1
fMM-VIB-02

Operation No Impact None No Impact
CUL:2: Cause a substantial adverse changeProposed Project . Construction PotentiallySignificant fMM-CUL-03, Qualified
in the significance of a unique or historical Archaeologist

archaeological resource pursuant to fMM-CUL:04, Cultural Resources
Section15064.5? Mitigation and Management

Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact

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

cemeteries?

LA RIVER PATH

Option 1

Option 2

Proposed Project

Option 1

Option 2

Operation
Construction

Operation
Construction

Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation

No Impact
PotentiallySignificant

No Impact
PotentiallySignificant

No Impact
PotentiallySignificant
No Impact
PotentiallySignificant
No Impact
PotentiallySignificant
No Impact

Plan
None
fMM-CUL-03
fMM-CUL-04
None
fMM-CUL-03
fMM-CUL-04
None
fMM-CUL-04
None
fMM-CUL-04
None
fMM-CUL-04
None

No Impact
Less than Significant Impact

No Impact
Less than Significant Impact

No Impact
Less than Significant Impact
No Impact
Less than Significant Impact

No Impact
Less than Significant Impact
No Impact
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TableES8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource

ProposedProject/ Impact Before Proposed Mitigation Impact After
Environmental Topic Option Phase Mitigation Measure Mitigation

Energy

ENE4Z: Result in potentially significant
environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of
energy resources, during Project
construction or operation?

Proposed Project
Option 1
Option 2

ENEZ2: Conflict with or obstruct a state or  Proposed Project
local plan for renewable energy or energy

efficiency? X
Option 1

Option 2

Geology and Paleontological Resources

GEO1(i): Directly or indirectly cause
potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving rupture of a known earthquake =~ Option 1
fault, as delineated on the most recent
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning
Map issued by the Stat&eologist for the
area or based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault?

Proposed Project

Option 2

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

Proposed Project

Option 2

LA RIVER PATH

Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction

Operation

Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction

Operation

Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation

Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact

No Impact
No Impact
No Impact
No Impact
No Impact

No Impact

Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact

None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None

None

None
None
None
None
None

None

None
None
None
None
None
None

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact

No Impact
No Impact
No Impact
No Impact
No Impact

No Impact

Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
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TableES8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource

ProposedProject/ Impact Before Proposed Mitigation Impact After
Environmental Topic Option Phase Mitigation Measure Mitigation

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

GEO1(iv): Directly or indirectly cause
potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving landslides?

GEO2: Result in substantial soil erosion
or loss of topsoif

GEO3: 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?

GEO4: Located on expansive soil, as
defined in Tablel8-1-B of the Uniform

LA RIVER PATH

Proposed Project

Option 1

Option 2

Proposed Project

Option 1

Option 2

Proposed Project

Option 1

Option 2

Proposed Project

Option 1

Option 2

Proposed Project

Option 1

Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction

Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact

None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

TableES8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource

ProposedProject/ Impact Before Proposed Mitigation Impact After
Environmental Topic Option Phase Mitigation Measure Mitigation

Building Code (1994), creating substantial Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact
direct or indirect risks to life or property?

Option 2 Construction | Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact
Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact
GEOb5: Have soils incapable of adequately Proposed Project | Construction No Impact None No Impact
supporting the use of septic tanks or Operation No Impact None No Impact
alternative wastewater disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the Option 1 Construction ' No Impact None No Impact
disposal of wastewater? Operation No Impact None No Impact
Option 2 Construction ' No Impact None No Impact
Operation No Impact None No Impact
GEO®: Directly or indirectly destroy a Proposed Project  Construction = PotentiallySignificant fMM-PALO1, Prepare a Significant and Unavoidable
unique paleontological resource or site or Paleontological Resources
unique geologic feature? Monitoring Plan

fMM-PAL02, Worker
Environmental Awareness
Program Training

fMM-PAL03, Curation

Operation No Impact None No Impact
Option 1 Construction = PotentiallySignificant fMM-PALO1 Significant and Unavoidable
fMM-PAL02
fMM-PALO3
Operation No Impact None No Impact
Option 2 Construction = PotentiallySignificant fMM-PALO1 Significant and Unavoidable
fMM-PAL02
fMM-PAL03
Operation No Impact None No Impact
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TableES8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource

ProposedProject/ Impact Before Proposed Mitigation Impact After
Environmental Topic Option Phase Mitigation Measure Mitigation

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

GHG-1: Generate GHG emissions, either = Proposed Project  Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact
directly or indirectly, that may have a Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact
significant impact on the environment? i ; S S
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, = Proposed Project = Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact
policy, or regulation adopted for the Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact
purpose of reducing the emissions of X . o S
GHGs? 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 = Proposed Project | Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact
publ_lc or the environment t_hrough the Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact
routine transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials? 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 = Proposed Project | Construction PotentiallySignificant fMM-HAZ-01, Projectwide Less than Significant Impact
public or the environment through Phase Il Environmental Site
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident Assessment
conditions involving the release of fMM-HAZ-02, Soil Management
hazardous materials into the environment? Plan Surveys
fMM-HAZ-03, Preconstruction
Asbestos, Led&@hsed Paint, and
Universal Waste Surveys
Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact
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TableES8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource

ProposedProject/ Impact Before Proposed Mitigation Impact After
Environmental Topic Option Phase Mitigation Measure Mitigation

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

HAZ-4: Be located on a site, which is
included on a list of hazardous materials
sites compiled pursuant to Government
CodeSection65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?

LA RIVER PATH

Option 1

Option 2

Proposed Project

Option 1

Option 2

Proposed Project

Option 1

Option 2

Construction

Operation

Construction

Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation

Construction

Operation

Construction

Operation
Construction

Operation

PotentiallySignificant

fMM-HAZ-01
fMM-HAZ-02
fMM-HAZ-03

Less than Significant Impact None

PotentiallySignificant

fMM-HAZ-01
fMM-HAZ-02
fMM-HAZ-03

Less than Significant Impact None

PotentiallySignificant
No Impact
PotentiallySignificant
No Impact
PotentiallySignificant
No Impact

PotentiallySignificant

No Impact

PotentiallySignificant

No Impact
PotentiallySignificant

No Impact

fMM-HAZ-03
None
fMM-HAZ-03
None
fMM-HAZ-03
None

fMM-HAZ-01
fMM-HAZ-02

None

fMM-HAZ-01
fMM-HAZ-02

None

fMM-HAZ-01
fMM-HAZ-02

None

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
No Impact
Less than Significant Impact
No Impact
Less than Significant Impact
No Impact

Less than Significant Impact

No Impact

Less than Significant Impact

No Impact
Less than Significant Impact

No Impact
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

TableES8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource

ProposedProject/ Impact Before Proposed Mitigation Impact After
Environmental Topic Option Phase Mitigation Measure Mitigation

HAZ-5: For a project located within an Proposed Project . Construction | No Impact None No Impact
airport land use plan or, \{vh_ere sugh aplan Operation No Impact None No Impact
has not been adopted, within twmiles of
a public airport or public use airport, Option 1 Construction ' No Impact None No Impact
would the project result in a safety hazard Operation No Impact None No Impact
for people residing or working in the . .
project area? Option 2 Construction  No Impact None No Impact
Operation No Impact None No Impact
HAZ-6: Impair implementation of or Proposed Project . Construction = Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact
physically interfere with an adopted Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact
emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan? 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 Proposed Project | Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact
dlrect_ly_or indirectly, t_o a S'gmflcf’mt risk of Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact
loss, injury, or death involving wildland
fires? 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 Proposed Project  Construction Potentially Significant MM-HWQ-01, Temporary Water Less than Significant Impact
standards or waste discharge Diversion Plan
requirements or otherwise substantla!ly Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact
degrade surface or groundwater quality?
Option 1 Construction = PotentiallySignificant MM-HWQ-01 Less than Significant Impact
Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact
Option 2 Construction = PotentiallySignificant MM-HWQ-01 Less than Significant Impact
Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact
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TableES8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource

ProposedProject/ Impact Before Proposed Mitigation Impact After
Environmental Topic Option Phase Mitigation Measure 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?

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?

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 surfae runoff resulting in
flooding onsite or offsite?

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?

LA RIVER PATH

Proposed Project

Option 1

Option 2

Proposed Project

Option 1

Option 2

Proposed Project

Option 1

Option 2

Proposed Project

Option 1

Option 2

Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction

Operation

Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation

Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact

PotentiallySignificant

Less than Significant Impact

PotentiallySignificant

Less than Significant Impact

PotentiallySignificant

Less than Significant Impact

PotentiallySignificant

Less than Significant Impact

PotentiallySignificant

Less than Significant Impact

PotentiallySignificant

Less than Significant Impact

PotentiallySignificant

Less than Significant Impact

PotentiallySignificant

Less than Significant Impact

PotentiallySignificant

Less than Significant Impact

None
None
None
None
None
None
MM-HWQ-01
None
MM-HWQ-01
None
MM-HWQ-01
None
MM-HWQ-01
None
MM-HWQ-01
None
MM-HWQ-01
None
MM-HWQ-01
None
MM-HWQ-01
None
MM-HWQ-01
None

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
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TableES8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource

ProposedProject/ Impact Before Proposed Mitigation Impact After
Environmental Topic Option Phase Mitigation Measure 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?

Option 1

Option 2

HWQ-7: Result in flood hazard, tsunami, = Proposed Project
or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants

due to project inundation?
Option 1

Option 2

LA RIVER PATH

Operation

Construction

Operation

Construction

Operation

Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation

Proposed Project Construction PotentiallySignificant

Potentially Significant

Potentially Significant

Potentially Significant

Potentially Significant

Potentially Significant

PotentiallySignificant

fMM-HWQ-01

fMM-HWQ-02, Construction

Scheduling

fMM-HWQ-03, Advanced
Hydraulic Analysis

fMM-HWQ-04, Fully Incised

Path

fMM-HWQ-05, Incised/Elevated
Transition Widening

fMM-HWQ-06, Elevatedn-
Channel Incised Path

f MM-HWQ-08, Streamlined

Bridge Piers
fMM-HWQ-01
fMM-HWQ-02
fMM-HWQ-03
fMM-HWQ-04
fMM-HWQ-05
fMM-HWQ-06
fMM-HWQ-08
fMM-HWQ-01
fMM-HWQ-02
fMM-HWQ-03
fMM-HWQ-04
fMM-HWQ-05
fMM-HWQ-06
fMM-HWQ-08
fMM-HWQ-01

Less than Significant Impact None

PotentiallySignificant

fMM-HWQ-01

Less than Significant Impact None

PotentiallySignificant

fMM-HWQ-01

Less than Significant Impact None

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

TableES8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource

ProposedProject/ Impact Before Proposed Mitigation Impact After
Environmental Topic Option Phase Mitigation Measure Mitigation

HWQ-8: Conflict with or obstruct Proposed Project  Construction PotentiallySignificant fMM-HWQ-01 Less than Significant Impact
implementation of a water quality control

) Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact
plan or sustainable groundwater
management plan? Option 1 Construction = PotentiallySignificant fMM-HWQ-01 Less than Significant Impact
Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact
Option 2 Construction = PotentiallySignificant fMM-HWQ-01 Less than Significant Impact
Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact
HWQ-9: Cause changes to flood risk in Proposed Project . Construction Potentially Significant fMM-HWQ-01 Less than Significant Impact
sensitive reaches of the LA River or conflict fMM-HWQ-02
with USACE's obligations under . . S L
Section408? Operation Potentially Significant fMM-HWQ-03 Less than Significant Impact
fMM-HWQ-04
fMM-HWQ-05
fMM-HWQ-06
fMM-HWQ-08

fMM-HWQ-09, Compliance with
Sectior408 Permit
Option 1 Construction = PotentiallySignificant fMM-HWQ-01 Less than Significant Impact
fMM-HWQ-02
Operation Potentially Significant fMM-HWQ-03 Less than Significant Impact
fMM-HWQ-04
fMM-HWQ-05
fMM-HWQ-06
fMM-HWQ-08
fMM-HWQ-09
Option 2 Construction = Potentially Significant fMM-HWQ-01 Less than Significant Impact
fMM-HWQ-02
Operation Potentially Significant fMM-HWQ-03 Less than Significant Impact
fMM-HWQ-04
fMM-HWQ-05
fMM-HWQ-06
fMM-HWQ-08
fMM-HWQ-09
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TableES8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource

ProposedProject/ Impact Before Proposed Mitigation Impact After
Environmental Topic Option Phase Mitigation Measure Mitigation

HWQ-10: Cause water quality or hydraulic Proposed Project | Construction

conflicts with the ultimate implementation
of the LARER project?

Land Use

LU-1: Physically divide an established
community?

LA RIVER PATH

Option 1

Option 2

Proposed Project

Option 1

Option 2

Operation

Construction

Operation

Construction
Operation

Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction

Operation

No Impact

Potentially Significant

No Impact

Potentially Significant

No Impact
Potentially Significant

Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact

None

fMM-HWQ-04
fMM-HWQ-05
fMM-HWQ-06
fMM-HWQ-07, Channel

Daylight Crossing Structure

fMM-HWQ-09

None

fMM-HWQ-04
fMM-HWQ-04
fMM-HWQ-06
fMM-HWQ-07
fMM-HWQ-09

None

fMM-HWQ-04
fMM-HWQ-05
fMM-HWQ-06
fMM-HWQ-07
fMM-HWQ-09

None
None
None
None
None

None

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

No Impact

Less than Significant Impact

No Impact

Less than Significant Impact

No Impact
Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact
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TableES8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource

ProposedProject/ Impact Before Proposed Mitigation Impact After
Environmental Topic Option Phase Mitigation Measure 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?

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?

NOI-2: Generate excessive groudzbrne
vibration or groundborne noise levels?

LA RIVER PATH

Proposed Project

Option 1

Option 2

Proposed Project

Option 1

Option 2

Proposed Project

Option 1

Option 2

Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction

Operation

Construction

Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction

Operation
Construction

Operation
Construction

Operation

Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact

PotentiallySignificant

Less than Significant Impact

PotentiallySignificant

Less than Significant Impact

PotentiallySignificant

Less than Significant Impact

PotentiallySignificant
(for damagg
PotentiallySignificant
(for annoyancég

Less than Significant Impact

PotentiallySignificant
(for damagg
PotentiallySignificant
(for annoyancég

Less than Significant Impact

PotentiallySignificant
(for damagg
PotentiallySignificant
(for annoyancé

Less than Significant Impact

None
None
None
None
None

None

fMM-NOI-01, Noise Control and
Monitoring Plan

None
fMM-NOI-01
None
fMM-NOI-01
None

fMM-NOI-02, Drill Piles Where
Feasible

fMM-VIBO01, Vibration Control
Plan

fMM-VIB02, Vibration
Monitoring Plan

None

fMM-NOI-02

fMM-VIB01

fMM-VIB-02

None
fMM-NOI-02
fMM-VIB01
fMM-VIB02

None

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact

Significant and Unavoidable

Less than Significant Impact
Significant and Unavoidable
Less than Significant Impact
Significant and Unavoidable
Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact
(for damage)

Significant and Unavoidable
(for annoyance)

Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact
(for damage)

Significant and Unavoidable
(for annoyance)

Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
(for damage)

Significant and Unavoidable
(for annoyance)

Less than Significant Impact
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TableES8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource

ProposedProject/ Impact Before Proposed Mitigation Impact After
Environmental Topic Option Phase Mitigation Measure 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 @iles
of a public airport or public use airpo?

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)?

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

LA RIVER PATH

Proposed Project

Option 1

Option 2

Proposed Project

Option 1

Option 2

Proposed Project

Option 1

Option 2

Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction

Operation

Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation

No Impact
No Impact
No Impact
No Impact
No Impact

No Impact

Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact

No Impact

Less than Significant Impact

No Impact

Less than Significant Impact

No Impact

None
None
None
None
None

None

None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

No Impact
No Impact
No Impact
No Impact
No Impact

No Impact

Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
No Impact

Less than Significant Impact
No Impact

Less than Significant Impact
No Impact
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TableES8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource

ProposedProject/ Impact Before Proposed Mitigation Impact After
Environmental Topic Option Phase Mitigation Measure Mitigation

Public Services/Safety and Security

PS1: Result in substantial adverse physicalProposed Project
impacts associated with the provision of

new or physically altered governmental

facilities, need for new or physically alteredOption 1
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?

Option 2

PS2: Result in substantial adverse physicalProposed Project
impacts associated with the provision of

new or physically altered governmental

facilities, need for new or physically altered Option 1
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?

Option 2

PS3: Result in substantial adverse physicalProposed Project
impacts associated with the provision of

new or physically altered governmental

facilities, need for new or physically alteredOption 1
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?

Option 2

LA RIVER PATH

Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation

Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction

Operation

Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation

Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact

No Impact
No Impact
No Impact
No Impact
No Impact
No Impact

None
None
None
None
None
None

None
None
None
None
None

None

None
None
None
None
None
None

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact

No Impact
No Impact
No Impact
No Impact
No Impact
No Impact
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

TableES8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource

ProposedProject/ Impact Before Proposed Mitigation Impact After
Environmental Topic Option Phase Mitigation Measure Mitigation

PS4: Result in substantial adverse physicalProposed Project Construction No Impact None No Impact
impacts associated with the provision of

- Operation No Impact None No Impact
new or physically altered governmental . -
facilities, need for new or physically aIteredOpt'On 1 Construction  No Impact None No Impact
governmental facilities, the construction of Operation No Impact None No Impact
which could cause significant Option 2 Construction No Impact None No Impact
environmental impacts, in order to .
Operation No Impact None No Impact

maintain acceptable services ratios,
response times or other performance
objectives for public libraries?

Recreation

REGCL: Increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other

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

X - : Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact
recreational facilities such that substantial - - S , T
physical deterioration of the facility would Option 1 Construction | Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact
occur or be accelerated? Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact

Construction = Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact

REG2: Include recreational facilities or Proposed Project  Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact

require the construction or expansion of Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact
recreational facilities which might have an - S _ S

adverse physical effect on the Construction | Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact

environment? 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

REG3: Result in substantial adverse Proposed Project = Construction Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact

physical impacts associated with the Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact
provision of new or physically altered X . o , S

governmental facilities, need for new or Option 1 Construction | Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact

physically altered governmental facilities, Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact

the construction of which could cause Option 2 Construction = Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact
significant environmental impacts, in order . o o

Operation Less than Significant Impact None Less than Significant Impact

to maintain acceptable service ratios or
other performance objectives for parks?
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TableES8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource

ProposedProject/ Impact Before Proposed Mitigation Impact After
Environmental Topic Option Phase Mitigation Measure Mitigation

Transportation

TR1: Conflict with a program, plan,
ordinance, or policy addressing the
circulation system, including transit,

Proposed Project

roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities? Option 1

TR2: Conflict or be inconsistent with
CEQA Guidelines Sectioh5064.3(b)?

Option 2

Proposed Project

Option 1

Option 2

TR3: Substantially increase hazards due toProposed Project

geometric design features (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or

incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? Option 1

TR4: Result in inadequate emergency

access?

LA RIVER PATH

Option 2

Proposed Project

Option 1

Option 2

Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction

Operation

Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact

None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None

None

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact
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TableES8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource

ProposedProject/ Impact Before Proposed Mitigation Impact After
Environmental Topic Option Phase Mitigation Measure Mitigation

Tribal Cultural Resources

TCR1: Cause a substantial adverse changeProposed Project

in the significance of a TCR, defined in
PRC Sectior21074 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 Sectio®020.1(k), or is a resource
determined by the lead agency, in its
discreion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to
criteria set forth in subdivision | of PRC
Section5024.1. In applying the criteria set
forth in subdivision (c) of PRC
Section5024.1, the lead agency shall
consider the significancef the resource to
a California Native American tribe?

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 reloation of which could
cause significant environmental impacts?

LA RIVER PATH

Option 1

Option 2

Proposed Project

Option 1

Option 2

Construction

Operation

Construction

Operation

Construction

Operation

Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction

Operation

PotentiallySignificant

No Impact

PotentiallySignificant

No Impact
PotentiallySignificant

No Impact

Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact

fMM-TCRO1, Tribal Monitoring

fMM-CUL-03
fMM-CUL-04
None

fMM-TCRO1
fMM-CUL-03
fMM-CUL-04
None

fMM-TCRO1
fMM-CUL-03
fMM-CUL-04
None

None
None
None
None
None

None

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Less than Significant Impact

No Impact

Less than Significant Impact

No Impact

Less than Significant Impact

No Impact

Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact
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TableES8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource

ProposedProject/ Impact Before Proposed Mitigation Impact After
Environmental Topic Option Phase Mitigation Measure Mitigation

UTL-2: Have sufficient water supplies
available to serve the project and

Proposed Project

reasonably foreseeable future development
during normal, dry, and multiple dry years? Option 1

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?

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?

UTL5: Conflict with federal, state, and
local management and reduction statutes
and regulations related to solid waste

LA RIVER PATH

Option 2

Proposed Project

Option 1

Option 2

Proposed Project

Option 1

Option 2

Proposed Project

Option 1

Option 2

Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction

Operation

Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact

No Impact

Less than Significant Impact

No Impact

Less than Significant Impact

No Impact

None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None

None

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
No Impact

Less than Significant Impact
No Impact

Less than Significant Impact

No Impact

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

ES43

DECEMBER025



TableES8. Summary of Impacts by Environmental Resource

ProposedProject/ Impact Before Proposed Mitigation Impact After
Environmental Topic Option Phase Mitigation Measure Mitigation

Wildfire

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

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?

WR3: 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?

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

LA RIVER PATH

Proposed Project

Option 1

Option 2

Proposed Project

Option 1

Option 2

Proposed Project

Option 1

Option 2

Proposed Project

Option 1

Option 2

Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction
Operation
Construction

Operation

Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact

None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None

None
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Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact
Less than Significant Impact

Less than Significant Impact
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ES4 Significant and Unavoidable Impacts

CEQA Guidelines Sectioh5216.2(b) requires EIRs to include a discussion of significant
environmental impacts that cannot be avoided ifpaoject is implemented. InChapter 3,

Environmental Settings, Impacts, and Mitigat®egtions3.2through 3.19 analyzsignificant
environmental impacts related to the Proposed Projeatd 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
significantlevel. If a specific impact discussead any of these sections cannot be fully reduced to a
less than significant level, it is considered a significant and unavoidable impastoncluded in the
Draft EIR and shown in TablESS, the following impacts would be significant and unavoidalite the
Proposed Project and its optionsven after implementation of mitigation measures:

x Geology,soils, and paleontological resources (paleontological resourdesing construction)

X Noise and vibration(increase in ambient noise during constructioribration annoyance during
construction)

ES5 ProjectAlternatives

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 Sedhkil?6.6(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 effecthef
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 Alternativesre summarizedbelow, and aralescribed in more detail in Chaptés, Alternatives

ES5.1 No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative is required by CEQA Guidelines Sedhit?6.6(e)(2) and assumes that

the Proposed Projectvould not be implementedThe Proposed Project is identified in theARMP as

the “Metro LA River Patti’ Under the No Project Alternative, the approximatelyrle stretch of the
LARiver 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. Thenle gap between the existing Losngeles

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 channahd 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 beticaisd

in the LA River and no new river crossings related to the Project would occur.

LA RIVER PATH
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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 (SCAXZ®nnect SoCalThe 20242050 Regional
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strgteggnect SoCal{SCAG 2020and 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 LRiver, including the Project area

ESK.2 Mostly-East Bank Alternative

TheMostly-East Bank Alternative, known as Alignment D in the Conceptual Design Report, proposes a
pedestrian and bicycling path alignment running predominandlipng the east bank of the LRiver

from the northern terminus of the existing LRiver 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 LRiver Greenway Trail ends, this alternative would cross over the LA
Riverto 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 tivostly-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 anebatde active rail facilities. The Mostlyast Bank
Alternative would include 1@ccess points: Figueroa Street (Existing), Los Angeles State Historic
Park/Main Street, MissiorRoad/Cesar E Chavez, Union Station, Figteet,SeventhStreet,

Washington Boulevard, BandimBoulevard, DowneyRoad, and Atlantidoulevard.

ES5.3 Mostly-West Bank Alternative

The MostlyWestBank Alternative, known as Alignment E in the Conceptual Design Report, proposes
a pedestrian and bicycling path predominantly along the west bank of th&iv&r from the northern
terminus of the existing path at Elysian Park to the southern terminus of the existing path at Atlantic
Boulevard. The MostiWestBank Alternative wouldiollow the westernbank of the LARiverin the area
between the channel and @rade active rail facilities. Starting at the north end on the western bank
where the LARiver Geenway Trail ends, the Mosti/est Bank Alternative would cross over the LA
River to operate on the eastern bank between EdReyes 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 alternatiweould then operateon the east bank until just north of Atlantic
Boulevard where the alignment would cross back to the west bank and connittthe existing

access point at Atlantic Boulevard. The Mostyest Bank Alternative would include 10 access points:
Ed P. Reyes Greenway, AlbiBark/Main Street, Los Angeles State Historic Park/Main Street, Mission
Road/Cesar E Chavez Avenue, Union Station, Fatseet,SixthStreet Tunnel, Washington Boulevard,
Bandini-Soto Triangle, and Downefgoad.

ES5.4 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 existinRivAr

Greenway Trail in the City of Los Angeles and a southern terminus at Sittéet and would not close

the entire 8mile gap along the L/ARiver between Elysian Valley and the City of Vernon. This alternative
would result in limited or no access to the local neighborhoods south of S&treet

LA RIVER PATH
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ES5.5 ShortenedSouthernPath 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 Bistet 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 LARiver between Elysian Valley and the City of Vernon. This alternative
would result in limited or no access to the local neighborhoods north of FiBsteet

ES5.6 Comparison of Alternatives

TableES9 summarizes the environmental impacts of the alternatives compared to Freposed
Project and identifies if the alternatives would have greater, lesser, or similar impacts compared to the
Proposed ProjectAdditional detail is describedh Chapter 5, Alternatives

TableES9. Alternatives Comparison of Environmental Impacts Relative to the Proposed Project

Shortened | Shortened
Northern Southern

Environmental | Construction/ | Proposed Path Path
Topics Operation Project Alternative | Alternative

Aestheticsand

Construction

LTS

Visual Resources - P P P

Operation LTS p p p
Air Quality Construction LTS p p p

Operation LTS n n n
Biological Construction LTSM p p p
Resources .

Operation LTS p p p
Cultural Construction LTSM p p p
Resources .

Operation NI = = =
Energy Construction LTS p p p

Operation LTS n n n
Geology, Sails, Construction SU p p p
and .
Paleontological Operation LTS p p p
Resources
Greenhouse Gas = Construction LTS p p p
Emissions :

Operation LTS n n n
Hazards and Construction LTSM p p p
Hazardous :
Materials Operation LTS p p p
Hydrology and Construction LTSM p p p
Water Quality .

Operation LTSM n p p
Land Use and Construction LTS p = =
Planning .

Operation LTS n = =
LA RIVER PATH ES47
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TableES9. Alternatives Comparison of Environmental Impacts Relative to the Proposed Project

Shortened | Shortened

Mostly- Northern Southern
Environmental | Construction/ | Proposed | No Project| EastBank | West Bank Path Path
Topics Operation Project Alternative | Alternative | Alternative | Alternative | Alternative

Noise and Construction SuU P P p p p
Vibration .

Operation LTS p = = p P
Population and Construction LTS p = = = =
Housing :

Operation LTS p = = = =
Public Services/ | Construction LTS p = = P p
Safety and : ~ -
Security 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 Construction LTSM p = = p p
Resources .

Operation NI = = = = =
Utilities and Construction LTS p = = P p
Service Systems .

Operation LTS p = = p p
Wildfire Construction LTS p = = = P

Operation LTS p = = = p
Notes:
LTS = Less Than Significant n Greater Impacts compared to the Proposed Project
LTSM = Less Than Significant with Measures p Lesser Impacts compared to the Proposed Project
Incorporated =: Similar Impacts compared to the Proposed Project
NI = No Impact

SU = Significant and Unavoidable

ES5.6.1  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), aedse and vibration

(operation). The No Project Alternative would not include operation and maintenar@&)

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 Projedthe 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 Proposemjet, 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 Projeauring operation.
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The No Project Alternative would not result in Projeeiated construction and O&M activities and
would havefewer 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 aml 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 (op&oa), 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 plan®tider

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 theRiver, nor

incorporate additional safety features along the Rdver associated with the Proposed Project.

ES5.6.2  Mostly-East Bank Alternative

The MostlyEast Bank Alternative would have similar impacts for almost all environmental resources
compared to the Proposed Projedmpacts 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 deatified

historical resources are situated along the east bank through this area. Compared to the Proposed
Project, this #&ernative would avoid potential less than significant impacts to the property and historic
setting of HR44. However, compared to the Proposed Project one additional historic property-(HR
38) may be impacted by construction vibration due to the closeryinity of construction activity on

the east bank and one historic property (HE8) 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 corstruction-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 LARiver Channel. This alternative would implement the same mitigation measures as the
Proposed Project to avoid construction impacts on budlhvironment historical resources.

This alternative would have fewer impacts related to biological resources (construction) and noise and
vibration (construction annoyance)rhis 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 thEOSR-
Bridge and would therefore result in fewer impacts related to the removal of protected treggatory
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 thd’roposed Projectluring 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 (HR38) may be impacted by construction vibration due to the closer
proximity of construction activity on the east bank and one historic property {883 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 impcts would be reduced with the implementation of mitigation measures similar
to the Proposed Project. However, like the Proposed Project, construction of the M&sitbt 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.

ES5.6.3  Mostly-West Bank Alternative

The MostlyWest 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 Hext during construction. This alternative
would have potential less than significant impacts to the historic setting of KiRbecause the path
alignment would be situated along the opposite side of the LA River; however, new potential impacts
to HR-26 mayoccur. Such impacts to HRR6 would be similar to those described for Option 2 and
would be less than significant. A reduction in vibration impacts at one historic property 33Rwould
also occur due to increased distance from construction activity. Agsult, similar to the Proposed
Project, this alternative would result in constructienelated vibration impacts to historic resources
located in close proximity to construction activities which would generally involve those historical
resources locatedlang the west bank of the LRiver 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 tharthe Proposed Projecturing 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 wouldbe less impacted by construction noise and vibration. Specifically, residences located
between the US01 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 ProjecA reduction in vibration impacts at HRB3 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 measusimilar

to the Proposed Project. However, like the Proposed Project, construction of the Miggdgt 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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ES5.6.4 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 famgacts compared to the

Proposed Project for the following environmental resources: aesthetic/visual resources, air quality
(construction), biological resources, cultural resources (construction), energy (constructigaplogy,
soils, and paleontological resources, GHG (construction), hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology
and water quality, noise and vibration, public services/safety and security, transportation
(construction), TARs (construction) and utilities and service systenmia. 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 buikenvironment 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 (constructmg) noise and
vibration impacts (constructionwould be reduced under this alternative, compared to the Proposed
Project,due tothe shorter alignment andeducedconstruction 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 educed 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 expddo 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 damagémpacts 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
annoyancgconstruction) would be significant and unavoidable but less théime 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 withirRiver Reaches 7 and 8 in
conjunction with the LARER project and within a 2@ar 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 hydrolbgical 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), BandiniSoto Triangle, and Atlantic Boulevard access poirgémilar to the Proposed

Project, this alternative would be an active transportation path that would result in a reduction of
passenger vehicle trips to theegion and in a reduction in VMT. However, as a result of the shortened
alignment from the northern terminus of the existing LRiver Greenway Trail to Sixth Street, this
alternative would not reduce VMTs to the same level as the Proposed Project. As h, ribsu
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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.

ES5.6.5 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 ofa 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 (consiargt biological resources,
cultural resources (construction), energy (constructigrgeology, 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 Nokain 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 propertieshis alternative would implement the same mitigation measures as the
Proposed Project to avoid construction impacts on budhvironment historical resources and

impacts. Therefore, impacts to historic resources would be less than significant with mitgeand

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 duehe shorter alignment
and reducedconstruction 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, noisedhdation (construction)

would have redced 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 imgcts 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 théme Proposed Projecduring
construction.

This alternative would result in lesser impacts for hydrological impacts compared to the Proposed
Project. This alternative would not be located within Rdver Reaches 7 and 8 in conjunction with the
LARER project and would not be within a 19€ar 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 hydrologial 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 Firstr8et and would not be located within a designated
Very High Fire Hazard SeveriBone (VHFHS2), resulting in no wildfire impacts compared to the
Proposed ProjectSimilar to the Proposed Project, this alternative would be an active transportation
path thatwould 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 VMTghe 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.

ES6 Environmentally Superior Alternative

According to CEQA Guidelines Sectid®126.6(a)a Draft EIR must identifan “environmentally
superior alternative” to determine which alternative possesses an overall environmental advantage
when compared to all other alternatives evaluated in heaft EIR. If the environmentally superior
alternative is the No Project lternative, CEQA requires the identification @n environmentally
superiorother than the No Project Alternativa.he environmentally superior alternative can inform
decisionmakers as part of the projecpproval process; however, Metro is not required by CEQA
select the environmentally superior alternative as the locally approved project.

As shown in Tabl&S9, the No Project Alternativevould avoid, have similar, or have reduced
significant impacts for almost all environmental resources associated with the Proposed Prdjact

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 alternativaside 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 (consiction), 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.

ES7 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 Projecea, their priorities, and how the Project
can best meet their needs. During the conceptual design phase, tt@gedet team held ninecommunity
meetings and 23 pogpup events andadministeredtwo online survey tools to gather community input.
More than 300 people participated in the nirmmunity meetings, more than 4,600 comments were
received through all irperson events, and more than 3,800 responses were received for theotwine
and inperson 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 progranfor the Projectworkedto increase awareness and disseminate
information, gather public input, and support the technical and legal environmental process. In
alignment with Metro’s Public Participation Plan, ifitle IV, Environmental Justice and Limited English
Proficiengyaccommodations 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 affeced by the Poject. 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, handistributed flyers, geaargeted 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 thdaybscoping

period. Metro received a totaof 148 written and oratomments 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 ResearcthState 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, withind&ys of

receiving the NOP from the Lead Agency (Metro). The NOP also invited public participation in the EIR
scoping process ad announced scheduled scoping meetings.

ES8 Areas of Controversy and Issues to be Resolved

ES8.1 Areas of Controversy

CEQA Guidelines Sectiof5123(b)(2) require 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
AppendixA, Public Participation and Outreadkreas of potential controversy known to Metro are
discussdin the Scoping Summary Reptatso in AppendixA, Public Participation and Outreach)

Areas of known controversy are briefly summarizasifollows:

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

ES8.2 Issues to be Resolveby the DecisioAViaking Body

CEQA Guidelines Sectiob5123(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 resouttazards and

hazardous materials, hydrology and water qualiynd TCRs have been fully mitigated to below a level

of significance. Impacts related to geology, soils, and paleontological resoufdasng construction)
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and noise and vibration (during construction) would remain significant and unavoidaflee Metro
Board will also decide idnyProposedProject alternatives substantially reduce significant impacts
while still meeting the key ®ject objectivesand if one of the alternatives could be approvedpon

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
consideations, 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 interestedparty coordination:

x Selection of alignment

x Selection ofaccess pints

x Selection ofdesign vaiations

x Selection of theminal EIR ProjectNletro Board will select &inal EIR Project after circulation of the
Draft EIR

x  Fundingshortfall

x Phasing of the Roject based on available funding
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CHAPTER INTRODUCTION

Metro is the Lead Agencyor the Projectin accordance wittCEQA Guidelines Sectiors5051 and

15367, which define the Lead Ageramy the public agency that has the principal responsibility for
carrying out or approving a projectnder CEQA, dead 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 identities potentially

significant impacts of the Project on the environmeritentifies mitigation measures to minimize

those significant impactsidentifies reasonable and potentially feasible alternatives to the Project, and
identifies any significant unavoidable adverse impacts that cannot be mitigatelgssthan significant
levels.

This Draft EIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA Guidel8edion 15151whichcharacterizes
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 @roposed 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 disagreemenamong the experts. The courts have looked not for
perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclo5ure.

1.3 EnvironmentalReview Process

Consistent with CEQA GuidelineSection 15082, Metro filedraNOP for the Draft EIRon October 23,
2019with the State of California Office of Planning and Research State Clearinghotiser public
agencies, and the general publithe NOP provided notice tpublic agencies and the general public
to provide comments on the scope and content of the N@¥#thin 45 days of receiving the NOP from
the Lead AgencyMetro). The 45day review period ended on December 6, 2019.

Metro received 14&8omments during the public scoping period. The scoping process and comments
received to date are detailed in AppendixPublicParticipation an@utreach.

The following summarizegieneral themeselated 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 Projectalignments, access points, and configurations

x Desire for amenitiesand equitable accesalong the Project

x Potential for poor & quality and odors along the Project

x Need for continued ommunity engagement and atreach

x Connectivitybetween the Projecand onstreet bicyclepedestrian,and transitnetworks

x Costsrelated to @nstruction of multiple new river crossings

x Concernaboutgentrification and dsplacementof longtime river-adjacent residents

X Maximizing incorporation of green infrastructure along the Project

LA RIVER PATH
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CHAPTER INTRODUCTION

x Importance of planning for the safety of path users and the wellbeing of unhoused people

x Need for maintenance standards that do not requiextended closures ahe 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 Projecfor safe interactions between different types of users

x Desire forabundant wayfinding signage along the Projexdirridor

1.4  Environmental Impact Report Topics

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

x Aestheticsand visual resources x Land use and planning

X Air quality x Noise and vibration

x Biological resources x Population and housing

X Cultural resources x Public services/safety and security
X Energy X Recreation

x Geology soils, and paleontological resources x Transportation

x Greenhouse gas emissions x  Tribal cultural resources

X Hazards and hazardous materials x Utilities and service systems

x Hydrology and water quality 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
threein-personpublic hearing and one virtual public hearing to take testimony on the Draft EIR. The
public review and comment period will occliretweenDecember 182025and February 2, 2026,

ending 47 calendar daysfter the release of the Draft EIR. Public agencies, organizations, and
individuals may submit written comments concerning environmental issues relevant to the Project
andthe adequacy of the document during the public comment period by email omud to:

Mitali Gupta, Project Manager

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
One Gateway Plaza

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Email: lariverpath@metro.net

LA RIVER PATH
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CHAPTER INTRODUCTION

Metro will conduct public hearingto receive testimony on the Draft EIR during the public review and
comment period. Followinghe public review and comment period, Metro will prepare written
responses to writterand 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 EIRybMetro's Board of Directors. Upon the completion of the Final EIR and
other required documentation, the Metr8oard of Directors may adopt findingsf factrelative to the
Projects environmental effects after implementation of mitigation measures and provide a statement
of overriding considerations, in conjunction with certification of the Final EIR and Progggroval.

1.6 Environmental Impact Repo®rganization

This Draft EIR includeghe followingelements:

x ES Executive Summarylhe Executive Summargives an overview of the Projéstiocation,
setting, objectives, and optiongackground the environmental impactsand mitigation
measures; areas of known controversy; and issues to be resolved

x Chapterl, Introduction. This chapterdiscusses the purpose of the Draft EIR, identifies the
environmental topicsaddressed describes the environmental review process and organizatién
the Draft EIR and discusses the intended use of this DraftRE

x Chapter2, Project DescriptionThis chapter provides the following
A description of the Projecand its options Option 1 and Option 2
The Projectlocation and boundaries
A statement of objectives sought by the Projeantd its options
Alist of permits and other approvals required for the Projentd its options
x Chapter3, EnvironmentalSettings, Impacts, and MitigationThis chapterpresents the following:
Environmental settingfor each environmental resource addressed
Projectand cumulative impact analyses and applicable, mitigation measures

Conclusions regarding the level of significance after mitigation for potential impacts related to
each environmenthresource

x Chapter4, Other CEQARequired Sectiong.his chaptersummarizes significant unavoidable
adverse impacts, effects determined not to be significant, significant irreversible environmental
change, and growtlirducing impects.

x Chapter5, Evaluation ofAlternatives This chapterprovides an analysis of a range of reasonable
alternativesasfollows:

ProposedProjectand 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

LA RIVER PATH
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x Chapter6, Lead Agency and List of Prepareféis chapterprovides information on the Lead
Ageng and persons who contributed to the preparation of this Draft EIR.

x Chapter7, Referenced his chapterprovidesthe references and sources used in the preparation of
this Draft EIR.

x Appendix A Public Participation and OutreachThis appendixpresents the public engagement
and community outreach that occurred throughout the environmental review procasd details
abouttribal and historic resources consultation.

X Appendix B,Project Footprint MapsThis appendix provides the permanent and temporary
footprint maps for the Proposed Projeeind its options Option 1 and Option 2.

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

x AppendcesD-N (impact analysis reports and technical datd)hese appendicepresent data
supporting the analysis or contentsf this EIR.

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

1.7 Intended Uses of tis EIR

The purpose of this Draft EIR is:

X To satisfy the requirements of CEQRblic Resources C@&#gxtion 21000, et seq.) and the CEQA
Guidelines (4 California Code of Regulati@@isapter 3, Section 15000, et seq.).

x To inform public agency decisiemakersand 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 agenfyr 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 agen@nhalsligation 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 Projectand its optionson 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 significamd unavoidable
adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated.

This Draft EIR will support the decisiamaking process for thé’roject’s approval by Metro. This Draft
EIR willalsobe used by various localtate, and federal agencies in their consideration of permits,
discretionary actions, and approvals potentially required to implement the Project.

LA RIVER PATH
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CHAPTER INTRODUCTION

1.7.1 Anticipated Agency Involvement

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

1.71.1 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 rmwal power over the Project:

x US Army Corps of Engineer&)SACE)federal)

x US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFW$deral)

x California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDF\étate)

x State Water Resources Control Bogdi®WRCB]state)

x Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQ@R)ional)

x California Department of Transportation (Caltrang)istrict 7 (state)

x  California Public Utilities Commission (CPUQ3tate)

x California State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPG}4dte)

x California State Lands Commissiorstate)

x LosAngeles County Department of Public WordsACDPW), includingthe Los Angeles County
Flood Control District LACFCD (local)

x City of LosAngelesBureau of EngineeringgOE), 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 GuidelinestiSn 15386, is atate agency with jurisdiction by
law over natural resources affected by a project that are held in trust for the people otdlte s

A Trustee Agency may also be a Responsible Agency if it has discretionary authority over a project.
TheProject includes the following trustee agencies:

x CDFW

x California State Lands Commission

x California Department of Parks and Recreati@PR)

LA RIVER PATH

1-
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT DECEMBERO025 6




CHAPTER 2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

As required by theCalifornia Environmental Quality ACOEQA GuidelinesSection15124, this
chapterintroduces and defines the LA River Path Projeetdposed Projegtand its options,

Option 1 and Option 2, studied in this Draft Environmental Impact ReporE(R) 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 redsigaificant
effects. The analysis presented in this Draft EIR compliéth CEQAper Pulic Resources Code
Section21000 et seq. and the CEQA Guidelines as codified ilCafiforniaCodeof Regulations
Section15000 et seq.

This chapter presentshe ProposedProject overview and historyts objectives,and location and
boundaries It alsodescribesthe ProposedProject’s technical, economic, and environmental
characteristics

2.1  Proposed Project Overview and History

TheProject would close the longest remaining gap between existing trails along thRik&rto better
serve existing communities, meet future demand, and improve regional connectivity. When complete,
the Projectwould provide a seamless 3@iile trafficseparatedactive transportation facilityor walking,
rolling, and bicycling from the San Fernando Valley to the City of Long Beach along tRivieA

Metro conducted two significant efforts assessing the viability of the Project. The first was the
LosAngeles River Bike Path Gap Closure Feasibility(Béadybility Study) Metro 2016), which found
that a gap closure project was feasible. The second was th&lvarPath Conceptual Design Report
(Conceptual Design Report)Metro 2019), which incorporated significant public outreach findings and
resulted in the identification ofthe ProposedProject and itstwo optionsfor evaluation in this Draft

EIR. hesefeasibilityreportsare described below

2.1.1 LosAngeles River Bike Path Gap Closure Feasibility Study

In June 2014, the Metro Board of Directors authorized a study to evaluate possibildietose the

8-mile gap along the LARiverbetween Elysian Valley and the City of Vernon. The outcome was the
Feasibility Study, which included a preliminary assessmefithe 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 gp closure project was feasible and would help serve the active transportation
needs of communities neighboring the studyrea and theegion.

Following completion of the Feasibility Studly September 2016the Metro Board of Directors voted
to advance the Projecoriginally named “LosAngeles River Bike Path Gap Closurmto conceptual
design. In November 2016, La&ngeles County voters passed Measure M, which allocated
$365million in funding for the Project.

LA RIVER PATH
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2.1.2 LARIiverPath Conceptual Design Report and Related
PublicOutreach

The conceptual design process, initiated in 201¢luded technical studies to learn more about the
Project are& existing conditions coupled with extensive community outreach engagement to
understand the community’s needs and desires. part of this process, path alternatives were
developed to address physical and regulatory challenges tanserne community needs. The
Conceptual Design Report summarized technical studies, community outreeitorts, 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 h&ldm 2018 to 2019, including popp events,
stakeholder roundtables, and community open house meetings. In addition to those events, Metro
held meetings with neighborhood councils, residential block groups, commuitiased organizations,
business owners, and other stakeholders. Additional engagement tools includgeeison 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 topperforming path alternatives. Ovellamore than 4,600n-person comments and
3,800survey 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 Repowith Metro’s identification of Project objectivesSgction2.2, Project
Objectives), path typgSection2.5, Proposed Project and Optipresd theproposed and optionapath
alignmentsand access pointgSection2.5) 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 tioeceptual design of th&roject.Several studies
of the LARiverhave identified the need for the Proje@nd Metro is coordinating with numerous
other studies and planning effortaViajor studies are listed below.

x City of LosAngeles’LosAngeles River Revitalization Master BGity of Los Angeles Department of
Public Works2007)aimed at revitalizing LARiverwithin the City of LosAngeles including
providing pedestrian and bicycle facilities

x US Army Corps of Engineer@JSACE’3 LosAngeles River Ecosystem RestorationlFiegiated
FeasibilityReporand Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
(USACR2015)evaluated an 1imile stretch of the LARiverfrom Griffith Park to Downtown
LosAngeles.

x RiverLA's Greenway 2028dvocacy campaig@River LA 2013) started in 2013 amdentified the
goal of completing the path along the length of the river

X LosAngeles County LA RiverMaster Plar{(LARMP)(LACDPW2022)is an updated effort to
synchronize goals and plans for revitalizing the 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 Plahe current LARMP includes a
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CHAPTER PROJECT DESCRIPTION

vision for the LA River to become a continuous-&ille 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 alongAteiveras
a priority active transportation infrastructure project for Lé@gigeles County. Some of these plans
include Metro’s 2020.ong Range Transportation P{detro 2020) the Southern California
Associationof Governments (SCAG’3 Connect SoCal2020-2045 Regional Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Stratéggnnect SoCal) (SCAG 20), as well as the following:

x City of LosAngeles’2010 Bicycle PlaiCity of Los Angeles Department of City Planni2g11)
recommended a continuous bicycle path along the south and west sides of thRilvAr

x  City of LosAngeles’Mobility Plan 203%City of Los Angeles Department of City Planni2g16)
recommended completing a bicycle path along the River through Downtown Los Angeles
by 2025

x City of Vernon'8Bicycle Master PlgCity of Vernor2017) provided recommendations for a path
through the complex and constrainedile stretch through Vernon

x LosAngeles Countg County of Los Angeles Bicycle Master PGDPW2012)recommended
building a bicycle path along the LRiverthrough Vernon

X Metro’s Active Transportation Strategic P(dfetro 2023)included the Feasibility Study as a
potential future active transportation infrastructure project

2.1.4 ldentification of theProposed Project and Options

The Project, as described heand shown on Figures 2L and 22, is a proposed walking and bicycling
path on an approximately-&ile stretch of the LARiverbetween Elysian Valley in Ldsigeles and the
Cities of Vernon and Maywood. The Project would commence in the north at the terminus of the
existingLARIiverGreenway Trail at Riverside Drive in the City of lLagyeles and would conclude at
the trail’s southern limit at Atlantic Boulevard, where the existing R&erTrail begins in the City of
Vernon and continues to Long Beach.

Three alignment alternatives were introduced to the public during the Progestoping period:

Alternative A, Alternative B, and Alternative C. From these three scoping alternatives, Metro identified
the Proposed Projecand two options to the ProposedProject,Option 1 and Option2. The

identification of a Proposed Project ants two options did not alter the general description and

location of the alternatives originally introduced to the public in the Notice of Preparati®efer to
Appendix APublicParticipation and Outreadbr more information.
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Figure2-1. Project Regional Context
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Figure2-2. Project Study Area
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The Proposed Project and its optiorege discussed more fully iBection2.5, Proposed Project and
Options Generallythe Proposed Project and itsptions share the following four similarities:

x Start and end on the west banKhe Proposed Project and its optioralowa connection between
the southern terminus of the existing LRiverGreenway Trail at the gap’s northern end and the
northern terminus of the existingtARiverTrail at the gap’s southern end.

x Redondo Junction alignment#t Redondo Junction, a highly constrained areaaifyjnments are
situated on the west bank at the north and the east bank at the souttesBalignments allow a
transition between banks that avoids impacts on existing infrastructure, achieves acceptable path
grades, and uses public righif-way (ROW) opportunities.

X Los Angeles Union Station (Union Station) acce$be Proposed Project and its options would
access Union Station on the west bank.

x  Sixth Street connectionThe Proposed Project and its options wouldrnect to theSixth 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

Projectobjectives were shaped by inpétom stakeholders and communities throughout the
conceptual design public engagement process from late 2018 through 2019.

Theprimary objective of the Projecs to create a safe and worldlass active transportation path along
the LARiverbetween Elysian Valley in the City of LAsgeles and the Cities of Vernon and Maywood
that would enhance and provide recreational opportunities, livabilagpd regional and local

connectivity and woulgrovide 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 cantribute to improved health, economic, environmental, transportation, and equity issues
throughout and beyond the study area. TReojectobjectives include:

x Providing, b the extent feasiblea seamless pedestrian and bicycling path between the
SanFernando Valley in Los Angeles and the R&erBicyclePath 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 vehicleniles traveled by allowing people to walk and bicycle on a dedicated,
vehicleseparated path through and within Lo&ngeles County, thereby reducing trip lengths and
expanding travel choices

X Improving access to opportunity for historically unda@rvested communities, especially in
low--income households earning less than $60,000 per year amdnarginalizedcommunities

x Creating a path that feels safe, comfortable, and is a wanllass transportatiorfacility open to
people of all ages and abilities

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

TheProjectis a pedestrian and bicycling patiegionally located in the center of Ldngeles County,
California. Following an approximatelyr8ile stretch of theLARiver, the Projectwould connectElysian
Valley in the City of LoAngeleswith the Ciies of Vernon and Maywood, providing access to
Downtown LosAngeles.TheProjectwould also travel through Bandini Islands, an unincorporated
area of Los Angeles County. Proposed staging areas for constructidhe Projectare inthe Cities of
Los Angeles, Vernon, and Bell.

Figure2-1is a regional context map ahe Project Regional access would be provided by existing
transportation infrastructure, such as Metrolink and multiple highways. The northern terminus of the
Projectwould connect at the existingds AngelesRiver Greenway Trail, owned and maintained by the
City of Los Angeles, near Egret Park. The southern terminus near Atlantic Boulevard in the City of
Vernonwould connect at the existing LRiverTrail, which is owned and maintained by theok
AngelesCounty Department of Public Work®esigned for all abilities and ages, the Projewbuld
provide access to bwntown LosAngeles and connectivity among the surrounding communities of
Elysian Valley, Cypress Park, Elysian Park, Lineeiights, Chinatown, the As District, Little Tokyo,

the Industrial District, Boyle Heights, East Lé&ngeles, and the Cities of Vernon and Maywood.

TheProjectstudy area shown in Figura-2 generallyreflectsthe area in which reasonably foreseeable
direct or indirect impacts of the Projeahay 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 rwhgin each resource’s
environmental setting sectiofChapter 3 Environmental Settings, Impacts, and Mitigation)

2.4  Project Setting

2.4.1 Connectivity

Currently, 24miles of noncontinuous pedestrian and bicycle paths exist along theRi&er The
Projectwould connect the longest remaining-&ile gap between the existing Losngeles River
Greenway Trail and the existing [RverTrail along the LARIiver, allowing for a continuous 3nile
path extending from Griffith Park through Downtown Los Angelesthe City of Vernon and
connecting to Long Beach along the IRiver

In addition to a new active transportation path, the Projegbuld provide connectivity to Metro bus,

rail, and other bike and pedestrian trails along the Projetidy area As part of the onceptualdesign
effort, a demand analysis projected segments of the Projould serve between 1,700 and 5,900 daily
bicycle and pedestrian trips in 2035 (Metro 2019). TRejectwould create an active transportation
path for users of all ages and abilities, providing a new place for walking, running, bicyclinmgoll

and other nonmotorized activities separated from vehicular traffic.

2.4.2 Economic

TheProjectwould serve the communities who live, work, and play along thisie stretch of the river.
Los Angeles County has a population of approximately 10.1 million people of which 73.8% is
characterized as black, indigenopsr people of color (BIPOC)Approximately 38 million people live
within 3 miles of the Project(SCAG 202Q)Approximately90.3% of the population are BIPO&nd

LA RIVER PATH

2-7
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT DECEMBERO025




CHAPTER PROJECT DESCRIPTION

approximately 76.3% identify as HispantdVithin this 3:mile area adjacent tahe Project
approximately 23.7% live in poverty with a median household income of approximately $50,136 a
year? Approximately 20.8% of this working population rely on mettiodal transportation options for
commuting to work, including walking, bicycling, and taking public traniignificant growth in
population, households, and employment is expected to occur in the Progget. Within 3miles of
the Projectfootprint, an 8.4% growth in population is anticipated to occur betweeét®19and 2031
(SCAG 2020)Additionally, thenumber of households isnticipated to grow by 8%, and employment
is anticipated to grow by 7% (SCAG 202Q)

When completed, the Projeatould allow people to travel along the LRiverbetween the

SanFernando Valley and Long Beach and wopldvide access to many communities in between. The
Projectwould contribute to countywide mobility and providaccess tomuch-needed lowcost
transportation options. As described in Sectidh16 Transportationmultiple bus stops are located in
the Projectarea and near the proposed access pointhese bus stops are servday Metro (through
Rapid, Express, and Locs¢rvices) and thdy the Downtown Area Short Hop (DASHErvice The
Projectwould provide first/last mile4 transportation connections tdhis bus and rail network. The
Projectwould also provide greater access to employment, entertainment, commercial, education, and
recreational centerslt would also provide more active lifestyle choices @isadvantaged communities
and would complement projects that have already been built or are undervléeProjectwould
accomplishthis by closing critical gaps in the bike network by integrating and synchronizing path
plans.

2.4.3 Environmental

This section describes the existirgnvironmental context and surrounding langsesin the Project
study area. These existing conditions are discussed in greater det&hapter 3 Environmental
Settings, Impacts, and Mitigatiby resource.

Land uses vary widely in the Projestudy area and surrounding area. Then8le Projectstudy 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 Projectstudy areaare predominantly industrial or arenfrastructuresuch as utility and flood

control facilities, with some residential, commercial, religious, and open space land uses. Many of the
neighborhoods adjacent to the Projebtave limited pedestrian and bicycling infrastructure. These
areashavehigh volumes of truck traffic, deteriorated roadways, a lack of sidewalks, aswpteate rail
crossings. There are also high volumes of freight and passenger rail surrounding portions of the

Federal census 2012019 American Community SurveYé&ar Estimatat the census tract levélUS Census Burea@0193. All census
tracts that intersect the 3nile 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 lye&tSTDepartment of Housing and Urban
Developmentthreshold of income limits is used to define “louncome.” The 2019 median household income for Los Angeles County
($68,044) is used. A median household income approximately 7@%o0s Angeles Count{$50,000) is used as the loimcome threshold.
A community is considered a lowtrcome community if the percent lovincome is at least 1% higher than thepercent lowincome for Los
Angeles Countyor the median household income is less than %3of the median household income for Los Angeles Cou(itis
Department of Housing and Urban Developme2020)

3 Federal census 2032019 American Community SurveyYear EstimateDetailed Tables Means of Transportation to Work By Selected
Characteristics (Workers 16 years and old@g)S Census Bureau 2019b

4 An individual's trip is understood as the entire journey from origin to destination. Individuals may use a number of modearaport to
complete the journey; they may walk, drive, ride a bicycle, take a train, or in many cases combine a number of Rudulies
transportation agencies typically provide bus and rail services that may frame the core of such trips, but users must eothplétst and
last portion on their own; they must first walk, driyer roll themselves to the nearest station. This is referred to the first and rage of
the user's trip, or firstlast mile for short, even though actual distances vary by users (Metro 3023
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Projectstudy areacreating a barrier between the proposed path andsireet mobility connections to
communities.

Other attributes ofthe environmental character of thBrojectstudy areanclude the LARivers

channel and river characteristics (including hydrology); existing bridges, railways, and utility corridors;
culturakrich areas in or near the LRiver, including historicalbridges; varied vegetation that is sparse,
highly disturbedand 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 Ang€eantyand USACE
channelized approximatelgl miles of the LA River byneasing 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.oday the LA Riverchannel is broadly configured into two channel
shapes:trapezoidal and rectangular, with the channel width ranging from approximately 200 to 500
feet. The trapzoidal 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 Boulevardhe LARIveris 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 LARiverchannel 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 Projsttidy areavhere the channel
lining is not entirely concrete.

Along the approximately-&ile Projectstudy area, thee 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 bartkp obstructions and are generally accommodating of new facilities
along them. Obstructed portions have some tegf-bank/incised electrical tevers, bridge abutments,

or rail facilities and are less accommodating of new facilities along them. The highly obstructed/
vertical walkkd portions within this 8mile segment of the LARiverhave a topof-bank with little or no
open space due to electrical towers and/or rail facilities and wontt accommodate new facilities at
the top-of-bank. In general, most of the unobstructed portions of the Projstuidy areaare south of

the Redondo Junction Grade SeparatidRefer to Sectior8.10,Hydrology and Water Qualityr more
information about the river channel and bank characteristics

2.4.3.2 Hydrology

TheLARIveris 51 miles long with an 824squaremile watershed ranging from the eastern portions of
the Santa Monica Mountains, Simi Hills, and the Santa Susana Mountains in the west to the
SanGabriel Mountains in the east. Over half of théA Riverwatershed is highly developed with
commercial, industrial, and residential uses, with approximately 324 squmailes containingforest

and open space. Throughout the Projestiudy areathe LA River acts as an important conduit for
stormwater and other surface water runoff. Stormwater and surface water ruaafdnveyed to
municipal storm drains that eventually drain to the LA River through outfalls, approximately 40 of
which are within the Projetd 8-mile segment of theLARiver
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TheLARIiverremains crucial for flood control. lis characterized as a seasonal wash, running mostly
dry in the summer and intermittently in the winter. During the dry seasarminimal amount of water
flows above ground in the channelized riverbed. In contrast, during the wet season, with an annual
precipitation of 13to 15inches that mostly occurs between October and early May, the river flows in
intermittent bursts following rain eventskefer toSection3.10,Hydrology and Water Qualifgr more
information abouthydrologyin the Project study area

2.4.3.3 Railways

TheLARIivers 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 egratle bridges at the same elevation

as topof-bank and onelevated bridges. Rail owners include Metro, Amtrak, Union Pacific Railroad
(UP), BNSF Railway, and Metrolink (governed by the Southern California Regional Rail Authority)
Table2-1 lists rail service that cross overor run along the banks of this-&ile stretch of theriver.

Metro, Metrolink,and Amtrak have maintenance and storage facilities for their traadgacent to the

river. Both UP and BNSF Railway have large intermodal transfer facilities on the east bank of the
LARiver Refer to Sectior8.16, Transportatioior more information about these railwayia the Project
study area.

Table2-1. Rail Servicewvithin the ProjectStudy Area

Rail Lines/Operations
Service Adjacent to or Crossing the LRiver Rail Facilities Adjacent to the LRiver

Metro f Aline f Division 20 and Turnback Facility
f B Line f Division 21
f D Line f Maintenance of Way
f ELine f Metro Center Project (Future)
Metrolink f 91/Perris Valley Line f Central Maintenance Facility

f Antelope Valley Line
f Orange County Lin®iverside Line
f San Bernardino Line
f Ventura County Line

Amtrak f Coast Starlight f Amtrak Redondo Junction Facility
f Pacific Surfliner f Amtrak Eighth Street Yard
f Southwest Chief
f Sunset Limited
f Texas Eagle

Freight f BNSF Railway f BNSF Railway LoAngeles Intermodal Facility
f UP f UP LosAngeles Transportation Center

2.4.3.4 Utility Corridors

TheProjectstudy areahas 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 gdike mesh of infrastrature along the Projecstudyarea.

The primary utilities that thé’rojectmust coordinate with are the electrical transmission facilities

owned by LosAngeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP), Southern California Edison, and the

LA RIVER PATH
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT DECEMBERO025

2-10



CHAPTER PROJECT DESCRIPTION

City of Vernon Public Utilities Department. The [Riveris 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 180ot-high towers that are located on both banks of the River

Refer toSection3.18, Utilities and Service Systeimsmore information about these utility

infrastructure and networkén the Project study area

2.4.35 Bridges

TheProjectstudy area includes 30 bridges that cross the RAer equating to more than three bridges
per mile, including vehicleand railroad bridges. The oldest bridge, the Mission Junction Railroad
Bridge North, was constructed in 1902. The newest bridge, the Sixth Street Viadpehed in
July2022. The majority of thee bridges are elevated over the channel, wtite bridges cross the
channel at gradethpat is, at the same elevation as tepf-bank). The Projectwould need totraverse
over, under, or through thse existing bridge structure$o be consistent with Projeabbjectivesto
providea safe, dedicated, vehickeparated path people to walk and bicycReferto

Section3.5, Cultural Resourcesd Section3.16, Transportatiorior more information about thebridges
in the Project study area

2.4.3.6 Built-EnvironmentHistorical Resources

TheProject study area for cultural resourcé@xludes49 identified built-environment historical

resources, including 38esources that were previously identified, and 11 neudgntified resources.

Among the previously identified historical resources in the Project study aea two flood channels,

11 LA Ryer 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 propertieAlso ncluded 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 RverFlood channel, which is part of a larger
countywide flood management system, @igible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.

Refer toSection3.5, Cultural Resourcés more information about the buikenvironmenthistorical
resourcesin the Project study area

2.4.3.7 Property Ownership

Land along theProjectstudy areancludes publicly and privately held property, both within the river
channel and along the topf-bank. The channel is predominantiywned by the City of LoAngeles

north of Washington Boulevardwhile ownership shifts tahe LosAngeles 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. Privateridustrial uses, railroads, and utilities dominate the ownership immediately adjacent

to the channelRefer to Appendix BRroject Footprint Magdsr more information aboutproperty

ownership in the Project study area.

2.4.3.8 Hazardous Materials

Hazardous materials from current and historical land uses are present inRnejectstudy area Past
and current land uses include light and heavy industry and manufacturing, metal processing plants,
battery recycling facilities, auteelated businesses, and shipping yards, in addition to commercial,
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residential, and open space zoningefer to Sectior8.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materids more
information abouthazardous materials present in the Projestudy area.

2.4.3.9 Biological Resources

TheProjectstudy area is primarily a highly developed urban landscape wakied land cover. Existing
vegetation is sparse, highly disturbed, fragmented, and consists of both native andnative plants.
Near the northern terminus of the ProjecBouthern California black walnut trees grow along the top
of the western channel bank, in addition to willows, cottonwoods, and palm tré&sfer toSection3.4,
Biological Resourdes more information about biological resources in the Projestuidy area.

2.5 Proposed Project and Options

This section outlineghe components of the Proposed Project and itwo options, Option1 and
Option 2, as well as design variations for eacfhecomponents are generallgresentedfrom north to
south. Each option is describeth terms of how it modifies the Proposed Project. Figuze3 shows the
Proposed Project alignment (discussed in detail 8ection2.5.1.1), path types (discussed in detail in
Section2.5.1.4), and access points (discussed in detail in Sectib.1.3).The Proposed Project and
its options arelocated along the LARiverand vary in their combination of componentas follows:

x Path types

X River crossings

x Connectors

x Ancillary path elements
X Access points

x Designvariations

After the distribution of the Draft EIR and the assessment of public comments, the Metro Board
retains the option to choose any of thHeroposed 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 @proximately 9.6niles, the Proposed Project includes severer crossingsand nine
access points: four on the west bank and five on the east bank on the.riaditionally, the Proposed
Project includes improvements to the existiragcess point on the west bank of the river at Atlantic
Boulevard in the City of Vernon. The Proposed Project waddre four Metro stations: Union Station,
Chinatown Station, Pico/Aliso Station, and Washington Stati@etailed discussion®f the Proposed
Projects componentsare provided in the following sections
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Figure2-3. Proposed Project Alignment
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25.1.1 Proposed Project Alignment

This description of the Proposed Project alignment is presented from north to south as if traveling
along the path asllustrated on Figure2-3 above.

Starting north on the west bank of the LRiverwherethe LA RiverGreenway Traiénds the Proposed
Project would run atop the bannd passbeneaththe existinginterstate (F)5 Viaduct and Riverside
Drive Viaduct. Then, the Proposed Project would transition to an elevated configuration, crossieg
the Metrolink LARiver-Downey Bridge andnoving under the State RouteSR)110 Bridge. After
passing under SR 10, the Proposed Project would transition to an incised configuration along the
west bank, allowing ito go under the Metro ALine LARiverBridge. The pattwould mainly remain in
an incised configuration fronthe North Spring Street Viadudb the Mission Junction where it would
crossboth Metrolink railroad bridges with a new elevated crossing from the west haoknecing to
Albion Park on the east banketween North Spring Street and North Main Street. South of Mission
Junction, the Proposed Project would agdamnsition to an elevated configuration to cross the
LARIiverfrom the west bank to the eagiank between the Metrolink Mission Junction Railroad Bridge
Southand CesalE Chavez Avenu¥iaduct.

Approximately 800 feet north of the CesaCBavez Avenue Viaduct, the Proposed Project woultiks
to the east banlof the riverwhere it would runin an incised configuratiopallowing it to pass under
the Cesar EChavez Avenue Viaduct, EI Monte Busway Bridge, and US Highway Routgl Q1S
LARiverBridge. The Proposed Project would then transitiondn elevated configuration to avoid a
transmission tower and provide mopportunity to connect to Union Station acrosthe river on the
west bank.

If the Link Union Station (LinkUSproject (proposed transit improvements at Union Statiorgoes not
proceed with its proposed demolition of the KaHBeck Co./Friedman Bag Co. Building, located at
801E Commercial St/600 Center St, Los Angeles, the Proposed Project vaisiidrefrain from
demolishing this built-environment historical resourcdn the absence of the building’s demolition by
the LinkUS Projectthe Proposed Projets plannedconnectorto the Union Station access point would
not be implemented

South of the connectoand the transmission toweialong the west bankthe path wouldtransition

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
LARiverfrom 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 thel0 Santa Monica Viaduct and Olympic
Boulevard Viaduct. Continuing in an elevated configuration, the path would go over the URi&
Bridge and Washington Boulevard Bridge. The path would then immediately travel beneath the
Redondo Junction Grade Separation and betp cross the LARiverfrom the west bank to the east
bank.

After the Proposed Project crosses over the river, the path would contisoigth in an elevated
configurationon the east bank, crossg over the BNSF RailwadyA RiverBridge, 26th Street Bridge,
and Soto Street Bridge.lE 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 topbank path types to go under the

LA RIVER PATH
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BandiniBoulevard Bridge, the Downey Road Bridge, and two BNSF Railway bridges, one at
DowneyRoad and the other at District Boulevard. Just north of Atlantic Boulevard, the Proposed
Project would cross over the LRiverfrom 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 BiverTrail in the City of Vernon.

2.5.1.2 Proposed Project Permanent Footprint

The permanent footprint encompaesthe entire extent othe permanent infrastructure associated
with the Proposed ProjecRefer to Appendix B, Projdebotprint Mapsfor detailed maps othe
footprint. The permanent footprint comprises adreas planned for required ROW and construction of
the Proposed Projectomponents including path types, river crossings, connectors, ancillary path
elements,access pointsand design variations. Design variations are discussed in Secfdnl.8.
Operation and maintenance@®&M) of the Proposed Projeds anticipated along the permanent
footprint and discussed in SectioR.8, Operations and Maintenance

Figures2-4 through 26 show the Proposed Project footprint map, including design variations and the
temporary construction footprint, in three segments from north to southhe temporary footprint
comprisesof the additional areas required for construction access and staging.
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Figure2-4. Proposed Project Footprint, Segment 1 of 3
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Figure2-5. Proposed Project Footprint, Segment 2 of 3
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Figure2-6. Proposed Project Footprint, Segment 3 of 3

HUNTINGTON
PARK

0 0.225 0.45

e ! Miles

Existing LA River Path

O  Existing Access Point

Proposed Project
Alignment

=== Proposed Project
Design Variations

O  Proposed Project
Access Points

©  Proposed Project
Access Options

|:| Project Footprint

i _ i Temporary Project
~ 7" Footprint

LA River Path Project

LA RIVER PATH

%
%
%
3
%

BOYLE
HEIGHTS

VERNON

MAYWOOD

€

o3
%
=)
Z
-
©

BELL

8THST

COMMERCE

aA@ NOLONIHSYA

DECEMBERO025

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

2-18



CHAPTER PROJECT DESCRIPTION

25.1.3 Proposed Project Access Points

Access points would serve as entrances to the Proposed Prd@dhe 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 ostreet bicycle, transit, and walking networks, including Union Station
and Metro’s A Line stationTable2-2 lists the configuration and location of each access point for the
Proposed Project from north to south.

Table2-2. Proposed Project Access Points

Albion Park East Single elevated bridge over theA Riverto elevated bridge over railroad tracks with ramp
connecting to Albion Park

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

Union Station West = Single elevated bridge over theA Riverand 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 arade 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 West = Single hook ramp connecting down to the south side of Washington Boulevard

Boulevard

BandiniSoto Triangle West Single elevated bridge over théA Riverconnecting atgrade to Bandini Boulevard Bridge
at the back of sidewalk adjacent to the commercial plaza known as the “Bargiio

Triangle”
Downey Road East Single atgrade connection to the back of sidewalk on the northwest side of Downey Road
Atlantic Boulevard East Single atgrade connection to the northwest side of Atlantic Boulevard at the back of
sidewalk
Atlantic Boulevard West Improvements to an existing access point in the City of Vernon

(Existing)

25.14 Proposed ProjecPath Types

TheProposed Projecstudy area’s varied physical setting is highly constrained. Establishing a path
that navigates this setting while satisfying Proposed Projebjectives requires several path types to
accommodate varied conditionssuch as elevated, topf-bank, and incisedThe following

descriptions elaborate on where and how these path types can be uBkd.Proposed Project includes
46% elevated, 28% topf-bank, and 26% incised path types, which are descrilirethe following
subsections.

LA RIVER PATH
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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 60eet above grade of the supporting piers or columns, respectively. Elgvated path

types are possible:

x Elevated topof-bank: An elevated path with piers and foundations at the topbank facilitates
ramping and crossing over roadways, railways, and othegra@de obstacles. This path type is
located above the higlwvater surface elevation in the river channel, which allows the path to
remain open yearound. Refer toFigure2-7 for an example cross section of an elevated {op
bank path type.

x Elevated inchannel: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 aigrade obstacles, particularly where an elevated-tdpank path tpe is not
feasible.Refer toFigure2-8 for an example cross section of an elevatedcimannel path type.

Whether at thetop-of-bank or inchannel, the elevated path type may provide opportunities for
ancillary path elementssuch as lighting, shade structures, and amenities. Lighting and shade
structures can potentially be integrated directly into the elevated path, whereas amersties, as
seating would require the path deck to be widened to provide adequate space. Landsgépnot
planned to be integrated into an elevated path type.

Figure2-7. Example Cros$&ectionof an Elevated Top Figure2-8. Example Cros$ectionof an Elevated In
of-bank Path Type 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 topof-bank path types are possible:

x At-grade topof-bank:Representing the simplest and most cesffective 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 topof-bank path type can likely be open yaaund. This path type also provides the
greatest potential opportunity for ancillary path elementaich as lighting, shade structures,
landscapng, and amenities. In select locations with available adjacent space, seating and trees
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may be possible. Refer teigure2-9 for an example cross section of an-gtade topof-bank path
type.

x Cantilevered topof-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 atapeof-bank, but when there is less
than enough needed for a fullidth 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 topof-bank elevation, which would allow the path to be open yeaund. A cantilevered
path type provides potential opportunities for ancillary path elemerdach as lighting, shade
structures, and amenities. Lighting and shade structures potentially can be integrated directly into
the path structure, whereaamenities such as seatingyould require the cantilevered structure to
be extended to provide adequate space. In some locations where space is available, limited
landscapng may be possible. Refer tBigure2-10for an example cross section of a cantilevered
top-of-bank path type.

Figure2-9. Example Cros$ectionof an At-grade Figure2-10. Example Cros$Sectionof aCantilevered
Top-of-bank Path Type Top-of-bank Path Type

2.5.1.4.3 Incised

An incised path type involves buildinpe path into the channelining. This path type is used when
space is notavailable at theop-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 Siteeific
constraints the path must navigate. The followingree variants of the togf-bank path type are
possible:

x Incised high:The path would be positionedtmvethe existing grade of the slopedver channel.
Incised high would typically be placed on filt would require a protective railing. Refer to
Figure2-11for an example cross section ain incised high path type.

x Incised mid:The mth gradewould be positioned partially belowhe existing gradef the sloped
river channel. Incised mid would typically use fill and cut with a small curb. Refer to Figtir2for
an example cross section of an incised mid path type.

X Incised low:The path would be positioned predominanthelowthe existing grae of the sloped
river channel Incised low would typically involve cutting into the channel sloged requirea large
retaining wall.Refer toFigure2-13 for an example cross section of an incised low path type.
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2-21
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT DECEMBER025




CHAPTER PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Because an incised path is the channel, it wouldequire removing and reconstructing portions of

the channel wall. DurindgProjectoperation, 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 theroposed ProjectRefer to Sectior.10,Hydrology and

Water Qualityfor 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 thetop 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 reconstruckeshisel wall.
Landscajng and most other path elements would not be feasible due to potential seasonal flooding
and other floodeontrol requirements

Figure2-11. Example CrosSectionof an Incised High Path Type

Figure2-12. Example CrosSectionof an Incised Mid Path Type
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Figure2-13. Example CrosSectionof an Incised Low Path Type

2.5.15 Proposed ProjecRiver Crossings

TheProposed Projects 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 topf-bank and channel walls.

X Access and equityRiver crossings enable users to access the path on hotebanks.

x Safety and mobilityRiver crossings allow the path to better connect with the existing and planned

low-stress bicycle and pedestrian network and allow users to safely cross theiex

Hydraulic and structural challenges must be addressed for crossings. The channel width &b phef-
bank ranges from 200 feet to 500 feet. Rizeossing structures spanning this distance woutdquire
piers in the channel or custom longpan 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
unacceptableémpacts to hydraulicconditions and flood protection levelsa custom longspan bridge
would be considered(refer toSection3.10 Hydrology and Water Qualifgr a discussion d hydrology
and water quality)

2.5.1.6 Proposed Projec€onnectorsto Access Points

Connectors along the Proposed Projeebuld link the main path alignment to access points typically
located at street level. Connectors would be structurssc¢h as elevated paths or ramp&)r path
users to traverse physical constraintsych as railroad tracKRsto connect with access points.

2.5.1.7 Proposed ProjecAncillary Path Elements

To provide comfort, safety, security, and an enjoyable user experience, the Proposed Rvojddt
include pathway stripinglighting; drought-tolerant and lowmaintenancelandscaping/vegetation;
protective railings and bollardsand 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 fik stations, and shade structureg:or the purposes of this
Draft EIR, it is assumed that foestrooms would be provided near Proposed Projecicess points.

LA RIVER PATH
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Innovative path elements that may be considered for incorporation into the Proposed Prajetiide
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 solaaised technologs, to support path
infrastructure).

The locations and types of ancillary path elements considered feasible for implementatiorbeasd
on path type and access point detailSpecific ancillary path elements would be determined or
detailedas designdevelopmentadvance.

25.1.8 Proposed ProjecDesignVariations

TheProposedProject’sunique nature allows for multiple desigwariatiors to be consideredo
addressconstraints and challenges withithe study area. At specific locations, multipleariations
have been identifiedwhich arereferred to as'design variations” Design variations include path
connections to rail service at Union Statiofable2-3 summarizes design variationfor the Proposed
Project.

Table2-3. Proposed Project Design Variations

Design Variation Configuration

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

Arroyo Seco Parkway West | Single elevated topf-bank path starting north under SR10 to just south of the freeway.
(SR110)

East Cesar E Chavez West Elevated path ramps up before crossing westward over railroad ROW at grade and

Avenue 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
Stafion 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 estreet alignment along Keller Stredhen connectionwith
Ramirez Street to Union Station.

US Highway Route | East = Continues in an incised configuration underneath US Highway Route 10RL&r
101 LARiver Bridge 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 West | Path becomes elevated ichannel and continues south underneath the East Washington
Boulevard (Inr Boulevard Bridge, East 26th Street Bridge, and South Soto Street Bridge before crossing
Channel) to the east bank and continuing south underneath Bandini Boulevard.

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

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

Road

South Atlantic North | Path continues splits north of the Atlantic Boulevard East access point, continuing south
Boulevard 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 Optionl

As discussed in Sectio@.1, Metro identified two options to the Proposed Project. Opti@metains
most componentsof the Proposed Projectwith some modifications. These modifications result in
slightly longer route for Optiori, which would span approximately 10miles. Option 1 would hawe

the same path types athe Proposed Projectréfer toSection2.5.1.4)though with some changes in
locationsand compositions, with 56% elevated, 9% topf-bank, and 35% incised path types.

Option 1 would cross the river six times and would hadd 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, Optibrvould provide connections to three Metro
stations, Union Sation, 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 detalDption 1 changes in the alignmen(including river crossing locations
path types and footprint), access points, and design variations compared to the Proposed Project
Figure2-14 shows the Optionl alignment, path typesand access points

25.2.1 Option 1 Alignment

This description of the Optiorl alignment is presented from north to south as if traveling along the
path as illustrated on Figur@-14, which highlights differences compared to the Proposed Project.
Although largely similar to the Proposed Project, Opiid 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 [B\ver Greenway Trail ends, Optidnwould be in a
top-of-bank configuration to traverse beneath théIViaduct and Riverside Drive Viaduct.

Option 1 would then traverse over the Metrolink LRive-Downey Bridgeand under the SR.10

Bridge in an elevated configuration. After passing under-BR), Option1 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 LARiver Bridge. Comared to the Proposed Project, Optichwould have a path

alignment and design variations that include river crossings, path along the east bank, and access
points to Ed P. ReyeGreenway on the east bank and Los Angeles State Historic Park on the west
bank.

After crossing the river to land on the east bank, Optitrwould 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 Projecption 1 continues south along the east

bank to cross under the North Broadway Viaduct and North Spring Street Viaduct. Continuing in an
elevated configuation, Option 1 would cross over the North Main Street Bridge and both Metrolink
railroad bridges at Mission Junction. Compared to the Proposed Project, Opliamould have a path
alignment along the east bank between Main Street and Cesar E Chavez Av@ptien 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.

LA RIVER PATH
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT DECEMBERO025

2-25



CHAPTER PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Figure2-14. Option 1 Alignment
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After landing on the west bank, Optioft would continue south in amostly elevated configuratioto
traverse under the USO1LARIverBridgeand First Street Viaduct. Compared to the Proposed Project,
Option 1l includesan elevated irchannel alignment along the west bank north of First Street, and two
access pointghat connect to the First Street Bridge. South of the First Street Viaduct, Oplievould
descend into an incisedonfigurationto travel underthe Fourth Street Viadugtthen transition into
elevatedto travel under the Sixth Street Viadudthe path would tlen transition to incised to go under
the Seventh Street Bridge 1@ Santa Monica Viaduct, and Olympioulevard Viaduct. Moving from
incised to elevated as the path approaches Redondo Junction Grade Separation, Gptionld cross
over the UPLARIiverBridge and Washington Boulevard Bridge. The elevated configuration would then
travel beneath the Redondo Junction Grade Separation and begin to crossAlRiverto the east

bank.

OnceOption 1 crosses over the river to the east bank, the path woadghtinue south in an elevated
configurationto cross over theexistingBNSF Railway LRiverBridge, 26th Street Bridge, and
Soto Street Bridge. Just soudastof the Soto Street Bridgegn elevated rivecrossingwould connect
to the BandiniSoto Triangle access point on the west bank. South of the river crossing,

Option 1 would continue on the east bankiransitioning to an incised configuration to cross under
Bandini Boulevard. South of Bandini Baard Bridge, Optiorl would descend into a topof-bank
configuration.Option 1 would then change to @redominantlyincised configuration between
DowneyRoad and Atlantic Boulevarallowing it topassunder the Downey Road Bridge and two
BNSF Railway bridges #te Downey Road Bridgand at District Boulevard. By comparisorhe
Proposed Project in this areaould be predominantly topof-bank,descending intoan incised
alignmentto cross underthe BNSF Railway bridge at District Boulevaddistnorth of

Atlantic Boulevard,Option 1 would cross over th& ARiverfrom the east bank to the west bank and
then tie intothe existingLA RiverTrailin the City of Vernon.

Figures 2-15 through 2-17 aremaps showing the footprint for Optiori, including design variations
andthe temporary construction footprintThese figures highlight the option’differences from the
Proposed Project.
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Figure2-15. Option 1 Footprint,
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Figure2-16. Option 1 Footprint, Segment 2 of 3
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Figure2-17.Option 1 Footprint, Segment 3 of 3
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2.5.2.2 Option 1 Access Points

Table2-4 lists the configuration and location of each potential access point for Optirfrom north to
south. Option 1 would includethe same access points as the Proposedofect, with modifcations to
two of them (Union Station and First Streetand would have two additionadccess points:
EdP.ReyeRiver Greenwagnd LA State Historic Park

Table2-4. Option 1 Access Points

Common to

Proposed
Access Point Bank | Connector Description Project

Ed P. Reyes River East Single elevated ramp over railroad tracks that parallels the path to the easho

Greenway and connects to the Ed P. Reyes River Greenway
LA State Historic = West Single elevated bridge over theA Riverand railroad tracks, and then No
Park 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

Albion Park East Single elevated ramp over railroad tracks that would loop around the Yes
southern edge of Albion Park to land at the back of sidewalk at
Albion Street
Mission East Single elevated ramp that parallels the path and crosses over railroad trackes
Road/CesaE to connect to the northwest corner of Mission Road and CeEaChavez
Chavez Avenue Avenue intersection at the back of sidewalk

Union Station via = West Single elevated ramp that parallels the path before traveling over the Yes, withsome
Center Street railroad tracks south of the US Highway Route 101 Ri&erBridge to land = differences
near the northeast corner of the Commercial Street and Center Street
intersection at the back of sidewalk

First North/First = West Dual elevated ramps that connect to the north and south sides of the Yes, with some
Street South First Street Viaduct differences

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

Washington West Single hook ramp that connects down to the south side of Washington = Yes

Boulevard Boulevard at the back of sidewalk

BandiniSoto West Single elevated bridge over théA Riverthat connects afgrade to Yes

Triangle BandiniBoulevard at the back of sidewalk adjacent to the commercial plaza
known as the “BandinSoto Triangle”

Downey Road East Single atgrade connection to the back of sidewalk on the west side of Yes
Downey Road

Atlantic East Single atgrade connection to the northwest side of Atlantic Boulevard at Yes

Boulevard the back of sidewalk

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

Boulevard

(Existing)

LA RIVER PATH
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2.5.2.3 Option 1 DesignVariations

Similar tothe Proposed Project, &sign variationshave been identified to offer sitepecific
engineering variations t@addressthe constraints ofthe Project study aredesignvariationsat

various locations of the alignment and access points for Optibare included in the footprint, as
shownon Figures 2-15 through 2-17. Option 1 includesall of theProposed Project’s design variations
except Kearney Street amicludesfour additionaldesign variationsEgret Park to Ed FReyes
Greenway, Naud Street, Albion Street, aBdst Seventh Street/Jesse StreBable2-5is a summary of
the design variationgor Option 1.

Table2-5. Option 1 Design Variations

Common to
Design Variation | Bank | Configuration Proposed Project

Egret Park to Ed = East
P. Reyes
Greenway

Riverside Drive West

Arroyo Seco West
Parkway (SR.10)

Naud Street West
Albion Street East
East Cesar E West

Chavez Avenue

Union Station West

US Highway East
Route 101
LARiver Bridge

East Fourth West
Street

East Seventh East
Street/Jesse
Street

East Washington West
Boulevard (In
Channel)

LA RIVER PATH

Single atgrade connection from Egret Park to Riverside Drive bridge = No
onto Avenue 19 southerly to Ed P. Reyes River Greerntvapur route

would branch off Avenue 19, south of the Arroyo Seco confluence, and
traverseat-gradesoutherly along the backside of the Lincoln Heights Jail
building. This spur route would continue under the Metro A Line Bridge
and connect to Ed PReyes River Greenway.

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

Single elevated topf-bank connection from path starting north under = Yes
SR110 to just south of the freeway.

Elevated path would cross westward, remaining in an elevated No
configuration, to the west bank where the path would reach the optional
Naud Street access point.

Elevated path would split from westbound path to cross eastward over No
Metro ROW, before traveling south to reach the Albion Park access
point.

Elevated path crosses from the east bank to the west bank before Yes
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 optionalaess point at

Union Station via Keller Street.

Connection to Union Station is provided from the optional access point Yes
at Union Station via Keller Street through an-street alignment along
Keller Streetthen connectionwith Ramirez Street to Union Station.

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

Path continues south underneath East Fourth Street Bridge. Yes

Elevated river crossing to east bank provides access to optional East. No
Seventh Street/Jesse Street access point.

Path becomes elevated ichannel and continues south underneath the Yes
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.

2-32
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Table2-5. Option 1 Design Variations

Common to
Design Variation | Bank | Configuration Proposed Project

East Washington West = Elevated path crosses westward under the Redondo Junction Grade @ Yes

Boulevard Separation, ascends in a triangular helix configuration, and continues
(Triangular south, crossing over East Washington Boulevard andRixer from the

Helix) west bank to the east bank.

South Downey East = Path continues south at topf-bank. No
Road

South Atlantic North = Path continues splits north of the Atlantic Boulevard East access point,Yes
Boulevard continuing south before becoming elevated to cross to the southern

bank to end at the Atlantic Boulevard Existing Path access point.

2.5.3 Option 2

As discussed in Sectio@.1, Metro identified two options to the Proposed Project. Opti@would
retain most of the components othe Proposed Projectwith some changes.These maodifications
result in a slightlyshorteralignmentfor Option 2, which would span pproximately 9.1miles. Option 2
would have the same path types as the Proposed Profegfer toSection2.5.1.4)though with some
changes in locations and compositia) with 47% elevated, 19% topf-bank, and 34% incised path
types.Option 2 crosses the riveseventimes and has nineaccess points: fouon the west bank and
five on the east bank of the riveincluding improvements to the existing Atlantic Boulevaadcess
point in the City of VernonLike the Proposed Project, Optio2provides connections tdour Metro
stations, Union Station, Chinatown StatiorPico/Aliso Station, and Washington Statigmvith the
addition ofthe Lincoln/Cypress Station

The following sections detail Optio2 changes in the alignment (including river crossing locatigns
path types and footprint), access points, and design variations esmpared to the Proposed Project.
Figure2-18 shows the Option2 alignment, path types, and access points.

LA RIVER PATH
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Figure2-18. Option 2 Alignment
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25.3.1 Option 2 Alignment

This description of theDOption 2 alignment is presented from north to south as if traveling along the
path as illustrated in Figur@-18, which highlights differences compared to the Proposeject.
Although largely similar to the Proposed Project, Opti@rdiffers 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 whetbe LARiverGreenway Trainds Option 2 would be in a
top-of-bank configuration tatravel under the 15 Viaduct and Riverside Drive Viaduct. Opti@would
then traverse over the Metrolink LRiverF-DowneyBridge and under the SR10 Bridge in an elevated
configuration to then cross over the river from the west bank to the east b&dmpared to the
Proposed Project, Optior2 includes river crossings, gath along the east bank and an access point at
EdP.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 Bine LARIiverBridge and would no longer
be adjacent to the channel, but instead on the outside edge of the railroad traekaeenthe
EdP.Reyes River Greenway and Spring Str&tmpared to the Proposed Project, Optidhincludesa
top-of-bankalignment alongthe east bankfrom SR110 to just south of Spring StreeAs Option 2
passes under théNorth Spring Street Viaduct and approaches Albion Park, the path would begin to
incline to an elevated configuration to cross the IRlverfrom the east bank to the west bank.

Once on the west bank, Optio2 would remain elevated to cross over the North Main Street Bridge
and both Metrolink railroad bridges at Mission Junctipim 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 Ehavez Avenue Viaduct and UB1LARiverBridge After passing under the

First Street Viaduct, Optior2 would descendo an incised configurationThree connectordranch off
from the elevated pathway in the channel’s center, leading to thidkerentaccess pointsTo the
north of the CesarE Chavez Avenue Viaduct, om®nnecbr would extend to the MissiorRoad/Cesar
E Chavez access poirdn the east bankTo the ©uth of US101LARiverBridge,anotherconnector
would leadto the Union Station access point on the west bank and another connector wirdd to
the First Street access point on the east bar®ption 2 would travel in an incised configuration
between the FirsBtreet Viaduct and Olympic Boulevard Viadwdmpared to the Proposed Project
Like the Proposed Projectsdt approacheghe Redondo Junction Grade Separation, Opti@mwould
transition from an incised to an elevated configuratiporossng over the UPLA Riverand Washington
Boulevardbridges. The path would thegontinue in an elevated configurationravelingbeneath the
Redondo Junction Grade Separation and themossng the LA Riverover theBNSF RailwayL A 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 woafthect to the BandinBoto
Triangle access point. Continuing south on the east bank, Optibwould usethe top-of-bankto
circumvent two transmission towes north of Downey Roadyefore transitioning toeither the
DowneyRoad access point or gog under the Downey Road Bridge and BNSF Railway Bridge at
Downey Road. South of Downey Road Bridge, Opthwould usea combination of incised and
top-of-bank configuration andhen pass under the BNSF Railwdyidge at District Boulevard. Just
north of Atlantic Boulevard, Optior2 would cross over the LRiverfrom the east bank to the west
bank.

LA RIVER PATH
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After crossing the river to the west bank, Opti@would continue south in an incised configuration.
After passing under the Atlantic Boulevard Bridge, Optigdrvould tie into the existing-ARiverTrail
on the west bank in the City of Verno@ompared to the Proposed Project and OptidnOption 2
does not include the Atlantic Boulevard East access point

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

Figure2-19. Option 2 Footprint, Segment 1 of 3
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Figure2-20. Option 2 Footprint, Segment 2 of 3
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Figure2-21. 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 Opti@are listed inTable2-6 from north to
south. Option 2 would include eight of the same access points as the Proposed Project, with
maodifications to one of them (Union Station) and would have two additional access points
EdP.Reyes River Greenwand Spring Street/Broadway/Albion Park

Table2-6. Option 2 Access Points

Common to
Access Point Bank | Configuration Proposed Project

Ed P. Reyes River East Atgrade connection directly adjacent to path at Ed P. Reyes = No
Greenway River Greenway

SpringStreet/Broadway/ = East = Single atgrade connection from path under Spring Street to the No
Albion Park Albion Park and access to Broadway and Spring Street

Mission RoadCesarE East Single elevated ramp crossing over railroad tracks to connect toves
ChavezAvenue the northwest corner of the Mission Road and CesaCEavez

Avenue intersection at the back of sidewalk

Union Station via Center = West Single elevated ramp that crosses over the railroad tracks southYes, with some
Street of the US Highway Route 101 LRiverBridgeto land near the differences
northeast corner of the Commercial Street and Center Street
intersection at the back of sidewalk

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

SixthStreet West Direct connection between the Optiof path and the existing Yes
Sixth Street Tunnel with access to the future Sixth Street PARC
Project

WashingtonBoulevard West Single hook ramp that connects down to the south side of Yes

Washington Boulevard at the back of sidewalk

BandiniSoto Triangle West Single elevated bridge over théA Riverthat connects atgrade Yes
to Bandini Boulevard at the back of sidewalk adjacent to the
commercial plaza known as the “Bandideto Triangle”

DowneyRoad East Single atgrade connection to the back of sidewalk on the west Yes
side of Downey Road

Atlantic Boulevard West Improvements toan existing access point in the City of Vernon Yes

(Existing)

LA RIVER PATH
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2.5.3.3 Option 2 DesignVariations

Design variationshave been identified to offer sitgpecific engineering variations to navigate
challenges and constraintaithin the Project aea Designvariationsat various locations of the
alignment and access points for Optio are included in the footprint, ashownon

Figure2-19through Figure2-21. Option 2 would include all of the Proposed Project’s design variations
exceptUS101 LARiver Bridge andncludes four additional design variations design variations:
EgretPark to EdP. Reyes Greenway, North Avenue 19, and North Broadway/Spring Street.

Table2-7 summarizesdesign variations for Optior?.

Table2-7. Option 2 Design Variations

Common to
Design Variation Bank | Configuration Proposed Project

Egret Park to Ed P. East | Single atgrade connection from Egret Park to Riverside Drive

Reyes Greenway bridge onto Avenue 19 southerly to Ed P. Reyes River Greenway.

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

Arroyo Seco Parkway = West = Single elevated topf-bank connection from path starting north Yes

(SR110) under SR110 to just south of the freeway.

North Avenue 19 West = Elevated path continues south before crossing the river channel No
diagonally to the east bank near the Ed Reye Greenway access
point.

North Broadway/ East | Path branches east to optional access point at Broadway and No

Spring Street Spring Street.

East Cesar E Chavez = West | Elevated irchannel path splits westward before crossing over Yes

Avenue 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.

Union Station West | Connection to Union Station is provided from the optional access Yes
point at Union Station via Keller Street through an-street
alignment along Keller Streethen connectionwith Ramirez Street
to Union Station.

Kearney Street East | Elevated inchannel path splits eastward to reach east bank beforeYes
continuing south and then east to reach optional access point at
Kearney Street.

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

East Washington West | Path becomes elevatedichannel and continues south Yes

Boulevard (In underneath the East Washington Boulevard Bridge, East 26th

Channel) Street Bridge, and South Soto Street Bridge before crossing to the
east bank and continuing south underneath Bandini Boulevard.

East Washington West | Elevated path crosses westward under the Redondo Junction Yes

Boulevard (Triangular Grade Separation, ascends in a triangular helix configuration, and

Helix) continues south, crossing over East Washington Boulevard and
LARIiver from the west bank to the east bank.

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

South Atlantic North | Path continues south before becoming elevated to cross to the = Yes

Boulevard southern bank to end at the Atlantic Boulevard Existing Path
access point.

LA RIVER PATH
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2.5.4 Summary ofthe Proposed Project an@ptions

As stated, this Draft EIR analyzes the Proposed Project and two possible options, Optiord
Option 2, along the LARIver, each having a differertombination of elementdo navigate site
conditions in different ways. The Proposed Project and its options emciude a combination of path
types river crossing locationsaccess pointsand design variationsimed at accomplishing Project
objectives.Table2-8 provides a summaryomparison of the Proposed ProjedDption 1, and

Option 2.

Table2-8. Summary Comparison of Proposed Alignments

Proposed Approximate Access River Elevated Top-of-Bank Incised
Alignments Path Length Points Crossmgs Path Type Path Type Path Type

ProposedProject 9.6 miles 46% 28% 26%
Option 1 10.1miles 11 6 56% 9% 35%
Option 2 9.1miles 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 camgton contractor selected to

perform thework. Because the Projeds$ in a constrained area, an orchestrated approagbuld be
required to sequence and implement constructiomhe construction activiy typesdescribed below are
anticipated to be similar for the Proposed Project and its optiph®wever the temporary footprintfor
mobilization and staging areas will vary.

Construction of the Projectvould include implementation of environmental best management
practices BMPs), standard Metro proceduresand compliance with regulations, guidelines, and
permit conditions. Such BMPsstandard proceduresand regulatory compliance measures are part of
the Project Description andeferred to in this Draft EIR agptojectfeatures.” The applicableroject
features for theenvironmental resources addressed in this Draft EIR are identified in Chapter
Environmental Settings, Impacts, and Mitigation. Additionally, a complete list of all project femtures
Section2.7,Environmental Commitmentand AppendixC, ProjectFeatures

2.6.1 PreconstructionActivities

Construction of the Projectwould begin with preonstructionactivities. 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 manstruction, existing utilities wouldoe more closely
inspected and evaluated, including the depth, condition, and exact location.

LA RIVER PATH
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Other preconstructionactivities include developing plans and programs to manage the construction
process and minimize disruption to the community and potential impacts on the environment, and

would includethe following:
x Community outreach program to notify local businesses of upcoming construction activities
X Prepaing a Transportation Management Plan (TMPand a Traffic Control Plar{TCP)

x Coordinatingwith schook, emergency responders, and the Cities of Los Angeles, Vernon, Bell,
Maywood, and Los Angeles County

x Designaing and identifyng haul routes

x Establishng construction phasing anda staging plan

Preconstructionactivities are estimated to last approximatelyy&ar with ananticipated start in2028.

2.6.2 Construction Activities

Projectconstruction activities are similar for throposed Projecand 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 grubbingf existingvegetation and landscaping

x Plantingof 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 optiaegend to the farthest limits ofhe
areas required for constructiarincluding all ground disturbances associated witlonstruction
activities and accessoutes (including in-channel access), areas designated for temporary
construction easements (TCES), and construction staging areesmporary footprints are similar for
the Proposed Project (refer to Figures42to 2:6), Option 1 (refer to Figures 25 to 2-17), and

Option 2 (refer to Figues 219to 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.

LA RIVER PATH 242
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Multiple temporary staging areas throughout the Projestudy 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 anéissembly. Potential staging areas and locations for each proposed alignment are
shown in thefootprint maps provided in AppendipB, Projectrootprint MapsStaging areas with direct
access or ramps ito the LARiverhave also been identified and labeled as river access areas.
Construction staging areas and river access areas wdddinalized 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 Projecid its options

2.6.2.2 Site Preparation

Site preparation involves cleirg the site and preparing the Proje@botprint for construction
Anticipated site preparation activitiesclude:

x Installation of stormwater BMB

x Clearing, grubbing and grading

X Removingexisting surfacegsoil, concrete, asphalt)n the path footprint

x Relocating or protectingn-placeconflicting utilities

x Excavatingfor forming and placing structure foundations

x Demolishing theexisting channel lining, excavatingaterial under the existing lining, demalhing
or modifyingexisting retaining walls, and then reconstrueg 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 poinend temporarilyreconfiguringor restriping
roadways

Site preparationwould begin before theonstruction site would be identifieéind fenced off.
Temporaryconstructionaccess outeswould alsobe constructed.

2.6.2.3 Site Work
Site work varies by path type and Projecimponent, as described below.
x ElevatedElevated 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 piferer and then pile caps would
be poured followed by concrete piers. Forms for abutments, retaining walls, d@atspvould be

constructed, and then the elevated pathway would be constructed between the piers. The elevated

pathway could be constructed of different structural systems:

Castin-place concreteFormwork 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 concreteConcrete girders or slabs would be constructed offsite, either at a
manufacturer yard or at one of the Projestaging 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 caistplace concrete or precast slabs. If castplace 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 oftRrojectstaging 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-place concrete or precast slabs. Ifstan-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 Prg&ding 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 crossingsRiver crossing site work would be similar to site work described for the elevated
path type, but with an exception for lorgpan crossings. Where piers cannot be placed in the river,
long-span crossing systems may be used. Potential structural systems for the sgag crossings
include trusses and arches. Either of these woulehuire 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 thetemporary supports.

x  ConnectorsConnector site work would be similar to site work described for elevated;dfipank,
and incised path types.

x Access pointsAccess 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 workin-channel site work is work requiring labor, equipment, and material movement
in the river channel, a work platform over the [Riverlow-flow channel would be placed in various
locations to facilitate access to and from the construction site.

2.6.2.4 Finishes(Ancillary Path Elemen)s

After the path surface is constructed, finishing ancillgrgth elements such as railings, pathway
striping, and signage wouldbe installed. Gatesvould 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 landscapingand vegetation;informational,
educational and wayfinding signhagebicycle fixt stations; and shade structuresDesign and
construction of theseancillary path elements would be simildor the Proposed Project and its options
and limited to the permanent footprint boundariegrefer to Section2.5, Proposed Project and Optipns
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2.6.2.5 Access Routes

Access to staging areas for the Proposed Project and its optiaosild be accomplished using existing
public highways and roads. Access to the proposa@jnments and channet would be achieved using

a combination of existing floogtontrol 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,ast construction activities would occur outside of the
public ROW, and no longterm road closures are expected. Shéerm full or partial road closures
would be implemented to allow for certain construction activitiaad 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 activitiddre TMP and
TCPwould include but woud not be limited to, street closure information, detour plans, anaul
routes with review and approval from Metro and affected jurisdictioRefer toSection3.16,
Transportation, for additional information regarditigese plans.

2.6.4 Utility Requirements

New utilities are anticipated for infrastructure supporting the path, such as lightargl restroom
facilities. Some existing utilities affected by the Projeebuld need to be relocated or modifiedhat is,
remowved, replacel, or abandored) before or during construction, depending on the utility type and
condition. All anticipated new utilities and relocations would occur within the Projectprint 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 Projeeind its options may affect existing stormwater drainage, which
would result in modifications or construction of new drainage infrastructufidhe Proposed Projecis
expected tgpermanentlymodify or improve approximately27 existingstorm drainsidentified in its
footprint. Option 1 is anticipated to require permanent modification or improvement of 16 storm
drainsand 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 th®ivArand across the
river on elevated or agrade 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 operatorf®r scheduling to avoid service disruptions to the extent
feasible,acquisition of any needed access permitnd safety orientation training.
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2.6.7 Anticipated Construction Schedule

Construction activities fothe portion of the path for which fundings currently availablare estimated
to last approximately 3 years (Figure22). Preconstruction activities are anticipated to start in 2028.
The anticipated construction start is in 2028, with phased completion anticipated in 2031

Figure2-22. Project Timeline

WE
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Community Engagement

2.6.8 Anticipated Equipment

The Project would likely involve the following typical construction equipment:

x Excavators X On-road pickup trucks

x Bulldozers x Graders

x Backhoes x Rollers

X Dump trucks x Water trucks

x Cranes x Concrete mixers/trucks/pumps
x Frontend loaders X Sweepers

x  Forklifts x Concrete saws

x Haul trucks x Piledrivers

x Flatbed trucks

2.6.9 Rightof-Way Acquisitions and Temporary Construction
Easements

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