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ABSTRACT 

The proposed Taylor Yard G2 River Park Project (the Project) would create a 42-acre nature-focused open space 

adjacent to the Los Angeles River (the River), catalyzing the revitalization of the River, opening up access to the 

River, and providing much-needed green space in the City of Los Angeles (the City). In March 2017, the City 

purchased the Taylor Yard G2 parcel (the Project site), an abandoned former rail yard, and began to further the 

vision for this stretch of the River. 

The City of Los Angeles’s Bureau of Engineering (BOE) prepared this Implementation Feasibility Report (the Report) 

for the Project to provide a summary of technical analysis of the Project site, site planning options for the Project, 

and extensive community outreach completed to date. This Report is a culmination of several years of efforts by 

BOE to advance the Project and define the next steps to make the vision a reality. 

BOE has identified three site planning options for the Project– Island, Soft Edge, and The Yards. All three site 

planning options reflect the goals of the community to provide a space that is focused on nature; passive 

recreation such as walking, hiking, and nature viewing; and the River. The Island and Soft Edge options meet the 

long-established goals and objectives of the Project, to reconfiguring the River’s edge to recreate natural habitats, 

and include relocation of a corridor of high voltage power lines currently located along the River’s edge. However, 

they both also present technical challenges that must be further studied moving forward, including the impact on 

River hydraulics due to modifications to the River channel geometry, cost control challenges, and remediation 

approaches given the scale of earthmoving activities. The Yards represents an alternative option to keep the River’s 

edge and power lines in place to avoid impacting River hydraulics and save the cost of relocating the towers, while 

still creating habitat-rich open space. 

Hydrology and hydraulic modeling were performed on River flows for the site planning options under various 

scenarios because of the existing flood risk in this stretch of the River. Preliminary results indicate that an island in 

the River that maintains the existing channel geometry and elevation, and moves up into the adjacent Taylor Yard 

G1 parcel, also referred to as the “Bowtie” parcel (G1 parcel), to create a more direct course for the River, could 

enable a greater flow capacity and thereby reduce potential flood risk. 

Due in part to some of the challenges identified in this Report, BOE recommends moving forward with studying the 

feasibility of a project that encompasses not only the Project site, but also the G1 parcel, and Rio de Los Angeles 

State Park in coordination with City’s Department of Recreation and Parks, State Parks, and the Mountains 

Recreation and Conservation Authority. These properties combined could create 100 acres of open space in the 

City, over a mile of River frontage, and provide the most effective design solution to meet the many goals of the 

Project. 

In the short term, BOE intends to advance two early activation projects on the Project site – Paseo del Río and a 

water quality improvement project. For Paseo del Río, a pathway along the bank of the River would span the 

Project site and the G1 parcel. Programming space, kayak launch/landings, and parking would also be provided. A 

water quality improvement project also would be implemented on the Project site as an early activation project. 

BOE initiated planning activities for these two early activation projects in 2020.
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Acronyms and Abbreviations  

1D, 2D, 3D   one-, two-, and three-dimensional 

AASHTO   American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials 

ADA    Americans with Disability Act 

ANR    State of California’s Division of Agriculture and Natural Resources 

ARBOR    Area with Restoration Benefits and Opportunities for Revitalization  

bgs    below ground surface 

BMP    best management practice 

BOE    City of Los Angeles, Bureau of Engineering 

CAHSR    California High Speed Rail 

CAHSRA    California High Speed Rail Authority 

Cal/OSHA   California Division of Occupational Safety and Health 

CARB    California Air Resources Board 

CDFW    California Department of Fish and Wildlife  

CDPR    California Department of Parks and Recreation 

CEQA    California Environmental Quality Act 

CERCLA    Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 

cfs    cubic feet per second 

CHAP    Combined Habitat Assessment Protocol 

City    City of Los Angeles 

CLC    Community Leadership Committee  

CLRRA    California Land Reuse and Revitalization Act 

CMF    Metrolink’s Central Maintenance Facility 

CO2    carbon dioxide 

CO2e    carbon dioxide equivalent 

COC    constituents of concern  

COPC    constituents of potential concern  

County    Los Angeles County 

County Plan   Los Angeles River Master Plan 
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CPUC    California Public Utilities Commission 

CRAM    California Rapid Assessment Method 

CUP    conditional use permit 

CWA    Clean Water Act  

DTSC    California Department of Toxic Substances Control 

DWR    California Department of Water Resources 

Ecosystem Plan   Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Integrated Feasibility Report 

FEMA    Federal Emergency Management Agency 

FOLAR    Friends of the Los Angeles River 

ft/s    feet per second 

FY    Fiscal Year 

GHG    Greenhouse Gas 

GIS    Geographic Information Systems 

G1 parcel   Taylor Yard G1 parcel 

HEC-RAS   Hydrologic Engineering Center – River Analysis System 

HHRA    Human Health Risk Assessment 

HU    habitat unit 

ITP    incidental take permit 

kV    kilovolt 

kVa    kilovolt-ampere 

kW    kilowatt 

kWh    kilowatt-hour 

LA    landscape area 

LACDA    Los Angeles County Drainage Area 

LACFCD    Los Angeles County Flood Control District  

LACI    Los Angeles Cleantech Incubator 

LADBS    Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety 

LADOT    Los Angeles Department of Transportation 

LADWP    Los Angeles Department of Water and Power  

LAFD    Los Angeles Fire Department 
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LAMC    Los Angeles Municipal Code 

LAPD    Los Angeles Police Department 

LA ROSAH   Los Angeles Regional Open Space and Affordable Housing  

LARRMP    Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan 

LARWQCB   Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 

LASAN    Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation 

LAUSD    Los Angeles Unified School District 

lb    pound 

LBVI    least Bell’s vireo 

LED    light-emitting diode 

LID    low impact development 

LRTP    Metro’s Long Range Transportation Plan 

Metro    Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority  

Metrolink   Southern California Regional Rail Authority 

MRCA    Mountains Recreation & Conservation Authority 

NGO    non-governmental organization 

NPDES    National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

NRPA    National Recreation and Park Association  

O&M    operations and maintenance 

Park Needs Assessment  Countywide Comprehensive Parks and Recreation Needs Assessment 

PCE    tetrachloroethene 

PF    plant factor 

pLAn    Sustainable City pLAn 

Project    Taylor Yard G2 River Park Project 

Project site   Taylor Yard G2 Parcel  

RAP    Remedial Action Plan 

RCB    reinforced concrete box  

RCP    reinforced concrete pipe 

RCRA    Resource Conservation and Recovery Act  

Resilient Los Angeles  Resilient Los Angeles Plan 
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RI/FS    Remedial Investigation & Feasibility Study  

River    Los Angeles River 

ROW    right-of-way 

RTP    Regional Transportation Plan  

SBI    Site Biodiversity Index 

SCAQMD   South Coast Air Quality Management District 

SFV Area 4   San Fernando Valley Area 4 

SLIDE    Simplified Landscape Irrigation Demand Estimation  

SR    State Route 

SRO    single-room occupancy 

State Parks   California Department of Parks and Recreation 

SVE    Soil Vapor Extraction 

SVOCs    semi‐volatile organic compounds 

SWPPP    Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 

TASC    Technical Advisory Stakeholder Committee  

TCE    trichloroethene 

TPH    total petroleum hydrocarbons 

TPL    Trust for Public Land 

UPRR    Union Pacific Railroad 

USACE    United States Army Corps of Engineers 

USEPA    United States Environmental Protection Agency 

USGS    United States Geological Survey 

Vector District   Greater Los Angeles County Vector Control District 

VES    Vapor Extraction Systems 

VMT    vehicle miles traveled 

VOCs    volatile organic compounds  

WSE    water surface elevation 

XLPE    Cross-linked polyethylene 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Transformation of the Taylor Yard G2 Parcel (the Project site) from an abandoned former rail yard into a nature-

focused open space is critical for the fulfillment of long-standing regional priorities to restore habitat values and 

recreation along the Los Angeles River (River). The transformation of this 42-acre, River-adjacent parcel will 

catalyze restoration of the larger River system.  

ES.1 Introduction 

The Taylor Yard G2 River Park Project (the Project) is planned for the approximately 42-acre Project site in Council 

District 1 along the River to restore habitat value, reconnect the community to the River, protect and enhance 

water resources, and provide much-needed open and recreational space in the City of Los Angeles (the City). Often 

prioritized in prior planning documents for River revitalization, the Project site presents a significant opportunity 

for ecosystem restoration on a regional scale that could include reconfiguring the concrete channel walls and the 

River, while also providing benefits to the local community. Figure ES-1 illustrates the Project site location relative 

to the surrounding neighborhoods and nearby open spaces. 

The City intends to remediate and activate the Project site in phases over an approximately 10-year period as 

implementation and funding are approved. The City’s Bureau of Engineering (BOE) has completed extensive 

preliminary technical analyses, instituted a robust community and stakeholder engagement process, and 

developed three site planning options for the Project. This Implementation Feasibility Report provides a summary 

of the work completed to date and recommendations for moving forward. The Project options described here 

represent the ultimate vision for the site. Any early activation projects implemented would be designed to allow for 

the eventual implementation of the Project. 
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Figure ES-1. Taylor Yard G2 Parcel Vicinity Map 

 

ES.2 Background 

The River is 51 miles long and was once the backbone of a vast system of riparian foothill, riverine, and freshwater 

marsh habitat that carried seasonal rains and subterranean flows to the coastal plain and the Pacific Ocean. As 

recently as the mid-1800s, the River was a braided stream with a vast floodplain. Increased urban development, 

agricultural diversions, and transportation infrastructure shrank the floodplain and resulted in increasingly 

devastating floods. To reduce risk to surrounding communities, the River was engineered into a concrete channel 

to move stormwater as quickly as possible to the Pacific Ocean. The channelization of the River has diminished 

both plant and wildlife diversity and quality and the River has become disconnected from its floodplain and 

significant ecological zones. Restoration of the River is a long-standing regional priority and the focus of many prior 

planning efforts, including the City’s 2007 Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan, the 2015 United States Army 

Corps of Engineers’ (USACE) Los Angeles River Ecosystem Restoration Integrated Feasibility Report (Ecosystem 

Plan), and the 1996 Los Angeles River Master Plan by the County of Los Angeles, the last of which is currently 

undergoing an update anticipated to be completed in 2021. Each of these plans view the Project site as a piece of 
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the overall opportunity area that includes the State-owned Taylor Yard G1 Parcel (G1 parcel), often referred to as 

the “Bowtie” parcel, directly to the north and the State-owned and City-operated Rio de Los Angeles State Park to 

the east.  

The former Taylor Yard rail complex, from which the G2 parcel was derived, was an approximately 244-acre 

complex previously owned by Union Pacific Railroad and its predecessors for rail maintenance and fueling, 

servicing nearly all freight rail transport in and out of downtown Los Angeles until 1973, when most of the 

operations were moved elsewhere. Taylor Yard was divided into 10 designated parcels–Parcels A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H, 

I, and J. Since the early 1990s, these parcels have been developed for transportation facilities; industrial buildings; 

and residential, institutional, and commercial uses. Parcel G, formerly known as the “Active Yard,” was further 

divided into two parcels (G1 and G2), which were closed for operations in 2006. In 2009, most aboveground 

structures at the Project site were demolished. Some foundations, slabs, and footings remain. Subsurface 

contamination caused by prior rail uses is known to exist within the Project site. 

The City purchased the Project site on March 1, 2017, for the purpose of implementing the Ecosystem Plan. With the 

Project site now in public hands, the long-envisioned revitalization of the River in this location has become 

possible. On April 19, 2019, the City gained a valuable partner in the revitalization effort with the sale of a 12.5-acre 

multi-purpose easement over the G2 parcel to the Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority (MRCA). 

ES.3 Site Constraints 

Because of the historic uses of the Project site as a railroad yard and its location in an urban environment directly 

adjacent to the River, numerous site constraints exist. The following key constraints were considered during site 

planning option development. 

▪ Soil contamination – Nearly a century of rail operations resulted in contaminated soil conditions, which 

must be remediated in collaboration with the Project site’s regulatory agency, the California Department of 

Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), to a level that is safe for park visitors and the surrounding community, 

both during construction and ongoing operation of the Project. Contaminants consist of primarily lead, 

total petroleum hydrocarbons, and volatile organic compounds. A comprehensive site assessment was 

conducted at the Project site to confirm concentrations and better define the limits of the contamination. 

Possible remediation approaches, pending discussion with and approval from DTSC, were identified to 

eliminate and mitigate any possible human health and safety risk or exposure to the noted contaminants 

that best achieve the Project goals. 

▪ High voltage electrical transmission lines – A corridor of three high voltage electrical transmission lines 

serving Downtown Los Angeles owned by the Department of Water and Power (LADWP) run along the 

Project site’s west edge, immediately adjacent to the River. To reconfigure the concrete embankment and 

significantly modify the River’s edge, the lines must be relocated, which has been deemed feasible by 

LADWP and BOE. 

▪ River hydraulics and flood management – There is known flood risk in the stretch of River where the 

Project site is located called the Glendale Narrows. Any modification to the River configuration and 

vegetation would either decrease or increase water surface elevation and the corresponding flood risk. The 

Project must be designed to have no negative impact to existing flood risk along the River. Preliminary 

hydrology and hydraulic modeling was performed for the site planning options. The results indicate that 
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water surface elevations could increase due to widening the cross-sectional area of the channel and 

increased channel roughness created by new riparian habitat, which would reduce flow velocities. 

Therefore, designs that maintain the current channel geometry and corresponding water surface elevation 

or allow for similar or increased flow velocities in another way may be the most feasible. See Section ES.8 

for further discussion on widening the floodplain. 

▪ Surrounding property uses – Division of the original former Taylor Yard rail complex into 10 unique 

parcels resulted in a variety of uses in the area, some of which complement the development of a habitat-

focused open space and others that pose some challenges (i.e., adjacent active rail tracks).  

▪ Agencies with jurisdiction of the River - Numerous agencies are anticipated to have jurisdiction or 

oversight responsibilities for modifications to the River channel and water flow near the Project. 

▪ Existing and potential easements – Several utility and rail easements on the Project site will require 

access to the site by third parties and present design constraints, particularly related to excavation.  

▪ Site ingress/egress – The Project site can currently only be accessed publicly via a private access roadway 

from San Fernando Road. Secondary access from the G1 parcel is currently only for authorized personnel. 

Additional ingress/egress points will need to be identified to improve circulation and provide adequate 

emergency access.  

▪ Bridge laydown area – The City’s Taylor Yard Bicycle and Pedestrian Bridge Project is using an 

approximately 3-acre laydown area on the south end of the Project site to support construction activities 

between 2019 and 2021.  

▪ Potential future site requirements – Future proposed projects along the existing railroad tracks in this 

vicinity by the California High Speed Rail Authority, the Southern California Regional Rail Authority 

(commonly referred to as Metrolink), and the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

(Metro) may require certain set-backs or other accommodations. 

▪ Geotechnical and groundwater conditions – The subsurface conditions of the Project site require specific 

geotechnical engineering considerations.  

▪ Utilities – Water, sewer, and electric utilities will need to be located, sized, and brought to the Project site.  

ES.4 Community and Stakeholder Engagement 

Because of its potential to influence both the local community and the Los Angeles region, the development of site 

planning options for the Project included a robust community and stakeholder engagement plan. BOE aimed to 

achieve a high level of engagement by implementing a strategy to inform, educate, and engage members of the 

community early and often. A wide range of techniques was employed, from traditional community meetings to 

informal one-on-one or small group discussions. The formation of two Project Advisory Stakeholder Committees 

was an asset to the Project team by facilitating discussions with and among key engaged stakeholders. Digital 

outreach included the development of a Project website and regular communications by email to a growing 

stakeholder database. As a first for BOE, the team partnered with non-government organizations (NGOs) Mujeres 

de la Tierra and Friends of the Los Angeles River (FOLAR) to learn and benefit from their intimate knowledge of the 

local and River communities.  
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Between 2017 and 2019, five large community meetings, five Advisory Stakeholder Committee meetings, 20 

updates to local Neighborhood Councils, and nine site tours were held for the Project. Additionally, a community 

survey resulting in over 1,300 responses, canvassing, 30 Project emails, events hosted in partnership with the NGO 

team members, and over 20 other small focused meetings and Project communications have been held to create a 

dialogue among community leaders and engaging interested stakeholders “where they are” in the community.  

Key findings of the community and stakeholder engagement efforts on the Project are as follows: 

▪ Nature – There is a high interest in natural components, such as open space, trails, and habitat. 

▪ Recreation – Outdoor recreation including walking, hiking, and cycling ranks high. 

▪ River – Stakeholders have a familiarity with the River, and a high interest in River interactions and 

education. 

The desire for a safe environment, facilities for a full range of park users, and high-quality, affordable concessions 

and activities were also mentioned during numerous community meetings and discussions. The feedback gave the 

Project team clear insight into community expectations and desires for features, activities, and site uses, which 

helped guide site planning option development. 

ES.5  Site Planning Options 

The Project would remediate soil contaminants to allow for safe access and use of the site, create habitat-focused 

open space, and provide facilities and amenities identified through community and stakeholder engagement. 

Based on the goals and objectives of the Project, three site planning options were developed called Island, Soft 

Edge, and The Yards, as summarized below.  

Island 

 

Creates an island to separate River flows and mimic split flow 

channels and provides a significant amount of new riparian and 

upland habitat, per the Ecosystem Plan objectives. 

Soft Edge 

 

Creates a soft-edged River by cutting back the east bank and 

replacing it with a significant amount of new riparian and upland 

habitat, per the Ecosystem Plan objectives. The existing River 

channel would be modified to create a series of terraces. 

The Yards 

 

Maintains the Riverbank in its current configuration with the park 

developed and the existing LADWP power lines remaining in-

place along the River, providing riparian and upland habitat per 

the Ecosystem Plan objectives within the site. 
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The site planning options are the result of an iterative and comprehensive planning option development process. 

As planning options, they provide a broad outline of the functions and form of the Project and conceptualize how 

design elements might interact in different ways. The three options vary in the River’s edge condition, topography, 

and the placement of programmable spaces. They each analyze circulation including connections to Rio de Los 

Angeles State Park, Elysian Valley, and the G1 parcel; incorporate a stormwater bioretention best management 

practices (BMP) feature; and include the same or very similar site features. Each option also shows approximately 

4.5 acres of building footprint of facilities for community-driven programming, including a park office and ranger 

station, kayak launch and small café, recreational camping and restroom, youth enrichment center, café, research 

building, museum/cultural center, public facility, restaurant, and kayak landing with another small café and 

information kiosk. The buildings incorporate sustainable and nature-friendly strategies such as green roofs, habitat 

towers, and native landscaping. The physical models of all three site planning options are shown in Figure ES-6 and 

Figure ES-7.  

ES.5.1 Island 

The Island site planning option (Figure ES-2) uses the creation of an island to provide a unique moment in the River 

where the public can experience the River up close. In this option, the existing power lines and towers are relocated 

to an alignment on the east side of the Project site to allow for the reshaping of the site’s western edge. The River 

channel is then re-formed to create an island that separates River flows, mimics fluvial geomorphic processes of 

deposition and erosion, and provides multiple layers of riparian and upland habitat per the objectives of the 

Ecosystem Plan. From the island, the site moves eastwards as a series of ecologies that allow for the viewing of 

habitat in a more natural setting, programmed areas, passive recreation, and habitat.  

Following the development of the Island site planning option, an additional round of hydrology and hydraulic 

modeling was performed on River flows with the island in a modified location from the original option shown in 

Figure ES-2, moving it within the Project site and aligning it with the existing channel boundaries and elevation. 

Under conditions with minimal vegetation, this modification resulted in an increase in River flow velocities, 

enabling a greater flow capacity and thereby reducing potential flood risk. A site plan of the modified Island site 

planning option is provided in Figure ES-3. Additionally, this modeling indicates that further benefits to water 

velocities may be derived by moving the location of the island farther upstream, into the G1 parcel. This is 

discussed further in Section ES.8, Section 7.2.2, and Chapter 14, Next Steps. 
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Figure ES-2. Site Planning Option – Island 
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Figure ES-3. Site Planning Option – Modified Island 
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ES.5.2 Soft Edge 

The Soft Edge site planning option (Figure ES-4) envisions a soft-edged River on the east bank with a significant 

amount of new riparian and upland habitat per the Ecosystem Plan objectives. The existing concrete trapezoidal 

channel would be modified to a create a series of terraces that manages both dry- and wet-weather storm runoff 

from the site and adjacent neighborhoods through a series of wet meadows and ephemeral wetlands. By creating 

an undulated edge, the River’s natural processes (erosion, sedimentation, meandering water) are mimicked and 

provide visitors with a representation of a more naturalized River’s edge. The interior of the site consists of four 

main components: a plaza, fields, and a hill, which are all linked by an esplanade and would give visitors a layered 

experience of the site’s various ecologies. The existing power lines and towers on the east Riverbank would be 

relocated to an alignment on the east side of the Project site and incorporated into a native nursery. 
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Figure ES-4. Site Planning Option – Soft Edge 
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ES.5.3 The Yards 

The Yards site planning option (Figure ES-5) maintains the existing concrete trapezoidal River channel and power 

lines and towers while creating an extensive path network, cantilevered moments that extend over the channel, 

and programmed area throughout the site. Stormwater and River water would be diverted to a large depression 

(referred to as a bioretention Best Management Practice) that cleans the water through a constructed wetland 

system before being directed back into the River. The bioretention Best Management Practice would bring a 

habitat-rich wetland fed in part by River flows into the center of the site, creating valuable a riparian zone without 

major alterations to the River’s edge. Cut-and-fill would be managed on-site, with excavation from the bioretention 

Best Management Practice creating undulating hills and varied topography. An open meadow area would allow for 

flexible uses and picnicking, while an esplanade along the River’s edge would allow visitors unique views of the 

River and surrounding valley. An interactive art piece and pavilion would occupy the former site of the turntable as 

the central node of the site. 
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Figure ES-5. Site Planning Option – The Yards 
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Figure ES-6. Physical Models of the Three Site Planning Options (1 of 2) 
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Figure ES-7. Physical Models of the Three Site Planning Options (2 of 2) 

    

ES.6  Comparison of Site Planning Options 

The three site planning options (see Section 6.2 for renderings) were assessed to determine how effectively each 

met the Project goals and objectives:  

▪ created a safe park user experience that provides access to nature,  

▪ habitat-friendly recreation, restored natural resources,  

▪ remediated contaminated soil,  

▪ reflected the site’s history,  

▪ advanced revitalization of the River consistent with existing plans,  

▪ provided water quality improvement and maintained or improved flood management,  

▪ created connectivity,  

▪ integrated community and stakeholder needs,  

▪ advanced sustainable and resilient principles,  

▪ created a funding and governance strategy that balances revenue generation and community needs, and 

▪ created a Project that serves as an icon.  
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Six evaluation categories were established to assess the design alternatives against the Project’s established goals: 

1. Habitat restoration per the Ecosystem Plan 

2. Park user experience and public access  

3. Potential economic return 

4. Cost  

5. Consistency with public input 

6. Degree of technical feasibility 

Each category was weighted equally to develop an overall score for each site planning option. In evaluating the 

options against each other, the Island and Soft Edge options meet the long-established goals and objectives of the 

Project, reconfiguring the River’s edge to recreate natural habitats. However, they also present technical 

challenges that must be further studied moving forward, including the impact on River hydraulics due to 

modifications to the River channel geometry and efficient cost control given the scale of earthmoving activities. 

The Yards represents an alternative option to keep the River’s edge and power lines in place to avoid impacting 

River hydraulics and save the cost of relocating the towers, while still creating habitat-rich open space. Because the 

Island and Soft Edge options performed similarly in the evaluations, a preferred site planning option cannot be 

determined at this time. The viability of the future design will also depend upon funding availability and 

contributions of potential strategic partners.  

ES.7  Key Findings and Recommendations 

The technical studies, community and stakeholder engagement, and thoughtful and creative conceptual design 

thinking behind the three site planning options has provided invaluable insight into the Project site and the River. A 

multi-beneficial habitat-focused open space that connects and engages the surrounding communities and stands 

as an example of a world-class transformation is required to call the Project successful. Development of the three 

site planning options has resulted in eight key findings that must be considered as implementation of the Project 

continues. 

Safe, Cost-Effective, Site Remediation 

The site assessments conducted as part of this effort confirmed and better defined the limits of the contamination 

at the Project site. The Project must be designed, constructed, and operated in a manner that protects site users, 

the surrounding community, and ecological receptors from any negative impacts from contaminants. Future 

development of a Response Plan will incorporate the most feasible, safe, and prudent approach to remediation, in 

coordination with and subject to DTSC approval and supervision. 

Power Lines and Towers 

For two of the three site planning options, the LADWP power lines and towers currently running along the River on 

the western edge of the Project site would need to be relocated to reconfigure the concrete Riverbank and create 

riparian habitat. BOE and LADWP have determined that relocating the towers farther east into the site is feasible. 

Further coordination to relocate the towers will be needed if the Riverbank is changed for the Island and Soft Edge 

options. The Yards will not require relocation. 
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River Hydraulics and Flood Control 

There is existing flood risk in the Glendale Narrows. River flow conditions make widening the channel and 

introducing vegetation a potential risk to flood control. The preliminary modeling conducted by the Project team 

indicates that maintaining the existing channel geometry, careful selection of channel stabilization strategies, and 

increased maintenance of the River channel will maintain, and could improve, flood management in this area.  

However, the River channel in the Glendale Narrows is not designed or maintained to withstand the present day 

"100-year flood" or flood having a one percent chance of occurrence in any given year. Additionally, any project 

implemented at the Project site would not be able to remove adjacent neighborhoods from the floodplain. As part 

of the 2020 LA River Master Plan Update effort, the County conducted a review of prior hydrology and hydraulics 

analyses and explored potential solutions, both new and previously recommended solutions, to alleviate flood 

capacity concerns. Further City and County coordination with USACE, who currently maintains and operates this 

portion of the River, will be required to fully understand the most feasible solutions and optimal channel 

configurations to allow for habitat restoration and improved flood capacity.  

Studies indicate that beginning channel modifications farther upstream in the G1 parcel could create efficiencies in 

the flow of the River that could not be achieved in the Project site alone. A 100-acre project, which would include 

G1 and Rio de Los Angeles State Park, will allow for further and more in-depth evaluations of alternative scenarios. 

Access and Connections to Surrounding Areas 

Improving safe site access and establishing connections between neighborhoods is a priority for all stakeholders. 

Coordinating access through the G1 parcel, across the railroad tracks to Rio de Los Angeles State Park and Sonia 

Sotomayor Center for Arts and Sciences, and across the River to Elysian Valley will create functional unity. 

Establishing a coordinated maintenance and patrol strategy among those properties will also ensure a clean and 

safe environment for park users. 

Rich Riverine and Upland Urban Habitat 

The Project will provide many acres of valuable habitat while including a wide variety of community-driven uses. A 

site-specific urban ecology approach has been developed for the Project that prioritizes habitat quality, habitat 

variety, edge effects, and offsite connectivity based on the City’s recent efforts toward developing a customized 

biodiversity index for Los Angeles. Clustering human activities, further increasing habitat quality and variety, 

mitigating edge effects, and reducing hardscape will maximize performance. Figure ES-8. Habitat – Island Section 

Perspective illustrates possible habitat for a selection of targeted taxa in the Island site planning option. Partnering 

with the California Department of Parks and Recreation (State Parks) to maximize habitat at the G1 parcel and 

utilizing the partnership with MRCA to prioritize natural space within its easement will also add to the habitat value 

within the context of an urban multi-use space that considers urban habitat goals. 

Rich Passive Recreational Opportunities for Youth, Families, and Seniors 

A key outcome of the community and stakeholder engagement process is the need for after-school, regular youth 

enrichment opportunities, affordable open space activities for families, and facilities for local seniors. For the 

Project to provide these functions, along with a rich habitat environment, coordination with the G1 parcel and Rio 
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de Los Angeles State Park will provide greater acreage to ensure the Project serves both the local community and 

the region. 

Offset Costs with Cultural and Social Facilities 

To ensure a well-maintained and safe environment for park users, established revenue streams to offset capital 

and operations and maintenance costs is crucial for long-term success. A financial strategy incorporating 

appropriate partnerships will be developed to ensure continued Project success. 

Site Development for Early Public Use 

The Project site must be remediated and developed in a series of projects as funding and approvals are secured 

and follow a typical process that has been used in other regional large brownfield open space projects.     

BOE recommends moving forward with studying the feasibility of a project that encompasses not only the entire 

Project site, but also the G1 parcel and Rio de Los Angeles State Park in coordination with City’s Department of 

Recreation and Parks, State Parks, and MRCA. These properties combined could create 100 acres of open space in 

the City (Figure ES-9), over a mile of River frontage, and provide the most effective design solution to address key 

findings of this site planning option development process. 
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Figure ES-8. Habitat – Island Section Perspective 
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Figure ES-9. 100-Acres of Open Space – Taylor Yard G1 and G2 Parcels and Rio de Los Angeles State Park 
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ES.8  River Floodplain Widening at Taylor Yard G2  

Widening the River channel at the Project site has been suggested as a potential approach to create a more natural 

channel, provide more riparian habitat, and add a water storage area for flood mitigation. The option has been 

considered by many agencies, including the City, the USACE, the California Coastal Conservancy, and the County of 

Los Angeles Public Works. Investigations of new River configurations at the Project site initially evaluated 

floodplain widening and restoration as discussed in the Ecosystem Plan. The initial analysis showed that widening 

the River at this single location was problematic for a number of reasons. The preliminary investigation also 

showed that excavation of the site for water storage provided limited benefits for large floods. 

The first concern with widening the river is that the current River design upstream and downstream of the site 

requires high velocities to move the design flows through the River system. Widening the River at the Project site as 

diagrammed in the USACE Ecosystem Plan slows the flows in this River section. The water depth increases by a 

predicted 3.59 feet above the water surface elevation of the current channel configuration during a 100-year storm 

event. The higher water level increases the potential for flooding and puts additional households and businesses in 

Elysian Valley at risk. 

Second, the existing design flow capacity in the River adjacent to the Project site is significantly less than the flow 

generated from a 100-year flood event. A 1992 analysis by the USACE showed the River channel capacity meets the 

57-year flood level with the design cross-sections. The 2016 study by the USACE showed that this capacity has been 

further reduced by sediment deposition and plant growth in the River at this location. The existing capacity does 

not include climate change considerations and may underestimate future rainfall volumes and intensities. The 

USACE study includes an increased flow of 93,800 cubic feet per second, which reduces the channel capacity to an 

11-year capacity.  The growth of vegetation and deposition of sediment create a roughened channel with a reduced 

flow area in the project reach. These changes to the design cross-section impact flow capacity more than can be 

offset with channel widening. 

The third concern is related to flood control. The Project discussion focused on reducing storm flows to the River in 

a major rain event, increasing flow capacity, and increasing large water storage basins to provide better flood 

protection regionally. However, the flows at this location are too large for this project to make any impact on flood 

flow reduction through capture and storage. Flow reduction into the River regionally requires systematic 

retrofitting of the watershed using the principles of Low Impact Development. It will also require large scale 

distributed water storage reservoirs. These measures will increase water infiltration where feasible into the ground, 

decrease runoff to the River, and change the timing of peak flow rates into the River. These changes have the 

potential to significantly reduce peak flow depths throughout the river system. Restoring River flow capacity 

requires removing invasive vegetation and sediment from the River through this section. Increasing the flow 

capacity in this region requires adding more channel width or a bypass pipe and ensuring that downstream 

channel flow capacity is not exceeded. Water storage capacity within the Project site’s footprint is not large enough 

to impact flows in a design storm event. Using the entire 40-acre site for water storage and assuming a 20-foot 

depth results in 800 acre-feet of stormwater storage. Assuming the River has a storm event like 2019 with the 

11,000 cubic feet per second recorded as inflow to the Sepulveda Dam, the site would fill up in under 60 minutes. 

The current estimate for the 100-year design flow is 93,800 cubic feet per second.  This flow rate would fill the site 

within 7 minutes. Excavation below the current riverbed elevation is not feasible due to high groundwater at the 



Executive Summary 

Taylor Yard G2 River Park Project   Page ES.21 

Implementation Feasibility Report  October 2021 

TAYLOR YARD 
RIVER PARK 

site.  The high cost of excavating the Project site is cost prohibitive for these minimal gains in storage and flood 

reduction. 

Fourth, the City’s analyses concluded that River width increases need to take place along extended distances to 

function well for stormwater flows. Widening the channel only at the Project site and then returning flow to the 

narrower downstream channel increases flood risk. The analysis showed that depth must increase at the 

downstream end of the project to create the energy to replace the flow momentum that is lost in a widened section 

and get flows moving back into the narrower channel downstream of the project area. 

The City’s preliminary analysis for this study support other studies that indicate that the following steps are 

potential solutions for the 100-year storm event: increase perviousness in the entire watershed basin to infiltrate 

more stormwater and reduce runoff directed to the River; remove invasive plants and sediment in the River to 

increase the flow capacity; and build a large bypass tunnel around the Glendale Narrows. 

Significant River widening at the Project site or using the Project site for stormwater storage were not pursued as 

options in this report based on the preliminary studies conducted by the City, which showed an increased risk to 

the surrounding neighborhoods with this alternative.  

ES.9 Implementation Next Steps 

Phasing of Project implementation is broken into near-term (1-3 years) and long-term next steps. This Report 

represents a summary of the opportunities and challenges of the 42-acre Project site. To take advantage of 100-

acres of planning, the near-term next step is to execute a Memorandum of Understanding among the City, MRCA, 

and State Parks to jointly plan, implement, and operate projects within the 100-acre area. Figure ES-10 illustrates 

an initial potential concept for the 100-acre area to initiate this joint planning process.   

Additional near-term priorities include continuing community and stakeholder engagement, developing an 

equitable development strategy, starting remediation on portions of the Project site, completing conceptual 

design for the G1 parcel, implementing athletic field improvements at Rio de Los Angeles State Park (pending 

funding), and releasing a Request for Interest/Request for Proposals to engage design professionals to deliver the 

100-acre Project. Two early activation projects are envisioned, Paseo del Rio and a water quality improvement 

project. For Paseo del Rio, a pathway along the bank of the River would span the Project site, including the MRCA 

easement, and extend across the G1 parcel. Programming space, kayak launch/landings, and parking would also 

be provided. The water quality improvement project would be implemented primarily within the MRCA easement 

as an early activation project. This project could be integrated into the long-term vision for the Project because 

some or all of the bioretention Best Management Practice would remain. 

Long-term next steps for the Project include preparing a community plan update consistent with the equitable 

development strategy, pursuing funding to ensure long-term Project implementation, and pursuing a “split 

delivery” approach with USACE to recognize the City as the delivery lead for this stretch of the River, while retaining 

as much federal funding as possible. 
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Figure ES-10. 100-Acre Initial Concept for Study 
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 INTRODUCTION 

The City of Los Angeles (the City) purchased the approximately 42-acre Taylor Yard G2 parcel (the Project site) 

along the Los Angeles River (the River) to restore habitat value, reconnect the community to the River, protect and 

enhance water resources, and provide much-needed open and recreational space in the City. Often prioritized in 

prior planning documents for River revitalization, the Project site presents a significant opportunity for ecosystem 

restoration on a regional scale that could include altering the concrete channel walls while providing benefits to 

the local community.  

The Project site is in the Northeast Los Angeles neighborhoods of Cypress Park and Glassell Park, surrounded by 

the neighborhoods of Atwater Village, Elysian Valley, and Lincoln Heights. It is bounded by the River to the west, Rio 

de Los Angeles State Park to the east, the State-owned Taylor Yard G1 Bowtie parcel (G1 parcel) to the north, and 

the active Metrolink Central Maintenance Facility (CMF) to the south. Figure 1-1 illustrates the Project site’s location 

relative to the surrounding neighborhoods and properties. When combined with Rio de Los Angeles State Park and 

the G1 parcel, the Project would contribute to 100 acres of open space with over a mile of river frontage along the 

River (Figure 1-2). 

The Project site is located within City Council District 1, currently represented by Councilmember Gilbert Cedillo; 

Los Angeles County Supervisor District 1, currently represented by Supervisor Hilda Solis; California State Assembly 

District 51, currently represented by Assemblymember Wendy Carrillo; California State Senate District 24, currently 

represented by Senator Maria Elena Durazo; and U.S. Congress District 28, currently represented by Representative 

Adam Schiff. 

The City intends to remediate and activate the Project site in phases over an approximately 10-year period. This 

Implementation Feasibility Report focuses on the ultimate vision of the Project site called the Taylor Yard G2 River 

Park Project (the Project). Any earlier phases would be designed to not preclude the eventual implementation of 

the Project and follow their own community planning and environmental review process. The City’s Bureau of 

Engineering (BOE) began planning and conceptual design efforts through a Proposition 1 grant from the State 

Coastal Conservancy shortly following the City’s purchase of the Project site in 2017. This report provides a 

summary of the work completed to date and recommendations for moving forward.  

BOE developed three alternative site planning options for the Project and has completed an extensive preliminary 

technical analysis of a variety of concept components to better understand Project feasibility. A robust community 

and stakeholder engagement process was also integrated into concept development to determine how the Project 

can best benefit the community and the region.   
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Figure 1-1. Taylor Yard G2 Parcel Vicinity Map 
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Figure 1-2. Taylor Yard G1 and G2 Parcels and Rio de Los Angeles State Park 

 

1.1 Site Rail History 

The former Taylor Yard rail complex, from which the G2 parcel was derived, was an approximately 244-acre 

complex previously owned by Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) and its predecessors for rail maintenance and fueling, 

servicing nearly all freight rail transport in and out of downtown Los Angeles until 1973, when most of the 

operations were moved elsewhere. Taylor Yard was divided into 10 designated parcels–Parcels A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H, 

I, and J. Since the early 1990s, these parcels have been developed for transportation facilities; industrial buildings; 

and residential, institutional, and commercial uses as shown in Figure 1-3. Parcel G, formerly known as the “Active 

Yard,” was further divided into two parcels (G1 and G2), which were closed for operations in 2006. In 2009, most 

aboveground structures were demolished. Some foundations, slabs, and footings remain. Subsurface 

contamination caused by prior rail uses is known to exist within the Project site. 

During its time as a rail complex, Taylor Yard employed many residents of the surrounding neighborhoods, forming 

a strong relationship between the Project site and the community. The photographs in Figure 1-4 show some of the 

people and historic rail operations at the Project site. 
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Figure 1-3. Parcels Derived from the Former Taylor Yard Rail Complex 
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Figure 1-4. Historic Photographs of Rail Operations at the G2 Parcel 
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1.2 Project Background 

The 51-mile-long River was once the backbone of a vast system of riparian foothill, riverine, and freshwater marsh 

habitat that carried seasonal rains and subterranean flows to the coastal plain and the Pacific Ocean. Over time, 

increased urban development, flooding, and channelization have degraded the River ecosystem as segments have 

been encased in concrete banks and covered with a mostly concrete bed. As a result, plant and wildlife diversity 

and quality have diminished, and the River has become disconnected from its floodplain and significant ecological 

zones. Restoration of the River is a long-standing regional priority.  

In 1996, Los Angeles County (the County) finalized its Los Angeles River Master Plan (County Plan) which discussed 

Taylor Yard, prior to the subdivision into parcels, and its potential for improvement. Taylor Yard is located within 

Reach 4 of the County Plan focused on the Glendale Narrows, the stretch of river from about Griffith Park to 

downtown Los Angeles. The County Plan was organized around six issues: aesthetics, economic development, 

environmental quality, flood management and water conservation, jurisdiction and public involvement, and 

recreation. The economic development and environmental quality sections of the County Plan make direct 

references to Taylor Yard as a “restoration project previously identified as high potential.” Currently, the County is 

preparing an update to its Los Angeles River Master Plan anticipated to be complete in 2021. The current update 

effort identifies the Project site as a large-scale planned project that will contribute to the improved quality of 

parkland, river ecosystem, and river access for adjacent neighborhoods, meeting several of the identified needs 

along this stretch of River (County of Los Angeles 2019a).   

In 2002, using funds from Proposition 204, the State Coastal Conservancy commissioned and completed a study to 

assess the feasibility of project alternatives at the Project site that included habitat restoration, flood storage 

improvement, and recreation enhancement.  

In 2007, the Los Angeles City Council adopted the Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan (LARRMP), which 

established a 25- to 50-year vision for transforming the 32-mile-long stretch of the River within the City limits. The 

Project is No. 165 of more than 200 projects outlined in the LARRMP. Located in Reach 7 of the LARRMP, the Project 

site is one of five Opportunity Areas identified for major revitalization projects that could include restoration of 

riparian habitat, naturalization of the river channel, trails, parks, and other recreational facilities.  

Echoing the LARRMP, the 2015 United States Army Corps of Engineers’ (USACE) Los Angeles River Ecosystem 

Restoration Integrated Feasibility Report (Ecosystem Plan), also known as the ARBOR or “Area with Restoration 

Benefits and Opportunities for Revitalization” Study, evaluated the restoration of 11 miles of the River within the 

Glendale Narrows. Restoration efforts would reestablish historic riparian strand, freshwater marsh, and aquatic 

habitat communities, reconnecting the River to major tributaries, its historic floodplain, and the regional habitat 

zones of the Santa Monica, San Gabriel, and Verdugo Mountains while maintaining existing levels of flood risk 

management. The study evaluated the No Action Alternative and five action alternatives, Alternative 10, 13, 13v, 16, 

and 20, and the Recommended Plan is Alternative 20. A key element of the Ecosystem Plan at Taylor Yard calls for 

removing the concrete channel embankments to widen the River approximately 300 feet into the Project site and 

create freshwater marsh habitat. Alternative 20 also included opportunities for passive recreation that are 

compatible with the restored environment (USACE 2015). Figure 1-5 is the concept-level diagram for habitat 

restoration at Taylor Yard, located within Reach 6 of the Ecosystem Plan, which identifies the Project site as a key 

location to achieve its goals.  
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In addition to the plans specifically mentioned here, BOE reviewed numerous other studies and planning efforts as 

part of the development of the Project planning options. The review revealed a striking consistency among 

planning efforts, focusing primarily around ecosystem, open space, and compatible recreation, and provided clear 

guidance for site planning option development.  

Taking a major step in advancing decades of work on the River, the City Council instructed staff to negotiate with 

UPRR for the acquisition of the G2 parcel on December 10, 2013. These negotiations resulted in a successful 

purchase on March 1, 2017. With the Project site now in public hands, the long-envisioned revitalization of the River 

in this location now is possible. On April 19, 2019, the City gained a valuable partner in the revitalization effort with 

the sale of a 12.5-acre multi-purpose easement over the G2 parcel to the Mountains Recreation and Conservation 

Authority (MRCA), a local public agency dedicated to the preservation and management of local open space and 

parkland, wildlife habitat, watershed lands, and trails and to ensuring public access to public parkland. The MRCA 

is a joint powers authority between the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy, the Conejo Recreation and Park 

District, and the Rancho Simi Recreation and Park District. The State’s Wildlife Conservation Board granted funds 

for the easement purchase to the MRCA.
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Figure 1-5. Habitat Restoration in Reach 6 of the USACE Ecosystem Plan 
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1.3 Project Need 

As the first project of its size and complexity to be implemented along the River, the Project has the potential to 

catalyze River revitalization along the entire 51 miles. The need for this Project has been clearly established 

through the review of decades of completed studies and includes restoring the River to a more natural state while 

managing flood risk, remediation, and increasing park and open space to create a resilient City and ecosystem. The 

County Plan explains that “the state of the river today reflects land use and flood protection decisions made in the 

past which placed a low priority on maintaining the river’s natural environment” (County of Los Angeles 1996). 

Restoration of ecology and hydrology and the creation of new water quality and open space features are the two 

key needs identified in the LARRMP. The LARRMP discusses the restoration of the River’s ecology and hydrology 

through re-creation of a contiguous riparian habitat corridor within the channel, and through removal of the 

concrete walls where feasible. This would involve restoring riparian vegetation to support birds and mammals, and 

ideally, developing fish passages, fish ladders, and riffle pools to allow for restoration of steelhead trout and other 

native fish habitat. However, if the River were completely restored to a naturalized condition throughout its entire 

length, it would be very difficult to achieve flood control requirements and maintain current urban development. 

The LARRMP is therefore clear in stating that, in addition to restoring ecological function, revitalizing the River 

includes storing peak flows to reduce flow velocities in the channel to facilitate ecological restoration and access.  

The LARRMP additionally discusses the development of multi-benefit green spaces along the River channel that 

simultaneously provide open space and water quality benefits. In the short-term, channel walls can be modified to 

provide green landscaped terraces for wildlife habitat, water quality treatment, and increased public enjoyment. 

However, to accomplish longer term improvement goals requires an expansion of channel capacity and reduction 

in flow velocities. The LARRMP suggests that this can be achieved through a combination of flood storage outside 

the channel, underground flow diversions, and land acquisition including the purchase of private property to allow 

for channel widening (City of Los Angeles 2007).  

An enhanced focus on biodiversity is among the goals of the City’s 2019 Green New Deal Sustainability pLAn (LA’s 

Green New Deal). LA’s Green New Deal seeks to achieve and maintain no net-loss of native biodiversity by 2035. It 

also seeks to set biodiversity targets and pilot its first wildlife corridor by 2021, including updating watershed 

protection policies with enhanced stream protection. By 2025, the City plans to develop a strategy for protection 

and enhancement of natural biodiversity, including the preservation and expansion of connectivity and access to 

natural habitats and an increase in the number of native and pollinator-friendly gardens and natural areas in public 

spaces (City of Los Angeles 2019). The Project has the potential to provide regionally significant riparian and upland 

habitat directly connected to the River. Significant additions of habitat, through projects such as this one, will be 

necessary to offset losses elsewhere, thus supporting the City’s no-net-loss objectives. 

The Project site is known to be contaminated and is designated as a brownfield, defined by the United States 

Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) as a property, the expansion, redevelopment, or reuse of which may be 

complicated by the presence or potential presence of a hazardous substance, pollutant, or contaminant. The site is 

under the regulatory authority of the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), the State agency charged 

with the protection of California’s people and environment by restoring contaminated resources, enforcing 

hazardous waste laws, and encouraging a reduction in hazardous waste and the manufacturing of safer products.  
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Prior to the City’s ownership, UPRR completed a Remedial Action Plan as mandated by a 1990 Enforceable 

Agreement with DTSC under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 

(CERCLA). The Remedial Action Plan sets forth the plan to remediate the Project site to industrial use standards and 

is the current DTSC-approved plan for remediation. In early 2018, the City entered into a voluntary cleanup 

agreement with DTSC under the California Land Reuse and Revitalization Act (CLRRA) and completed studies to 

explore the feasibility of alternative land uses. To proceed with development of the Project site that incorporates 

wildlife habitat, recreational open space, and water quality improvement, the City must prepare a revised cleanup 

plan, called a Response Plan under CLRRA, for DTSC review and approval. The Response Plan will ensure 

appropriate cleanup targets are met for the planned land uses. Chapter 3, Site Contaminants, of this report, 

provides further discussion on site contamination. 

At the time the 1996 County Plan was published, the City had the lowest percentage of park space among all United 

States urban centers. In May 2016, the County completed the Countywide Comprehensive Parks and Recreation 

Needs Assessment (Park Needs Assessment) analyzing where Los Angeles County residents lacked access to parks 

and open space. This effort documented existing parks and recreation facilities in cities and unincorporated 

communities and used the data to determine the scope, scale, and location of park needs in Los Angeles County. 

Figure 1-6 shows the resulting need for improved park access by study areas within two and five miles of the 

Project site. The Project site is generally surrounded by communities that are in moderate, high, or very high need 

of open space and would benefit from the development of additional open space (County of Los Angeles 2016). The 

County is currently preparing an update to their County Plan ("County Plan update"), the completion of which will 

inform further analysis and design. 

Similarly, LA’s Green New Deal establishes a goal to add parks and open space within walking distance of every City 

household by locating a park within 0.5-mile of at least 65 percent of Angelenos by 2025, 75 percent by 2035, and 

100 percent by 2050. At present, only 56 percent of residents live within 0.5-mile of a park or open space. The 2018 

Resilient Los Angeles Plan (Resilient Los Angeles) and 2015 Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles also point toward 

increasing parks and open space. Resilient Los Angeles explains that access to parks is a vital way of ameliorating 

climate impacts for vulnerable populations and includes a specific goal to foster a healthy and connected River 

system. The Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles, which is an added element to the City’s General Plan, lists increasing 

access to parks and open space as a top health priority. Specifically, it includes a section on the River that 

advocates for inclusion of local community input and enhancement of bicycle and pedestrian connections. This is 

part of the Plan’s overarching “Bountiful Parks and Open Spaces” objectives to increase the number of parks, 

improve park access, and improve the percentage of citywide population meeting physical fitness standards. To 

accomplish this, equitable distribution of park space in every neighborhood and the creation of a continuous 

greenway of interconnected parks along the River is imperative. 

The need for this Project is clear. Taylor Yard provides a key opportunity for revitalizing riverine habitat and 

function, reclaiming a contaminated site for public use, and providing much needed open space in the City.  
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Figure 1-6. Results of 2016 County Park Needs Assessment Near the Project Site 

 

               Note: Numbers on map represent the names of the study areas in the 2016 County Park Needs Assessment 
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1.4 Project Goals and Objectives 

BOE established a set of 12 goals and objectives early in the planning effort as described in Table 1-1. These goals 

and objectives were shared with stakeholders and the community for comment and guided development of the 

site planning options. 

Table 1-1. Project Goals and Objectives 

Objective Goals 

Park User Experience 

Provide safe public access to the River. Serve the region as well as the neighboring 

communities. Inspire a network of River parks. Create an open space experience that 

provides access to nature.  

Recreation 
Provide a high-quality environmentally and habitat-friendly place with recreational 

activities for a full range of park users. 

Natural Resources 
Restore natural habitats to support biodiversity as part of the urban ecology. 

Support wildlife corridors and connectivity. 

Environmental 
Remediate contaminated soil and other impacted media. Prepare a Response Plan 

that ensures health and safety. Ensure appropriate environmental clearance. 

History 
Reflect the site’s history. Create a unique sense of place, reflecting its location on the 

River and role in the region’s infrastructure. 

Consistency with 
Existing Plans 

Advance revitalization of the River. Be consistent with previous plans, most 
importantly the 2007 City LARRMP and the 2015 USACE Ecosystem Plan, as well as 

developing plans, including the County Plan update. 

Water Provide stormwater quality improvement. Maintain or improve flood risk. 

Transportation and 

Connectivity 

Connect the internal trail system within the Project site to off-site pedestrian and 

bicycle paths, as well as other transportation modes and options. 

Social and Community Integrate stakeholder engagement to meet community needs. 

Sustainability 
Advance sustainable/resilient principles. Achieve Envision™ certification. Use green 

design, sustainable building strategies, and native plants to address climate change. 

Economic Return and 

Governance 

Create a funding/governance strategy that balances revenue generation needs and 

community needs. 

Design Excellence 
Evaluate opportunities and constraints at multiple scales. Provide multiple scenarios 

for review. Serve as an icon that inspires the world. 

1.5 Project Overview 

The Project will remediate soil contaminants to allow for safe access and use of the site, create habitat-focused 

open space, and provide facilities and amenities identified through community and stakeholder engagement. 

Although the City intends to remediate and develop the G2 parcel through phases, the Project represents the 

ultimate vision for the site and is anticipated to open to the public in 2028. Any earlier phases implemented at the 
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site will be designed to not preclude the eventual implementation of the Project and follow their own community 

planning and environmental review process. 

Based on the goals and objectives of the Project, three site planning options were developed called Island, Soft 

Edge, and The Yards. Chapter 6, Site Planning Options, of this report details these three options, and Chapter 10, 

Comparison of Site Planning Options, provides an evaluation of how effectively each meets the established goals 

and objectives. The three options are summarized as follows:  

 

 

Island 

 

Creates an island to separate River flows, mimic split flow 

channels, and provides a significant amount of new riparian and 

upland habitat, per Ecosystem Plan objectives. 

Soft Edge 

 

Creates a soft-edged River by cutting back the east bank and 
replacing it with a significant amount of new riparian and upland 

habitat, per Ecosystem Plan objectives. The existing River 

channel would be modified to create a series of terraces. 

The Yards 

 

Maintains the Riverbank in its current configuration with the park 

developed and the existing Los Angeles Department of Water and 

Power (LADWP) power lines remaining in-place along the River, 
providing riparian and upland habitat per Ecosystem Plan 

objectives. 
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 SITE CONSTRAINTS 

The Project site is a 41.485-acre parcel bounded by the River to the west, existing railroad tracks and Rio de Los 

Angeles State Park to the east, the G1 parcel to the north, and the active Metrolink CMF to the south. Numerous 

physical site constraints were identified for consideration in the development of the site planning options that 

include: 

▪ Soil contamination – See Chapter 3, Site Contaminants. 

▪ High voltage electrical transmission lines – See Chapter 4, High Voltage Electrical Transmission Lines.  

▪ River hydraulics and flood management – See Chapter 7, River Hydraulics and Flood Management. 

▪ Surrounding property uses – Division of the original former Taylor Yard rail complex into 10 unique 

parcels resulted in a variety of uses in the area, some of which complement the development of habitat-

focused open space and others that may conflict (i.e., adjacent active rail tracks).  

▪ Agencies with jurisdiction on the River - Numerous agencies are anticipated to have jurisdiction or 

oversight responsibilities for Project modifications to the River channel or River flow. 

▪ Existing and potential easements – Several utility and rail easements on the Project site may require 

access to the site by third parties and present design constraints, particularly related to excavation.  

▪ Site ingress/egress – The Project site can currently only be accessed publicly via a private access roadway 

from San Fernando Road. Secondary access from the G1 parcel is currently only for authorized personnel. 

Additional ingress/egress points may be identified to improve circulation and provide enough emergency 

access.  

▪ Bridge laydown area – The City’s Taylor Yard Bicycle and Pedestrian Bridge is using an approximately 3-

acre laydown area on the southern end of the Project site to support construction activities between 2019 

and 2021.  

▪ Potential future site requirements – Future proposed projects along the existing railroad tracks in this 

vicinity by the California High Speed Rail Authority (CAHSRA), the Southern California Regional Rail 

Authority (commonly referred to as Metrolink), and the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 

Authority (Metro) may require certain set-backs or other accommodations. 

▪ Geotechnical and groundwater conditions – The subsurface conditions of the Project site require specific 

geotechnical engineering considerations.  

▪ Utilities – Water, sewer, and electric utilities will need to be located, sized, and brought to the Project site.  

Analysis in this chapter provides an overview of each of the constraints listed above that were considered during 

site planning option development and will drive future decisions regarding subsequent design activities. The 

Planning, Land Use, and Zoning Report (Appendix E) further describes the existing land use and zoning conditions 

for the Project site. 
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2.1 Surrounding Property Uses 

The 244-acre former Taylor Yard rail complex was divided into 10 designated parcels – Parcels A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H, I, 

and J. Parcel G, formerly known as the Active Yard, was further divided into two parcels: G1 and G2. These parcels 

and their current uses are shown in Figure 2-1 and summarized below: 

Figure 2-1. Existing Uses on the Former Taylor Yard Rail Complex 
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▪ Parcel A – Rail corridor that runs north-south along the east edge of the Project site owned by Metro. It is 

currently used for Metrolink, Amtrak, and freight service. California High Speed Rail (CAHSR) is also 

planned along this corridor.  

▪ Parcel B – CMF, which is owned by Metro and leased to Metrolink. Tail tracks from the CMF extend into the 

southern edge of the Project site. The segment of tail tracks located on the Project site is owned by the City 

and under license to Metrolink. 

▪ Parcel C – Taylor Yard Transit Village, which includes the existing River Park Apartments, a joint transit-

oriented development with Metro, that includes a mix of single- and multi-family residential (including 

affordable units). Metro owns the parcel and leases or sells individual units to residents. The Taylor Yard 

Transit Village Master Plan includes space to accommodate commercial retail uses and a future rail station 

(McCormack, Baron, Salazar n.d.).  

▪ Parcel D – Rio de Los Angeles State Park, which opened in 2007, and includes 40 acres of open space and 

recreational facilities such as playing fields, tennis and basketball courts, playgrounds, and trails. The 

parcel is owned by the California Department of Parks and Recreation (State Parks) and portions of the 

park are operated by the City’s Department of Recreation and Parks (RAP). The existing rail corridor creates 

a barrier between the Project site and Rio de Los Angeles State Park. 

▪ Parcel E – FedEx distribution center that is immediately adjacent to the Rio de Los Angeles State Park and 

the Project site and separates these parks from the Sonia Sotomayor Center for Arts and Sciences. The 

parcel is under private ownership.   

▪ Parcel F1 – Los Angeles Media Tech Center, built in 2001, comprising a total of 397,000 square feet of 

research and development, industrial, and office space. Each building on the parcel is under private 

ownership.  

▪ Parcel F2 – Sonia Sotomayor Center for Arts and Sciences, established in 2010, consisting of independent 

charter schools and Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD) pilot schools. LAUSD owns the parcel.  

▪ Parcel G1 – Referred to as the “Bowtie Parcel” and owned by State Parks, which plans to develop the site 

into public open space. This parcel along with the Project site were often viewed together in previous 

planning efforts as a significant opportunity to meaningfully re-envision the River in this location. This site 

could also provide potential public access to the Project site from the north via Kerr Street and Casitas 

Avenue.  

▪ Parcel H – Proposed Bow Tie Yard Lofts Project site, also known as the Casitas Lofts Project, which would 

replace the existing manufacturing, warehousing, and film production uses with a mixed-use development 

that includes residential and commercial uses. The parcel is under private ownership.  

▪ Parcel J – Mini storage facility. The parcel is under private ownership. 

LADWP owns the Riverbank immediately to the west of the Project site as shown in Figure 2-2, with easements 

owned by the Los Angeles County Flood Control District (LACFCD). 



Site Constraints 

Taylor Yard G2 River Park Project   Page 2.39 

Implementation Feasibility Report  October 2021 

TAYLOR YARD 
RIVER PARK 

Figure 2-2. Riverbank Property Owners 
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2.2 Agencies with Jurisdiction of the River 

Three primary agencies govern the River channel and water flow. USACE governs flood protection and standards 

and water releases from the dams, and it maintains sections of the channel under federal ownership, which 

includes the channel adjacent to the Project site. Within the channel, USACE typically considers the ordinary high-

water mark as a basis for determining its jurisdiction, which indicates that most of the riverbed is considered 

Waters of the U.S. Additionally, USACE designates the River channel as a Traditional Navigable Water (USACE 2015) 

due to its use by watercraft, plans for restoration, and other factors. This designation qualifies the River and its 

tributaries for Clean Water Act (CWA) protections.  

LACFCD governs maintenance of channel sections under County of Los Angeles ownership, most storm drain 

outfalls, and permits for channel modifications. Improvements or modifications to the River channel must go 

through a permit application process. LACFCD acts as the first point-of-contact even in the reaches of the River that 

are federally maintained, such as in the Project site location, then requests comments from USACE (City of Los 

Angeles 2007). 

The City governs some storm drain outfalls, water releases from City treatment plants, and use of the water within 

the channel and monitors water quality in the River. 

In addition to the agencies already discussed, other local and State agencies are anticipated to have jurisdiction or 

oversight responsibilities for modifications to the River channel or flow for the Project (Table 2-1). 

Table 2-1. Agencies with Jurisdiction over the River 

Agency Jurisdictional Purpose 

USACE 

Built and governs flood protection and standards, water releases from 

the dams, and maintenance of channel sections under federal 
ownership, including the channel adjacent to the Project site 

LACFCD  
Governs maintenance of channel sections under County of Los Angeles 
ownership and most storm drain outfalls, permits channel modifications 

City of Los Angeles 
Governs some storm drain outfalls, water releases from City treatment 
plants, and use of the water within the channel 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 

Control Board (LARWQCB) 

Responsible for overseeing the beneficial uses as well as water quality 

from stormwater and other discharges into the River 

State Water Resources Control 

Board 

Oversees California Water Rights and beneficial uses, including the use 

of River water 

LADWP 

Owns and has Water Rights to the effluent from the water reclamation 

plants in Los Angeles that discharge to the River as well as other 

stormwater discharge 

California Department of Fish and 

Wildlife (CDFW) 

Responsible for overseeing the habitat to support fish and wildlife in the 

River 
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Figure 2-3 depicts potential jurisdictional resources within the River channel. Waters of the U.S. extend from the 

bed of the River channel to halfway up the Riverbank (trapezoidal concrete channel). Waters of the State and CDFW 

jurisdictional waters cover the entire River channel – from top of bank to the top of bank.  

Widening the River channel at the Project site, as called for in previous planning efforts, would likely increase 

Waters of the U.S., Waters of the State, and CDFW-jurisdictional waters and habitat. Therefore, close coordination 

with USACE, LARWQCB, and CDFW would be required.  

Figure 2-3. Potential Jurisdictional Resources 

 

2.3 Existing and Potential Easements 

There are a variety of existing easements on the Project site (Figure 2-4). Many of the utility easements are along 

the east edge of the Project site, adjacent to the existing rail lines, and must be considered in design. The existing 

easements include the following: 

▪ Fiber Optic Easement – An existing fiber optic easement that runs along the east edge of the Project site is 

approximately 10-feet wide. UPRR retained ownership of the utility easement, and the fiber optic lines 

within the easement are owned by Verizon, Sprint, AT&T, and Qwest. The fiber optic lines are underground, 

which limits what can be developed over the easement because access to the easement must be 

maintained.  

▪ Pipeline Easement – An existing easement for active crude and refined oil pipelines that runs along the 

east edge of the Project site is approximately 10-feet wide. The pipeline itself is 20 inches in diameter and 

approximately 5 feet underground. The pipeline easement also has a secondary parallel alignment on the 

far northern edge of the site. UPRR retained ownership of the utility easement, and the pipeline itself is 

owned by Plains All American and is operated by Pacific Pipeline System. Like the fiber optic easement, 

development over the easement is limited because access to the pipelines must be maintained. The 

following restrictions apply to development surrounding the pipeline: 

― Any roads, streets, or driveways shall be constructed with a minimum cover of 48 inches. 



Site Constraints 

Taylor Yard G2 River Park Project   Page 2.42 

Implementation Feasibility Report  October 2021 

TAYLOR YARD 
RIVER PARK 

― Any drainage ditches shall be constructed with a minimum cover of 12 inches for concrete lined 

and 36 inches for unlined. Any drainage canals shall be constructed with a minimum of 60 inches of 

cover below the ultimate flow line.  

▪ Metrolink Tail Track License Area – Tail tracks located on the southern edge of the Project site along the 

River’s edge are currently licensed to Metrolink to accommodate storage and emergency access to the 

CMF. The tracks extend approximately 1,000 feet into the Project site from the CMF (the Tail Track License 

Area). Modifications to the River’s edge would require relocation of these tail tracks. 

▪ Metrolink Tail Track Easement – In 2011, UPRR sold an easement over a portion of the southeast corner 

of the Project site to Metrolink (the Tail Track Easement). This allows Metrolink to relocate the licensed tail 

tracks to this easement and away from the River’s edge. See Section 2.6 for a more detailed discussion of 

the proposed relocation.  

▪ Ingress/Egress Easement – An easement with the State of California is located along the east side of the 

parcel to allow for vehicle access to the Project site and the G1 parcel. The ingress/egress easement is 

approximately 20-feet wide and runs north-south from the access roadway on the south. As noted above, 

when the tail tracks are relocated to the east side of the Project site, the ingress/egress easement would 

need to be reconfigured to maintain access, for which Metrolink would be responsible.   

▪ Access Roadway Easement – A shared access roadway easement between the City and Metro runs along 

the south end of the site. The private access roadway connects to San Fernando Road. The access roadway 

is approximately 64-feet wide, which extends beyond the roadway easement boundaries, and passes 

underneath the existing railroad tracks and connects to the ingress/egress easement that continues north. 

This access roadway currently provides the only public vehicular and pedestrian access to the site. In order 

to make the access roadway compliant with City street standards, the abutments on the existing rail bridge 

would need to be widened.  

▪ Multi-purpose MRCA Easement – The City granted an easement on the Project site to the MRCA. The MRCA 

easement encompasses a 12.5-acre area on the northern end, adjacent to the G1 parcel. The easement is 

for environmental remediation, habitat restoration, public access and recreation, and open space 

preservation.  The easement allows for the MRCA to develop and operate the future park improvements in 

perpetuity. 
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Figure 2-4. Existing Easements on the Project Site 
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2.4 Site Ingress/Egress 

The Project site is quite isolated and is currently closed to public access. It has no direct frontage along the major 

arterial street, San Fernando Road, and can only be accessed via the existing access roadway on the south end of 

the site. The access roadway from San Fernando Road passes south of Rio de Los Angeles State Park and is grade-

separated beneath the existing railroad tracks. The signpost for the access roadway currently reads “Metrolink 

Central Maintenance Facility.” Authorized personnel can access the Project site from the north through the G1 

parcel via Kerr Street, which connects to Fletcher Drive on the north side of State Route (SR) 2. Within the site, this 

route utilizes the ingress/egress easement along the east side of the parcel. The CMF is closed to the public, so the 

Project site is also inaccessible from the south.   

On the west, the Project site is bounded by the River. There are two degraded ramps on the southwestern 

boundary of property that lead to an LADWP maintenance road on the riverbank that are currently gated. There are 

no existing bridges connecting to neighborhoods on the west at this location. The closest existing River crossing is 

the Riverside Drive Bridge located about 1 mile downstream, south of the CMF. It has a protected bicycle lane and 

pedestrian path over Interstate 5 and connects the Elysian Valley and Cypress Park neighborhoods. In April 2019, 

construction started on the Taylor Yard Bicycle and Pedestrian Bridge. The Taylor Yard Bicycle and Pedestrian 

Bridge will provide pedestrian and bicycle access across the River to the Los Angeles River Greenway Trail and 

Elysian Valley neighborhood when it opens in 2021. The landing of the new bridge will be located on the southern 

end of the Project site, just south of the access roadway. The bridge will be approximately 400-feet long and 17-feet 

wide.  

Within the interior of the Project site, current access is limited to mostly unpaved and informal roads and trails.  

For site development, the Los Angeles Fire Code requires emergency vehicle ingress and egress, fire protection, 

emergency escape routes, and public assembly areas. The access roadway provides emergency vehicle access. A 

second emergency vehicle access point will need to be identified and could be through the G1 parcel on the north 

end of the Project site. In addition, a second pedestrian access point should be incorporated into the design to 

serve as emergency egress and improve circulation. The Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) will review the Project 

plans to ensure that proper egress is provided in the event of an evacuation for the volume of visitors anticipated at 

the park. Any special events planned at the park would require a separate permit process with LAFD to ensure 

proper crowd control, medical services, and egress from the Project site. 
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Figure 2-5. Existing Access and Egress from the Project Site 
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2.5 Taylor Yard Bicycle and Pedestrian Bridge Laydown Area 

The Taylor Yard Bicycle and Pedestrian Bridge is currently under construction and scheduled to open in 2021. 

During the anticipated 2-year construction period, an approximately 3-acre area on the south end of the site is 

being used for construction laydown and access to the River channel as shown in Figure 2-6. This area is currently 

dedicated to construction laydown activities and fenced off from the public. The laydown area is accessed by the 

contractor via the access roadway. Once construction of the bridge is complete, this area will be relinquished and 

incorporated into the Project design.  
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Figure 2-6. Taylor Yard Bicycle and Pedestrian Laydown Area 
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2.6 Potential Future Site Requirements 

California High Speed Rail 

The planned CAHSR project would use the Metro-owned railroad corridor that runs along the east edge of the 

Project site. In addition to the two existing railroad tracks, currently operated and maintained by Metrolink, the 

CAHSR project proposes adding two electrified tracks along the west edge of the existing rail corridor parallel to the 

Project site. In close coordination with Metro and Metrolink, these tracks are planned so that they can be added 

within the existing railroad right-of-way (ROW) and would not require additional property acquisitions on the 

Project site. Figure 2-7 shows the alignment as currently proposed by CAHSRA (CAHSRA 2018). The City is in 

communication with CAHSRA regarding this alignment. 
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Figure 2-7. CAHSR Alignment as Proposed by CAHSRA 
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CAHSRA would introduce new vertical requirements for track crossings, which would dictate the design of any 

underpasses or overpasses (Figure 2-8) to facilities on the east side of the rail tracks. A new structure constructed 

over CAHSR tracks would require a minimum 27-foot vertical clearance between the top of the CAHSR tracks and 

the underside of the new structure. If a road passes beneath a CAHSR bridge, the minimum vertical clearance 

between the top of the roadway surface and the underside of the CAHSR structure is 15 feet for a local roadway.  

Although the current access roadway that runs from San Fernando Road to the Project site, providing the only 

vehicular access point to the Project site, meets the 15-foot vertical clearance requirement, it has been identified as 

an undercrossing that would require modification due to limited capacity to construct additional tracks (CAHSRA 

2018). Modifications to the undercrossing should allow for the existing access roadway to be widened to meet 

standard street dimensions. 

Figure 2-8. CAHSR Vertical Clearance Requirements 

 

Potential Metrolink Tail Track Relocation Project 

In 2011, UPRR sold the Tail Track Easement, located along the southeast edge of the Project site, to Metrolink, 

allowing Metrolink to relocate the licensed tail tracks to this easement and away from the River’s edge. The Tail 

Track Easement is 20-feet wide and 1,400-feet long, extending north of the access roadway from the southeastern-

New Structure Over High-Speed Rail Vertical Clearance 

New High-Speed Rail Structure Over Roadway Vertical Clearance 
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most corner of the Project site. Metrolink completed a CMF Track Reconfiguration Study in 2017 that generally calls 

for two new sets of tail tracks to be constructed within the Tail Track Easement to replace the single set of tracks 

currently under license for added efficiency. This configuration would require part of the Tail Track Easement to be 

widened an additional 20 to 30 feet. A new bridge would be built over the existing access roadway, adjacent to the 

existing bridge, to accommodate the additional tracks (Metrolink 2017). The new bridge should be designed to 

allow the existing access roadway to be widened to meet standard street dimensions to incorporate bike lanes. The 

Metrolink Fiscal Year (FY) 2019‒2020 proposed budget included the Tail Track Relocation Project design as a key 

project to be completed in FY 2019‒2020. Coordination between the City and Metrolink on this potential project is 

ongoing. 

The Tail Track Easement overlaps with the existing ingress/egress easement (see Figure 2-4). Depending on 

Metrolink’s final design of the new tail tracks, the ingress/egress easement may need to be relocated, for which 

Metrolink would be responsible.  

Potential River Park Metro Station 

In July 2019, the Metro Board received and filed the results of the Los Angeles-Glendale-Burbank Corridor 

Feasibility Study (Metro 2019). The study assessed potential locations for additional rail stations, evaluated rail 

service in the corridor provided by various technologies, and evaluated increases to passenger rail service along 

the existing Metrolink corridor between Union Station and Burbank Airport North Station. It identified two 

potential locations for new stations – a Grandview/Sonora Station in Glendale and a River Park Station in Los 

Angeles located adjacent to the Taylor Yard Transit Village. The potential River Park Station would serve Cypress 

Park and surrounding neighborhoods and provide access to the Project (Metro 2019). If planning for the River Park 

Station progresses, close coordination with the City, Metro, and Metrolink will be required. 

2.7 Geotechnical and Groundwater Conditions  

Geotechnical Conditions 

The Project site is located at the northern edge of the Los Angeles coastal plain and is underlain by up to 160 feet of 

unconsolidated alluvial sediments (California Department of Water Resources [DWR] 1961). These sediments 

include fluvial deposits associated with the Los Angeles River and stream terrace and alluvial fan deposits 

associated with smaller tributary drainages originating in the hills bordering the Glendale Narrows, as well as 

colluvium (United States Geological Survey [USGS] 2004). The Glendale Narrows is an 11-mile alluvium-filled valley 

created by erosion of the surrounding Elysian Hills, Santa Monica Mountains, and Repetto Hills and subsequent 

sediment deposit from the River and smaller tributary drainages. The alluvium associated with the River generally 

comprises sand- and gravel-dominated deposits, while the alluvium and colluvium derived from the surrounding 

hills often comprises silt- and clay-dominated deposits (USGS 2004). Older (Pleistocene) poorly consolidated 

alluvium dominated by silt and clay are present in nearby outcrops northeast of the Project site. The Miocene 

Puente Formation is the bedrock unit that underlies the alluvial sediments in the area, and it consists 

predominantly of sandstones and mudstones (Lamar 1970).  

The Elysian Park Anticline is the major structural feature near the Project site. This anticline trends 

northwest/southeast, and the anticlinal axis is located south of the Project site. Folding and uplift associated with 
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the Elysian Park Anticline occurred contemporaneously with deposition of sediments in the Glendale Narrows, and 

the structure is currently considered active (Oskin et al. 2000).  

Much of the Project site surface is covered by asphalt, concrete, and railroad ballast, beneath which the Project site 

is underlain by three soil types: 

▪ Silty sand (fill) – 5 to 15 feet thick 

▪ Coarse-grained alluvium – 25 to 100+ feet thick 

▪ Fine-grained alluvium – 5 to 10 feet thick 

The fill is primarily composed of silty sand with some gravel and structural debris. The fill layer extends from 

ground surface to as much as 15 feet below ground surface (bgs).  

The coarse-grained alluvial unit consists of poorly graded sand with little to no silt or clay. This soil unit begins as 

shallow as 5 feet bgs and extends to depths greater than 100 feet (maximum depth explored at the Project site). 

Discontinuous silt layers, assigned to the fine-grained alluvium unit, are interbedded with the coarse-grained unit 

between depths of 15 and 30 feet. The coarse-grained unit is interpreted as channel or point bar deposits 

associated with the River. 

The fine-grained alluvial unit consists of silt and silty sand between depths of 15 and 30 feet and occurs in 

discontinuous layers within the coarse-grained alluvium. The occurrence of this soil unit is limited to the northern 

area of the Project site and is believed to be associated with stream terrace deposits originating from drainages in 

the hills northeast of the Project site and overbank deposits associated with the River (WSP 2018b). 

Groundwater 

The Project site lies within the Glendale Narrows portion of the Los Angeles Forebay Sub-Basin of the Central 

Groundwater Water Basin (DWR 1961). The general groundwater flow direction beneath the Project site is to the 

south-southeast with an average hydraulic gradient across the entire site of 0.002 foot per foot. Groundwater at the 

Project site is found at depths between 20 and 42 feet bgs, corresponding to elevations ranging from 323 feet above 

mean sea level at the northern end of the site’s monitoring well network to 317 feet above mean sea level at the 

southern end of the Project site (WSP 2018a). These elevations place the top of the groundwater table parallel with 

the bottom of the River channel. The River channel in the Glendale Narrows has an unlined bottom due to upward 

pressure from the shallow groundwater. Local groundwater periodically interfaces with surface water along the 

portion of the River adjacent to the Project site because of a shallow impermeable geologic stratum forcing 

groundwater to the surface, which may reduce the potential for flood capture and groundwater recharge on the 

Project site. Perched groundwater has been encountered at depths of less than 5 feet bgs at the north and south 

ends of the site, indicating zones of limited infiltration of surface water (WSP 2018a). The groundwater is also 

known to contain contamination from historic industrial activities upgradient of the Project site, which is discussed 

further in Chapter 3, Site Contaminants, of this report. 

2.8 Utilities 

This section describes the existing utilities near the Project site. Anticipated demand resulting from the Project and 

potential connection points are described in Chapter 12, Evaluation of the Island Option.  
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Storm Drains 

Runoff from areas outside of the Project site, including the surrounding neighborhoods of Glassell Park, Cypress 

Park, and Mount Washington, is directed into storm drains running under and/or around the Project site. Figure 2-9 

illustrates the watersheds draining near the Project site. These storm drains empty into the River through culverts 

along the channel edge.  

 

Figure 2-9. Watersheds Draining Near the Project Site 

 

 

Four major storm drains discharge into the River near the Project site, one of which crosses beneath the Project 

site. Figure 2-10 shows these storm drains, which are described as follows: 

▪ Project 480, Unit 3, Portion of Line B – This County-owned drainage facility consists of a 10-foot by 12-

foot reinforced concrete box (RCB) (Project 479, Unit 1, Line F) that runs along Eagle Rock Boulevard then 

transitions to an 11.5-foot horseshoe arch tunnel. The arch tunnel begins as the box culvert curves away 

from Eagle Rock Boulevard, continuing under San Fernando Road, the railroad tracks, and the G1 parcel to 

the River. The capital discharge for this storm drain is 2,550 cubic feet per second (cfs) (City of Los Angeles, 

Bureau of Sanitation [LASAN] 2007). 
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▪ Eagle Rock Drain – This City-owned drainage facility consists of a 14-foot by 8-foot RCB that runs along 

Eagle Rock Boulevard. As it curves towards the River, the culvert transitions to an 8.5-foot by 10.5-foot arch 

section. It transitions to a 10-foot by 10-foot RCB for a length of approximately 1,000 feet under the G1 

parcel. The capital discharge for this storm drain is 4,550 cfs (LASAN 2007). 

▪ City-UPRC Drain 29901 – Running beneath the Project site, this City-owned drainage facility consists of a 

48-inch reinforced concrete pipe (RCP) that transitions to a 42-inch RCP as it nears San Fernando Road 

transitioning again to a 30-inch RCP as it crosses San Fernando Road. The pipe splits into two 48-inch RCPs 

for the next 1,250 feet and then transitions to a 72-inch by 67-inch RCB before transitioning into a 78-inch 

corrugated metal pipe for the last 100 feet before emptying into the Los Angeles River. The capital 

discharge for this drainage facility is 130 cfs (LASAN 2007). 

▪ City Drain 1805 – Running beneath the Metrolink CMF, this City-owned drainage facility runs along San 

Fernando Road near Rio de Los Angeles State Park and captures flows that are carried through a 48-inch 

RCP that discharges into the River just downstream of the Project site. 

The land to the east of the railroad slopes east, while the land west of the railroad slopes west towards the River. 

The railroad embankment isolates the site from runoff generated by adjacent parcels. Water from the River is kept 

out of the property by the levee and ground surface elevations. Direct runoff from the site is routed to parcel 

outlets along the River levee along the top of the eastern Riverbank as shown in Figure 2-10. Further refinement will 

be required to determine where these storm drains originate, verify that it is stormwater in the storm drains, and 

identify where stormwater is entering.  
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Figure 2-10. Storm Drain Locations 
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Water Supply  

A potable water main and a recycled water main exist in San Fernando Road. Size and location of the existing water 

mains are as follow: 

▪ The existing 16-inch recycled water main is located 9 feet west of centerline of San Fernando Road.   

▪ The existing 8-inch potable water main is located 23 feet east of centerline of San Fernando Road. 

▪ The availability and capacity of the existing water mains would be confirmed by conducting fire flow tests. 

Stormwater and River water are also potential sources of water, discussed further in Chapter 12, Evaluation 

of the Island Option. 

Sanitary Sewer 

An existing 18-inch sewer main runs along San Fernando Road to which the Project would likely connect. The 96-

inch Northeast Interceptor Sewer also runs along San Fernando Road. Within the Project site, there are possible 

abandoned sewers because of past uses on the site.   

Dry Utilities 

The approximate locations of existing dry utilities, such as gas and communications, are similar to the locations of 

the water and sewer mains along San Fernando Road. For electrical, the potential point of connection is 

anticipated to be at an existing power pole at the southeast corner of the intersection of San Fernando Road and 

the access roadway. Although existing 230-kilovolt (kV) electric power transmission lines traverse the Project site, it 

would not be feasible to draw power directly from these lines. Connecting to the existing 230-kV transmission lines 

would require significant transformers and related equipment to step down the electrical currents to manageable 

levels at the site. 
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Figure 2-11. Existing Utility Locations 
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 SITE CONTAMINANTS 

3.1 Site History and Overview of Past Studies 

The former Taylor Yard rail complex was owned by UPRR and its predecessors beginning around 1900. Prior to 

1927, the property was vacant and occupied by partially vegetated fields. From the early 1930s to 2006, the 

complex was an operating rail yard used for maintenance and fueling operations. The Project site was in the area of 

the complex known as the Active Yard. Figure 3-1 shows the facilities from the Project site’s previous rail use. 

Because of its previous use as a rail yard, the Project site is a designated brownfield, which USEPA defines as a 

property, the expansion, redevelopment, or reuse of which may be complicated by the presence or potential 

presence of a hazardous substance, pollutant, or contaminant. It is estimated that there are more than 450,000 

brownfields in the United States. The site is under DTSC’s regulatory authority. 

Environmental assessments to characterize contamination of the larger Taylor Yard rail complex began in 1985. In 

1990, UPRR, then the Southern Pacific Transportation Company, entered into an Enforceable Agreement with the 

State of California. The purpose of the agreement was to ensure that the nature and extent of releases of hazardous 

substances from the site are thoroughly investigated and that appropriate remedial actions are taken. 

Documented remedial activities at the Project site also began in 1985 with the removal of petroleum-impacted soil 

and ballast. A soil washing remediation system was purchased to clean this removed soil on-site, but after 6 

months of operation, it was deemed ineffective and operation of the system was discontinued in 1987. In 1988, one 

aboveground storage tank (AST) and several underground storage tanks were removed from the Project site along 

with the petroleum-affected soil in each of the tank cavities. In 1990, two wastewater holding ponds were 

decommissioned, contaminated soil removed, and the excavations were filled with imported fill. Beginning in 2000, 

a pilot study on the effectiveness of Vapor Extraction Systems (VESs) began on the Project site, which resulted in 

DTSC's approval of the performance of the VES systems to remove volatile organic compounds (VOCs) from the soil 

(Camp, Dresser, and McKee, Inc. [CDM 2014a]). Additional localized remedial actions that have occurred at the 

Project site include storage tank removals, soil removal, and other interim remedial measures, also shown in Figure 

3-1. 
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Figure 3-1. Previous Project Site Uses and Removal Actions 

 
                              Source: CDM 2011 
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A plan to privately develop the Project site into industrial warehouses emerged in the late 1990s, which was 

ultimately unsuccessful. It consisted generally of two large industrial facilities and paved parking lots over the 

entire site. In 2004, UPRR completed the first major milestone in satisfying the requirements of the Enforceable 

Agreement by conducting a focused remedial investigation to delineate the lateral and vertical extent of 

Contaminants of Potential Concern (COPCs) in soil at the Project site (CDM 2004). That data was used in 

preparation of a Human Health Risk Assessment (CDM 2007), which evaluated the COPCs and determined a subset 

to be Constituents of Concern (COCs) for the Project site that included total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), metals, 

VOCs, and semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs). The Human Health Risk Assessment determined that, if the 

site were developed into industrial warehouses as proposed without remedial action, the COCs at the Project site 

posed an unacceptable risk to human health under appropriate exposure scenarios and pathways.  

A Feasibility Study (CDM 2011) was prepared as a result of the CERCLA process for the proposed industrial facility in 

which areas of potential concern were identified for remedial action. These were areas with COCs present at 

concentrations above the threshold for industrial preliminary remediation goals. The Feasibility Study evaluated 

remedial approaches for the site and proposed a solution. There was a public comment period to present the 

remedial alternatives reviewed in the Feasibility Study and receive feedback. In response to the comments 

received, a new remedial alternative was developed, which is detailed in the 2014 UPRR Remedial Action Plan (CDM 

2014a). This alternative involved excavating shallow soil “hot spots” in areas 2.5 to 5 feet bgs within those 

previously identified areas of potential concern, in addition to installing a soil VES, carrying out a passive 

bioventing soil treatment program, and capping the remainder of the site. Figure 3-2 illustrates the remedial 

activities recommended in the Remedial Action Plan, which is the current DTSC-approved plan for remediation of 

the Project site.  
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Figure 3-2. Proposed Remedial Action from 2014 UPRR Remedial Action Plan 

 

Source: CDM 2014a 

The Remedial Action Plan recommended additional data collection in four areas of the Project site. In 2014, once 

purchase negotiations with UPRR were underway, the City initiated a data gap investigation in those four areas. As 

seen in Figure 3-1, Data Gap 1 Area consisted of the former stormwater collection basin, Data Gap 2 Area was the 

location of the former diesel shop, Data Gap 3 Area was the former south turntable area, and Data Gap 4 Area 

included a site-wide area of individual sampling. The results of the data gap investigation helped confirm 

contaminant concentrations, define the limits of the COCs in the soil, and identified areas recommended for further 

investigation (Tetra Tech 2014).  

The City used the findings of the data gap investigation to negotiate the establishment of a remediation escrow 

account into the purchase and sale agreement with UPRR. Upon close of escrow, $14,715,000 was placed in the 

remediation escrow account and will reimburse the City for costs associated with remediation to industrial 

standards based on the current Remedial Action Plan. Within the MRCA easement, the City is obligated to 

remediate per the existing Remedial Action Plan to industrial standards, as agreed upon in the terms of the 

purchase and sale agreement for the easement. Any remediation expenses beyond that are MRCA’s responsibility. 

The City and MRCA are working closely together to achieve mutual remediation goals. 
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After the Project site was purchased, the City and DTSC entered into a voluntary cleanup agreement under the 

CLRRA to investigate and remediate the Project site to levels beyond industrial standards and suitable for habitat 

restoration and park uses. Figure 3-3 shows an overview of the assessment and cleanup process under a DTSC 

voluntary agreement. Evaluation activities are discussed further below. To date, the applicant eligibility, site 

eligibility, agreement (immunities start), scoping meetings, and evaluation activities have been completed for the 

Project.  Public participation activities are ongoing.  

Figure 3-3. Assessment and Cleanup Process for DTSC’s Voluntary Agreements 

 

Source: DTSC 2018 

A detailed, site-wide remedial investigation directed by the City, under work plans approved by DTSC, was carried 

out in the spring and summer of 2018. Samples were collected from soil media down to depths of 80 feet bgs and 
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soil gas down to 20 feet bgs across the site. Sample locations were distributed to account for data gaps from 

previous investigations and to confirm previously identified areas of potential concern. The results of the 

investigation were compared to residential and industrial risk-based screening levels to determine compounds 

that might be of concern for redevelopment of the site as a public park. The remedial investigation report, called 

the Report of Findings, was submitted as a draft to DTSC and posted publicly on DTSC’s website, EnviroStor, in 

November 2018. Comments were received from DTSC in March 2019 and incorporated. The final Report of Findings 

was submitted to DTSC in June 2019, conditionally approved by DTSC in November 2019, and is included in this 

report in Appendix A. This remedial investigation of the site identified in detail the extent and types of 

contaminants on the site; the following sections summarize the assessment. Table 3-1 contains a list of the 

contaminants found out at the Project site. 

Table 3-1. Soil and Soil Gas Contaminants on the Project Site 

Media 

Contaminant 

Category Specific Contaminant 

Possible Historical 

Sources Source 

Soil TPH Diesel-range (carbon chain 12-35+) 
Diesel fuel, gasoline, engine 

oil, grease 

CDM 2011, 

2014a; WSP 
2019 

Soil Metals Arsenic, lead 

Batteries, truing (grinding) 
for train wheel and track 

maintenance, treated wood 
(rail ties) 

CDM 2011, 

2014a; WSP 

2019 

Soil VOCs Tetrachloroethene (PCE) 

Solvents, degreasers, 
painting products (resins, 

sealants, solvents, 

lacquers, varnish) 

CDM 2011, 

2014a; WSP 

2019 

Soil SVOCs Benzo (a) pyrene equivalents 
Paint strippers, resins, 

adhesives, degreasers 

CDM 2011, 

2014a; WSP 
2019 

Soil Asbestos Asbestos-containing material 

Building materials, utility 

materials, protective 

coatings 

WSP 2019  

Soil 

Gas 
VOCs 

Benzene, (cis and trans) 1,2-

dichloroethene, 1,1-

dichloroethane, 1,2-

dichloroethane, ethylbenzene, 

naphthalene, PCE, trichloroethene 
(TCE), vinyl chloride 

Solvents, paint strippers, 

resins, adhesives, 

degreasers 

CDM 2011, 

2014a; WSP 

2019  
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3.2 Soil and Groundwater Conditions 

3.2.1 Soil Conditions 

As summarized in the Report of Findings, the contaminants at the Project site generally include the following 

categories: heavy metals in shallow soil, including lead, arsenic, cadmium, and antimony; TPH as diesel in soil, 

present down to 30 feet bgs in some areas; and chlorinated and fuel-related VOCs in soil gas, including PCE, TCE, 

vinyl chloride, and benzene. 

The most prevalent contaminants exceeding risk-based residential health screening levels are lead and TPH as 

diesel in soils, and VOCs including PCE, vinyl chloride, and benzene in soil gas. These contaminants are spatially 

associated with four main areas of former UPRR operations: the former service track area, the former diesel shop 

area, the former aboveground and belowground storage tank area, and the former machine shop building. These 

four areas roughly coincide with those areas of concern identified in the UPRR reports and are slightly more 

extensive due to the more comprehensive level of testing conducted by the City in 2018.  

In soil, lead is generally found at its highest concentrations in the surface to 5-foot range, with some detections 

above screening levels down to 15 feet bgs. Figure 3-4 shows lead concentrations at depths from 0 to 5 feet bgs. In 

areas without any shade of green, lead contamination was tested below the residential screening levels. The 

lightest shade of green coincides with lead concentrations that tested higher than residential screening levels, but 

lower than industrial/commercial screening levels. The next shade of green indicates exceedances of the 

commercial/industrial screening levels. Other, darker shades are depicted to help indicate areas of further elevated 

concentrations. TPH in the diesel range was generally found site-wide from the surface to 5 feet bgs (Figure 3-5), 

with deeper TPH present in discrete areas associated with the service track area, diesel shop, and specific storage 

or refueling areas. The shades of red in the figure are drawn to depict exceedances of screening levels similar to 

those shown in Figure 3-4.  

In soil gas, PCE, its degradation products, and other chlorinated solvents (e.g., TCE, cis and trans-1,2-

dichloroethene, and vinyl chloride) were observed at concentrations exceeding risk-based residential screening 

levels generally across the southern half of the site, measured down to 20 feet bgs. An additional discrete zone of 

vinyl chloride is present beneath the service track area on the northern portion of the site. Fuel-related soil gas 

compounds such as ethylbenzene, benzene, and naphthalene are also present in those same areas. Figure 3-6 

shows the presence of PCE, vinyl chloride, and benzene between 0 and 10 feet bgs. 

Asbestos was found on the site as well, in the form of surface-exposed asbestos mastic-wrapped transite steel 

piping in the vicinity of the former service track areas and a sub-grade pipe near the former diesel shop. The exact 

distance and extent of these pipes is unknown, however, because they may continue underground. Superficial 

asbestos debris also was identified in the vicinity of the former diesel shop (Figure 3-7).
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Figure 3-4. Summary of Soil Lead Results (0‒5 feet bgs) 
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Figure 3-5. Summary of Soil Diesel Results (0‒5 feet bgs) 
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Figure 3-6. Summary of Soil Gas Results (0‒10 feet bgs) 
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Figure 3-7. Summary of Asbestos Results 
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3.2.2 Groundwater Conditions 

Historically, groundwater at the Project site was impacted by a regional contaminant plume. Land use upgradient 

of the Project site in the San Fernando Valley led to groundwater contamination and USEPA designation of regional 

groundwater contamination as a Superfund site. In general, USEPA oversees the cleanup of sites contaminated 

with hazardous substances under CERCLA, commonly known as Superfund. The Project site is located within the 

regional 5,860-acre Superfund site known as San Fernando Valley Area 4 (SFV Area 4), which is contaminated 

primarily with VOCs and metals. The primary treatment for SFV Area 4 is the Pollock Well Field, which is located 

approximately 0.5 miles northwest of the Project site. Based on recent trends, the Pollock Well Field appears to be 

adequately addressing migration of the regional groundwater plume to the Project site. A network of groundwater 

monitoring wells that are sampled annually is present on the Project site and nearby properties. Recent sampling 

results indicate the groundwater impacts are limited to a select few locations and contaminants. Therefore, the 

groundwater beneath the Project site is no longer significantly impacted by the SFV Area 4 VOC plume.   

As discussed, historical use of the Project site has resulted in soil and soil gas contamination in the form of heavy 

metals, TPH, and VOCs. These contaminants are also present at low levels in groundwater beneath the Project site. 

The April 2019 sampling for groundwater beneath the Project site showed VOCs and TPH at low levels in several 

groundwater monitoring wells; however, only one VOC in one on-site well exceeded its California drinking water 

standard (i.e., maximum contaminant level). Arsenic and cadmium also exceeded their respective maximum 

contaminant levels in one monitoring well each on the Project site (SCST 2019).  

Although the current groundwater impacts are limited, the contaminated soil conditions on the Project site raise 

concerns that infiltration of surface water (natural or engineered) could result in downward migration of 

contaminants to groundwater. 

3.3 Potential Remedial Approaches 

To proceed with development of the Project site that incorporates wildlife habitat, recreational open space, and 

water quality improvement, the City must prepare a revised cleanup plan, called a Response Plan under CLRRA, to 

replace the existing Remedial Action Plan. The Response Plan will identify remedial measures to eliminate and 

mitigate any possible human health and safety risk or exposure to the noted contaminants that best achieve the 

Project goals. The Response Plan will be released for public comment prior to finalization and submitted to DTSC 

for review and approval. 

The City will work with DTSC to develop remedial approaches to achieve appropriate remediation targets suitable 

for future site uses, which may include: 

▪ Soil Removal and Disposal – Contaminated soil is removed and transported by covered truck or train to 

an appropriate regulated disposal site.  

▪ Engineered Cap – Contaminated soil is typically covered with clean sand, an impermeable liner, and 

several layers of clean soil to allow for vegetation (Figure 3-8). 

▪ Soil Treatments – Contaminated soil is treated to either transform, capture, or stabilize target 

contaminants in-place or following excavation (e.g., microbial degradation, chemical oxidation, 

stabilization/solidification, phytoremediation).  
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▪ Soil Gas Mitigation – Mitigation of soil gas impacts using active and/or passive measures (e.g., vapor 

barrier, ventilation system, vapor extraction). 

Figure 3-8. Example of Typical Engineered Cap 

 

As a part of the Feasibility Study and development of the Response Plan for the Project, the ultimate remedial 

strategy will be weighed against nine USEPA-established criteria in the following categories to consider the relative 

benefits of each approach (also shown in Figure 3-9): 

▪ Protection of human health and the environment 

▪ Community acceptance 

▪ Compliance with site-specific applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements 

▪ Long-term effectiveness and permanence 

▪ Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment 

▪ Short-term effectiveness 

▪ Ability to be implemented 

▪ Cost 

▪ Oversight agency acceptance  
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Figure 3-9. Nine Factors Considered in Selecting a Preferred Remedial Alternative 

 

Source: USEPA 1990 

Each remedial approach presents a unique set of benefits and challenges. Soil removal and disposal is an effective 

method for remediating contaminated sites because it ensures the contaminants are removed from the site, but it 

is often the most expensive approach. It requires hauling the soil off-site, increasing heavy duty truck traffic in the 

surrounding communities, possibly for several months. Furthermore, soil removal can shift the hazard to an off-site 

disposal destination.  

Engineered caps are designed to meet specific performance criteria and can create an effective barrier over the soil 

that prevents contact and stabilizes the contaminants below. The cap can include an impermeable layer that 

reduces water infiltration, preventing contaminant mobility and protecting the groundwater. Engineered caps 

require ongoing maintenance of the cap and monitoring. They also have the potential to restrict future land use.  

Soil treatments can be carried out either in-situ, by leaving contaminants in place, or ex-situ, by first excavating 

then treating impacted site media. Treatments can be designed to either degrade, remove, or otherwise stabilize 

contaminants. One example of a treatment technology that may be evaluated is phytoremediation, which is the 

process of using living plants to stabilize, accumulate, transform, or otherwise mitigate specific contaminants. 

Phytoremediation has certain advantages for low to moderate levels of contamination; however, applicability and 

performance vary widely. Other considerations include the limited rooting depth of plants relative to vertical 

distribution of contaminants, the long time period and uncertainty of success, and the potential for limited access 

and use of a phytoremediation area during the treatment period. As with all remedial technologies, site-specific 

conditions must be considered holistically to determine what remedial technology or combination of technologies 

is best-suited to achieve the cleanup goals. 
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Development of the Response Plan will incorporate the most feasible, safe, and prudent approach to remediation. 

Remedial strategies that coincide with integral parts of the site’s development, such as the foundation of a 

restroom building or parking lot acting as an engineered cap, may be explored further into the design phase to 

create efficiencies. Ultimately, the selected site design will use remedial measures that address potential human 

and ecological health risks from contaminants, including the potential risks to the surrounding community, future 

park visitors, and workers. The remedial strategy will be developed in coordination with and subject to DTSC 

approval. Chapter 6, Site Planning Options, describes possible remedial scenarios for the three site planning 

options. 

Remediation of the Project site will represent the next phase of continuing efforts to clean up the former Taylor 

Yard rail complex. Subdivision, remediation, and development of parcels within the complex has allowed for 

continuous safe use of a school, a park, and residential and commercial facilities. Because schools and residences 

now surround the Project site, and the potential future site use includes a park where children and families will 

gather, it is imperative that the Project is designed, constructed, and operated to protect site users, the 

surrounding community, and ecological receptors from any negative impacts from contaminants. Future 

remediation of the existing contaminated soil, and how that soil contamination is addressed, are crucial Project 

components. 
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 HIGH VOLTAGE ELECTRICAL TRANSMISSION LINES 

The Project offers an outstanding opportunity to potentially remove existing concrete on the site and naturalize a 

significant stretch of the River’s edge (City of Los Angeles 2007). A major constraint in realizing this opportunity, 

however, is a corridor of three, high voltage electrical transmission lines adjacent to the Project site’s western edge, 

immediately adjacent to the River. LADWP owns and operates the power lines that are mounted on lattice towers 

that are approximately 100 feet tall, set back about 62 feet from the River, and include bases that are elevated 

about 20 feet from the River bottom. The voltage of each of the lines is 230 kilovolts (kV). These lines form one of 

two LADWP power corridors connecting the San Fernando Valley and the Los Angeles Basin, serving as a key 

connection between Los Angeles and power sources in the high desert, which include numerous wind and solar 

power sources that are critical in meeting the City’s sustainability goals. This set of lines provides power to 

downtown Los Angeles. Figure 4-1 shows a segment of the existing power lines and towers at the Project site. 

Figure 4-1. Picture of Existing Power Lines at the Project Site 
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Based on safety and maintenance access needs, LADWP has established guidelines and setback requirements for 

improvements under and around its power lines and the towers. If the power lines are maintained in their current 

position, access to the River from the Project site would be limited. Because the primary goals of the Project are to 

reestablish direct access to the River and revitalize natural habitats, the power lines likely must be relocated. BOE 

held several meetings with LADWP to determine the feasibility of relocating the power lines away from the River’s 

edge. In discussing possible scenarios, it was determined that eliminating the power lines entirely would not be 

possible because of their crucial role in supplying renewable energy to the central City. Relocation either to the 

east or the west of the Project site also would be infeasible because there are no other corridors of adequate width 

in the vicinity to accommodate power lines and towers of this size and would require the acquisition of several 

private properties. Therefore, relocating the power lines to the eastern edge of the Project site appears to be the 

most feasible option to allow for modifying the River’s edge.   

Figure 4-2 shows the potential alignment for relocation of the power lines to the eastern edge of the Project site 

with the required offsets. This scope would involve the relocation of six towers, five relocated onto the Project site 

and one relocated onto the G1 parcel. It could also include replacing the aerial transmission segment with another, 

more compact technology. In addition to the six relocated towers, the two towers on either side of the relocated 

alignment would need to be reconfigured to adjust for the change in angle. The eight towers to be replaced for this 

potential realignment are Towers H420 through H427. Lattice (BR3-type) towers are required for the new towers 

because of the number of circuits and power load of this utility corridor. The alternative of using monopoles is not 

currently possible because current monopole designs can accommodate up to only two circuits.  

The option to underground the power lines through this stretch was also considered. Cross-linked polyethylene 

(XLPE) is a thermoset insulation material cable that is used for similar installations, but, according to LADWP, is 

nearly three to four times as expensive as maintaining overhead transmission. Access to the underground lines for 

regular maintenance or in an emergency is also a concern, as well as conflicts with underground utilities such as 

electric, gas, and water lines; existing oil and fiber optic installations; and storm drainage and sewer lines. 

Additionally, the size of the vault housing the underground lines would dictate, and potentially limit, the ability to 

make future upgrades to lines that serve as a primary backbone to the entire power distribution system for the City.  
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Figure 4-2. Existing and Potential Power Corridors 
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The approximate length of the relocated segment would be just under one mile. The relocated towers would be 

taller than the existing towers, about 130 to 150 feet in overall height, due to the vicinity of the rail tracks and new 

standards with larger ground clearance in place. The distance between towers would be 600 to 700 feet (center-to-

center), and power lines could sag up to 40 feet between the towers. The footings for the new towers would extend 

to a depth of at least 30 feet, subject to detailed engineering design. The new lines would be constructed and 

established before the existing towers could be decommissioned and removed to minimize outage durations and 

system impacts. Figure 4-3 depicts the likely configuration of new, three-circuit lattice towers at the Project site. 

Figure 4-3. Typical Three-Circuit Tower at the Project Site 

 

 

 

The Department of Water and Power Standard Conditions for Construction provides general conditions for 

construction activities within LADWP ROW. Additionally, LADWP released Water and Power General Property Use 

Guidelines for LA River Revitalization Projects, providing common guidelines for the implementation of River 

100’ Tower Offset 
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projects in and around its facilities, in October 2017. Requirements for ROW and access as outlined in these 

documents are as follows. Tower offset requirements are measured from the edge of the nearest existing utility 

easement or ROW. The minimum offset is a 100-foot radius from the tower center. LADWP access road ROW must 

be unfettered with a minimum drivable width of 20 feet. Designs within those boundaries must be suitable to 

accommodate heavy machinery and equipment in compliance with American Association of State Highway and 

Transportation Officials (AASHTO) standards for vehicular loading H-20-44 and HL-93 (LADWP 2014). 

Permanent park improvements within LADWP ROW require LADWP review and approval. Generally speaking, 

landscaping and walkways are permittable. Trees, if allowed, must provide 35 feet of clearance between the lowest 

sag point of the power lines and the top of the tree. Other fixtures such as picnic tables, fitness areas, benches, and 

playground equipment with a height limit of 12 feet can be considered and must be constructed of non-

combustible and non-conductive materials. Stormwater or River water features may be allowed in the mid-space 

areas between the towers and would require a design that promotes no impounded water, soil erosion, or soil 

contamination in these areas and maintenance of positive drainage away from the towers (LADWP 2017).  

The project to relocate the power lines, once approved, would be carried out by LADWP in coordination with BOE. 

Upon funding and approval of an LADWP project to relocate the power lines and towers, the project duration is 

estimated at two years including design and construction. 

The Project site represents a unique opportunity to showcase urban River revitalization by removing the concrete 

and reclaiming part of the site for riverine habitat. BOE and LADWP have determined that relocating the power lines 

away from the River’s edge to achieve that goal is feasible. The possibility of relocated power lines was therefore 

considered for some options during site planning option development for the Project. 
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 COMMUNITY AND STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT 

From the start of the Project, BOE has aimed to achieve a high level of engagement by implementing a strategy to 

inform, educate, and engage members of the community early and often. Because of its potential to influence both 

the local community and the Los Angeles region, site planning option development for the Project has included a 

robust community and stakeholder engagement plan. A wide range of techniques was employed from traditional 

community and Neighborhood Council meetings to informal one-on-one or small group discussions. The formation 

of two Project Advisory Stakeholder Committees was an asset to the Project team by facilitating discussions with 

and among engaged stakeholders. Digital outreach included the development of a Project website and regular 

email communications to a growing stakeholder database. As a first for BOE, the team partnered with non-

governmental organizations (NGOs) Mujeres de la Tierra, Friends of the Los Angeles River (FOLAR), and the Council 

for Watershed Health to learn and benefit from their intimate knowledge of the local and River communities. The 

scale of outreach achieved at this early phase of the Project has proven greatly beneficial in informing site planning 

option development. This chapter details the community and stakeholder engagement efforts on the Project to 

date.  

5.1 Engagement Strategy 

The community and stakeholder engagement strategy developed for the Project had the goal of connecting 

neighborhood, River, and watershed entities to the Project including community leaders, public interest groups, 

technical advisors, government agencies, environmental groups, conservancies, NGOs, and business owners. The 

local communities adjacent to the Project site are very engaged. Many are aware of the proposed site development 

and understand the impacts the Project may have in their community. River stakeholders have been defining and 

advancing the vision of a revitalized River for over 30 years. They have focused ideas of what that vision looks like 

that can sometimes diverge from one another. That said, transforming the River into an asset for the City by 

improving access, recreation, habitat, education, and water quality are common goals. Watershed stakeholders 

represent the broader Los Angeles region, including technical, political, and visionary views about the Project as a 

placemaking opportunity, and a major step towards creating a more livable and resilient City. Key interests for 

watershed stakeholders include River access, advancement of the River revitalization visions, habitat restoration, 

and creating a place that is uniquely Los Angeles. 

A key outreach strategy was to team with NGOs that have deep roots in the local community and support the 

stewardship of the River and the health and resiliency of Los Angeles watersheds. These NGOs include Mujeres de la 

Tierra and FOLAR, organizations that understand the importance of the history of stakeholder groups and the 

potential synergies and conflicts among them. The execution of innovative, grassroots engagement techniques by 

Mujeres de la Tierra and FOLAR has been integral in creating a dialogue among community leaders and engaging 

interested stakeholders “where they are” in the community. A third NGO with deep ties to the River, the Council for 

Watershed Health, was also engaged to assist in noticing for public community events via its robust email list and 

website. In an additional capacity, the Council for Watershed Health identified grant opportunities for Project 

funding and assisted in the preparation of quarterly reports on the availability of grant funding. 
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Drawing from experience on other successful major projects, including development of the LARRMP, BOE 

understood the value of compiling a key group of stakeholders to advise the Project team through all stages of 

development. For this Project, two Advisory Stakeholder Committees were established: the Community Leadership 

Committee (CLC) and the Technical Advisory Stakeholder Committee (TASC). The purpose of the committees is to 

engage key interested stakeholders with the Project, benefit from the expanse of expertise represented by the 

members, and give members the opportunity to report Project progress back to their respective organizations. CLC 

comprises community leaders including representatives of surrounding Neighborhood Councils, advocacy groups, 

schools, athletic organizations, and other volunteer-based groups. TASC comprises primarily staff representing 

agencies and technical organizations relevant to Project development and representatives from local, State, and 

federal elected offices. The initial composition of the committees was based on input from Mujeres de la Tierra, 

FOLAR, Council District 1, and the Mayor’s Office. Once formed, committee members were also asked to nominate 

additional participants. The first two committee meetings were held in separate sessions on the same day, and the 

content reviewed by both committees was identical. It became clear that allowing the groups to engage together 

would be beneficial, so the remainder of the meetings were held in a combined setting. After receiving feedback 

from the committees, the meetings were often followed by a general community meeting where the same 

information was shared with the public. 

A series of community meetings, workshops, and site tours became the major touch points with the public 

throughout site planning option development. These engagement events were typically held to share new 

information or to gather feedback at decision points. In some cases, meetings were held in response to a specific 

request from the community. Noticing for the events was done through community canvassing with flyers and door 

hangers, posting flyers at local businesses and schools, digital notifications on the Project website and to the 

project email list, and amplification by NGO team members. The community surrounding the Project site is largely 

Spanish speaking so noticing efforts were conducted in both English and Spanish. Live Spanish-language 

interpreting was offered for all public events, and additional language accommodation was made available upon 

request. Further detail on each of the events is provided in the following section. 

Additionally, stakeholder engagement has included coordination with key agency partners to gain technical 

insight, understand regulatory and permit requirements, and garner support for the Project. Regular meetings are 

held with DTSC at the staff and executive levels to discuss future activities at the Project site and coordinate 

outreach efforts. Consultations with USACE are ongoing regarding site planning option development to confirm 

consistency with the objectives of the Ecosystem Plan and discuss potential approval requirements. The Project 

team has also had several discussions with the County of Los Angeles regarding flood risk management within the 

Glendale Narrows. Discussion and coordination with State Parks began early to ensure a consistency in planning 

efforts with the G1 parcel and Rio de Los Angeles State Park. Discussions on ways to more formally coordinate the 

development of nature-focused open space and facilities in the larger Taylor Yard area are ongoing with State 

Parks and MRCA which, as an easement holder with goals closely aligned with the City’s goals, has been an integral 

member of the Project team. 
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5.2 Engagement Events 

To date, a total of five community meetings, five TASC and CLC meetings, and nine site tours have been held for the 

Project. Additionally, representatives from the Project team have attended a total of 18 Neighborhood Council 

meetings for adjacent communities and three Alliance of River Communities meetings to provide periodic Project 

updates. 

Table 5-1 includes a summary of the community and stakeholder engagement events. Additionally, Appendix B of 

this report provides a detailed list of the canvassing efforts, Project emails, events hosted in partnership with NGO 

team members, and other Project communications.  

 

Table 5-1. Engagement Events for the Project 

Event Type Date Subject 

Participants  

(approx.) 

Community Meeting 09/13/17 Consultant team selection 200 

TASC Meeting 
12/06/17 
(afternoon) 

TASC kick-off 30 

CLC Meeting 
12/06/17 
(evening) 

CLC kick-off 20 

Community Site Tour 01/20/18 Self-guided public site tour 250 

Community Meeting  01/24/18 Site planning option workshop 300 

Community Survey 
01/24/18 – 

03/09/18 

Online and print survey of community 

expectations and desires for the Project 
1,300 

TASC Meeting 
09/06/18 

(afternoon) 

Project update, community survey results, site 

assessments update, water quality, site 
planning options 

15 

CLC Meeting 
09/06/18 
(evening) 

Project update, community survey results, site 

assessments update, water quality, site 

planning options 

10 

Community Meeting  10/04/18 

Project update, community survey results, site 

assessments update, water quality, site 

planning options 

300 

Neighborhood Council 

Meeting 
10/09/18 

Project updates to the Greater Cypress Park 

Neighborhood Council 
20 

Neighborhood Council 

Meeting 
10/10/18 

Project updates to the Elysian Valley Riverside 

Neighborhood Council 
20 
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Event Type Date Subject 

Participants  

(approx.) 

Neighborhood Council 

Meeting 

10/11/18 Project updates to Atwater Village 

Neighborhood Council 

30 

Neighborhood Council 

Meeting 
10/16/18 

Project updates to the Glassell Park 

Neighborhood Council 
30 

Neighborhood Council 

Meeting 
10/18/18 

Project updates to the Lincoln Heights 

Neighborhood Council  
50 

Combined TASC/CLC 

Meeting 
11/06/18 

Habitat, Ecosystem Plan objectives, draft Los 

Angeles Biodiversity Index 
40 

Update to the Alliance of 

River Communities 
11/19/18 

Project update to the Alliance of River 

Communities 
20 

Community Meeting 12/05/18 Site assessments 70 

Neighborhood Council 

Meeting 
01/09/19 

Project updates to the Greater Cypress Park 

Neighborhood Council 
20 

Neighborhood Council 

Meeting 
01/10/19 

Project updates to the Elysian Valley Riverside 

Neighborhood Council 
20 

Neighborhood Council 

Meeting 

01/11/19 Project updates to Atwater Village 

Neighborhood Council 

30 

Neighborhood Council 

Meeting 
01/16/19 

Project updates to the Glassell Park 

Neighborhood Council 
30 

Neighborhood Council 

Meeting 
01/18/19 

Project updates to the Lincoln Heights 

Neighborhood Council  
50 

Update to the Alliance of 

River Communities 
02/25/19 

Project updates to the Alliance of River 

Communities 
20 

Combined TASC/CLC 

Meeting 
03/07/19 

Site assessments, remediation options, 

stormwater, River hydrology and hydraulics, 

ecology/habitat restoration 

40 

Neighborhood Council 

Meeting 
03/12/19 

Project updates to the Greater Cypress Park 

Neighborhood Council 
30 

Neighborhood Council 

Meeting 

03/14/19 Project updates to Atwater Village 

Neighborhood Council 

20 

Neighborhood Council 

Meeting 
04/09/19 

Project updates to the Greater Cypress Park 

Neighborhood Council 
30 

Neighborhood Council 
Meeting 

04/11/19 Project updates to Atwater Village 
Neighborhood Council 

20 
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Event Type Date Subject 

Participants  

(approx.) 

Neighborhood Council 

Meeting 
04/17/19 

Project updates to the Glassell Park 

Neighborhood Council 
30 

Combined TASC/CLC 

Meeting 
04/29/19  Review of refined site planning options 20 

Site Tour  05/15/19 Spanish-language site tour for leaders from 

within the community 

20 

Community Meeting 05/18/19  Results of site assessments, workshop on 

refined site planning options 

200 

Site Tour  06/19/19 Site tour for members of local Neighborhood 

Councils 

6 

Site Tour 07/17/19 Site tour for members of local youth sports 

organizations 

6 

Site Tour 08/21/19 Site tour for members of TASC and CLC 9 

Site Tour 09/25/19 Site tour for members of the local indigenous 

tribes 

30 

Neighborhood Council 

Meeting 

10/08/19 Project updates to the Greater Cypress Park 

Neighborhood Council 

30 

Neighborhood Council 

Meeting 

10/10/19 Project updates to Atwater Village 

Neighborhood Council 

20 

Neighborhood Council 

Meeting 

10/15/19 Project updates to the Glassell Park 

Neighborhood Council 

30 

Site Tour 10/30/19 Site tour for City’s Municipal Facilities 

Committee 

20 

Site Tour 11/07/19 Site tour for State representatives and staff 20 

Update to the Alliance of 
River Communities 

11/18/19 Project updates to the Alliance of River 
Communities 

30 

Site Tour 12/12/19 Site tour for National Brownfields Training 
Conference 

50 

Various Dates – Neighborhood Council and Alliance of River Communities Meetings 

Throughout the Project process, BOE periodically attended Neighborhood Council meetings and provided Project 

updates for the adjacent communities of Cypress Park, Glassell Park, Atwater Village, Lincoln Heights, and Elysian 

Valley. BOE also provided updates at meetings for the Alliance of River Communities, a regional alliance of 14 East 

and Northeast Los Angeles Neighborhood Councils along the River. Table 5-1 lists these meetings. 
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September 13, 2017 – Community Meeting 

Public participation began on the Project in September 2017 when BOE solicited community feedback in the 

selection of the consultant team that would assist in the initial technical studies and site planning option 

development. A meeting was held on the evening of September 13th at the Media Center for the three consultant 

team finalists to present their ideas and qualifications to the public, and 160 ballots were cast. The results of the 

polling were used by the selection panel in their deliberations. The selection panel consisted of representatives 

from five City agencies including BOE, LADWP, LASAN, RAP, and the Department of Cultural Affairs. MRCA and the 

State Coastal Conservancy were also on the selection panel. 

December 6, 2017 – Advisory Stakeholder Committees Meetings 

The kick-off meeting for the Advisory Stakeholder Committees was held on December 6, 2017. Members of TASC 

attended an afternoon session, and members of CLC attended the evening session. The presentation by BOE 

provided an overview of the Project including site history and context, the status of funding, the process for site 

planning option development, and a preliminary Project schedule. Committee members were made aware of the 

public community events that were scheduled for January. 

There was also a discussion with committee members regarding the duties of their respective committees, which 

included regular meeting attendance, keeping the City aware of issues that need to be addressed, and reporting 

constituent’s feedback and ideas back to the committee. The objective of the committees was to provide guidance 

and advice to the City on the progress of the Project and the development of the site planning options.  

January 20, 2018 – Site Tour  

The community site tour on January 20, 2018, was the first opportunity for members of the public to enter the site, 

learn about the Project, and become actively engaged in the visioning process for nature-focused development at 

the Project site. More than 250 community members attended the Saturday morning tour in which attendees 

visited five staffed stations at their own pace. Station 1 was for a check-in table to sign in, receive a Project fact 

sheet and tour map, and familiarize themselves with the disclaimers for entering the site. Station 2 was at the 

River’s edge and focused on the background, geography, and history of River revitalization efforts. Station 3 

discussed the history and characteristics of the Project site. Station 4 provided an overview of the contamination 

and possible remedial actions, and Station 5 discussed the next steps and schedule for the Project. Photos from the 

site tour are in Figure 5-1. 

Attendees ranged from students, sports teams, families, industry professionals, business owners, advocacy groups, 

community leaders, and many others. The high attendance, support, and active engagement of participants at this 

public event set the tone for the engagement campaign that would follow.   



Community and Stakeholder Engagement 

Taylor Yard G2 River Park Project   Page 5.84 

Implementation Feasibility Report  October 2021 

TAYLOR YARD 
RIVER PARK 

Figure 5-1. Photos from the January 20, 2018, Community Site Tour 

 

 

January 24, 2018 – Community Meeting 

A community meeting and site planning option workshop was held on January 24, 2018, in the multi-purpose room 

at the Sonia Sotomayor Center for Arts and Sciences. More than 300 people attended the meeting. It started with 

an informative presentation that included site history, a recap of previous studies on the site, River revitalization 

efforts, and an overview of the Project process and goals.  
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Following the presentation, attendees were given the opportunity to engage in a hands-on workshop. They broke 

out into tables staffed by Project team members and shared ideas on what they would like to see at the site. At the 

end of the workshop, a representative from each of the break-out tables summarized the input from their 

discussions. Photos from the community meeting and workshop are in Figure 5-2.  

The feedback from the table exercise was collected after the meeting and categorized by the Project team for 

incorporation into the development of the site planning options. Figure 5-3 shows a summary of the feedback 

received.  

Figure 5-2. Photos from the January 24, 2018, Community Meeting 
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Figure 5-3. Summary of January 24, 2018, Community Workshop Feedback 
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January 24, 2018, to March 9, 2018 – Community Survey 

The community meeting and workshop on January 24th served as the kick-off for a community survey. Offered in 

print at many community events and online through the Project website in both English and Spanish, the survey 

sought to understand community expectations and desires for the Project with over 1,300 responses. More detail 

and the results of the community survey are found in Section 5.3. 

September 6, 2018 – Advisory Stakeholder Committees Meetings 

The Advisory Stakeholder Committees reconvened on September 6, 2018, for status updates on various Project 

activities. Members of TASC attended an afternoon session, and members of CLC attended the evening session. The 

presentation from the Project team discussed the site assessments field work, a preliminary analysis of stormwater 

quality improvement opportunities, a review of the findings of the community input received at the January 24th 

community meeting and workshop and through the community survey, and the first look at the three initial site 

planning options under development. There was open discussion on the topics at both the TASC and CLC meetings 

to provide feedback ahead of the upcoming public community meeting. 

October 4, 2018 – Community Meeting 

The community meeting on the evening of October 4, 2018, was held at the Los Angeles River Center and Gardens. 

The presentation by the Project team reviewed the information previously presented to the Advisory Stakeholder 

Committees including the initiation of site assessments field work, a preliminary analysis of water quality 

improvement opportunities, and an overview of the community input received to date.  

Approximately 300 community members were in attendance including a large group from local youth athletic 

organizations. The open discussion at the meeting focused on two major community priorities: (1) concern 

surrounding site contamination, and (2) desire for additional and improved athletic fields in the community.  

In response to the discussions at this meeting, BOE scheduled a follow-up community discussion in December 

specifically about site contamination and the site assessments field work. Additionally, BOE initiated coordination 

with Council District 1, State Parks, and RAP to find a way to respond to the community need for improved athletic 

fields. RAP and Council District 1 would later hold a series of meetings in June 2019 regarding improvements at the 

Rio de Los Angeles State Park as a potential solution.  

November 6, 2018 – Advisory Stakeholder Committees Meeting 

On November 6, 2018, the Project team held a combined Advisory Stakeholder Committees meeting to discuss the 

ecosystem, habitat, biodiversity goals, and the methods being used to evaluate those goals. USACE and LASAN’s 

biodiversity team co-presented with BOE at this meeting. 

Committee members were asked to come prepared with their primary questions and thoughts regarding habitat 

restoration at the Project site. Discussions included a diverse array of themes including site access, utility 

management, habitat evaluation, Project development cost and schedule, remediation, organized recreation, and 

other topics. The Project team made note of the discussions of the meeting to be able to review, analyze, and 

address further at subsequent meetings. 
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December 5, 2018 – Community Meeting 

On the evening of December 5, 2018, approximately 70 people attended a community discussion at the Los Angeles 

River Center and Gardens on site contamination and the site assessments that were conducted at the Project site 

during the summer of 2018. DTSC co-presented with BOE at this meeting. Topics included details on the previous 

site use and history, legacy contamination, results of previous studies, an overview of the DTSC investigation and 

cleanup process, and a review of the safety precautions carried out during sampling. Results from the site 

assessments were not yet available at the time of this meeting, so the Project team noted that the results would be 

presented at a subsequent meeting. 

In addition to the presentation by the DTSC and City teams, open-house style sessions before and after the 

presentations allowed attendees to speak individually with experts and view exhibits of the equipment used onsite 

during sampling, maps of the sampling locations, and videos of soil sampling techniques. The meeting resulted in 

in-depth discussions regarding the site assessments and a better overall understanding of the process.  

March 7, 2019 – Advisory Stakeholder Committees Meeting 

On March 7, 2019, TASC and CLC met in a combined meeting to review the latest Project information including the 

sequencing of site development, the results of the site assessments, potential site remediation options, 

stormwater quality improvement opportunities, river hydrology and hydraulics, and habitat restoration and 

ecology.  

River hydrology and hydraulics and site remediation options were the primary focus during open discussion. 

Committee members had a clear understanding of the flood management and hydrology and hydraulics 

challenges of this location along the River and offered their suggestions. The main comments regarding the options 

for site remediation were to ensure the health and safety of the surrounding communities, and to make sure the 

site is remediated in a way that allows for nature-focused open space. Comments from the committee members 

were noted and considered further by the Project team.  

April 29, 2019 – Advisory Stakeholder Committees Meeting 

On April 29, 2019, another combined meeting of TASC and CLC was held to preview the three refined site planning 

options being considered for the Project, ahead of a larger community workshop scheduled in May. The Project 

team gave a presentation detailing the background and considerations that went into the refined site planning 

options. The meeting then broke into three tables, one table per site planning option, for a closer review and to 

provide input on each option. This allowed Project team members and the committee members to engage in 

smaller discussions to gain more focused feedback. Key feedback revolved around maintenance, safety, and 

security of the park and affordable programming. Photos from the meeting are in Figure 5-4.  
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Figure 5-4. Photos from the April 29, 2019, Advisory Stakeholder Committees Meeting 

 

 

May 15, 2019 – Site Tour  

On May 15, 2019, BOE kicked off a series of small site tours aimed to familiarize targeted groups with the Project 

site. The series began with a Spanish-language tour for community leaders primarily based out of the adjacent 

Cypress Park and Glassell Park neighborhoods. Participants entered the site from the access roadway and walked 

approximately 500 feet into the site, then down to the River’s edge. Discussions focused on general visioning for 

site development, the timeline for the Project, and reiterated concerns regarding site contamination and 
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remediation. The tour was a good opportunity for community leaders to either visit or revisit the Project site prior 

to a community meeting scheduled for the following weekend. Photos from the tour are in Figure 5-5. 

Figure 5-5. Photos from the May 15, 2019, Site Tour 

 

 

May 18, 2019 – Community Meeting 

On Saturday morning, May 18, 2019, a community meeting was held in the multi-purpose room at the Sonia 

Sotomayor Center for Arts and Sciences. The meeting, which included approximately 200 attendees, was split into 

two sessions. At 9:00 AM, BOE and DTSC co-presented the results of the site assessments, discussed potential 

options for site remediation, and answered community questions. At 10:00 AM, the meeting transitioned into a 

presentation and workshop on the refined three site planning options. Comments received from the interactive 

workshop and comment cards were largely supportive of the Project with many asking for specific features and 
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design considerations to be included. Comments included the desire for contiguous open space and connections 

with the G1 parcel and Rio de Los Angeles State Park, requesting further analysis on the location of access bridges, 

and questions regarding remediation and River hydrology and hydraulics. Figure 5-6 shows photos from the 

community meeting. 

Figure 5-6. Photos from the May 18, 2019, Community Meeting 
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June 19, 2019 – Site Tour  

On June 19, 2019, a site tour was held for members of the adjacent Neighborhood Councils. A small group of 

representatives walked the tour route and discussed Project visioning and concerns.  

July 17, 2019 – Site Tour  

On July 17, 2019, a site tour was held for members of the local youth athletic organizations. A small group of 

leaders, coaches, and parents walked the tour route and discussed Project visioning and concerns.  

August 21, 2019 – Site Tour  

On August 21, 2019, a site tour was held for members of the Advisory Stakeholder Committees. A group of 

committee members walked the tour route and discussed Project visioning and concerns.  

September 25, 2019 – Site Tour  

On September 25, 2019, a site tour was held for members of the local indigenous communities. A small group of 

representatives walked the tour route and discussed Project visioning and concerns. A blessing of the land was 

performed (Figure 5-7). 

Figure 5-7. Photo of Aztec Dancers Blessing the Land 
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October 30, 2019 – Site Tour  

On October 30, 2019, a site tour was held for members and staff of the Project’s City oversight committee called the 

Municipal Facilities Committee to discuss the Project and upcoming needs. 

November 7, 2019 – Site Tour  

On November 7, 2019, a site tour was held for members and staff of the State legislature to discuss the Project, 

identify challenges, and garner support. 

December 12, 2019 – Site Tour  

On December 12, 2019, a site tour was held as part of the National Brownfields Training Conference co-hosted by 

USEPA and the International City Managers’ Association. 

Site tours continue monthly for community and stakeholder groups with interest in the Project.  

BOE intends to continue to interact and engage the community as the Project progresses into future phases of 

development. In addition to the events discussed in this section, many other small focus group meetings have been 

held since site planning option development began to discuss specific issues such as athletic field improvements, 

contamination and site assessments, design, and the Project’s community engagement strategy.  

5.3 Community Survey 

5.3.1 Survey Implementation 

Between January and March 2018, the Project team administered a print and online survey focused on gathering 

the community’s input and ideas on design components for site development and Project implementation. The 

survey, provided in English and Spanish, contained 23 questions that were a combination of multiple choice, 

yes/no, and open-ended questions.  

The survey results were used to help the Project team understand the type of park features and activities most 

important to the community and guide site planning option development of the Project site. The survey was first 

distributed at the January 24, 2018, community meeting. Shortly after the meeting, the survey was made available 

online on the Project website, emailed to the Project’s contact database, promoted on the Project team members’ 

social media platforms, and taken to several community events. The survey was originally set to close on March 1, 

2018, but due to high demand, BOE extended the deadline to March 9, 2018. In total, the survey received 1,321 

responses. 

Zip code data were collected to track the responses by area and vicinity to the Project site. Of the 1,321 responses, 

290 individual responses (or 22% of the total response pool) were located within the Project’s zip code, 90065. 

Approximately 500 additional surveys were gathered from zip codes within a 3.5-mile radius of the Project site. 

When combined with the zip code 90065, 59% of total responses received were reported from within a 3.5-mile 

radius of the Project site (Figure 5-8). Overall, 189 unique zip codes were represented, indicating a broad interest in 

the Project. Appendix C of this report has the full Community Survey Summary Report. 
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Figure 5-8. Community Survey Responses by Zip Code (3.5-Mile Radius) 

 

5.3.2 Survey Results 

The survey aimed to understand the community’s expectations and desires for the Project site. The following is a 

selection of response data that highlights preferred features, natural space and wildlife habitat, activities and 

recreational elements, and structures.  

Respondents were asked to select their top three favorite features of existing parks they visit. Answers indicated a 

preference for passive-type recreation that provides opportunities to access nature, trails for walking and hiking, 

and wildlife observation. Figure 5-9 illustrates the responses received.  
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Figure 5-9. Survey Responses – Favorite Park Features 

 

In a question that asked the type of natural space and wildlife habitat features respondents would like to see for 

this Project, answers demonstrated an understanding of the importance of the site’s location on the River; access 

to the River and a focus on the history of the River ranked very high in survey results (Figure 5-10).  

Figure 5-10. Survey Responses – Natural Space/Wildlife Habitat 
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When respondents were asked to select preferred activities and recreation elements for the Project, 

walking/running/jogging, children’s nature and adventure play, meadow, and picnicking spaces were among the 

top selections (Figure 5-11). 

Figure 5-11. Survey Responses – Recreation Elements 

 

Preferred structures for the Project include restrooms with a notably high selection with 63% of responses, 

followed by a nature center at 48%, and café/restaurants at 37% (Figure 5-12).  

Figure 5-12. Survey Responses - Structures 

 

The community survey demonstrated the following key findings: 

▪ Nature – Respondents have a high interest in natural components such as open space, trails, and habitat. 

▪ Recreation – Outdoor recreation including walking, hiking, and cycling ranked high. 
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▪ River – Respondents overwhelmingly reported familiarity with the River, and results showed a high 

interest in River interactions and education. 

▪ Overall, the robust amount of input provided by the community through this survey gave the Project team 

clear insight into community expectations and desires for features, activities, and site uses. The responses 

have been referenced to guide the Project team throughout site planning option development. 

5.4 Digital Communications 

5.4.1 Project Website 

BOE created a dedicated Project website, which was established and launched in early 2018. 

TaylorYardRiverProjects.LAcity.org functions as a hub for Project information and relevant links and currently hosts 

all public documents created for the Project, including fact sheets, meeting notices, news releases, and digital 

versions of all presentation materials from past stakeholder and community meetings. An online photo gallery 

shares photos from community events. The website also includes a form that allows users to self-subscribe to the 

Project’s email list. According to the web analytics, the Project website averages approximately 350 active users per 

month.  

5.4.2 Project Email Database 

BOE created an email database to establish regular email communications with members of the community who 

have engaged with the Project either by attending a community meeting, or by signing up for the email list through 

the Project website or at a community event.  

Since creation of the database, more than 1,400 subscribers have been added. Consistent Project email updates 

and notifications have been sent to the entire list, and amplified by Mujeres de la Tierra and FOLAR, including 

meeting notices, community survey information, notifications about activities at the site, and other information 

relevant to the Project. Email communications are also the primary contact medium for coordination with the 

Advisory Stakeholder Committees. 

5.5 Grassroots Outreach 

In addition to the community and stakeholder engagement events, innovative, grassroots engagement techniques 

initiated by NGO team members have concentrated on creating a dialogue among community leaders and 

engaging interested stakeholders “where they are” in the community. Mujeres de la Tierra has spear-headed 

initiatives such as: Spanish-language pláticas; targeted community canvassing; pop-up events to provide Project 

information at local high-traffic locations, such as grocery stores and libraries; an exhibit at the Cypress Park 

Branch Library; and individual meetings with local indigenous tribes, school faculty, tenant organizations, and 

business owners. FOLAR conceptualized the use of its River Rover, a mobile classroom that educates youth about 

the River in a fun and hands-on manner, to distribute Project information at a variety of events. This type of 

engagement has been invaluable in spreading awareness throughout the community and making BOE aware of 

and accountable to community opinion. Figure 5-13 highlights some of the innovative engagement strategies used 

for the Project.  

https://tayloryardriverprojects.lacity.org/
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Figure 5-13. Photos of Innovative Engagement Strategies 

 

 

 

Mujeres de la Tierra Día de los Muertos 

Community Procession 

November 1, 2017 

 

 

 

 

Canvassing by Bike on the River Bike Path 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Pop-Up Event at Super A Foods in Cypress 

Park 

May 31, 2019 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Display at the Cypress Park Branch Library 
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5.6 Results 

The Project has garnered and maintained a level of engagement rarely seen on public projects. Because of this high 

level of interest in the Project, BOE has developed an engagement approach that incorporates various strategies to 

foster consistent Project communication and a building of rapport with the community. 

In advancing the Project to the next phases, BOE will rely on this network of community members, advocates, 

technical experts, agency partners, Neighborhood Councils, grassroots organizers, and other interested parties to 

ensure that the goals of the Project are met with the combined input of neighborhood, River, and watershed 

communities. 
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 SITE PLANNING OPTIONS 

6.1 Development of Site Planning Options 

Within the context of the previous planning efforts for the Project site, BOE began this effort to understand the 

possibilities of the Project site in October 2017. In recognition of the historic and potentially catalytic nature of the 

Project, and the many goals and objectives identified, BOE used a collaborative approach to development of the 

site planning options. The initial goal of site planning option development was to explore three visionary 

opportunities for the Project site. Once on paper, the team would alter and refine the site planning options based 

on identified constraints and multiple feedback cycles to integrate community and stakeholder needs. The Project 

team tested ideas using this approach and hosted several design workshops with stakeholders. The goal of the 

workshops was to foster discussion, organize priorities, define and evaluate opportunities and constraints, test 

ideas and strategies, build preliminary tools, and develop three feasible site planning options. The entire multi-

disciplinary team attended these workshops, including members of the NGO outreach team, to benefit from the full 

range of knowledge and experience represented. 

The following methodology to develop site planning options was implemented using a collaborative approach with 

City staff and stakeholders:   

▪ Develop statement of goals and objectives 

▪ Generate ideas and concepts 

▪ Identify and evaluate opportunities and constraints 

▪ Develop initial site planning options for review and refinement 

Each step of this methodology is described in the following sections. 

6.1.1 Develop Statement of Goals and Objectives 

The Project team started by developing a preliminary vision statement and organizing a preliminary set of goals 

and objectives to inform the site planning option development. The goals and objectives were largely derived from 

the long-established open space and River revitalization efforts in previous plans. Once compiled, the statement of 

goals and objectives, provided in Section 1.4, was shared widely among stakeholders and the public for comment. 

6.1.2 Generate Ideas and Concepts 

The Project team identified key design aspects to test how ideas and concepts could come together to achieve the 

Project’s goals and objectives.  

▪ Landform/Topography – There is a potential to create a series of high and low points, detention ponds, 

swales, and/or braided stream channels on the site to emulate the historical features that likely existed on 

the site. The team considered the Ecosystem Plan, which called for widening the River into the Project site 

approximately 300 feet, and the placemaking potential of the landform to create a destination. Using 
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excavated soil to create a base for topographic features as a part of the soil remediation solution could also 

be incorporated. 

▪ Connectivity – The Project team considered the benefits of the new Taylor Yard Bicycle and Pedestrian 

Bridge in connecting neighborhoods and wildlife across the River, and how those benefits could be further 

enhanced by another crossing at the north end of the site. Access to Rio de Los Angeles State Park and the 

G1 parcel is also key to connectivity. The connection to Rio de Los Angeles State Park could provide access 

to the Project for the students of the Sotomayor Center for Arts and Sciences; residents from the Taylor 

Yard Transit Village, which includes a senior housing complex; and other park patrons. 

▪ Water – The Project team considered how to incorporate green infrastructure strategies, stormwater 

quality improvements to ensure compatibility with the City’s Enhanced Watershed Management Program 

for the River, and how River water would interact with the site. 

▪ Ecology – A variety of native plantings and habitats achieved through topography and terracing is essential 

to enhance ecosystem function, achieve the Ecosystem Plan’s goals of a threefold improvement in habitat, 

and act as a steppingstone to connect the Project site to the surrounding ecosystems from the ocean to the 

mountains.  

▪ Experience – The Project team explored opportunities to provide diverse user experiences to explore 

nature, relax, play, and learn by providing gathering spaces, promenades and trails, areas of shade and 

sun, River interaction, and places for play and education. Results from the extensive efforts of the 

community and stakeholder engagement efforts were prioritized including nature, recreation, River, and 

safety. Determining the types of facilities and programming necessary to accommodate those goals is key, 

and how spaces could have multiple functions. Creating a place that could draw repeated visits by 

incorporating a variety of activities or programming that can change at intervals was also a consideration. 

6.1.3 Identify and Evaluate Opportunities and Constraints 

The Project team developed a series of site maps and technical memoranda that evaluated the site constraints and 

considerations. The major considerations during site planning option development are summarized as follows and 

illustrated in Figure 6-1: 

▪ Existing utility and rail easements along the east edge of the site that must remain accessible, and the 

multi-purpose easement owned by MRCA at the north end of the site 

▪ The LADWP power lines that currently run along the Riverbank that would need to be relocated to lower 

the Riverbank 

▪ The site remediation strategy to restore this blighted property by achieving cleanup standards approved 

by DTSC to be protective of human health and the environment for all site users, including park workers, 

visitors, and the surrounding residents 

▪ River widening as conceptualized in the Ecosystem Plan 

▪ Existing rail lines and future plans for CAHSR  

▪ Limited pedestrian and vehicular access to the Project site and opportunities for connectivity (Figure 6-2) 

▪ Soil and groundwater conditions that may reduce the effectiveness for flood storage and infiltration 

▪ River hydrology and hydraulics that cannot be impacted by Project implementation 
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Figure 6-1. Map of Site Constraints 
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Figure 6-2. Opportunities for Connectivity Around the Project Site 
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In addition, the MRCA easement, which encompasses a 12.5-acre area on the northern end of the Project site, is 

dedicated to the purposes of environmental remediation, habitat restoration, public access and recreation, and 

open space preservation. All proposed uses on the MRCA easement must align with these goals.    

Working with these constraints and opportunities in mind, the Project team developed and evaluated preliminary 

design ideas and elements to achieve the Project goals and objectives. During workshops, the Project team 

compared each of the design elements to help identify the most suitable uses and activities for the site. The 

overarching themes of urban ecology, people, and history were also used to help organize the elements and create 

three initial site planning options.    

6.1.4 Develop Initial Site Planning Options for Review and Refinement 

The Project team’s first iteration of site planning option exploration resulted in three schemes that aligned with the 

Ecosystem Plan habitat goals, mimicked more natural River geomorphology, reflected input from the community 

and stakeholders, and responded to the site constraints and considerations. The Project team also identified 

opportunities to connect to Rio de Los Angeles State Park and the G1 parcel that were consistent with objectives to 

create 100 acres of open space. The three initial site planning options, shared publicly in October 2018, were called 

One Island, Soft Edge, and Three Islands.  

One Island 

The initial One Island site planning option (Figure 6-3) imagines an ecological island in the River. In this scheme, the 

site is “re-engineered” to allow for recreation, development, and ecologies to establish and grow over time. Forms 

and geometries mimic the historic braided path formed by the natural flow of water in the River. The site planning 

option for One Island proposes breaking the channel edge at the upstream edge of the Project site’s property line 

and creating an ecological island in the River, which can be viewed from an elevated pathway above, as a 

destination to remember. Most of the programmable space within the Project site remains, to allow for a balance in 

hydrologic benefit, habitat creation, and community parkland.  



Site Planning Options 

Taylor Yard G2 River Park Project   Page 6.105 

Implementation Feasibility Report  October 2021 

TAYLOR YARD 
RIVER PARK 

Figure 6-3. Initial Site Planning Option - One Island 
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Soft Edge 

The initial site planning option for Soft Edge (Figure 6-4) mimics historic natural processes combined with the 

future resilient solutions. The park exposes traces of the River’s historic natural processes (erosion, sedimentation, 

meandering water) and balances them with engineered solutions. A layered experience of the site’s past, present, 

and future ecologies is interwoven with human programs. This scheme peels back the channel edge to create a 

series of floodable terraces and meandering pathways and focuses heavily on creating a gradient of riparian 

habitat to maximize biodiversity on the site.  

Figure 6-4. Initial Site Planning Option – Soft Edge 
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Three Islands 

The Three Islands site planning option (Figure 6-5) explores cutting back the channel edge to the line identified in 

the Ecosystem Plan and creating three in-channel armored habitat islands. Opening the channel and creating a 

series of ecological islands allows for multiple terraces for stormwater treatment. Although these islands are still 

iconic in nature, they are less programmed than other areas of the site. This option represents the most ambitious 

option to pull back the channel edge and greatly reduces the area of programmable space within the Project site.  

Figure 6-5. Initial Site Planning Option – Three Islands 

 

These three initial site planning options provided a basis to begin a technical vetting by the Project team and to 

present to stakeholders and the community for feedback. Based on initial evaluations, it was decided that Three 

Islands would not be feasible because of the capital cost of constructing three armored islands in the River, the 

hydraulic complexities of creating multiple split flows around the islands, and the space limitations for 

accommodating programming. The Three Island site planning option was therefore not further pursued. 

6.2 Refined Site Planning Options 

Based on the initial site planning option vetting, the Island and Soft Edge site planning options were further 

developed and refined with new technical data collected at the same time. A new option was conceived to replace 

the Three Islands scheme, known as The Yards. Acknowledging the complexities of modifying River hydrology and 

hydraulics (further discussed in Chapter 7, River Hydraulics and Flood Management, of this report) and relocating 

the power lines away from the River’s edge, BOE used The Yards scheme to understand the possibilities of a nature-
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focused open space with the objective of meeting the habitat goals of the Ecosystem Plan without modifying the 

River’s edge. 

The refined site planning options presented in this section – Island, Soft Edge, and The Yards – are the result of an 

iterative and comprehensive planning option development process. As planning options, they are intended to 

provide a broad outline of the function and form of the Project and conceptualize how design elements might 

interact in different ways. The three refined site planning options vary in River’s edge condition, topography, and 

the placement of programmable spaces. They each analyze circulation including connections to Rio de Los Angeles 

State Park, Elysian Valley, and the G1 parcel; incorporate a stormwater bioretention best management practice 

(BMP) feature; and include the same or very similar site features. Each refined site planning option also shows 

approximately 4.5 acres of building footprint of facilities for community-driven programming, including a park 

office and ranger station, kayak launch and small café, recreational camping and restroom, youth enrichment 

center, café, research building, museum/cultural center, public facility, restaurant, and kayak landing with another 

small café and information kiosk. The buildings incorporate sustainable and nature-friendly strategies such as 

green roofs, habitat towers, and native landscaping.  

6.2.1 Island 

The Island refined site planning option uses the creation of an island to provide a unique moment in the River 

where the public can experience the River up close. In this planning option, the existing power lines and towers are 

relocated to an alignment on the east side of the Project site to allow for the reshaping of the site’s western edge. 

The River channel is then re-formed to create an island that separates River flows, mimics fluvial geomorphic 

processes of deposition and erosion, and provides multiple layers of riparian and upland habitat per the objectives 

of the Ecosystem Plan. The forms and geometries of this option reinterpret the City’s historic modes of managing 

the River – channel, bridge, and a long paseo – and overlay those tools with a more porous and naturalized 

approach. From the island, the site moves eastwards as a series of ecologies that allow for the blending of scientific 

research, programmed areas, recreation, and habitat.  

Island – Site Features and Program Elements  

Site features and program elements for the Island option (shown in Figure 6-6) include: 

▪ Sycamore Grove – Native sycamore grove located adjacent to the channel edge  

▪ Discovery Play – Nature play area for children and youth 

▪ Meadow – Open meadow area with large shade trees intended for flexible program use    

▪ Willow Upland – A layer of the riparian woodland containing the greatest potential for biodiversity and 

providing critical habitat for migratory birds  

▪ Low Flow Walkway – Seasonal access to the island dependent on water level 

▪ The Island – Largely protected habitat island within the River channel with opportunities for ecological 

research  

▪ River Exhibition Pavilion – Open air pavilion for River-related exhibitions and viewing 

▪ Canal – Bioretention BMP with floating islands and flexible play areas  
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▪ River Deck – Series of occupiable terraces and plazas along the River’s edge 

▪ Native Plant Collections – Native plant collections and demonstration gardens  

▪ Bridge – Central bridge and promenade through the site and crossing to Elysian Valley 

▪ Sculpture Garden – Sculpture display along the banks of the canal linking the youth enrichment center 

with the research building and museum/cultural center  

▪ Amphitheater – Indoor/outdoor amphitheater associated with the museum/cultural center  

▪ Large Hill – A large landform providing a vista offering 360-degree views of the surrounding neighborhoods 

and City containing the arboretum and sculpture garden 

▪ Vista – Viewing platform of the confluence of the canal and the River, one of the richest biodiversity 

locations at the site 

▪ Parking – Parking lot that accommodates 400 parking spaces  

▪ Taylor Yard Bicycle and Pedestrian Bridge – Bridge currently under construction from Elysian Valley to the 

Project site for bicycles and pedestrians 

In this option, topography on the site is dramatically altered by using the excavation from the new island channel 

to construct a large hill at the south end of the site, creating an element of hide-and-reveal for visitors entering 

from the parking lot. Primary site circulation is through broad promenades that evoke a braided stream with the 

spaces between walkways containing varying types of habitat. The structures in this option explore a “bridging 

over” design strategy with a pathway connecting the youth enrichment center and river exhibition pavilion to the 

canal, island channel, and island to allow viewing with minimal habitat disruption. The rail crossing to connect the 

Project to Rio de Los Angeles State Park is a pedestrian overpass that connects one of the parking lots at Rio de Los 

Angeles State Park to the museum/cultural center and research building. This site planning option enlarges the 

footprint of the Project site and creates a high potential for biodiversity with the creation of the ecological island in 

the River. 

Figure 6-7 depicts the sectional profiles at the southern and northern areas of the Project which highlight the 

reshaping of the channel. The current channel profile is delineated by a pink dashed line. In Section A, the newly 

formed landscape is shown as a grey massing and depicts the reformed River channel and edge condition and 

introduces the island and bridge to Elysian Valley. Section B depicts the canal and its confluence with the River as 

well as the new large hill as a topographic feature. 

Figure 6-8 through 6-10 provide three-dimensional (3D) massing models of the Island site planning option looking 

north, south, and east. Figure 6-11 depicts a realistic aerial view of the Island site planning option. 

Figure 6-12 and Figure 6-13 show the physical models that were prepared for all three site planning options. 



Site Planning Options 

Taylor Yard G2 River Park Project   Page 6.110 

Implementation Feasibility Report  October 2021 

TAYLOR YARD 
RIVER PARK 

Figure 6-6. Site Planning Option – Island 
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Figure 6-7. Site Planning Option Sections – Island 
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Figure 6-8. Island Site Planning Option– 3D View Looking North 
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Figure 6-9. Island Site Planning Option – 3D View Looking South 
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Figure 6-10. Island Site Planning Option – 3D View Looking East 
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Figure 6-11. Site Planning Option - Island, Realistic 
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Figure 6-12. Physical Model of the Three Site Planning Options 
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Figure 6-13. Physical Model of the Three Site Planning Options 

 

6.2.2 Soft Edge 

The Soft Edge site planning option envisions a soft-edged River on the east bank with a significant amount of new 

riparian and upland habitat per Ecosystem Plan objectives. The existing concrete trapezoidal channel is modified 

to a create a series of terraces that manages both dry- and wet-weather storm runoff from the site and adjacent 

neighborhood through a series of wet meadows and ephemeral wetlands. By creating an undulated edge, the 

River’s natural processes are exposed and provide visitors with an experience of the fluvial geomorphic process. 

The interior of the site consists of four main components: a plaza, fields, and a hill, which are all linked by an 

esplanade that give visitors a layered experience of the site’s past, present, and future ecologies. The existing 

power lines and towers on the east Riverbank would be relocated to an alignment on the east side of the Project 

site and incorporated into the native nursery. 

Soft Edge – Site Features and Program Elements  

▪ Site features and program elements for the Soft Edge option (shown in Figure 6-14) include: 

▪ Native Nursery – A resource for the rehabilitation of the River by propagating and growing native plants for 

the riparian environment 
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▪ Elysian Bridge – Bridge connection to the Elysian Valley neighborhood and the west side of the River 

▪ Arboretum – Botanical collection of trees and native gardens 

▪ Cliff – Cantilevered plaza providing visitors with dramatic views of the River and the bio-plateau  

▪ Hill – Land feature that includes the arboretum, native nursery, and demonstration gardens 

▪ Discovery Play - Nature play area for children and youth 

▪ Fields – Native multi-purpose meadows  

▪ Bio-plateau – A plain elevated from the River bottom and located along the Riverbank, serving as space for 

a bioretention BMP and demonstration gardens highlighting river ecology 

▪ Terraces – Terraced gathering areas connecting the esplanade and the bio-plateau 

▪ Pathways – Pedestrian and habitat corridors traversing the site 

▪ Esplanade – A grand esplanade located adjacent to the River’s edge that would provide access to the bio-

plateau  

▪ River Steps – Open air theater at the bio-plateau 

▪ Amphitheater – Indoor/outdoor amphitheater associated with the museum/cultural center  

▪ Land Bridge – Pedestrian bridge and wildlife crossing connecting Rio de Los Angeles State Park and the 

Project  

▪ Plaza – Program facilities clustered at the entry to the Project site 

▪ Parking – Parking lot that accommodates 400 parking spaces  

▪ Taylor Yard Bicycle and Pedestrian Bridge – Bridge currently under construction from Elysian Valley to the 

Project site for bicycles and pedestrians 

Site circulation in the Soft Edge refined site planning option takes an angular approach and creates nodes for small 

gatherings apart from major features and functions. Pathways are created to encourage wildlife passage through 

the site and to habitat corridors off-site. With the creation of terracing and a bio-plateau along the River’s edge, the 

excavated soil is repurposed to create a hill, which draws visitors into the site as they enter from the parking lot. 

The bio-plateau and bioretention BMP would be designed to seasonally flood with River water during large storm 

events. The Soft Edge scheme explores the idea of buildings that are inset into the landscape to minimize 

hardscape and maximize the overall habitat value of the Project. 

Figure 6-15 shows sections of the southern and northern portions of the Project and illustrates the reshaping of the 

River’s edge and site interior. Section A illustrates the series of terraced plateaus and undulating topographies that 

create a dynamic relationship between the River and the site’s highlands. Section B shows the plaza and the 

museum/cultural center as well as a land bridge that connects the Project with Rio de Los Angeles State Park. 

Figure 6-16 through 6-18 provide 3D massing models of the Soft Edge site planning option looking north, south, and 

east. Figure 6-19 depicts a realistic aerial view of the Soft Edge site planning option. 

Figure 6-12 and Figure 6-13 show the physical models that were prepared for all three site planning options.
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Figure 6-14. Site Planning Option – Soft Edge 
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Figure 6-15. Site Planning Option Sections – Soft Edge 
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Figure 6-16. Soft Edge Site Planning Option – 3D View Looking North 
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Figure 6-17. Soft Edge Site Planning Option – 3D View Looking South 
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Figure 6-18. Soft Edge Site Planning Option – 3D View Looking East 
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Figure 6-19. Site Planning Option – Soft Edge, Realistic 
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6.2.3 The Yards 

The Yards, the new site planning option, maintains the existing concrete trapezoidal River channel and power lines 

and towers while creating an extensive path network, cantilevered moments that extend over the channel, and 

programmed area throughout the site. Stormwater and River water are diverted to a large bioretention BMP that 

cleans the water through a constructed wetland system before being directed back into the River. Cut-and-fill is 

managed on-site, with excavation from the bioretention BMP creating undulating hills and topography. An open 

meadow area allows for flexible uses and picnicking, while an esplanade along the River’s edge allows visitors 

unique views of the River and surrounding valley. An interactive art piece and pavilion would occupy the former site 

of the turntable as the central node of the site. 

The Yards – Site Features and Program Elements  

▪ Site features and program elements for The Yards option (shown in Figure 6-20) include: 

▪ Bio-Hedge Habitat Mounds – A series of topographic features to buffer train noise, filter air, and provide 

habitat along the eastern edge of the site 

▪ Fields – Nursery, arboretums, demonstration gardens, and play areas  

▪ Stormwater Demonstration Gardens – Collected water from off-site storm drains and pumped River water 

cleaned through a bioretention BMP including floating islands and wet gardens 

▪ River Water Pump – A carved stream through the existing concrete channel where River water is pumped to 

the stormwater demonstration gardens  

▪ Wetlands – A seasonal pond  

▪ Amphitheater – Open air amphitheater and stage for music and theater along the River’s edge  

▪ Nature Play – A play area created with natural materials for children and youth 

▪ Hills – Habitat edge with bird towers 

▪ Land Bridge – Pedestrian bridge and wildlife crossing connecting Rio de Los Angeles State Park and the 

Project 

▪ Turntable – Turntable land art installation 

▪ River Outfall – The bioretention BMP outfall to the River 

▪ Elysian Bridge – New pedestrian and bicycle bridge connecting the Project site with west side of the River 

▪ Viewing Platforms – A series of lookouts cantilevered over the River channel  

▪ Meadows – Large native meadow for flexible program use  

▪ Balconies – River balconies and amphitheaters located along the River’s edge 

▪ Pathways – Paseos/paths throughout the park with canopies 

▪ Plaza – Signature plaza at the entry to the site with parking that accommodates 400 parking spaces 

▪ Planted Edge Armature – A living system along the channel edge 

▪ Taylor Yard Bicycle and Pedestrian Bridge – Bridge currently under construction from Elysian Valley to the 

Project site for bicycles and pedestrians 
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Site circulation in The Yards site planning option radiates out from the historic location of the turntable. Remnants 

of the former service tracks are mimicked in the floating islands of the stormwater demonstration gardens. 

Topographical changes are subtle with the creation of small mounds for a buffered edge along the rail corridor. In 

this option, buildings are clustered at the southern edge of the site to concentrate programming in one location 

and allow more contiguous open space and recreation. Figure 6-21 depicts the sectional relationship between the 

topographic cuts and extrusions over the existing channel edge. Section A illustrates the cutting and filling of the 

stormwater demonstration gardens and the bio-hedge habitat mounds, while Section B depicts the unique 

experience of the viewing platforms and the planted edge armature.   

Figure 6-22 through 6-24 provide 3D massing models of The Yards site planning option looking north, south, and 

east. Figure 6-25 depicts a realistic aerial view of the Soft Edge site planning option. 

Figure 6-12 and Figure 6-13 show the physical models that were prepared for all three site planning options.
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Figure 6-20. Site Planning Option – The Yards 
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Figure 6-21. Site Planning Option Sections – The Yards 
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Figure 6-22. The Yards Site Planning Option– 3D View Looking North 
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Figure 6-23. The Yards Site Planning Option – 3D View Looking South 
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Figure 6-24. The Yards Site Planning Option – 3D View Looking East 
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Figure 6-25. Site Planning Option - The Yards, Realistic 
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6.3 Possible Remediation Scenario 

A remedial approach appropriate for future recreational use has not yet been identified or reviewed by DTSC. The 

final remediation plan would be developed based on the selected site planning option, along with DTSC and public 

input and presented in the form of a Response Plan. Multiple types of remedial and mitigation measures may be 

used to address different contaminants in environmental media and the associated exposure risk, as discussed in 

Chapter 3, Site Contaminants. The final remediation plan would be protective of human health and the 

environment both during construction and for the ultimate site use by achieving standards that lower the exposure 

risk to levels below DTSC-approved thresholds. 

This section is a general presentation of a conceptual remedial approach for the site planning options, useful for 

demonstration purposes only. Remediation would be carried out to manage contaminants identified above a 

DTSC-established risk level. At this stage of the Project, the existing Remedial Action Plan, prepared by CDM in 2014 

and approved by DTSC for cleanup to industrial use criteria, is the best available information with which to 

establish a conceptual remedial approach for the Project site, and forms the basis for the steps described below.  

For each of the three site planning options, the first remedial step would be the preparation of a risk assessment to 

evaluate possible pathways of human and ecological exposure to site contaminants and establish the areas that 

require remediation to adequately address risk from those exposure pathways. Subsequently, remedial measures 

would be designed to address those areas of elevated risk. It is anticipated that the presence of hazardous levels of 

lead and other heavy metals in shallow soil, as well as petroleum hydrocarbons at all soil depths, would form the 

basis for soil remedial measures. Soil gas in the form of volatile chlorinated solvents and fuel-related vapors would 

also drive the remediation design. A long-term solution for remediation of exterior areas of the Project site could be 

an engineered cap, consisting of aggregate base, an impermeable liner, and several layers of clean fill and soil to 

allow for vegetation growth (see Figure 3-8). An engineered cap would prevent exposure to contaminated soil and 

migration of contaminants from soil to groundwater. Prior to installation of an engineered cap, specific areas 

identified with elevated levels of contaminants could be addressed by (i) excavation, transport, and disposal of 

soils at appropriate internment facilities, or (ii) on-site treatment through a series of in-situ or ex-situ treatment 

technologies. Surface preparations would be conducted prior to soil excavation/treatment and capping, including 

removal of asphalt, concrete, and voids created under previous site use (e.g., utility vaults). In addition, asbestos-

containing materials would be abated and waste material hauled off-site. For interior spaces, soil gas mitigation 

systems underlying building slabs may be used to prevent indoor air intrusion. These mitigation systems could 

include vapor barriers (membranes to block migration of vapors upward into the building) or venting (active or 

passive extraction of vapors, directing them away from the building and breathing zone of occupants). Soil gas 

extraction systems could also be installed in those areas of the Project site where soil gas concentrations are 

highest. 

6.3.1 Variations Between the Site Planning Options 

The remediation approach described above applies to the Island, Soft Edge, and The Yards site planning options. 

For the Island and Soft Edge, some additional remediation would be required. Both the Island and Soft Edge site 

planning options would require soil excavation along the Riverfront. For the Island, excavation would be needed to 

create the island channel and generate a split flow path for the River through a portion of the existing site. For the 
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Soft Edge, the Riverfront would need to be pulled back to create a terraced access to the waterfront. Historical and 

recent soil sample results indicate a portion of the Riverfront excavation soils likely would be characterized as 

hazardous waste. As such, disposal and/or treatment of hazardous waste potentially would be required for both 

the Island and Soft Edge site planning options. Any excavated material characterized as hazardous waste would be 

segregated and handled through off-site disposal at an appropriate internment facility, or through treatment and 

on-site reuse. The remaining non-hazardous soils could be characterized and relocated, placed on-site to generate 

topography, and covered with an engineered cap as described above. 

In addition, for both the Island and Soft Edge options, excavation along the Riverfront may require management of 

groundwater during construction, and installation of flow barriers such as a sheet pile wall to prevent the flow of 

the River into the excavation. A groundwater pump and treatment system would be installed and operated to 

dewater the excavation and treat and dispose of the water in accordance with appropriate regulatory 

requirements.  

The Yards option does not include any Riverfront excavation; therefore, these remediation steps would not be 

implemented. 

6.4 Landscape Elements 

Site design for any of the site planning options was done to follow the goals and guidelines set by the LARRMP and 

align with the Ecosystem Plan objectives. The site design will include on-site stormwater management; habitat 

creation using native, drought-tolerant planting; appropriate hardscape finishes to minimize the urban heat island 

effect; and educational and interpretive signage among various other environmental and cultural elements.   

6.4.1 Stormwater Quality Improvement and Management  

Because of the City’s Mediterranean climate and the periods of extended drought, the Project would use on-site 

stormwater management to capture, store, and reuse as much on-site stormwater as possible. A bioretention BMP 

would divert flow from two large storm drains that collect water from a nearly 2,400-acre tributary drainage area 

that currently drain into the River near the Project site. This landscaped shallow depression would capture and 

filter stormwater runoff and include a layer of plants and soil where pollutants can be filtered, absorbed, and 

biodegraded as stormwater percolates through the soil media. Once stormwater saturates the media materials and 

fills the bioretention BMP, an underdrain system would convey the treated stormwater to an outlet. An 

impermeable liner is proposed for the Project to prevent infiltration into the underlying soils. Further discussion on 

stormwater quality improvement objectives and the bioretention BMP is provided in Appendix D of this report, the 

Final Proposition O Project Concept Report. If approved for implementation and funding, the bioretention BMP and 

other initial park improvements may be constructed in an early phase and incorporated into the design and 

construction of the overall Project. 

6.4.2 Irrigation  

To create the most water-efficient irrigation system possible, the irrigation system would likely be a combination of 

subsurface drip, stream bubbler, or spray heads depending on the hydro-zone, slope, and use of the area. Irrigation 

design must also prevent mobilization of pollutants related to the contaminated soils into the groundwater and the 
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River from overwatering. Potable water and local stormwater runoff, including dry-weather flow, could be used for 

irrigation. Recycled water from the Los Angeles-Glendale Water Reclamation Plant, located just a few miles north of 

the Project site, may be also used to reduce or eliminate the amount of potable water used in the landscape, but 

potable water would likely need to be used as part of an underground drip system. A recycled water distribution 

line already exists in San Fernando Road. Water demand and potential supplies for the Project are discussed 

further in Chapter 12, Evaluation of the Island Option. 

6.4.3 Plant Palette and Ecology 

The planting palette would draw from the approved, and soon-to-be updated, plant list provided by the County 

Plan’s Landscaping Guidelines and Plant Palettes as well as other resources such as the Water Use Classification of 

Landscape Species, Bob Perry’s Landscape Plants for California Gardens, and the Sunset Western Garden Book. All 

plants would be chosen per their plant community, with a focus on native, drought-tolerant species. Specific native 

habitat species would also be included to promote biodiversity in the park and are discussed further in Chapter 8, 

Habitat and Biodiversity, of this report. Figure 6-26 shows potential habitat types, and Figure 6-27 provides a 

sample of completed projects with native landscaping.  

6.4.4 Hardscape and Finishes 

To reduce the urban heat island effect, all hardscape areas would use colors that minimize heat absorption and 

glare. Permeable unit pavers and stabilized decomposed granite would be used where appropriate to provide a 

softer and more naturalized aesthetic to the park. Some of the hardscape materials would also draw inspiration 

from the site’s industrial history. All hardscape area would be made of resilient materials with binders or 

appropriate finishes for the frequent use and harsh conditions of a public space. See Figure 6-28 and Figure 6-29 for 

pictures of potential hardscape materials. 

6.4.5 Educational and Interpretive Signage  

An extensive network of wayfinding and interpretive signage would be developed to guide visitors through the site 

and to educate the public on the site’s cultural and industrial history, the history of the River, and the importance 

of habitat creation for the local flora and fauna. See Figure 6-30 for examples of potential signage design. Final 

design will adhere to signage guidelines included in the County Plan update. 

6.4.6 Lighting 

Because the planned hours of operation for the park are dawn to dusk, lighting for much of the site would be 

limited to paths and security lighting as needed. Lighting would also be provided in plazas, event spaces, and 

parking lots for evening events. Solar lighting would be used, where feasible. Figure 6-31 provides some examples 

of potential lighting design.  
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Figure 6-26. Potential Habitat Types 
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Figure 6-27. Examples of Completed Projects with Native Palette 
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Figure 6-28. Examples of Potential Hardscape Materials 
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Figure 6-29. Examples of Potential Hardscape Materials 
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Figure 6-30. Examples of Potential Signage Design 
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Figure 6-31. Examples of Potential Lighting Design 
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6.5 User Experience 

The site planning options were developed to create a diverse range of experiences for a variety of users. The Project 

must provide a place for people from adjacent neighborhoods to gather, enjoy nature, and connect with the River 

in a way that fosters community and stewardship of the natural treasure in their backyards. At the same time, the 

Project would draw regional visitors as an example of how a blighted former rail yard can be returned to a thriving 

ecosystem that reflects the true character of the City around it. 

Effective community and stakeholder engagement were essential to site planning option development. Important 

takeaways included a strong support for environmental, River, and cultural learning and providing access and 

connectivity via pedestrian and bicycle trails and paths. Ample areas for natural elements supporting native habitat 

and connections to nature, vistas, and lookout points taking advantage of the Project site’s setting along the River 

with 360-degree views to the surrounding hills and mountains were important. Large outdoor gathering and 

performance spaces, food amenities ranging from food carts to cafés, and accessible outdoor activities such as 

kayaking, nature walks, and children’s play also ranked high.  

The site planning options restore and enhance the natural resources associated with the River by creating habitat 

areas, wetlands, native plant nurseries, and an arboretum. These ecological features over this vast Project site 

would provide opportunities to enjoy immersion into nature, education through organized nature walks, bird 

watching, self-guided learning through interpretive signage, classes in botany, and many other environmental 

learning programs. Programs like these could also provide skills-based training opportunities for local youth to 

become guides and stewards of the River. 

The flexible meadow space in each of the site planning options provides a variety of recreation opportunities 

throughout the site. It would be planted with a native meadow grass mix and large trees to provide comfort and 

shade as well as ecological benefits. These unprogrammed areas could be used for picnicking, summer concerts or 

performances in the park, pick-up games, or family celebrations.  

An expansive network of pathways and trails through the site creates the opportunity for a different experience at 

each visit. The larger promenades would be constructed for multi-modal use with separate bicycle and pedestrian 

lanes. Small trails would meander through habitat zones for quiet opportunities to observe nature. Multiple 

connections to and from Rio de Los Angeles State Park, the G1 parcel, and the Los Angeles River Greenway Trail 

create loops to easily traverse the Project site. 

Programmed areas like the camp site, amphitheater for musical or theatrical performances, nature playground, 

café, and the museum or cultural center are a reason for visitors to return. Figure 6-32 diagrams the many ways the 

Island option might be experienced by different users – a group of teenagers, a family with small children, retired 

friends, and a group of adults – on a Saturday in the park. Similar user experiences are anticipated for each site 

planning option.  
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Figure 6-32. Diagram of Potential User Experiences on a Saturday 
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 RIVER HYDRAULICS AND FLOOD MANAGEMENT 

The Project site is located within the Glendale Narrows, an 11-mile stretch of River that extends from about Griffith 

Park to downtown Los Angeles. The River channel in the Glendale Narrows has an unlined bottom due to upward 

pressure from the shallow groundwater table. The unlined condition of the channel has allowed nature to continue 

to exist through this stretch and creates significant potential for further habitat restoration. With restoration would 

come changes to complex River hydraulics to an area known to fall within the floodplain, an area subject to a one-

percent chance of flooding in any given year. Because of the potential alteration of the Riverbank and the goals to 

expand the River to enhance habitat, the Project is intrinsically linked with the characteristics of the River. 

Understanding the Project’s hydraulic effects on the River, including water velocities and turbulence, as well as its 

effects on flood risk management, are crucial to Project success. This section summarizes the hydrologic and 

hydraulic analyses of the River conducted as part of the site planning option development process and flood 

management as it pertains to the Project.  

7.1 Existing Conditions  

The current configuration of the River channel cross-section at the Project site is trapezoidal with 3:1 (horizontal to 

vertical) side slopes and a base width of 220 feet (BOE 1961). Each levee (i.e., each side of the channel) is 

approximately 23 feet in height from the invert of the River channel. The western side slope is currently protected 

by concrete, and the eastern slope is protected partially with grouted riprap and partially by concrete. The channel 

bottom is unlined and contains sediment deposits that have formed sand bars/islands, which have become 

stabilized as the root systems of the many trees and other vegetation has trapped sediment (USACE 2015). 

Historically, the River flowed continuously through this reach fed by groundwater that forced up by relatively 

shallow, impermeable geologic strata within the Glendale Narrows. However, during the early part of the 1900s, 

LADWP implemented an extensive water extraction program throughout the San Fernando Valley that lowered the 

groundwater level upstream of the Narrows and eliminated the dry-weather flows (Gumprecht 1999). In the 1980s, 

dry-weather flows returned to the River fed by wastewater treatment effluent from the Donald C. Tillman and Los 

Angeles-Glendale Water Reclamation Plants and local urban runoff. These water sources continue to provide flows 

throughout the year and a base flow during the dry season.  

USACE owns and maintains the stretch of the River that pertains to the Project. Figure 7-1 shows the existing typical 

cross-section of the River at the Project site (USACE 2015), and Figure 7-2 is a photo of the current River conditions.  
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Figure 7-1. Existing Typical Cross Section of the River Channel 

 

Figure 7-2. Photo of the River at the Project Site 

 

Urbanization within the Los Angeles River Watershed has increased peak flow rates significantly over time. Growth 

of vegetation and deposition of sediments have also altered channel capacities in the Glendale Narrows (County of 

Los Angeles 2019). The regulatory standard under the National Flood Insurance Program for a flood having a one 

percent chance of occurrence in any given year is referred to as the “100-year flood” or “base flood.” A study by 

USACE as part of the Ecosystem Plan in 2015 determined that many locations in the Glendale Narrows under 
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existing conditions would experience flooding under much higher frequency events than 100-year flood levels. The 

design discharge for the River channel at the Project site is 83,700 cfs based on a discharge frequency analysis in 

the 1992 Los Angeles County Drainage Area (LACDA) Feasibility Study. This design flow is equivalent to a 57-year 

flood level and assumes a clean, trapezoidal channel. The existing channel capacity has been reduced over time to 

a flow rate of 50,500 cfs, however, or a risk of water exceeding the channel depth during an 11-year flood event 

(USACE 2015).  

In 2016, USACE revisited the floodplain analysis and mapping and produced a Floodplain Management Services 

Special Study for the River from Barham Boulevard to First Street under current conditions accounting for 

vegetation and sedimentation (USACE 2016b). The hydrologic data for the reach where the Project site is located, 

Reach 9 in the 2016 USACE study, used flow rates from LACFCD Runoff Station F57, which is located 800 feet 

upstream of the Arroyo Seco confluence and just downstream of the Project site. Table 7-1 shows the calculated 

flows for Station F57 at 2-, 5-, 10-, 50-, and 100-year events, the original design flow, and the updated design flow 

used in the study. 

Table 7-1. Recurrence Interval for Flows at Station F57 

Recurrence Interval Flow Rate (cfs) 

2-year 16,317 

5-year 29,081 

10-year 37,518 

50-year 54,576 

100-year 61,031 

LACDA Design Flow (1992) 83,700 

USACE Floodplain Management Services Special Study (2016) 93,800 

 

The data in the table show that the calculated flows for Reach 9 appear lower than the design flow rates. The 

Floodplain Management Services Special Study, however, used the updated flow rate of 93,800 cfs based on an 

analysis of unsteady flow hydrographs as required by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). The 

updated flow rate is greater than previously published 100-year flood events and reflects an updated analysis of 

the greater Los Angeles River Watershed. The analysis showed that the flows at this rate overtop the western levee 

and cause flooding within the City along the west bank of the River (in the Elysian Valley neighborhood). The study 

used a combination one-dimensional (1D)/two-dimensional (2D) model developed by USACE called Hydrologic 

Engineering Center – River Analysis System (HEC-RAS) to evaluate the impacts of higher flow rates in this reach. 

Figure 7-3 shows the results of the analysis for existing conditions. 
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Figure 7-3. Floodplain Analysis by USACE using 1D/2D HEC-RAS Model 

 

Recent analyses for the update to the County Plan have shown that reducing flood risks in the Glendale Narrows 

will require a multi-pronged approach. Flood risk reduction will require reduction of inflows, increased storage 

capacity at dams within the system, increased infiltration via the removal of hardscape along the River, and 

restoration or an increase of hydraulic capacity within the channel to achieve flood protection requirements. 

7.2 Analysis of Site Planning Options 

Any modification to the River configuration and vegetation would either decrease or increase water surface 

elevation and corresponding flood risk. Specifically, any increase in the cross-sectional area that allows reduced 

flow velocities and increased channel roughness created by expected riparian habitat could increase water surface 

elevation. The options developed for the Project site are being designed with the objective to have no impact on 

existing flood risk along the River.  

7.2.1 Initial Site Planning Options 

Hydraulic analysis of the Project started with the three initial site planning options, One Island, Soft Edge, and 

Three Islands, and the concept developed in the Ecosystem Plan. Preliminary hydraulics for each of those four 

options were evaluated using Manning’s “n” calculations and a USACE 1-D HEC-RAS model. Manning’s “n” values 

are used to estimate the friction between a channel surface and the water it conveys – a higher value indicates 

more surface roughness. Cross-sections for the options were substituted into the model at the Project site with 
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adjustments to the invert elevation to match existing conditions. The analyses were run using both the 1992 LACDA 

design flow of 83,700 cfs and the 2016 USACE design flow of 93,800 cfs. 

River depth is a function of energy. Water can have two water levels depending on the regime (subcritical or 

supercritical). Subcritical flows are characterized by deeper slower water, and supercritical flows are characterized 

by shallow faster water. The River flows at the Project site are subcritical but nearing supercritical. In this condition, 

as water flows lose energy, the depth increases. 

Manning’s equation is an empirical formula estimating the average velocity of liquid flowing in an open channel. 

The HEC-RAS hydraulic model uses horizontally varying Manning’s “n” values, a coefficient for roughness based on 

many parameters, such as vegetation type and density, and soil surface conditions. Manning’s “n” values are used 

to estimate the friction between the water and the channel surface, and a higher value indicates more surface 

roughness. The following values are used in the model: 

▪ 0.014 – concrete-lined, smooth 

▪ 0.020 – trapezoidal concrete channel banks 

▪ 0.035 – clean straight, full, no rifts or deep pools, more stones and weeds 

▪ 0.060 – light brush and trees 

▪ 0.110 – heavy stands of timber, few down trees, little undergrowth, and flow into branches 

▪ 0.120 – urban overbank areas 

The actual roughness values for each option depend on topography, riparian habitat plant types, and distribution. 

Roughness values of 0.05 were assumed outside the main channel area and 0.04 within the main channel for this 

analysis. 

The expansion of the cross-sectional width and increase in channel roughness from adding riparian vegetation in 

the initial site planning options causes increased energy losses. The energy losses slow the river flows causing the 

depth to increase so that the same volume of water passes the cross-section in the same amount of time. Table 7-2 

provides a summary of the change in water surface elevation (WSE) based on the changes to the cross-section 

width and roughness. 

Table 7-2. Summary of Water Surface Elevation Changes by Option 

Option 

Proposed 

WSE (feet) 

Existing 

WSE (feet) 

Change 

(feet) 

Proposed 

WSE (feet) 

Existing 

WSE (feet) 

Change 

(feet) 

 1992 LACDA Design Flow 2016 USACE Design Flow 

Ecosystem Plan 339.80 336.49 +3.31 341.26 337.67 +3.59 

One Island 339.55 336.49 +3.06 341.10 337.67 +3.43 

Soft Edge 338.11 336.49 +1.62 339.46 337.67 +1.79 

Three Islands 339.53 336.49 +3.04 341.03 337.67 +3.36 

The Soft Edge site planning option, with no flow diversions around islands, appears to cause the least impact to the 

system. However, additional modeling is required to analyze the complex nature of split flows around islands to 

confirm this conclusion.  

Figure 7-4 graphs the estimated velocities in each cross-section. Each cross-section is looking downstream, with 

the Project site to the left and the western Riverbank to the right. The red shows velocities higher than 10 feet per 
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second (ft/s), and green indicates flow velocities of 2 ft/s or lower. The flow velocities determine what type of plants 

can be in certain areas and will dictate the type of channel stabilization methods that are most appropriate for the 

section. 

Figure 7-4. Flow Velocities with 2016 USACE Design Flow 
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The results of this preliminary analysis show that the WSE at these cross-sections rises between 1 and 3.5 feet 

depending on the option. The changes relate to increased cross-sectional area that allows reduced flow velocities, 

and increased channel roughness created by expected riparian habitat. This is the reason hydraulic models of the 

options are important in the decision-making process. Each site planning option may be feasible, but further 

refinement and analysis are necessary to ensure WSEs in the River are not negatively impacted.  

The Project team, therefore, began exploring ways to avoid increasing the WSE through design. One result was the 

development of The Yards site planning option. This new option maintains the current geometry of the River 

channel and current WSEs. Another idea was to modify the Island site planning option so that the western edge of 

the island is located at the existing channel boundary and elevation to maintain the channel dimensions. Section 

7.2.2 considers these modifications in detail. 

Additional flood risk abatement strategies could also be employed to modify the channel, if deemed necessary to 

implement the Project. Such strategies could include construction of a diversion system under the Project site, 

altering the configuration of the channel edge, or installing a flood control curb on the western Riverbank as shown 

in Figure 7-5.  
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Figure 7-5. Potential Flood Risk Abatement Strategies 

 

 

7.2.2 Modified Island Site Planning Option 

Additional 1D modeling was conducted to determine the potential changes in River hydraulics resulting from 

modifying the configuration of the island and associated channel in the Island site planning option. For this 

modeling, current channel conditions were assumed to be the baseline, using the USACE HEC-RAS model prepared 

in 2016 and calibrated to current channel conditions. Modeling also aimed to analyze the modified island 

configuration with the flow rate of 50,500 cfs, or an 11-year flood event, which is the current channel capacity at 

this location. At this lower flow rate, it is anticipated that variation in channel roughness would have more of an 

impact on velocities than at higher flow rates, so the modeling adjusted the channel roughness to simulate the 

existence of different types of vegetation within the channel. Figure 7-6 illustrates the conceptual island location as 

tested under the additional hydraulic modeling.   

  



River Hydraulics and Flood Management 

Taylor Yard G2 River Park Project   Page 7.151 

Implementation Feasibility Report  October 2021 

TAYLOR YARD 
RIVER PARK 

Figure 7-6. Modified Island Site Planning Option for Additional 1D Modeling 

 

The flow rates for the 11-year event for the main River channel and the new island channel were determined 

iteratively following the procedure outlined in the HEC-RAS reference manual. The flow rate split varied based of 

the Manning’s “n” values, with more capacity in the new island channel for minimal roughness values than for the 

moderate and extreme roughness values. Table 7-3 contains the flow rates for the 11-year event for the main River 

channel and the new island channel for each model roughness scenario. 

Table 7-3. Split Flow Rates for Each Roughness Scenario for the 11-Year Event 

Scenario Main River Channel Flow Rate 

(cfs) 

New Island Channel Flow Rate 

(cfs) 

Existing Conditions 50,500 Not Applicable 

Minimal Roughness 29,250 21,250 

Moderate Roughness 34,000 16,500 

Extreme Roughness 38,400 12,100 
 

The moderate and extreme roughness scenarios at the design flow rates discussed in the previous section show 

potential increased flooding risk. The minimum roughness scenario improves flooding risk by reducing WSEs. The 

WSE changes are discussed later in this section. The Project seeks to add riparian habitat to modify the River 

system to meet the Ecosystem Plan goals so the varying roughness scenarios – minimal, moderate, and extreme – 

were modeled to evaluate the impacts of vegetation on WSE and channel velocities. 

Existing conditions were modeled first to use as a baseline for which to compare the roughness scenarios for the 

modified Island site planning option. Figure 7-7 shows the existing conditions estimated velocities for 50,500 cfs at 

a cross-section located approximately at the mid-point of the proposed island location, looking downstream. This 
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is the same cross-section location shown for the roughness scenarios. The western side of the channel bottom is 

modeled with heavy vegetation to represent the sediment depositions and vegetation growth currently within the 

channel. Varying slightly from the images in the previous section, the red in the following figures shows velocities 

higher than 20 ft/s, and green indicates flow velocities of 5 ft/s or lower. 

Figure 7-7. Existing Conditions Velocities 

 

The minimal roughness scenario used Manning’s “n” values of 0.020 for the lower 10 feet of the island and eastern 

channel banks and 0.035 for the clean, straight, unlined channel bottom and the upper surface of the proposed 

island. Figure 7-8 shows the estimated velocities for the 11-year event for the main River channel (left) and the new 

island channel (right). 

Figure 7-8. Minimal Roughness Velocities 
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The moderate roughness scenario used Manning’s “n” values of 0.045 for the lower 10 feet of the island and eastern 

channel banks and 0.065 for the channel bottom and the upper surface of the proposed island. Figure 7-9 shows 

the estimated velocities for the 11-year event for the main River channel (left) and the new island channel (right). 

Figure 7-9. Moderate Roughness Velocities 
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The extreme roughness scenario used Manning’s “n” values of 0.10 for the proposed island and eastern channel 

banks and surface, which represents dense vegetation. Figure 7-10 shows the estimated velocities for the 11-year 

event for the main River channel (left) and the new island channel (right). 

Figure 7-10. Extreme Roughness Velocities 
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The WSE increased as the channel velocity decreased upstream of the proposed island for the extreme roughness 

scenario. The opposite was observed for the minimal roughness scenario, for which the channel velocities 

increased slightly upstream of the proposed island, and the WSE decreased slightly upstream of the island location 

and significantly along the channel at the proposed island location. 

The additional 1D modeling confirms that the location of the island itself impacts the floodplain, and that moving 

the island closer to the existing channel edge could potentially yield positive benefits in flood risk protection. 

Based on the modeling conducted, the WSE would increase to a maximum of 3.2 feet (1.75 feet above the channel 
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banks) for the extreme roughness scenario above existing conditions; increase to a maximum of 1.5 feet (0.1 foot 

above the channel banks) for the moderate roughness scenario; and decrease to a minimum of 2.0 feet below 

existing conditions for the minimum roughness scenario. With modifications to the island location, moving it within 

the Project site and aligning it with the existing channel boundaries, and the addition of a new straightened island 

channel, river water velocities at minimal roughness would increase over existing conditions, thereby reducing 

potential flood risk in an 11-year flood event. Taking this information into account, a site plan and cross sections 

were prepared for the Island site planning option showing the modified island location and elevations (Figure 7-11, 

Figure 7-12, and Figure 7-13). 
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Figure 7-11. Site Planning Option – Modified Island 
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Figure 7-12. Site Planning Option Sections – Modified Island 
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Figure 7-13. Site Planning Option – Modified Island, Realistic 
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This modeling concludes that the selection of the channel-lining materials and vegetation, which changes the 

roughness coefficient, has a critical effect on the floodplain and must be carefully selected as design progresses. 

The modeling also indicates that further benefits to water velocities may be derived by moving the location of the 

island farther upstream, into the G1 parcel, which could allow more flexibility in vegetation and channel lining 

selection. The analysis highlights the importance of continued River maintenance and coordination among 

multiple agencies to remove sediment and non-native vegetation within the channel, consistent with the 

recommendations of the Ecosystem Plan. Further detailed modeling will be required to fully evaluate the effects of 

channel modifications in coordination with USACE. 

7.3 Bioengineering 

Bioengineering is the practice of using natural features such as riparian habitat, large woody debris, rock vanes and 

weirs, and other engineering features such as retaining walls, gabions, and geogrids to develop a natural 

ecosystem that is resilient to flood forces and erosional shear stresses. Any changes to the riverbed configuration 

would influence the water velocity, which in turn affects the type of vegetation that can survive. Higher water 

velocities limit the types of species that can survive. The flows near the Project site are subcritical with expected 

velocities currently ranging between 10 and 17 ft/s. Widening the bank would result in a slower velocity of the 

water in the channel as would planting vegetation along the banks. Table 7-4 presents bioengineering strategies 

and their associated critical water velocities with red indicating resilience to higher velocities and yellow indicating 

lower velocities. Habitat values from low to high are also shown.  
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Table 7-4. Bioengineering Strategies, Critical Velocity, and Habitat Value 

Material Critical Velocity 

(ft/s) 

Habitat Value 

(low - high) 

Live poles 3-10 high 

Live poles in woven coir turf reinforced mat 3-10 high 

Live brush wattle fence 3-10 high 

Lawn (short-time loaded) 6 low 

Lawn (long-time loaded) 5 low 

Fascine sausage 8-10 medium 

Fascine roll 9-11 medium 

Live staking in rip-rap 6-21 medium 

Live cribwall 10-12 medium 

Vegetated reinforced soil slopes 10+ medium 

Live brush sills with rock 

(depends on rip-rap stability) 
12+ medium 

Vertical bundles 6-10+ high 

Weighted fascine 8-10 high 

Brush mattress 8-10+ high 

Riparian habitat 8-10 high 

Live fascine 8-10+ high 

Brush layer/branch packing 

(depends on soil condition) 
10+ high 

Gabions 6-21 medium 

Rip-rap 10-25 medium 

Articulated concrete 20-30 medium 

Planted retaining wall 30+ medium 

Grouted rip-rap 30+ low 

Concrete lining 30+ low 

 

The harder the bioengineering strategy, the lower the habitat benefit derived from the solution. For example, 

planted retaining walls, structural concrete or block walls containing openings for plants to grow, are hard enough 

to withstand the flows of the River but they offer a low to medium value for habitat, depending on the design of the 

walls, the setbacks, and riparian overbank widths. Brush mattresses, a stabilizing cover made from a combination 

of live stakes, live fascines, and branch cuttings, on the other hand, can handle flows of around 10 ft/s once they are 

established and offer high habitat value and the mattresses become vegetated riparian areas. As shown, high 

habitat values are achieved with critical velocities in the range of 3 to 10 ft/s. Chapter 8, Habitat and Biodiversity, 

contains further discussion on habitat. 
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7.4 Flood Capture and Storage 

As part of the County Plan update effort, the County identified needs that exist at numerous project sites along the 

51-mile River system. At the Project site, flood risk reduction and water supply, among others, have been identified 

as needs (County of Los Angeles 2019). The potential of the Project site to be used to capture and store flood water 

has been preliminarily evaluated.  

7.4.1 Flood Risk 

As discussed earlier in this chapter, flood risk is known to exist in this stretch of the River. According to the 2002 

California Coastal Conservancy study, if both the G1 parcel and the Project site were excavated to the same 

elevation as the River channel, by cutting approximately 25 feet in depth, the result would be a maximum flood 

storage capacity of approximately 1,500 acre-feet. If the area were filled with sand or gravel, the flood storage 

capacity would be reduced to approximately 280 acre-feet. For context, the upstream Sepulveda and Hansen 

Basins hold 18,127 acre-feet and 33,348 acre-feet, respectively. It would take a new basin at the same order of 

magnitude as the Sepulveda and Hansen Basins for the Glendale Narrows to meet the capacity of a 100-year flood 

event (County of Los Angeles 2019). Therefore, any project implemented at the Project site would not remove the 

adjacent neighborhoods from the floodplain.  

That said, the Project site may offer limited flood storage capacity that could improve flood risk downstream on an 

incremental basis. The feasibility of incorporating flood capture and storage capability through retention during 

storm events into the Project will be further evaluated as part of site planning option development, and will 

depend on factors such as site design, an analysis of flood risk benefits, discussions and agreement from agencies 

with flood management responsibilities for the River, and other flood management projects within the region. 

7.4.2 Water Supply 

Infiltrating stormwater to the groundwater system is an effective way of increasing local water supply in the region. 

Through decades of development within the watershed, impervious ground surface has increased greatly limiting 

natural groundwater recharge through infiltration. There are many local initiatives to increase infiltration to 

groundwater through engineered solutions. At the Project site, the high groundwater table limits the amount of 

aquifer storage below the site as opposed to locations such as the San Fernando Groundwater Basin with much 

greater groundwater recharge capability. Additionally, the groundwater at the Project site is known to interface 

with the River downstream, meaning the stormwater infiltrated at the Project site could end up in the River rather 

than the groundwater system. Previous groundwater modeling indicates that local groundwater in the shallow 

aquifer generally flows toward the River. However, with deeper levels of the model, the groundwater flow is not 

upward but parallel to the River (The River Project 2002). This indicates that deep infiltration may result in some 

recharge benefit. 

As discussed in Chapter 3, Site Contaminants, contaminated soil conditions at the Project site raise concerns that 

infiltration may result in migration of contaminants to the groundwater system. Complete removal of the 

contaminated soil and import of clean fill material presents cost and feasibility restrictions; however, other 

infiltration solutions that avoid contact between the stormwater runoff and the contaminated soil may be feasible, 

such as lined infiltration wells or a system that conveys surficial stormwater to an uncontaminated location on-site. 
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Further analysis on the feasibility of incorporating infiltration into the Project will be conducted to determine its 

compatibility with the remediation and site design. 

Another way to potentially assist with local water supply is to retain water from a storm event within the island 

channel during a rain event with sluice gates, and/or in a reservoir or tank at the Project site, for beneficial use 

during dry periods. These possibilities can be further explored as design continues.  

River hydrology and hydraulics and flood management in the Glendale Narrows and at the Project site are complex 

and critical to the success of this Project. Facilities and improvements constructed as part of the Project will either 

be designed to flood or built outside the floodplain. Identifying channel lining materials and topographical 

changes, and developing a vegetation management and maintenance plan, will be key to understanding the 

impacts of the Project on River hydraulics and flood risk within the reach.  
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 HABITAT AND BIODIVERSITY 

Los Angeles sits within a Mediterranean climate region, which covers only two percent of the Earth’s surface but is 

home to nearly 20 percent of its plant species. The Project would restore native habitat and ecosystem functions 

within a region also identified as one of Conservation International’s 35 global biodiversity loss hotspots (the 

California Floristic Province) and within the globally significant Pacific Flyway. This chapter discusses existing 

habitat conditions, identifies restoration opportunities incorporated into development of the site planning options, 

and analyzes biodiversity performance against a site-specific measurement system. 

The term restoration is often interpreted with a variety of connotations by professionals and laypeople. Use of the 

term for this Project aligns with its use in the Ecosystem Plan (see Section 8.1.2). The Ecosystem Plan proposes 

restoration in terms of multiple restoration measures estimated to be feasible considering the current urban 

context of the study area, not to be confused with full restoration of historic natural conditions. Rather, the 

Ecosystem Plan speaks of “a more natural hydrologic and hydraulic regime,” restoration of riparian habitat types, 

and “naturalizing the river’s edge where feasible,” among other measures. Yet, the Ecosystem Plan identifies Taylor 

Yard as having some of the greatest potential for higher levels of restoration in the broader Ecosystem Plan study 

area.   

The following section describes further evaluation of potential ecosystem restoration measures at the Project site 

to support biodiversity (e.g., species of concern, connectivity, native vegetation). Ecosystems, including urban 

ecosystems like the Project site, comprise both biota (animals and plants) and the underlying abiotic (physical 

rather than biological) characteristics that make an ecosystem suitable for biodiversity, such as hydrology, 

microclimate, geology, and soils. Social and built factors are also key parameters for urban biodiversity, including 

presence of extensive fill material on the site, the legacy of industrial development, stakeholder community values 

and perceptions, and feasibility of long-term ecosystem stewardship. The alternatives for urban ecology shared in 

this report reflect many higher level ecosystem restoration measures likely feasible for the Project site, balanced 

with other demands for recreational, educational, and civic uses expected of most urban open spaces and parks.        

8.1 Existing Habitat Conditions 

Ecology at the Project site is currently highly altered due to compacted soils; flood control measures that have 

eliminated hydrologic connectivity with the River; and sparse, mostly non-native vegetation creating poor-quality 

habitat for wildlife. The site is mostly flat and consists of concrete foundations from previous structures covering 35 

to 40 percent of the property. Along the western edge of the Project site and at the top of the Riverbank, existing 

vegetation comprises a mixture of ruderal species (non-native weeds typical of disturbed areas), a few native 

coastal sage scrub species (believed to be volunteer seedlings from adjacent planted areas west of the Project 

fence-line), and a mix of non-native and early successional native small trees. Some small depressions that appear 

to hold water during rainy periods are also present in this area; however, these features are associated with past 

human activities rather than natural ephemeral wetlands. Overall, existing habitats for native plants and animals 

are of low quality. Based on the disturbed and isolated nature of the Project site, it currently lacks the minimum 

characteristics and conditions necessary to support any sensitive natural communities or special-status plant or 
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animal species (City of Los Angeles 2014). The site is not likely to have federal or state-listed species, or species of 

special concern (special-status species) because it has been developed for many decades (USACE 2015).  

The River adjacent to the Project site contains some existing riparian habitat. Within the riverbed portion of the 

channel, there is a mixture of open water and disturbed riparian and wetland vegetation that is dominated by non-

native plant, tree, and vine species. The riverbed is braided in some areas but in most locations, there are primary 

and secondary terraces that have various types of riparian and wetland vegetation communities. Existing native 

vegetation includes willows, cottonwoods, box elders, Arizona ash, cattails, bulrush, and aquatic plants. In addition 

to these native species, non-native species, such as giant reed (Arundo donax), are found in the River.   

Prior to construction of Rio de Los Angeles State Park in 2004, disturbed riparian woodland (habitat with decreased 

function and value due to human effects) was observed growing in low-lying areas of the Rio de Los Angeles State 

Park site and was determined to be a result of past activities and remediation work on the property (State Parks 

2004). Riparian woodland species observed at the Rio de Los Angeles State Park site include arroyo willow (Salix 

lasiolepis), black willow (Salix gooddingii), Fremont cottonwood (Populus fremontii), and blue elderberry (Sambucus 

nigra ssp. caerulea). Although in a disturbed state, this natural community is considered sensitive because it 

contains many of the same species that a mature riparian woodland is known for, and that can be used by special-

status bird species such as yellow warbler (Setophaga petechia) and yellow-breasted chat (Icteria virens), both of 

which are CDFW Species of Special Concern. Disturbed coastal sage scrub was also observed at the Rio de Los 

Angeles State Park site in a small patch along a west-facing slope in the southwestern corner of the property (State 

Parks 2004). Species observed include California sagebrush (Artemisia californica), coyote brush (Baccharis 

pilularis), mulefat (Baccharis salicifolia), laurel sumac (Malosma laurina), and black sage (Salvia mellifera).  

Historically, there have been numerous special-status plants and wildlife observed in the Project vicinity, including 

the federally and state-listed endangered least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus; LBVI). Protocol-level surveys for the 

federally and State-listed endangered southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax trailii extimus), LBVI, and the 

federally listed threatened and CDFW Species of Special Concern coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila 

californica californica) were conducted in 2005 and 2007 in USACE-managed areas (USACE 2015). The survey area 

included the Project site. Surveys for southwestern willow flycatcher and coastal California gnatcatcher were 

negative. LBVI were detected in 2007, in 2009 during another survey, and again in 2013 in the Project vicinity, but 

breeding or nesting behavior has not been observed (USACE 2015). 

According to a review of the Rio de Los Angeles State Park Project’s Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration, 

California Natural Diversity Database, and other literature, six sensitive wildlife species including several bats and 

the American peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus), eight sensitive plant species such as Nevin’s Barberry (Mahonia 

nevinii) and mariposa lilies (Calochortus), and sensitive plant communities were identified as having the potential 

to occur in the vicinity of the Project site; however, no special-status species are currently within the Project site. 

8.2 Relevant Past Studies  

8.2.1 Ecosystem Plan 

The Project is critical to fulfillment of the Ecosystem Plan objectives to restore ecosystem functions in the Glendale 

Narrows. Restoration efforts would reestablish riparian strand, freshwater marsh, and aquatic habitat 

communities, reconnecting the River to major tributaries, its historic floodplain, and the regional habitat zones of 
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the Santa Monica, San Gabriel, and Verdugo Mountains while maintaining existing levels of flood risk management. 

The Ecosystem Plan also includes opportunities for passive recreation that are compatible with the restored 

environment (USACE 2015).  

The Project site falls within Reach 6 of the Ecosystem Plan, which extends from the Glendale Freeway (SR-2) bridge 

over the River to the downstream crossing of Interstate 5 (I-5). Figure 8-1 illustrates the relationship of the Project 

site to habitat restoration in Reach 6 of the Ecosystem Plan. The Ecosystem Plan identifies creating geomorphic 
features and areas of freshwater marsh plants (shown in orange) at the Project site and creating habitat corridors 

and riparian habitat on the Riverbanks (green dots). The concrete would be removed on the eastern bank to widen 

the channel (red dots) and the western channel walls would be bioengineered to increase habitat value (green). At 

the southern end of the Project site, the channel would be terraced (shown in white) and, within the channel, the 

invasive vegetation would be managed (blue). The pink represents a potential location for temporary construction 

staging. 
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Figure 8-1. Habitat Restoration in Reach 6 of the USACE Ecosystem Plan 
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The three planning objectives of the Ecosystem Plan are: 

 Restore Valley Foothill Riparian Strand and Freshwater Marsh Habitat 

a. Restore Valley Foothill Riparian wildlife habitat types 

b. Restore aquatic freshwater marsh communities 

c. Restore native fish habitat 

d. Restore supporting ecological processes and biodiversity 

e. Restore a more natural hydrologic and hydraulic regime to reconnect River to historic floodplains 

and tributaries 

f. Reduce velocities 

g. Increase infiltration 

h. Improve natural sediment processes 

 Increase Habitat Connectivity 

a. Increase connectivity between the River and historic floodplain 

b. Increase nodal connectivity for wildlife between restored habitat patches and nearby significant 

ecological zones such as the Santa Monica Mountains, Verdugo Hills, Elysian Hills, and San Gabriel 

Mountains 

 Increase Passive Recreation 

a. Include recreation that is compatible with the restored environment 

The Ecosystem Plan assumes the following restoration features at the Project site: 

▪ Restoration of approximately 39 acres, providing 649.6 Habitat Units (HUs) as calculated by Combined 

Habitat Assessment Protocols (CHAP). This is approximately a threefold increase from baseline conditions at 

219.3 HUs, which is further discussed in Section 8.4.  

▪ Widening the soft-bottomed riverbed by approximately 300 feet to create geomorphic features and areas of 

freshwater marsh. As an example, Figure 8-2 provides images of the River before widening (existing 

conditions) and what the River could look like after widening. Figure 8-3 illustrates the setback called for in 

the Ecosystem Plan. 

▪ Gradual riparian slope to the overbank elevation for approximately 1,000 feet along the River. 

▪ Aquatic riverine habitat (i.e., freshwater marsh, open flowing water) dominating the new riverbed.  

▪ Riparian planting on the Riverbank consisting of 50 percent riparian trees and 50 percent riparian shrubs, 

resulting in two to three structural layers. 
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Figure 8-2. Before and After River Widening 

 
Source: ClimbingLA 028 0222 

 
Source: Cheviot Trees Website 

Before River Widening After River Widening (conceptual) 

 

Figure 8-3. Ecosystem Plan’s Area for Geomorphological Restoration to Support Freshwater Marsh 
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Figure 8-4 shows examples of established habitat types envisioned for the Project. Habitat types include aquatic 

riverine, ephemeral marsh, riparian strand, and riparian woodland. Examples of projects that transition between 

habitat types are also shown. 

Figure 8-4. Examples of Established Habitat Concepts 

  

 

Source: myubuntu.info Website 

Aquatic Riverine 

 

 

Source :discovertorrance.com 

Ephemeral Marsh 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: https://www.arroyoseco.org 

 

 

 

 

Riparian Strand 
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Source: https://www.arroyoseco.org 

Riparian Woodland 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Because a primary goal of the Project is to achieve the objectives of the Ecosystem Plan, the Project team analyzed 

each planning objective and how it could be incorporated into the Project (Table 8-1). The first column in Table 8-1 

describes potential approaches to meet each objective that could be incorporated into any of the site planning 

options. The second column describes specific methods and considerations for meeting the objective, and the 

third column discusses the potential challenges and limitations of the Project site. 
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Table 8-1. Potential Approaches to Meet the Objectives of the Ecosystem Plan  

Potential Approach to Meet Objective Specific Methods & Considerations Potential Challenges & Limitations 

Objective: 1. Restore Valley Foothill Riparian Strand and Freshwater Marsh Habitat  

Measure: 1a. Restore Valley Foothill Riparian wildlife habitat types  

▪ Design Project to support adjacent aquatic 

riverine habitat and variety of riparian 

strand habitat components, including large 

and small mammals, birds, reptiles, fish, 
invertebrates, trees, shrubs, herbs, vines, 

and grasses 

▪ Integrate a variety of topographic features 

and choose appropriate native plant species 

for planting and seeding 

▪ Include an irrigation system that can deliver 

water to planted areas during periods of 

drought as needed (recycled water) 

▪ Design Project so that there is at least one 
contiguous patch of uninterrupted habitat 
that can be used as a wildlife corridor that is 

parallel to the River 

▪ Include features that act naturally to assist 

with cleaning dry-weather runoff 

 

▪ Soil suitability testing 

▪ Soil amendments, as necessary 

▪ Pre-construction general biological surveys 

▪ Focused special status species surveys 

▪ Sensitive species avoidance and 

minimization measures 

▪ Planting and seeding with species collected 

locally 

▪ Vegetated terraces/slopes (e.g., live stakes, 
fascines, gabions, articulated concrete 

blocks) 

▪ Include wetland treatment ponds and swales 

for dry-weather runoff 

▪ Strategically locate hard structures  

▪ Rigorous non-native species removal 

program 

▪ Routine monitoring and reporting 

▪ Adaptive management 

▪ Soil import may be necessary 

▪ Important to use topsoil with native soil 

organisms (e.g., mycorrhizae) 

▪ Soil testing and amendments will be 
necessary if no import occurs 

▪ Plantings may be susceptible to scour during 
flood events until roots become well-

established 

▪ Plant with pathogen and pest avoidance and 
management in mind (phytophthora from 

nurseries, shot-hole borer, gold-spotted oak 

borer) 

▪ Extensive soil removal will be necessary to 
bring site down to more natural floodplain 
elevation 

▪ Establishment of more natural groundwater 

functions to support habitat, and potentially 

interactions with contaminated 
groundwater, may face regulatory, safety, 
and engineering constraints 

▪ Surface water quality will need to be 

improved to support native habitat types 
(temperature, pollutants, flood/storm flow 
velocity) 
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Potential Approach to Meet Objective Specific Methods & Considerations Potential Challenges & Limitations 

Measure: 1a. Restore Valley Foothill Riparian wildlife habitat types (continued) 

▪ Reengineer/restoring the “Arroyo de San 

Rafael”1 tributary, that currently enters the 

River on the G1 parcel, to flow through the 
site or Rio de Los Angeles State Park to 

provide more natural hydrologic conditions 
to support native Valley Foothill Riparian 

habitat. Approximate historic watercourse 

location of “Arroyo de San Rafael” is 
indicated in Figure 8-5 as “Alluvial 

Tributary.” 

  

Measure: 1b. Restore aquatic freshwater marsh communities 

▪ Design Project to support freshwater marsh 

habitat components, including small 

mammals, birds, reptiles, fish, invertebrates 
and aquatic plants 

▪ Widen River channel and slope to the east to 

provide more opportunity for freshwater 

marsh habitat  

▪ Choose appropriate native plant species for 
planting and seeding 

▪ Include a temporary irrigation system for 

select areas of marsh to augment rate of 

establishment (recycled water) 

▪ Soil suitability testing 

▪ Soil amendments, as necessary 

▪ Sensitive species avoidance and 
minimization measures 

▪ Planting and seeding with species collected 

locally 

▪ Rigorous non-native species removal 

program 

▪ Routine monitoring and reporting 

▪ Adaptive management 

▪ Soil import may be necessary 

▪ Important to use topsoil with native soil 

organisms (e.g., mycorrhizae) 

▪ Soil testing and amendments will be 
necessary if no import occurs 

▪ Plantings may be susceptible to scour during 

flood events until roots become well 

established 

▪ Will need to establish vegetation in marsh 
areas outside of wet season to avoid damage 

from storm flows (irrigation system) 

 

1 Name not confirmed. 
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Potential Approach to Meet Objective Specific Methods & Considerations Potential Challenges & Limitations 

Measure: 1b. Restore aquatic freshwater marsh communities (continued)  

▪ Design Project so that marsh has multiple 
connections with the riparian strand wildlife 

corridor 

▪ Create geomorphology to support more 
natural marsh hydrology by lower elevation 

of the site to near groundwater-level 

▪ Engineer hydrology to support marsh 
vegetation in areas where groundwater 

cannot be accessed, such as stormwater 
treatment features or water from the Eagle 

Rock Drain/“Arroyo de San Raphael” 

▪ Incorporate naturally ephemeral character 
of marsh features where appropriate as 

described by TNC (2016) (see Section 8.2.2) 

 ▪ Establishment of more natural groundwater 
functions to support habitat, and potentially 

interactions with contaminated 

groundwater, may face regulatory, safety, 

and engineering constraints 

▪ Surface water quality will need to be 

improved to support native habitat types 
(temperature, pollutants, flood/storm flow 

velocity) 

 

Measure: 1c. Restore native fish habitat 

▪ Integrate landscape features into the design 
of the River that could someday support 

sensitive fish species when greater habitat 

connectivity is established along River 

― Species of interest: 

▪ Santa Ana sucker 

▪ Speckled dace 

▪ Arroyo chub 

▪ Steelhead trout 

 

▪ Restore select areas of site to develop into 
suitable habitat for sensitive fish species 

▪ Areas with gravel, rubble, and boulders as 

substrate 

▪ Areas with sandy to muddy substrate  

▪ Establish plants/trees that would provide 
shady areas 

▪ Sculpt topography to maximize shade to 
potential restored “Arroyo de San Rafael” 
tributary 

▪ Currently very few locations with existing 
suitable habitat in the River 

▪ Any habitat created by the Project would be 

fragmented until other projects are 

completed to establish connectivity 

▪ In the future, translocated or naturally 
established native fish species could be 

negatively affected by poor quality dry-
weather runoff or recreational uses 
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Potential Approach to Meet Objective Specific Methods & Considerations Potential Challenges & Limitations 

Measure: 1c. Restore native fish habitat (continued) 

▪ In future refinements, the concept of a 

canal in the Island option, and stormwater 

wetlands in the other options will be 
explored as a restoration of the “Arroyo de 

San Rafael” tributary. Restoration of more 
natural tributary characteristics has the 

potential to provide significant habitat 

benefits, including for native fish species 
and sensitive riparian birds. However, some 

reduction in stormwater treatment capacity 
will be necessary to accommodate higher 

quality habitat 

▪ Treatment of water quality (temperature, 

pollutants, storm flow profile, etc.) entering 

the site from potential “Arroyo de San 
Rafael” prior to exposure to freshwater fish 

habitat 

▪ Other habitat affinities needed by these 

species could be affected by flood events, 

which could negatively affect long-term 
survival 

▪ Achieving levels of water quality to support 
native fish habitat types (temperature, 

pollutants, flood/storm flow characteristics) 

is possible, but challenging. Numerous 
efforts are underway across the watershed 

to achieve this objective.  

Measure: 1d. Restore supporting ecological processes and biodiversity 

▪ Design Project with careful consideration of 

soil, water, vegetation, and wildlife 

▪ Plan for establishment of habitat that has 

various strata (trees, shrubs, grasses/herbs) 
that can be self-sustaining 

▪ Include a buffer for portions of the site that 

may not have suitable hydrology for riparian 

strand or freshwater marsh habitat 

▪ Buffer the highest value habitat areas from 

edge effects from adjacent more active uses 

▪ Use species of plants that will attract various 
wildlife, including pollinators 

▪ Design monitoring program to measure 

various aspects of the restoration such as 

transects, quadrats, or California Rapid 

Assessment Method (CRAM) 

▪ Horticultural monitoring 

▪ Botanical monitoring 

▪ Soil monitoring (chemical/physical 

properties) 

▪ Permanent photo-stations 

▪ Routine general biological surveys to 

catalogue as many species as possible 

▪ Illegal encampments 

▪ Vandalism  

▪ Intense storms resulting in major amounts of 

precipitation over a short period 

▪ Drought 

▪ Plant pests and disease 

▪ Projected climate change 
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Potential Approach to Meet Objective Specific Methods & Considerations Potential Challenges & Limitations 

Measure: 1d. Restore supporting ecological processes and biodiversity (continued) 

▪ Use custom seed mixes and plant palettes 
that are diverse and appropriate, including 

both woody and herbaceous native species  

  

Measure: 1e. Restore a more natural hydrologic and hydraulic regime to reconnect the River to historic floodplains and tributaries 

▪ Design Project so that a much greater area is 

subjected to benefits from the River than the 
existing condition, which consists of a 

concrete sloped channel with a natural 
bottom 

▪ Expanding the River channel is the primary 

means for restoring a more natural 
hydrologic and hydraulic regime 

▪ Restoration of “Arroyo de San Rafael” 

tributary and its confluence with the River  

▪ Remove the concrete slope on east side of 

River  

▪ Create terraces that gradually increase in 

elevation to the east 

▪ Create island(s) as part of the site 

▪ Create inlets, tributaries, and/or pools at key 

locations within the site 

▪ There is not enough sediment left in the 

system to create braided sand and gravel 
bed systems due to upstream dams and 

debris basins 

▪ The velocities in the system to maintain 

flood protection will influence the potential 

solutions that will work for the restoration of 
this reach. 

▪ Extensive soil removal will be necessary to 

bring site down to more natural floodplain 

elevation 

▪ Potential exposure of contaminated 
groundwater may face regulatory, safety, 

and engineering constraints 

Measure: 1f. Reduce velocities 

▪ Design Project in a way that River flows will 
be slowed more than they are currently 

▪ Widen the River channel 

▪ Introduce terracing and/or islands into the 

design 

▪ Potentially include placement of large 

boulders into the River channel 

 

▪ Hydrologic studies of the channel indicate 
that reducing velocities may increase flood 

risk, which is not an acceptable outcome. 
Additional studies are needed to determine 

viability of any channel modifications. 
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Potential Approach to Meet Objective Specific Methods & Considerations Potential Challenges & Limitations 

Measure: 1g. Increase infiltration 

Infiltration may not be appropriate due to high groundwater levels and the potential to mobilize contamination from the site into the groundwater table.  

Measure: 1h. Improve natural sediment processes 

▪ Consider importing sediment to maintain 

wildlife habitat 

▪ Introduce terracing and/or islands into the 

design 

▪ Potentially include placement of large 

boulders into the River channel 

▪ Limited sediment supply consisting mainly 

of silts and clays 

▪ Current sediment transport should not be 

expected to maintain channel stability in a 
natural channel section   

▪ Additional study of the sediment in the River 

system, flow velocities, and shear forces in 
the proposed channel cross-sections is 

needed 

Objective: 2. Increase Habitat Connectivity 

Measure: 2a. Increase connectivity between the River and historic floodplain 

▪ Design Project in a way that seeks to 

increase the floodplain area adjacent to the 
River 

▪ Enhance connectivity up- and down-stream 
through the site  

▪ Include restoration of adjacent uplands that 

were historically present on the eastern 
portions of the site, including oak 

woodlands (see stream terrace type in 

Figure 8-5) 

▪ Widen the River channel and incorporate 

more gradual slope to the east 

▪ Bioengineer/vegetate channel walls, 

terraces, or banks 

▪ Incorporate native upland plant species and 

restored upland vegetation types in upland 

areas of the site  

▪ Create second channel in Island site planning 

option that is more natural in character 

▪ Terraced channel walls in Soft Edge option 

▪ Due to urban development, increasing 

connectivity between the River and the 
broader historic floodplain is limited 

▪ Balancing flood control with connectivity is 
challenging 

▪  Extensive soil removal would be necessary 

to bring site down to historic natural 
floodplain elevation 
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Potential Approach to Meet Objective Specific Methods & Considerations Potential Challenges & Limitations 

Measure: 2a. Increase connectivity between the River and historic floodplain (continued) 

 ▪ Minimize edge effects in areas of high 
connectivity between the River channel, 

adjacent floodplain, and uplands 

 

Measure: 2b. Increase nodal connectivity for wildlife between restored habitat patches and nearby significant ecological zones  

▪ Nodal connectivity would include 
establishment of a physical connection of 

the G1 parcel and the Project site. The G1 
parcel is closest to Griffith Park, which is also 

part of the Santa Monica Mountains range.  

▪ The Project site is within relative proximity 
to Santa Monica Mountains, Verdugo Hills, 

Elysian Hills, Mount Washington, and San 

Gabriel Mountains. 

▪ Reduce edge effects to encourage habitat 
connectivity. 

▪ Include establishment of wildlife corridor in 
the riparian strand and multiple direct 

connections with the flowing portion of the 
River (marsh habitat) 

▪ Support habitat connectivity to Rio de Los 

Angeles State Park 

▪ Design upland areas of the site, including 

more active uses, to minimize edge effects 

and support wildlife movement for many 

types of species through them 

▪ Reduce light, noise, and active uses within 
and directly adjacent to high value habitat 

areas 

▪ Cluster active uses to minimize edge effects 

(clustering=less total length of edge) 

▪ Currently the Project site is fragmented from 
other natural areas 

▪ Over time it is expected that other projects 
along the River will augment the nodal 

connectivity for all reaches 
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Potential Approach to Meet Objective Specific Methods & Considerations Potential Challenges & Limitations 

Objective: 3. Increase Passive Recreation 

Measure: 3a. Include recreation that is compatible with restored environment 

▪ Design Project to include a variety of 

structures and areas that blend with the 

natural environment, resulting in a nature-

focused park setting 

▪ Habitat and wildlife viewing towers 

▪ Native meadow for flexible uses 

▪ Native plant interpretative garden 

▪ Bat houses/owl houses 

▪ Educational signage 

▪ Pedestrian/bicycle paths 

▪ Arboretum 

▪ Amphitheater 

▪ Kayak landing 

▪ Nature play areas for children 

▪ Exercise stations 

▪ Bridge(s) for visitor and wildlife access 

▪ Picnic area(s)  

▪ Trash and recycling receptacles 

▪ Restrooms 

▪ Community science activities 

▪ Community stewardship activities 

▪ Proximity to sensitive wildlife 

▪ Proximity of human use to dangerous flood 

conditions during peak flows 
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8.2.2 The Nature Conservancy Study 

In 2016, the Nature Conservancy (TNC) published the Los Angeles River Habitat Enhancement Study and 

Opportunities Assessment, which focuses on water supply and habitat resiliency for the River. In the study, TNC 

identifies habitat enhancement requirements, opportunities, and constraints for the Elysian Valley by investigating 

its historic and existing conditions. TNC’s major findings are: 

▪ Multiple agencies and stakeholders have governance over the River, which creates an uncertainty of flow 

rates. 

▪ Flow rates are higher than they were historically, which is supporting non-native species and reducing 

biodiversity, particularly in the soft-bottomed channel in the study area. 

▪ Complementary habitats—and not just those in-stream—increase biological value and present opportunities 

to return the area closer to its natural hydrological regime. These opportunities consider adjacent upland 

habitats, land use, and the landscaping. 

The study identifies the creation of a river-adjacent floodplain habitat at the Project site as one of six Project 

opportunities with ecological benefits that could contribute to returning the study area toward its historic 

hydrological and hydraulic conditions, thereby increasing biodiversity and providing a more natural habitat.  

Figure 8-5 is a graphic from the TNC study with the Project site drawn in by the Project team. The graphic is partially 

based on the projected historic types present prior to intensive European settlement according to the 1897 

Compton-Dockweiler maps. It is thought that the alluvial tributary shown in light green is the historic path of the 

“Arroyo de San Rafael,” which is now piped under the G1 parcel in the Eagle Rock Drain. 
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Figure 8-5. Estimated Historic Pre-European Settlement Conditions 

 



Habitat and Biodiversity  

Taylor Yard G2 River Park Project   Page 8.180 

Implementation Feasibility Report  October 2021 

T AY LO R Y AR D  

RIV ER PA R K  

8.3 Habitat Restoration Opportunities  

The Project presents significant opportunity to transform land that was once developed and disturbed into a more 

natural state that supports native flora and fauna. Habitat restoration at the Project site would greatly increase 

biodiversity by creating additional space for plants and animals to establish and persist, and provide a stopover 

point for transient or migratory wildlife. Many relatively common species in the region are rare in urban Los 

Angeles. The Project could provide habitat for many such species and opportunities for more robust nature 

experiences by the public. TNC (2016) identified many relatively common species that could be targeted for the site 

including the side-blotched lizard, Pacific chorus frog, blue grosbeak, and long-tailed weasel, among others.   

A thorough review of existing reports was completed to identify potential target taxa and vegetation communities 

on-site. Species and vegetation communities that appeared in two or more reports were identified as possible 

targets. These lists were cross-referenced with various community science platforms like eBird and iNaturalist to 

understand current urban movement and locations. Understanding the Project’s scope and intended 

programmatic uses, 12 target taxa were selected to further research: 

▪ Bobcat (Lynx rufus) 

▪ Coyote (Canis latrans) 

▪ Yellow Breasted Chat 

▪ Osprey (Pandion haliaetus) 

▪ Side-Blotched Lizard (Uta stansburiana) 

▪ Pacific Chorus Frog (Pseudacris regilla) 

▪ Big Brown Bat (Eptescus fuscus) 

▪ Arroyo Chub (Gila orcuttii) 

▪ Santa Ana Sucker (Catostomus santaanae) 

▪ Great Blue Heron (Ardea herodias) 

▪ Two-striped Garter Snake 

▪ Monarch Butterfly  

The team looked at various aspects for each: rationale for selection as target species, range size, habitat, ecology, 

and behavior.   
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Figure 8-6. Target Species for the Project Site 

 

Side blotched lizard (left) Source: Joshua Tree National Park. Pacific chorus frog (right). Source: LA County Trails 

 

Another opportunity of the Project is to increase suitable habitat that is usable for special-status species, some of 

which are shown in Figure 8-7. For example, recent studies reveal that least Bell’s vireo have used the native 

habitat in the River as a stopover point. If suitable least Bell’s vireo habitat is established within the Project site, 

this species may use the area as future foraging and breeding grounds.  

Additionally, habitat could be created for other special-status plants, fish, birds, and invertebrates. Greata’s aster 

(Symphyotrichum greatae), for example, is a rare plant that is known to grow in damp places in canyons (Baldwin et 

al. 2012) including areas adjacent to waterways. It is primarily found in Los Angeles County (Calflora 2017). The 

closest record discovered during literature review is from 1932, located in Elysian Park, about 1 mile southwest of 

the Project site. Records indicate that this species is in the Arroyo Seco, about 5 miles to the east of the Project site. 

This plant could grow well in the restoration area, which would increase its range within Los Angeles County.   
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Figure 8-7. Special-Status Species with Potential to Occur at the Project Site 

 

Western Yellow Bat (left) Source: LCR Multi-Species Conservation Program Website      Santa Ana Sucker (right) Source: Los Angeles Times 

 

Southern Steelhead Trout (left) Source: Topanga Malibu Property Website  Arroyo Chub (right) Source: NANFA Website 

 

Least Bell’s Vireo (left) Source: Bob Steel Photography  Peregrine Falcone (right) Source: Dorian Anderson, Macaulay Library 

 

Plummer’s Mariposa Lily (left) Source: Aaron Schusteff, Copyright 2010        Greata’s Aster (right) Source: Michael Charters, Copyright 2006 
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Several potential grading and planting scenarios for the Project could support the establishment of natural habitat 

areas and increased biodiversity. One approach would be the creation of terraces adjacent to the River, which 

would allow for a greater number of habitat types while protecting those habitats from the force of floods that can 

be detrimental during inclement weather. Lowland areas could be designed for wetland habitat with a multi-

terraced structure that transitions into other habitat types such as open water, riparian scrub, and riparian forest. 

In higher elevations among the terraces, other habitat types including riparian-upland transitional areas and 

upland habitat could be created, such as California Sycamore – Coast Live Oak woodland type described by TNC 

(2016). Upland habitat could be very diverse and designed for creation of native grassland and wildflower fields, 

scrub and chaparral, or walnut woodland. Terracing is a successful restoration technique for this type of Project 

and is expected to be effective as the foundation for habitat restoration and appropriate for protection of 

riverbanks and habitat during large storm events that generate torrential flows.   

To fully realize these habitat restoration opportunities, the site planning options were developed with the following 

principles in mind: 

▪ Maximize habitat structural quality of landscapes as appropriate 

▪ Reflect historic habitat variety of habitats once present on the site  

▪ Incorporate larger landscape patches, which are more valuable 

▪ Provide wider landscape corridors, which are more valuable  

▪ Position corridors for key, off-site connection points 

▪ Minimize edge effects 

Following the iterative process of development, the site planning options were then tested using the measurement 

system discussed in Section 8.4 to determine if they meet the habitat goals established in the Ecosystem Plan.   

8.4 Biodiversity Assessment of Site Planning Options 

8.4.1 Background 

The Ecosystem Plan used the CHAP evaluation to quantify habitat value, which is a measurement system used by 

CDFW. The evaluation first determined a habitat suitability index (HSI), which is a quantification method resulting 

in a score between 0 (poor habitat quality) and 1.0 (optimum habitat quality). The HSI is then multiplied by a site’s 

acreage to determine the HUs for a project, the ultimate quantification metric. The HUs identified via the HSI 

methodology were then combined with HUs resulting from an ecosystem-based habitat evaluation framework 

known as HAB (or the Habitat Accounting and Appraisal Methodology). The HAB approach identifies over 350 key 

environmental correlates, representing physical and biological habitat elements that influence a species, and over 

100 key ecological functions, which refer to the principal set of ecological roles performed by each species in its 

ecosystem. It uses a geographic information system (GIS) to identify habitat polygons and map habitat types within 

a study area. The habitat type classifications are based on the California Wildlife Habitat Relationships System, with 

each polygon linking the habitat types to identified key environmental correlates and key ecological functions. The 

integration of both the HSI and HAB approaches results in the CHAP model.  

The CHAP model is most effective for evaluating ecological restoration projects in more natural contexts that target 

high-quality natural vegetation communities. Considering the urban context and diverse park design elements that 
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provide gradients of habitat quality and ecosystem services, and the proprietary status of CHAP model details, 

stakeholders, including USACE, support exploring a new approach to measuring the site planning options. The City 

therefore developed a customized biodiversity measurement system – the Site Biodiversity Index (SBI) – to serve as 

the measurement system. The SBI builds upon the draft City of Los Angeles Biodiversity Index which measures City-

wide biodiversity under the guidance of an expert council of local scholars and practitioners. 

The CHAP model was not used to measure the site planning options, but CHAP measurements of the Ecosystem 

Plan’s Alternative 20 still provide valuable performance benchmarks. Alternative 20 included the exposure of storm 

drain outlets and conversion to a natural stream and confluence with diversion water quality ponds provided as-

needed in an adjacent channel, the creation of geomorphology and plantings for a freshwater marsh, the grading 

of adjacent areas to a lower elevation for offline retention, the creation of habitat corridors and riparian planting on 

the banks, and planting built into the channel walls in the form of native vines or small shrubs. Using the CHAP 

methodology, this alternative identified a baseline score for the existing Project site as 219.3 HUs and a gross score 

of 649.6 HUs with the implementation of the alternative, for a net gain of 430.0 HUs over the existing site or a 2.96-

fold improvement. It should be noted that although the CHAP model combines the G1 parcel and the Project site 

results, these results are scaled to reflect the HUs on the Project site only. 

8.4.2 Methodology 

A detailed analysis of biodiversity was conducted for the site planning options utilizing a unique SBI that begins 

with a framework that describes the structure, pattern, and function of biodiversity. Structure relates to the 

ecosystem form and landscape habitat value; the pattern relates to the habitat size, connectivity, and buffers; and 

the function relates to the natural processes within the habitat and the edge effects. By using this framework, an 

SBI score can be developed for a geographic area.    

Using a similar GIS-based habitat assessment, the SBI for the Project uses a five-point scoring system for four 

different metrics measured for each 100 square-foot pixel across the Project site. This approach effectively 

integrates habitat considerations into the design process by identifying physical locations and features for 

improvement. The four initial metrics that were used to measure the site planning options, Island, Soft Edge, and 

The Yards, and the 2018/2019 existing conditions are in Table 8-2. 

Table 8-2. Preliminary SBI Metrics 

Metric Weight Purpose 

Habitat Quality 4 Assesses the ability of landscapes to provide habitat 

Habitat Variety 3 Suitability of habitat for target species or ecosystem 

Edge Effects 2 Influence of noise, light, human activity, etc. 

Off-site Connectivity 1 Locations for species movement between adjacent parcels 

Metrics also can incorporate weighting of relative importance. The current weighting is informed by the weighting 

approach for the City of Los Angeles Biodiversity Index, which had input from University of California, Los Angeles 

Sustainable LA Grand Challenge Biodiversity group. Additional metrics to measure ecosystem services, such as the 

benefits of habitat toward education, human access to nature, air and water quality, and flood control, may also be 

considered in the future leading to a more complete measurement of site-ecosystem performance.  
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8.4.3 Evaluation and Results 

Each site planning option and the existing condition were evaluated across all metrics. The results are provided as 

a normalized measure of improvement relative to the existing conditions, meaning the existing condition serves as 

the baseline from which performance is measured. Two measurements of the existing condition were required for 

this analysis. The Soft Edge and The Yards existing conditions reflect the existing boundary of the Project site 

(approximately 18,078 total pixels; Existing Project Site Boundary), while the existing condition of the Island uses 

an expanded boundary based on the footprint of the site planning option which extends into the River 

(approximately 21,334 total pixels; Existing Island Boundary). The following summarizes the evaluation methods 

and results based on the SBI. 

Habitat Quality 

Habitat quality considers the value of landscapes and vegetation as habitat, regardless of the type of habitat or its 

spatial context. The five-point scoring system used for habitat quality is shown in Table 8-3. 

Table 8-3. Habitat Quality Metric Score Thresholds 

Score Condition Threshold 

5 “Restoration” of native habitat types or existing intact high-quality natural areas 

4 

Biodiversity-oriented landscapes that do not meet the criteria to be considered 

“restoration,” or existing, degraded natural areas where natural landforms are intact, but 
vegetation has been degraded 

3 

Diverse native or non-native landscapes, but with functional priorities other than habitat 

(e.g., stormwater gardens for water quality or arboretums for education), or existing 

transformed landscapes with some native vegetation 

2 

Other landscapes or native tree canopies over lawn or hardscapes, intensive landscape 
use areas such as camping, play areas, or existing non-native vegetation with marginal 

habitat value 

1 
Monocultures such as lawns, non-native tree canopies over lawn or hardscape, non-native 

vegetation with low habitat value 

0 Hardscape including roads, trails, plazas, or buildings without green roofs 

All planning options show a substantial improvement in habitat quality compared to existing conditions. Table 8-4 

shows the total scores for the site planning options for habitat quality.    
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Table 8-4. Preliminary Scores for Habitat Quality 

Site Planning Option Total Points 

Points Compared to 

Existing (Baseline) 

Existing Island Boundary 20,031 1.00 

     Island Option 61,581 3.07 

Existing Project Site Boundary 16,027 1.00 

     Soft Edge Option 42,174 2.63 

     The Yards Option 36,570 2.28 

Figure 8-8 provides graphical representations of the habitat quality scores for each option. Darker purples indicate 

higher scores, and gray represents a zero score.   
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Figure 8-8. Preliminary Scores for Habitat Quality 
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Habitat Variety 

Habitat variety considers the type of habitat that landscape features provide, regardless of the quality of the 

habitat. For example, a riparian or marsh landscape type may be either a restored river floodplain or stormwater 

gardens treating runoff through more engineered features. Scoring for this metric is complex and requires 

establishing targets for the types of habitat desired for the Project site. Site planning options that provide the 

various types at or below the targeted amount of area for each type receive a score of 5 for each pixel of the type. 

Where types exceed the area target, additional pixels for that type receive a score of 1 point. Proposed targets are 

based on suggested types in the TNC (2016) Study.   

Each scenario provides a moderate improvement over the existing conditions. Table 8-5 shows the total scores for 

the site planning options for habitat variety. 

Table 8-5. Preliminary Scores for Habitat Variety 

Site Planning Option Total Points 

Points Compared to 
Existing (Baseline) 

Existing Island Boundary 34,442 1.00 

     Island Option 63,963 1.86 

Existing Project Site Boundary 30,002 1.00 

     Soft Edge Option 40,342 1.34 

     The Yards Option 38,746 1.29 

Figure 8-9 provides graphical representations of the habitat variety scores for each option. Hardscape is shown in 

gray. Green indicates upland habitat, light blue indicates built marsh habitat within the stormwater bioretention 

BMP, blue indicates riparian habitat, and dark blue indicates river channel. 
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Figure 8-9. Preliminary Scores for Habitat Variety 
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Edge Effects 

Human activities influence the quality of habitat, especially for sensitive species and urban “avoiders.” Activities 

can disrupt species movement, reproduction, or vegetation establishment, among other behaviors and processes. 

Table 8-6 shows the scores for edge effects, which are based on proximity to various types of land uses. Buffer 

distances used by Pacific Gas & Electric for nesting birds were used as the basis for buffer distance thresholds. 

Because edge effects can occur beyond the Project site boundary, the measurement is provided for areas within 

400 feet of the Project site. The measurement considers only activities originating from on-site and an estimate of 

the adjacent railroad, not the effects of other nearby activities that may also be impacting the Project site. Each 

option shows a substantial increase (negative) of edge effects because of increased human activity across most of 

the site in all options compared to the existing condition, which has relatively little human activity. 

Table 8-6. Preliminary Scores for Edge Effects 

Site Planning Option Total Points 

Points Compared to 
Existing (Baseline) 

Existing Island Boundary 223,771 1.00 

     Island Option 163,719 0.73 

Existing Project Site Boundary 201,396 1.00 

     Soft Edge Option 135,889 0.67 

     The Yards Option 126,964 0.63 

Figure 8-10 provides graphical representations of the edge effects scores for each option. Darker purples indicate 

higher scores, and gray represents a zero score. 
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Figure 8-10. Preliminary Scores for Edge Effects 
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Off-site Connectivity 

Maintaining and enhancing habitat connectivity between adjacent habitats and the Project site is an important 

strategy for enhancing the overall habitat value of the River and surrounding ecosystems. First, key locations on 

adjacent parcels with higher quality habitat were identified as target areas for connectivity. Areas adjacent to the 

River or other high-value habitats, such as Rio de Los Angeles State Park, received high scores. Areas near other 

land uses such as schools or residences received lower scores. Second, habitat quality (using the habitat quality 

metric score) for 100 feet inside of the Project site boundary was measured. Finally, the scores from the two steps 

were averaged for each pixel. Based on the current measurement approach, The Yards produces no change in off-

site connectivity. Soft Edge produces somewhat of an improvement, and Island produces a substantial 

improvement, as shown in Table 8-7.    

Table 8-7. Preliminary Scores for Off-site Connectivity 

Site Planning Option Total Points 

Points Compared to 
Existing (Baseline) 

Existing Island Boundary 9,699 1.00 

     Island Option 21,643 2.23 

Existing Project Site Boundary 14,750 1.00 

     Soft Edge Option 18,265 1.25 

     The Yards Option 14,797 1.00 

Figure 8-11 provides graphical representations of the off-site connectivity scores for each option. Darker purples 

indicate higher scores, and gray represents a zero score. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Habitat and Biodiversity  

Taylor Yard G2 River Park Project   Page 8.193 

Implementation Feasibility Report  October 2021 

T AY LO R Y AR D  

RIV ER PA R K  

Figure 8-11. Preliminary Scores for Off-site Connectivity 
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The results of the analysis for each metric was combined and weighted as previously discussed. Table 8-8 

summarizes the results. Across all metrics, the Island site planning option out-performs the other two options. 

Figure 8-12 illustrates possible habitat for a selection of targeted taxa in the Island site planning option. However, 

none of the scores achieve the CHAP benchmark target of threefold total improvement (i.e. a 3.0 weighted average 

score).  

Table 8-8. Results Summary and Weighting for all Metrics 

Metric Weight 

Existing 

Condition 
Baseline 

Island Soft Edge The Yards 
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Habitat Quality 4 1 3.07 4.92 2.63 4.21 2.28 3.65 

Habitat Variety 3 1 1.86 2.23 1.34 1.61 1.29 1.55 

Edge Effects 2 1 0.73 0.59 0.67 0.54 0.63 0.50 

Off-site Connectivity 1 1 2.23 0.89 1.25 0.50 1.00 0.40 

Average  1 1.97 2.16 1.47 1.71 1.30 1.53 
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Figure 8-12. Habitat – Island Section Perspective 
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8.5 Conclusions and Next Steps 

This iteration in the development of the preliminary design options did not meet the targeted CHAP benchmark of 

a threefold total habitat improvement. Moving forward, the Project team should explore the following design 

modifications and continue to assess performance:  

 Increase habitat quality and variety of landscapes by including more restoration areas that will achieve 

scores of 5 for habitat quality. The Ecosystem Plan targeted 10.8 acres of upland habitat type restoration, 

which should be achievable by re-designating some upland areas currently receiving 3s or 4s as restoration 

areas in the site planning options. Designing portions of the stormwater bioretention BMP as marsh or 

creek restoration of the historic “Arroyo de San Rafael” may also be feasible. Expanding the River flood 

zone corridor would provide additional high value restoration, which would be the only area to enhance 

channel habitat types and likely riparian strand/sand leading to the highest potential project scores. 

However, as discussed in Chapter 7, River Hydraulics and Flood Management, widening the River channel 

must be feasible hydraulically. Riparian strand and marsh restoration may also be possible with the 

stormwater bioretention BMP or restoration of the “Arroyo de San Rafael.”  

 Cluster human activities while maintaining habitat connectivity. All the design options spread relatively 

intensive uses throughout the Project site. Clustering uses and moving them away from the River’s edge 

will improve edge effects scores. However, too much clustering at one end of the Project site may also 

reduce upstream and downstream connectivity. The Project should strive to maintain connectivity 

between areas with lower edge effects scores.    

 Mitigation of edge effects for buildings and activities may also be possible for buildings through careful 

design and programming. In this assessment, all buildings were treated the same for edge effects. 

Buildings with lower intensity programmatic uses could be clustered, and building-noise mitigation 

measures could be designed to maximize performance.   

 Reduce hardscape in key locations for off-site connectivity. Generally, this includes areas within 100 feet of 

the River’s edge. Reducing hardscape along a portion of the southeastern end of the site would also 

improve connectivity along the downstream River terrace.    

 Account for other ecosystem services benefits. Next steps should involve accounting for other ecosystem 

services benefits of the designs. When combined with biodiversity benefits, a net threefold improvement in 

comprehensive ecosystem function is possible. 
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 PARK ACCESS AND SERVICES 

The Project is intended to create an open space that offers access to nature and the River and provides a healthy 

and safe environment. This chapter provides analyses on several aspects that contribute to a safe, clean, and well-

used park that serves the neighborhood and the region. This section discusses: 

▪ Site Access and Transportation 

▪ Open Space and Park Access 

▪ Park User Safety  

▪ Sustainability/Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Reduction 

▪ Potential Economic Return 

9.1 Site Access and Transportation 

Adequate access, whether by walking, biking, public transportation, or car, is a necessary component of any open 

space or park. Neighborhood parks within walking and biking distance are important for local area residents. 

Larger parks such as the Project and the adjacent Rio de Los Angeles State Park draw from both local 

neighborhoods and a larger geographic population. The existing site has poor connectivity in all modes of travel 

because of a lack of connection across the River and only one connection across the train tracks by the access 

roadway. Lack of grid connectivity and proliferation of larger than average blocks also contribute to the site’s poor 

connectivity. Opening access to the Project site will therefore have a great impact on enhancing connectivity 

locally and regionally and was a key consideration during development of the site planning options. 

The major roadways connecting to the access roadway with public transit, bicycle infrastructure, and pedestrian 

infrastructure are San Fernando Road and more indirectly, Cypress Avenue. Upon completion of the Taylor Yard 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Bridge in 2021, additional access by foot and bicycle will be available from the west bank of 

the River. As part of the site planning options, a new pedestrian bridge is proposed that would provide direct access 

to Rio de Los Angeles State Park. The existing access roadway will remain, possibly improved, to provide vehicular 

access to the parking lot. Another bicycle and pedestrian bridge is proposed for the north end of the Project site, 

the Elysian Bridge, connecting over the River. These current and planned access points would enhance connectivity 

to the surrounding communities and provide new means of accessing the Project site. 

9.1.1 Pedestrian and Bicycle Access 

Given the Project site’s proximity to the Los Angeles River Greenway Trail, which is part of a 5-mile-long trail for 

pedestrians and bicyclists that connects Griffith Park and Chinatown near downtown Los Angeles on the west bank 

of the River, and its role in River revitalization efforts, access to and from neighboring communities and more 

substantial active transportation infrastructure is a key focal point of the Project. The Los Angeles River Greenway 

Trail was prioritized by the U.S. Secretary of the Interior in 2012 in the National Recreational Trail System and is 

also within the historic footprint of the Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail, which was certified by the 

National Park Service and the City in 2015. The Southern California Association of Governments also identifies the 
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Los Angeles River Greenway Trail as a regionally significant bikeway that connects the region within the 2016‒2040 

Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Sustainable Communities Strategy. The Los Angeles River Greenway Trail 

specifically has been included as part of the RTP’s Regional Bikeway Network, with a primary purpose of serving 

“regional trips, commuting, recreational bicycling, taking local and existing planned bikeways, and providing a 

strategic regional focus.” Short-range trip strategies focus on the “low hanging fruit,” with suggestions to improve 

the existing sidewalk and bicycle networks to serve as connections to destinations, regional networks, and the 

transit system.  

In addition to the RTP, the City adopted Mobility Plan 2035 as part of its General Plan (City of Los Angeles 2015), 

which provides a new framework for the City’s major roadways and outlines several supportive policies related to 

active transportation. Additionally, supportive programs within Mobility Plan 2035 include the implementation of 

Greenway 2020, a locally led effort to complete the bicycle path along the entire 51-mile stretch of the River by 

2020. Completion of the Los Angeles River Greenway Trail would provide a multi-generational trail and provide 

active transportation options to disadvantaged communities. 

In addition to the Los Angeles River Greenway Trail, there is a Class II bikeway along Cypress Avenue in a north-

south direction, which continues its way on Eagle Rock Boulevard in an east-west direction. As part of the Mobility 

2035 plan, multiple new bicycle facilities are planned near the Project, including the following:  

▪ Class I Bike Path connection from Los Angeles River Greenway Trail to the Project site and the Rio de Los 

Angeles State Park (the Taylor Yard Bicycle and Pedestrian Bridge) 

▪ Class IV Protected Bike Lane on Cypress Avenue  

▪ Class II Bike Lane along San Fernando Road 

Pedestrian amenities generally include sidewalks, crosswalks, curb ramps, pedestrian signals, and streetscape and 

landscape amenities (e.g., benches, tree-lined buffers, planters, bulbouts, street lighting). The Project site is 

located near an established pedestrian network with sidewalks along major roadways (Cypress Avenue and San 

Fernando Road) that provide access.  

San Fernando Road is the nearest public street from the Project site and has sidewalks on both sides. The sidewalk 

on the eastern side is narrow with obstacles for pedestrians (e.g., poles) that also impact travel for persons that rely 

on mobility devices. The sidewalk on the west side is large and includes several amenities like landscaped buffers 

between the street and the sidewalk, trees, benches at bus stops, bulbouts at intersections, and lighting for 

pedestrians. There are crosswalks at the Rio de Los Angeles State Park entrances at the intersection of San 

Fernando Road with Future Street and Macon Street. 

Pedestrian and bicycle access to the Project was mapped using geographic information systems (GIS) to calculate a 

15-minute walk and a 5-minute bicycle ride to the Project. The walk- and bikesheds were prepared with the Taylor 

Yard Bicycle and Pedestrian Bridge and with and without the proposed Elysian Bridge (Figure 9-1 and Figure 9-2). 

Factoring in the Taylor Yard Bicycle and Pedestrian Bridge greatly enhances the connectivity of the site. It connects 

the Project to the communities between the west bank and I-5. The addition of the proposed Elysian Bridge 

enhances the site’s connectivity to the surrounding areas even more and demonstrates the extent to which the 

western community would be connected by foot to the Project, which is greatly improved from the existing access. 

The analysis shows that an even larger area of the western community would be able to access the Project by 

walking with the proposed Elysian Bridge. 
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In addition to general pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure improvements, provision of bike share facilities at the 

Project site and/or nearby transit stations would expand mobility for both transit users and residents of the 

adjacent communities. Bike and scooter share facilities are not currently available in the area surrounding the 

Project site. The City is, however, currently exploring its regulations and potential expansion of the Metro Bike 

program. The Mobility 2035 plan outlines “mobility hub” concepts, which are designed to improve multimodal 

travel opportunities for transit passengers and residents around stations; modes are not limited to public transit or 

bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure and focus on other first/last mile connections including rideshare, car share, 

and bike share concepts.  

The Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) has outlined a plan for implementing mobility hubs that 

focus on bike share and electric vehicle car share throughout the City. At this time, the community surrounding the 

Project site is not slated as a mobility hub location. Given the regional significance of the Project site, as well as the 

neighboring Rio de Los Angeles State Park and Los Angeles River Greenway Trail, expanding the mobility hub 

concept to a nearby rail transit station may be a beneficial option to enhance connections both locally and 

regionally. Establishing a mobility hub at the park itself would likely be a challenge, because success is typically 

dependent upon demand generated by factors such as density, land use, and availability of multiple transit 

services, among others. Because these conditions are currently lacking at the Project site, a more feasible 

alternative would be to locate a mobility hub at an established station nearby that provides transit connections 

through multiple modes, including multimodal transit and bicycle. As part of this, pedestrian and bicycle facilities 

in the community would need to be improved to ensure safe access between the mobility hub and Project site, and 

policy considerations related to bike share programs would need to be incorporated (e.g., whether dockless bikes 

are permitted, or if there would need to be docking stations at the Project site). As development continues within 

the area, there could be an opportunity to develop a mobility hub at the planned multimodal transit station at the 

Taylor Yard Transit Village mixed-use development, or at a potential future rail station in the area where both 

Metrolink and Metro Rapid services may operate.  
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Figure 9-1. 15-Minute Walkshed With (left) and Without (right) the Proposed Elysian Bridge 
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Figure 9-2. Five-Minute Bikeshed With (left) and Without (right) the Proposed Elysian Bridge 
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9.1.2 Transit and Vehicle Access 

Figure 9-3 shows the existing transit service in the vicinity of the Project site. The Project site is not served directly 

by rail services but is close to Metro and Metrolink rail lines, which run adjacent to the Project site. The Project site 

is within two miles of three rail stations– Heritage Square and Lincoln/Cypress stations along the Metro Gold Line, 

and the Glendale Station served by Metrolink (Antelope Valley and Ventura lines) and Amtrak Pacific Surfliner. All 

three rail stations are located on the east side of the site.  

As shown in Figure 9-3, Metro local bus routes 28, 90/91, 94, and 251; Metro Rapid service routes 751 and 794; and 

various shuttles and circulators operate within the surrounding area. Only three of the Metro bus routes have stops 

within a ¼-mile walk of the Project site, and two stop within ⅓-mile (including one Rapid and one Shuttle). Metro is 

currently undergoing a major transit study, the NextGen Bus Study, which will provide many recommendations 

related to local and regional bus services. The new bus network resulting from the study may include enhancement 

to transit services near the Project site given the new development occurring in the area. It would be beneficial, as 

the transit study progresses, to include the Project in discussions during system- and service-development 

activities.  

LADOT operates DASH services in downtown Los Angeles and 27 neighborhoods across the City, which provide 

frequent and inexpensive bus service to residents within each service area for local travel and connections to 

regional transit (including rail). Given the development that is occurring within the surrounding neighborhoods, 

operation of a new DASH service may be a consideration to increase connections to rail stations and Rapid stops 

nearby, as well as improve localized travel in the neighborhood.  

Relocating existing transit stops along San Fernando Road to intersections that are closer to the Project site may 

assist transit riders in accessing the park. Based on the impact that moving transit stops can have on overall route 

operations and costs, relocating transit stops to the actual Project site may not be the most viable option; however, 

maintaining a ¼-mile walk may be feasible. Although there is some opportunity to move stops closer, such as 

relocating a stop from San Fernando Road and Arvia Street along Route 794 to the intersection of San Fernando 

Road and Future Street, this is not without challenges. Intersections along San Fernando Road are not all signalized 

or equipped with adequate pedestrian bridge infrastructure, in addition to the potential for ADA accessibility gaps. 

Further, moving stops on time-sensitive services like Rapid can impact overall efficiency and effectiveness if the 

stops are spaced too close or too far apart.  

A more feasible strategy may be to coordinate transit improvements (including route operations and stop 

relocation) with development in the area, such as the plans for a multimodal transit station at the Taylor Yard 

Transit Village, which is immediately adjacent to the Project site. The proposed Taylor Yard Transit Village Station 

may be served by Metro local and regional (including Rapid) routes, and possibly Metrolink rail service in the future. 

In concert with strengthening local routes that will serve the new transit station and existing rail stations nearby, 

community mobility and accessibility to the park are likely to improve. Additional consideration should be given to 

how these new services can be integrated with the existing transit networks, as well as with pedestrian and bicycle 

facilities to access the park from the station. 
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Figure 9-3. Transit Service Serving the Project Site 
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First/last mile connections via bicycle and pedestrian modes are relatively lacking between existing transit stations 

and the Project site. Metro’s Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) includes a focus on coordinating pedestrian 

links between transit stations and the user’s destination, as well as a specific action item to improve pedestrian 

linkages to bus centers and rail stations. Additionally, the LRTP includes strategies related to first/last mile 

improvements that enhance integration between the active transportation and public transit networks (Metro 

2009). Improved pedestrian and bicycle access to rail stations would greatly improve access to the Project, as well 

as to the surrounding planned developments throughout the greater Project area. Projects such as filling in gaps 

within existing bike lanes and bike paths along Cypress Avenue and San Fernando Road, for example, would help to 

achieve better access; likewise, ensuring safe pedestrian paths and bridge locations at stations and at the Project 

site are imperative.  

Vehicular access to the Project was mapped using GIS to calculate a 5-minute drive to the Project (Figure 9-4). The 

driveshed for the Project stays the same as the existing condition because the Taylor Yard Bicycle and Pedestrian 

Bridge and proposed Elysian Bridge are for pedestrians and bicyclists only. 

9.1.3 Park Users 

It is anticipated that park users will comprise a combination of local community and regional visitors, including 

more specialized types of users such as students, seniors, persons with disabilities, hikers, and wildlife enthusiasts. 

Students will likely travel to the Project from the Sonia Sotomayor Center for Arts and Sciences, a complex of four 

high schools and one middle school, and other surrounding schools and neighborhoods. It is expected that their 

mode of travel would be rolling, walking, or bicycling. Seniors, some from the neighboring Taylor Yard Senior 

Housing, and persons with disabilities will likely travel to the Project from surrounding communities. These 

individuals may take all modes of transportation depending on their abilities, with the addition of dial-a-ride or 

door-to-door van services and access services. Hikers will likely be interested in enjoying the Project and accessing 

it with their mode of preference, while also being interested in connections to nearby hiking resources in Elyria 

Canyon Park to the east, Elysian Park to the south, and Griffith Park to the northwest. Other specialized visitors, 

such as bird and wildlife enthusiasts, may visit the Project to view the habitat and biodiversity planned in the 

current site planning options. These specialized visitors would more than likely arrive by private vehicles or public 

transportation. 
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Figure 9-4. Five-Minute Driveshed to the Project 
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9.2 Open Space and Park Access 

The Project site is in a highly urbanized area of northeast Los Angeles surrounded by industrial, commercial, 

residential, and educational land uses. Once constructed, the Project would serve as a public gathering space that 

provides an avenue for community cohesion for both the local neighborhoods and the greater Los Angeles region. 

It marks an important step for River revitalization in bringing people to the River. The local community heavily uses 

the adjacent Rio de Los Angeles State Park, and the addition of the Project would open access to the River and offer 

new linkages to communities. The Project would convert a site that currently acts as a barrier to a River asset that 

reintroduces the community to the River’s natural ecosystems. 

To ensure consistency with existing land use plans, the Project design focuses on habitat restoration, 

beautification, and the expansion of bicycle and pedestrian trails. Development of the site will include ways to 

connect with adjacent communities, not just physically, but culturally as well. The Project would illustrate the land 

use evolution from a major hub in the region’s industrial history towards an emphasis on the preservation of Los 

Angeles’ natural and indigenous resources. The Project design includes elements that weave in local culture such 

as pop-up art installations or galleries that feature community artists and onsite cafés that invite local restaurants 

on a revolving basis. These uses would not only strengthen community identity but could offer employment 

opportunities that help to support economic development goals. Elements within the site’s design, such as art, site 

fixtures, and wayfinding signage, would help to implement the visions outlined in many of the existing plans by 

reflecting the rich history of the site and educating users on the importance of restoration and preservation of the 

River. Natural site components would include features such as a biological reserve, which would generate 

numerous benefits related to education and research, community stewardship, and habitat restoration, among 

others. 

Implementation of the Project would enhance the neighborhood’s access to parks, open space, and recreation, and 

increase the type and variety of amenities and recreational activities that the surrounding community would be 

able to easily access by foot or bicycle. Figure 9-5 illustrates the locations of the existing parks within a one-mile 

radius, or a 15-minute walk, once the Project is completed. The map includes the Taylor Yard Bicycle and 

Pedestrian Bridge, as well as the addition of the proposed Elysian Bridge.  
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Figure 9-5. Existing Parks Within One Mile of the Project Site 
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In addition to providing an opportunity to connect the community to the natural ecosystems of the River, the 

Project would provide valuable educational opportunities for all ages about the natural environment and benefits 

of restoring the natural ecosystems. One of the high schools on the Sonia Sotomayor Center for Arts and Sciences 

campus is the Los Angeles River High School, which is an environmental science school with the goal of fostering in 

students a deep understanding of the challenges facing the environment and helping students acquire the 

intellectual and practical skills to go out and be community builders and stewards of the environment. The 

Project’s proximity to local schools provides a unique opportunity to serve as an outdoor classroom for the 

students and to introduce and immerse them in nature. The Project would also provide a valuable resource for 

exercise and healthy living for the residents of the Taylor Yard Senior Housing complex and fully comply with ADA 

requirements including ramps, accessible restrooms, and inclusive recreational options to provide an environment 

that is accessible for a full range of users.  

9.3 Park User Safety 

9.3.1 Crime 

The Project site, the River, and the surrounding neighborhoods have a history of gang activity. However, gang 

activities in the area have declined in recent years because of increased policing and other changes in the 

community. Crime data for a six-month period was compiled by the Los Angeles Times Map My Neighborhood 

initiative. Data were collected for the three neighborhoods surrounding the Project site: Cypress Park, Elysian 

Valley, and Glassell Park (Table 9-1). Compared to all 209 Los Angeles neighborhoods, Elysian Valley and Glassell 

Park crime rates fell in the middle, and Cypress Park was slightly higher than average, suggesting crime rates for 

the area are typical of a large city (Los Angeles Times 2019). 

Table 9-1. Crime Rates for Surrounding Neighborhoods 

Crime Rates 

(July 9, 2018 - January 6, 2019) 

Cypress 

Park 

Elysian 

Valley 

Glassell 

Park 

Number of Violent Crimes 44 6 47 

Violent Crime Ranking per 209 Los Angeles neighborhoods 35 139 79 

Number of Property Crimes 102 73 215 

Property Crime Ranking per 209 Los Angeles neighborhoods 90 91 97 

Crimes per 10,000 People 134.5 101.5 105.6 

Because of the isolated nature of the Project, it could provide opportunities for illicit behavior, such as drug-dealing 

and vandalism. During periods when there is less activity in the park, such as evening hours, visitors may feel less 

safe if the park is not designed and used in a way that deters criminal activity. Furthermore, the history of gang 

activity in the surrounding neighborhoods and along the banks of the River could further contribute to a perception 

of danger.  

Development of the site planning options has considered guidelines such as the County of Los Angeles’ park design 

guidance document “Park Design Guidelines and Standards” (CDPR 2017) which provides strategies to address 

safety concerns during the park design process. The guidelines draw from the Crime Prevention Through 

Environmental Design strategies, which emphasize using design techniques that activate the space and create the 
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perception of community surveillance to deter crime. The National Recreation and Park Association (NRPA) also 

published a guide for creating safe park environments. The NRPA guide suggests locating programmed activities in 

highly visible locations (i.e., park perimeter, entrance, or main path), scheduling activities to create a human 

presence from early morning to evening, and developing activities that extend beyond sports facilities and 

playgrounds that will create more widespread use of the park (NRPA n.d.). The broken window theory is also 

applicable to park security in that ongoing maintenance of the park is critical in demonstrating a vested interest in 

the park and dissuading criminal behavior. 

The Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) Northeast Community Police Station within the Central Bureau serves 

the Project site. The Northeast Community Police Station is located at 3353 San Fernando Road, approximately 1.5 

miles from the Project site. LAFD Fire Station 50 provides fire response services for the Project site. Fire Station 50 is 

located at 3035 Fletcher Drive, approximately one mile from the Project site. Fire Station 44 is located ⅓ mile from 

the Project site at 1410 Cypress Avenue. Fire Station 44, however, does not currently have the Project site within its 

service area. Emergency ingress and egress are incorporated into the site planning options. As the Project moves 

forward, LAPD and LAFD will be consulted to develop a comprehensive policing and response plan for the site and 

the surrounding neighborhoods to reflect the changing use. Special events held at the Project site would develop a 

specific security plan approved by LAPD and LAFD. 

Park ranger presence at the park will also ensure a safe and welcoming park experience. Park rangers are sworn 

law enforcement officers responsible for safety and the preservation of park and open space. Each site planning 

option includes ranger presence at the park during open hours. Ranger service could be provided by RAP, MRCA, or 

another agency. 

9.3.2 River Safety 

The River, despite resembling a naturally occurring river near the Project site, is still primarily a flood control 

channel. Under normal conditions, the River usually contains a low volume of slow-moving water that is restricted 

to the channel bottom at a shallow depth. However, during periodic storms, the channel volume increases with 

rapidly moving water from the upper watershed and stormwater runoff. During and following these storms, water 

levels and flow velocities in the River channel rise quickly, dramatically increasing the risk of accidental death and 

injuries to people and animals venturing into the channel. Much of the River is fenced off from the public with “No 

Trespassing” signs to prevent accidental injury or death. As such, the site planning options incorporate safe 

experiences with the River that do not pose a risk during storm events or would be closed if rain is forecast. Final 

design will include other River safety measures to protect against accidental drownings or serious injuries. 

9.3.3 Vectors 

Water can harbor vectors, which are any arthropod, insect, rodent, or other animal of public health significance 

capable of transmitting the causative agents of human disease to humans. The Greater Los Angeles County Vector 

Control District (Vector District) controls mosquitoes, midges, and black flies throughout Los Angeles County. Some 

of the diseases borne by mosquitoes that affect Los Angeles County residents in the Vector District include West 

Nile virus, St. Louis encephalitis, Zika virus, Dengue fever, chikungunya, and heartworm. The Vector District 

controls these issues through an Integrated Vector Management strategy that includes coordinating with property 
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owners, conducting surveillance, controlling sources and vectors, and public education. The result is a healthier 

community with a lower risk of disease outbreaks. 

The site planning options include a bioretention BMP and River channel modifications to create areas of emergent 

vegetation that, without proper maintenance, could result in stagnant water that leads to mosquito breeding. 

During design, circulation, water surface agitation, and careful selection of plant species that allow for effective 

vegetation management must be incorporated to prevent stagnation. A comprehensive vegetation management 

plan will also be developed, in coordination with the Vector District, detailing requirements for vegetation control 

and access to ensure safe and suitable conditions for public use.  

9.4 Sustainability/Greenhouse Gas Reduction 

The Project presents an opportunity to further the sustainability goals established by the City by focusing on a 

balanced approach and addressing environment, economy, and equity. In 2015, the City released its Sustainable 

City pLAn (2015 Sustainable City pLAn). The 2015 Sustainable City pLAn is made up of short- and long-term targets 

in 14 categories to set the course for a cleaner environment and stronger economy. The Carbon and Climate 

Leadership category calls for a reduction of GHG emissions below 1990 baseline by at least 45 percent by 2025, 60 

percent by 2035, and 80 percent by 2050 (City of Los Angeles 2015). The 2015 Sustainable City pLAn also includes 

goals to improve GHG efficiency in the City’s economy, influence national and global action on climate change, and 

eliminate the City’s use of electricity from coal-fired power plants.  

The 2015 Sustainable City pLAn includes strategies and priority initiatives to achieve the Carbon and Climate 

leadership targets. The strategies most relevant to a development project contribute to the reduction of individual 

and citywide energy consumption through education and retrofitting, specifically: 

▪ Reduce energy consumption of individuals and buildings  

▪ Reduce imported water use and associated GHG emissions 

▪ Increase education on GHGs and individual actions via libraries, zoo, local colleges/universities, and other 

public outlets 

The 2015 Sustainable City pLAn includes outcomes and targets for sustainability-related outcomes. Many of these 

topics would have a direct effect of reducing GHG emissions. According to the Office of Sustainability, the City is on 

track for achieving a 45 percent reduction in GHG emissions by 2025 (City of Los Angeles 2019). Continued 

reductions are needed to achieve the bold goals set forth for 2035 and 2050.  

In April 2019, Mayor Garcetti established the LA’s Green New Deal, which calls for a 50 percent reduction in GHG 

emissions by 2025 by reducing emissions from buildings, transportation, electricity, and trash. The Project would 

make progress towards meeting these goals, especially goals related to planting and maintaining trees in low-

income areas.  

The Project presents many opportunities to implement GHG emissions reduction strategies resulting in net GHG 

reductions through design, construction, and operations. Project construction would generate GHG emissions from 

equipment exhaust, exhaust from worker vehicle trips, and electricity use. Although construction activities are 

temporary, GHG emissions can be minimized by reducing vehicle idle times, using local materials and workers to 

minimize vehicle miles traveled (VMT), and using lower emissions construction equipment. 
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Operational GHG emissions reduction strategies would include minimizing vehicular trips and energy efficient 

design. Providing multi-modal connections to the site would reduce VMT through encouraging visitors to walk, 

bike, or use public transit. The addition of electric vehicle charging stations would encourage electric vehicle use.  

Site and building design would incorporate energy efficiency strategies including insulation in buildings; energy-

efficient heating, ventilation, and air conditioning; passive heating and lighting (use of sunlight to heat and light 

spaces); and energy-efficient appliances. Energy efficiency reduces electricity consumption in buildings, and 

therefore reduces GHG emissions from the utility’s generation source. Water conservation strategies can also 

reduce energy use. Water-efficient fixtures and irrigation systems, on-site stormwater capture and reuse, and 

landscaping with drought-tolerant plants can reduce water demand. 

Carbon sequestration is the process of capturing and storing atmospheric carbon dioxide (CO2). Plants can capture 

CO2 and release oxygen through photosynthesis. Approximately 800‒1,000 trees would be planted throughout the 

Project site. Many of the trees would provide shade to on-site buildings for the additional benefit of reducing 

energy demands from cooling.  

The GHG emissions reduction benefits of tree planting were quantified using the California Air Resources Board 

(CARB) Benefits Calculator Tool for the Urban Greening Grant Program with inputs developed using i-Tree Planting 

tool available at https://planting.itreetools.org/. The species of trees that would be planted include a mixture of 

species native to California. i-Tree estimates the amount of CO2 saved using number of trees, species, and trunk 

diameter. CO2 saved as a result of tree planting from the Project would be achieved from a mixture of three species 

with a variety of characteristics: Coastal Live Oak, California Sycamore, and White Alder. 

The i-Tree Planting output was entered into the CARB Benefits Calculator Tool for the Urban Greening Grant 

Program. The Project benefits are summarized in Table 9-2. Implementation of the Project’s landscape and habitat 

restoration component is anticipated to result in 3.4 million kilowatt-hours (kWh) of energy savings over a 40-year 

period, resulting in an energy cost savings of over $575,000.  

Table 9-2. Project Landscape Benefits from CARB Benefits Calculator Tool Over a 40-year Period 

Benefit Description Value A 

GHG Benefit of Carbon Stored in Live Project Trees (MT CO2e)B 828 

GHG Benefit from Energy Savings (MT CO2e)B 1,586 

GHG Emissions from Project Implementation (MT CO2e)B 121 

PM2.5 Emission Reductions (pound; lb) 1,468 

NOx Emission Reductions (lb) 21,833 

ROG Emission Reductions (lb) 187 

Water Savings from Project Implementation (gallon) 88,609,088 

Energy Use Reductions (kWh) 3,431,122 

Energy Use Reductions (therms) 143,545 

Energy Cost Savings ($) $575,958 
A MT CO2e estimates of GHG emissions are conceptual; actual GHG emissions attributed to the Project would be evaluated at the 

time of environmental review.                      
B  Metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) 

https://planting.itreetools.org/
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Through educational signage and stewardship programming, the Project would also offer the ideal venue for 

education on GHGs emissions and individual actions and could stand as an example of how the City can reduce 

GHG emissions through Project design, construction, and implementation. 

9.5 Potential Economic Return 

The Trust for Public Land (TPL) completed a study in 2017 quantifying the economic benefits of the public park and 

recreation system in the City. The TPL study developed a methodology to quantify the economic benefits of 

existing parks to the Los Angeles economy for the following categories: 

▪ Enhanced property values – Parks can increase property values in the surrounding communities because 

people often seek out neighborhoods with access to green space and recreational activities. TPL estimates 

that parks in Los Angeles raise the value of nearby residential properties by $2.29 billion and increase 

property tax revenues by $27.2 million a year.  

▪ Stormwater retention benefits – By increasing the pervious surface area, parks and green spaces provide 

opportunities to capture precipitation, slow its runoff, and reduce the volume of water that enters the 

stormwater system. TPL estimates that the stormwater retention benefit is valued at $8.03 million 

annually. 

▪ Improved air quality – Plants help filter air pollutants, improving air quality. TPL estimates that these 

health benefits are valued at $1.58 million annually. 

▪ Tourist revenue – Visitors to parks spend money both on the park property as well as in the surrounding 

community, leading to job creation. TPL estimates visitors spend approximately $415 million annually in 

the local economy, which generates $27.5 million in local tax revenues. 

▪ Recreational use – The time visitors spend enjoying the park itself also has an economic value, which TPL 

estimates at $334 million per year.  

▪ Human health – Parks and recreation spaces provide the opportunity for greater physical activity, which 

translates to improved health outcomes. TPL estimates the annual medical cost savings resulting from 

park and recreation facilities is approximately $151 million.  

▪ Community cohesion – Providing a community gathering space can enhance the sense of community 

among neighbors. TPL estimates that the value of the resulting community cohesion in volunteer time and 

financial contributions to parks is $12.5 million annually.  

Where possible, the methodology used to calculate the economic benefits in the TPL study were applied to 

estimate the potential economic benefit of any of the three identified site planning options for the Project. 

However, because the Project does not yet exist, the methodology was applied to potential benefits rather than 

quantifiable existing benefits. Also, because the Project is in the planning stages, much of the data used by TPL (i.e., 

tree cover, number of visitors, and volunteer time and donations) do not yet exist, and a qualitative assessment of 

benefits is provided instead. 

9.5.1 Enhanced Property Values 

Within 500 feet of the Project are 49 residential properties, which primarily consist of units within the Taylor Yard 

Transit Village Master Plan. The development consists of 400 housing units of which 305 are affordable rental 
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apartments and 95 are condominiums (41 of which are within 500 feet of the Project). An average estimated value 

of approximately $700,000 for the market-rate condominiums was assumed. A 5 percent increase in value would 

amount to an additional $35,000 per property for a total of $1.43 million in additional value for all 41 market-rate 

properties. If the properties sold at the higher value, this would translate into additional property tax revenue for 

the City. This is a conservative estimate, however, because the increased property values could extend farther than 

500 feet from the Project site, which would spur further investment in the community.  

9.5.2 Stormwater Retention Benefits 

The Project team estimates that a total volume of 113.9 acre-feet of stormwater is expected to be captured and 

treated annually, including run-off from storm drains and on-site (WSP 2018). Using the TPL methodology to assign 

a value of $594 per acre-foot of stormwater, the stormwater feature alone would result in an estimated $67,657 

annual benefit.  

9.5.3 Improved Air Quality 

The site planning options estimate that approximately 800‒1,000 trees would be planted throughout the Project 

site. Based on the tree planting alone, the Project could result in the sequestration of up to 940 metric tons of CO2 

over a 40-year period. Planting new vegetation would also reduce other air pollutants, such as carbon monoxide, 

nitrogen dioxide, ozone, coarse dust particles, fine particles, and sulfur dioxide.  

9.5.4 Tourist Revenue 

The Project is envisioned as a regional destination that would attract visitors from across the region as well as 

tourists who are visiting the City and want to experience a Los Angeles landmark. Unique Project elements that 

could attract visitors include the kayak launch, an amphitheater, a café/restaurant, a youth enrichment center, a 

museum/cultural center, a research building, and a public facility. The Project could serve as a location for major 

events, such as concerts and festivals, which would attract many visitors from across the region in a single day. In 

addition to money spent within the Project itself on activities, visitors would also spend money in the surrounding 

community on food, entertainment, lodging, fuel, gifts, and other activities in the surrounding communities. 

9.5.5 Recreational Use 

The Project would provide numerous opportunities for visitors to engage in recreational activities, although 

unprogrammed and passive recreation is emphasized. Recreational activities identified in the TPL study that may 

be provided for as part of the Project include using playgrounds, picnicking, resting and relaxing, walking, and 

kayaking. Although the Project would be free to access, these activities provide a value to visitors, which can be 

estimated through willingness to pay for similar activities elsewhere. The unique opportunity to access the River 

could place a premium on visits to the Project; however, maintaining an affordable and inclusive park is a priority 

for the City.  
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9.5.6 Human Health  

The Project would provide a plethora of opportunities to exercise and experience nature, which both have proven 

health benefits and result in health care savings. The Project could include up to 9.5 miles of multi-use trails, which 

could be used for walking or running. The site planning options also include a meadow area, which could be used 

for group exercise activities such as yoga, fitness bootcamps, or a pick-up game. Furthermore, the health benefits 

of the Project are not limited to increased physical activity but also include the benefits of reconnecting with 

nature, which can reduce stress and improve mental health, also resulting in health care savings.  

9.5.7 Community Cohesion 

As previously discussed, the Project would serve as a public gathering space that would provide an avenue for 

community cohesion for both the local neighborhoods and the greater Los Angeles region. It marks an important 

step for River revitalization in bringing people to the River. The local community heavily uses the adjacent Rio de 

Los Angeles State Park and the addition of the Project would open access to the River and offer new linkages to 

communities.   

9.5.8 Green Jobs Development 

The Project includes a proposed research building that could be like the LA Cleantech Incubator (LACI) located in 

the Arts District of downtown Los Angeles. LACI is a cleantech hub where entrepreneurs, engineers, scientists, and 

policymakers can collaborate, promote, and support the development of clean technologies and the City’s 

innovation economy. The facility includes open workspace and private offices, conference rooms, and event space. 

The function of the Project’s proposed research building is yet to be determined but has the potential to 

significantly contribute to green jobs development and opportunities for the local workforce to become trained in 

green jobs. 

9.5.9 Equitable Distribution of Economic Benefits 

The Project has the potential to attract significant investments in the surrounding communities resulting in 

concerns regarding gentrification, displacement, and the equitable distribution of any economic benefits. In 

response to the gentrification concerns surrounding recent local and state initiatives to raise funding for parks and 

open space in park-poor communities, the Los Angeles Regional Open Space and Affordable Housing (LA ROSAH) 

Collaborative was formed to address the challenge of green gentrification by developing and advancing strategies 

that counter displacement and promote access to affordable housing and open space. As part of the Collaborative, 

LA THRIVES, Enterprise Community Partners, and the Southeast Asian Community Alliance co-authored “Pathway 

to Parks and Affordable Housing and Joint Development” (LA THRIVES and LA ROSAH 2017), which identifies 

strategies for tackling the dual crises of a lack of affordable housing and open space through joint development 

that promotes equitable and sustainable development.  

In 2018, Urban Displacement Project and the UCLA Center for Neighborhood Knowledge prepared a summary of 

anti-displacement policies across Los Angeles County. These policies can be grouped into four categories: those 

that produce new affordable housing, those that preserve existing affordable housing, those that protect tenants, 

and those that build the assets of low-income residents (Urban Displacement Project 2018). As identified in The 
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State of Anti-Displacement Policies in LA County , the following practices and policies have been adopted by the 

City and could be used by the surrounding communities: 

▪ New and Updated Policies – Ensure that the City continues to work with partners to explore and deploy 

new policies that are not currently in practice and that it analyzes current policies to determine if policies 

need to be scaled up or down. As part of this process the City also must identify who would need to be 

involved to carry out the policies (e.g., City Departments, funders, partners). 

▪ Just Cause Eviction Ordinance – Laws that allow tenants to be evicted only for specific reasons. These 

“just causes” can include a failure to pay rent or violation of the lease terms. 

▪ Rent Control/Stabilization –Rent control protects tenants from excessive rent increases, while allowing 

landlords a reasonable return on their investments. Such ordinances limit rent increase to certain 

percentages, but California state law allows landlords to raise rents to the market rate once the unit 

becomes vacant. In October 2019, the State of California passed AB 1482, which limits rent increases state-

wide to 5 percent, plus the local rate of inflation on any buildings older than 15 years. 

▪ Mobile Home Rent Control – Places specific rent increase restrictions on the land rented by mobile 

homeowners or the homes themselves. 

▪ Single-Room Occupancy (SRO) Preservation – Also called residential hotels, housing one or two people 

in individual rooms. Tenants typically share bathrooms and/or kitchens. These are often considered a form 

of permanent residence affordable for low-income individuals. SRO preservation ordinances help to 

preserve or create new SRO units 

▪ Condominium Conversion Regulations – In addition to State laws regulating the conversion of multi-

family rental property into condominiums (like subdivision mapping and homeowner association 

formation), the City has enacted a condominium conversion ordinance. This imposes procedural 

restrictions (like notification requirements) and/or substantive restrictions on the ability to convert 

apartment units into condominiums (such as prohibiting conversions unless the City or regional vacancy 

rate is above 5 percent, offering the right to return for 10 years if the unit is returned to the rental market, 

and offering the same rent if put back on the rental market within 5 years). The purpose of the ordinance is 

to protect the supply of rental housing. 

▪ Density Bonus Ordinance – Allow developers of market-rate housing to build higher density housing, in 

exchange for having a certain portion of their units offered at affordable prices.  

▪ Commercial Linkage Fee – Charges on developers per square foot of new commercial development. 

Revenues are used to develop or preserve affordable housing. 

▪ Community Land Trusts – Nonprofit, community-based organizations (supported by the City or County) 

whose mission is to provide affordable housing in perpetuity by owning land and leasing it to those who 

live in houses built on that land. 

▪ Housing Trust Fund – Designated source of public funds—generated through various means—that is 

dedicated to creating affordable housing. 

▪ First Source Hiring Ordinances – Ensure that City residents are given priority for new jobs created by 

municipal financing and development programs. 
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Everyone deserves to enjoy the benefit of public investment in parks and open space in their community. The 

Project has the potential to demonstrate how the intersection of green infrastructure and affordable housing can 

ensure that existing residents and all Angelenos benefit from this investment. 

9.5.10 Conformance with Regional and Local Economic Development Goals 

The Los Angeles County 2016‒2020 Strategic Plan for Economic Development was released in the beginning of 2016 

and is the region’s collaborative effort to define priorities that will lead to creation of well-paying jobs and help the 

County’s key industries and workforce navigate the challenging transition to an information age economy. The 

Strategic Plan includes seven overall goals, each with a set of objectives and metrics. The Project would address 

the following three relevant goals from this plan: 

▪ Invest in Our People – The Project would provide an opportunity for visitors of all ages to spend time 

outdoors, which has proven benefits to their physical and mental development.  

▪ Accelerate Innovation and Entrepreneurship – The proposed research building could provide access to 

affordable shared spaces for research, lab, design, and co-working to assist entrepreneurs, inventors, and 

makers. The Project would use publicly owned land to spur applied research and development in key 

innovation growth areas. 

▪ Build More Livable Communities – The Project would serve as an investment in basic infrastructure in a 

low-income community; provide connections to active transportation options along the Los Angeles River 

Greenway Trail; and provide opportunities for physical activity and connect residents with nature, which 

has proven mental health benefits. The Project could host regular markets, which provide access to fresh, 

local produce. The Project would advance the City’s sustainability goals and provide both environmental 

and economic benefits. 

The City released LA’s Green New Deal in 2019. It is the City’s vision for an inclusive green economy, and it updates 

and expands upon the 2015 Sustainable City pLAn. LA’s Green New Deal includes 13 chapters, each of which is 

assessed on a set of eight benefits: climate mitigation, access and equity, quality jobs, workforce development, 

health and wellbeing, economic innovation, increased affordability, and resiliency. The Project would address the 

following chapters from LA’s Green New Deal:  

▪ Environmental Justice – The Project would provide localized air quality benefits by improving air quality. 

The surrounding communities include several high-scoring CalEnviroScreen census tracts, which are 

targets for improved infrastructure. Creating a public park and activating an otherwise underutilized space 

would create a safer environment and provide much-needed green space in an underserved area.  

▪ Local Water – The Project would capture and treat an estimated volume of 113.9 acre-feet of stormwater, 

including run-off from storm drains and on-site stormwater, which would contribute to the City’s goal of 

increasing stormwater treatment. 

▪ Mobility and Transit – The Project would connect to the Los Angeles River Greenway Trail via the Taylor 

Yard Bicycle and Pedestrian Bridge and the proposed Elysian Bridge. Both bridges would connect the 

Elysian Valley and Cypress Park communities and provide access to the Los Angeles River Greenway Trail 

for communities on the east bank of the River. 

▪ Industrial Emissions and Air Quality Monitoring – Planting new vegetation on the Project site would 

reduce air pollutants, such as carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, ozone, coarse dust particles, fine 
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particles, and sulfur dioxide, a benefit that is particularly critical to the surrounding communities which, 

like much of the Los Angeles Basin, regularly experience poor air quality, in part due to the proximity of the 

I-5 freeway and the local topography. 

▪ Food Systems - The Project could include regular markets, which would provide increased access to local, 

fresh produce. 

▪ Urban Ecosystems and Resilience – The Project would introduce between 24 and 26 acres of new 

vegetation on a site that is currently predominantly concrete, helping to reduce the urban heat island 

effect and increase the tree canopy. Additionally, the Project aims to achieve the goals of the LARRMP and 

Ecosystem Plan to restore natural habitats to support biodiversity of the River and wildlife 

corridor/connectivity, and the goals of the Ecosystem Plan. The Project would create nearly 30 acres of 

open space for Angelenos and would contribute to the LA New Green Deal’s ‘no-net loss’ of native 

biodiversity goal. 

▪ Prosperity and Green Jobs – The proposed research building could provide access to affordable shared 

spaces for green/clean business development.  

▪ Lead by Example – The City will pursue Envision™ certification, which requires the integration of green 

infrastructure and building design standards, community engagement, water conservation, and reductions 

to GHG emissions as part of the Project. 

The City is also in the process of updating its Citywide Economic Development Strategy. In 2018, the City published 

a Draft Strategy with the following vision: 

Los Angeles will leverage its position as a gateway to the Pacific Rim and other world markets to grow its 

economy for the benefit of all Angelenos. Building on our unparalleled culture of creativity and leadership in 

innovation, we will expand our global, national and regional presence by investing in our people, 

neighborhoods, and industries. 

To achieve the identified vision and goals, the Draft Strategy set forth actions. The Project would help the City 

achieve its long-term goals by strengthening the economy of the City communities of Glassell Park, Cypress Park, 

and Elysian Valley by catalyzing investment and job creation and revitalizing the neighborhoods. 

 



Comparison of Site Planning Options  

Taylor Yard G2 River Park Project   Page 10.218 

Implementation Feasibility Report  October 2021 

T AY LO R Y AR D  

RIV ER PA R K  

 COMPARISON OF SITE PLANNING OPTIONS 

This chapter provides a discussion of the trade-offs among the three site planning options and assesses how 

effectively each meets the Project goals and objectives. These goals and objectives include a vision of bringing 

nature into the City; responding thoughtfully to the unique local community and climate; creating new linkages; 

restoring the environment; creating natural habitat; protecting and enhancing water resources; providing 

significant new open space and recreation opportunities for a full range of users; and providing social, cultural, and 

environmental value to the region. As site planning options, a degree of flexibility exists when looking forward 

through the design and construction stages. Therefore, this chapter focuses on highlighting the key substantive 

differences between each option. 

10.1 Evaluation Methodology 

Six evaluation categories were established to evaluate the consistency between the design options and the 

Project’s established goals: 

1. Habitat restoration and consistency with the Ecosystem Plan 

2. Park user experience and public access  

3. Potential economic return 

4. Cost  

5. Consistency with public input 

6. Degree of technical feasibility 

10.1.1 Habitat Restoration and Consistency with the Ecosystem Plan 

The Project provides a unique opportunity to achieve the Ecosystem Plan’s goals to restore ecosystem values in the 

Glendale Narrows. The Ecosystem Plan lays out a set of objectives to reach this goal, which include restoring Valley 

Foothill riparian strand and freshwater marsh habitats, increasing habitat connectivity, and increasing passive 

recreation.  

The three site planning options were assessed to determine how effectively each would advance the goal of 

restoring natural habitats along the River and meeting the objectives of the Ecosystem Plan based on the metrics 

identified in Table 10-1. 
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Table 10-1. Metrics for Habitat Restoration and Consistency with the Ecosystem Plan 

Objectives Metrics 

Restore natural habitats to support 

biodiversity 
▪ Acres of restored historic ecosystems (5 in SBI) 

▪ Acres of habitat oriented native plant landscape (4 in SBI) 

▪ Utilization of native plant materials that support wildlife 

▪ Creation of terracing to support greater number of habitat 

types 

▪ Creation of bio-filter areas 

▪ SBI scoring 

Create wildlife corridors and support 

wildlife connectivity 

▪ Terraced channel banks with native vegetation 

▪ Areas that provide wildlife access from the River to marsh and 

riparian habitat 

▪ Contiguous bands of riparian vegetation 

▪ Habitat and wildlife viewing structures with roosting features 

▪ Stormwater features that mimic natural tributary to River  

▪ Linkages from the Project site to off-site habitat patches 

Advance revitalization of the River ▪ Consistency with LARRMP 

▪ Consistency with Ecosystem Plan 

10.1.2 Park User Experience and Public Access  

The Project would provide a major regional recreational destination and much-needed open space in a historically 

underserved and park-poor community. It is important that the Project provides a variety of recreational 

opportunities for a diverse population and easy access from both the immediate community and for those 

traveling longer distances. The site planning options were evaluated based on the metrics identified in Table 10-2 

to determine how well each option meets recreational goals for the Project.  
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Table 10-2. Metrics for Park User Experience and Public Access 

Objectives Metrics 

Provide public access to the River ▪ Number of public River access points 

▪ Provision of safe access to boating on the River 

Serve neighboring communities and 

the region  
▪ Multi-modal connections to: 

― Adjacent neighborhoods 

― The River 

― Rio de Los Angeles State Park and the G1 parcel 

▪ Connections to the internal trail system within the park to off-
site pedestrian and bicycle paths and transportation 

▪ Number of on-site parking spaces 

Provide a high-quality 
environmentally and habitat-friendly 

place with activities for a full range of 

park users 

Provision of any of the following: 

▪ Multi-use meadows 

▪ Separate paths for bicyclists and pedestrians 

▪ Trails 

▪ Picnic areas 

▪ Nature play 

▪ Arboretum 

▪ Native meadow 

▪ Outdoor classrooms 

▪ Sculpture garden 

▪ Open event space 

▪ Nature center 

▪ Native plant interpretive garden 

▪ Habitat and wildlife viewing towers 

▪ Amphitheater 

10.1.3 Potential Economic Return 

The development of the Project site into a park would provide direct and indirect economic benefits to the 

immediate surrounding neighborhoods, which are historically disadvantaged, and the broader region. Direct 

economic benefits include spending by visitors both within the park itself and in the surrounding community when 

coming to and from the park, which could result in the creation of new businesses and jobs. On-site programming 

also has the potential to offset capital and operations costs through events and educational/vocational facilities. 

Indirect economic benefits could include property value growth, water quality improvement, and improved health 

conditions due to improved air quality and recreation and exercise opportunities. The potential economic returns 

of each of the three site planning options were evaluated based on the metrics identified in Table 10-3.  
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Table 10-3. Metrics for Potential Economic Return 

Objectives Metrics 

Create economic benefits in the 

neighboring community 
▪ Number of daily visitors 

▪ Creation of new businesses and/or jobs within and 

outside the park 

Improve health outcomes in the 
surrounding community 

▪ Amount of new vegetation 

▪ Number of new trees 

▪ Opportunities for exercise and active recreation 

Improve water quality in the River ▪ Design capture volume (acre-feet) 

▪ Average annual water capture (acre-feet) 

▪ Bioretention BMP area (acres) 

10.1.4 Cost 

The Project funding strategy includes pursuing a variety of grants, City funds, and other sources. Because of 

constrained budgets and competition for funding, the cost of the site planning options is an important 

consideration. This evaluation criterion considers both the capital and operations and maintenance (O&M) costs of 

the Project as well as the costs and benefits of the Project to the surrounding community. The metrics to evaluate 

the cost of each of the three site planning options are identified in Table 10-4.  

Table 10-4. Metrics for Cost 

Objectives Metrics 

Design a Project that can be built with 

available funds 
▪ Remediation cost 

▪ Total capital cost 

▪ Annual O&M cost 

▪ Sustainable funding stream and financial plan 

▪ Qualifies for relevant grants 

Balance costs and benefits for the 

Project and community 
▪ Remediation cost per acre 

▪ Total capital cost per acre 

▪ Annual O&M cost per acre 

▪ Impacts to the community during construction 

▪ Impacts to the community during operation 

10.1.5 Consistency with Public Input 

Throughout planning and development of the site planning options for the Project, BOE has engaged the 

community and stakeholders to help inform the park design. The three site planning options were assessed for how 

effectively each incorporates the needs of the surrounding community and stakeholders based on the metrics in 

Table 10-5. 
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Table 10-5. Metrics for Consistency with Public Input 

Objectives Metrics 

Integrate community and stakeholder 

needs 
▪ Access to nature 

― Trails 

― Open space 

▪ Recreation 

― Flexible spaces 

― Site amenities 

― Performance spaces 

▪ Interaction with and education about the River 

― River access 

― Educational/cultural facilities 

▪ Concessions 

10.1.6 Degree of Technical Feasibility 

The Project site is constrained by several physical elements, including soil contamination, flood risk, power lines 

and towers, the adjacent rail corridor, and future development plans. The three site planning options were 

evaluated based on how they accommodate the given constraints, as shown in Table 10-6.  

Table 10-6. Metrics for Degree of Technical Feasibility 

Objectives Metrics 

Remediate contaminated soil ▪ Concrete demolition and removal 

▪ Possible remediation scenario 

― Cap installation 

― Building liners 

― Hot spot removal and excavation 

― Riverfront soil excavation and placement 

Maintain or improve flood protection ▪ Width of channel 

▪ Flood risk 

Design a Project compatible with 

existing LADWP power lines 

▪ Incorporation of adequate setbacks from the towers, or 

▪ Relocation of the power lines and towers 

Design a Project compatible with 

adjacent rail corridor and future 

development plans 

▪ Accommodation of existing and future planned rail lines 

10.1.7 Proposed Rating Methodology 

For each of the six goals, the site planning options were evaluated on the general level of alignment with the 

objectives and their specific elements. Table 10-7 describes the rating system used to evaluate the metrics. 
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Table 10-7. Metrics Rating Descriptions 

Rating Symbol Description 

Low  
Site planning option generally aligns with the various elements associated with the 
specific goal and does not achieve full alignment due to a variety (e.g., five or more) of 

reasons 

Medium  
Site planning option aligns with the various elements associated with the specific goal to 

a substantial degree and achieves partial, but not full, alignment due to a variety (e.g., 
three to four) of reasons 

High  
Site planning option aligns with the various elements associated with the specific goal to 

a high degree and achieves nearly full alignment of goals with a minimal amount (e.g., 

one or two) of variation 

Each metric within each objective was weighted equally to develop an overall score for each objective. Then within 

each goal, the objectives were weighted equally to develop a score for each goal. Based on these scores, an overall 

ranking of the three options was developed to determine which site planning option best meets the Project goals 

and objectives.  

10.2 Evaluation of Site Planning Options 

This section discusses how effectively each of the three site planning options meet the stated Project goals and 

objectives and rates them accordingly. Each site planning option presents a set of trade-offs, meeting the various 

objectives at the cost of not meeting others.  

10.2.1 Habitat Restoration and Consistency with the Ecosystem Plan 

All three site planning options can be developed to be consistent with objectives of the Ecosystem Plan to restore 

native habitats. The Island and Soft Edge options can recreate riparian habitat within the River with the alterations 

to the Riverbank, and The Yards focuses on the restoration of upland habitats while relying on the bioretention 

BMP to provide wetland habitat features. Table 10-8 presents the design elements of each option that relate to the 

restoration of the natural River ecosystem.  
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Table 10-8. Evaluation of Habitat Restoration and Consistency with the Ecosystem Plan 

Objectives Metrics 

Island 

 

Soft Edge 

 

The Yards 

 

Restore natural 

habitats to support 

biodiversity 

Acres of restored historic ecosystems (approx.) (5 in SBI) 11.5 1.0 0 

Acres of habitat oriented native plant landscape (approx.) (4 in 
SBI) 

8.4 17.2 11.6 

Utilization of native plant materials that support wildlife    

Creation of terracing to support greater number of habitat 
types 

   

Creation of bio-filter areas     

SBI scoring 2.16 1.71 1.53 

Create wildlife 
corridors and support 

wildlife connectivity 

Design aspects that promote wildlife corridor/connectivity 
▪ Terraced channel banks with native vegetation 

▪ Areas that provide wildlife access from the River 

to marsh and riparian habitat 

▪ Contiguous bands of riparian vegetation 

▪ Habitat and wildlife viewing structures with 

roosting features 

▪ Stormwater features that mimic natural 

tributary to River 

▪ Linkages from the Project site to off-site habitat 
patches 

▪ Terraced channel banks with native 
vegetation 

▪ Areas that provide wildlife access from the 
River to marsh and riparian habitat 

▪ Contiguous bands of riparian vegetation 

▪ Stormwater features that mimic natural 
tributary to River 

▪ Linkages from the Project site to off-site 

habitat patches 

▪ Habitat and wildlife viewing structures with 
roosting features 

▪ Stormwater features that mimic natural 
tributary to River 

▪ Linkages from the Project site to off-site 

habitat patches 

Advance revitalization 
of the River   

Consistency with LARRMP     

Consistency with Ecosystem Plan    

Total Score  HIGH HIGH MEDIUM 
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The Island option presents high restoration potential of riparian habitat in the bioretention BMP, which consists of 

a day-lit historical creek that meets the River and creates a biodiversity hotspot, a protected habitat island, and a 

marsh channel. Although all the site planning options include a bioretention BMP, the Island includes individual 

stormwater and River water habitats. The Soft Edge option creates a habitat-rich River-edge riparian environment 

with ecological connections throughout the park. Stormwater habitat within the bioretention BMP would be fed by 

dry-weather flows from existing storm drains and could be seasonally flooded with River water. The Yards option 

would provide wetland habitat value in the bioretention BMP and opportunities for upland habitat throughout the 

site.  

The SBI score (presented in Chapter 8 of this Report) considers habitat quality, which measures the value of 

landscapes and vegetation as habitat, regardless of the type of habitat or its spatial context. Habitat quality is 

assessed on a scale from 1 to 5 with 5 providing the highest quality. In the SBI, 5 is described as restoration of 

native habitat types or existing intact high-quality natural areas, and 4 is described as biodiversity-oriented 

landscapes that do not meet the criteria to be considered “restoration,” or existing, degraded natural areas where 

natural landforms are intact, but vegetation has been degraded. The Island option would result in the largest area 

of restored habitat types at approximately 11.5 acres and about 8.4 acres of habitat-oriented native plant 

landscape. The Soft Edge option would result in a smaller area of restored habitats with about 1 acre of restored 

historic ecosystems and about 17.2 acres of habitat-oriented native plant landscape. The Yards would result in 0 

acre of restored historic ecosystems and about 11.6 acres of habitat-oriented native plant landscape. All three site 

planning options would use native plant materials that support wildlife and incorporate a biofiltration area.  

All three options would promote wildlife corridor connectivity. The design elements in the Island and Soft Edge 

options would be most effective in achieving this objective by incorporating terraced channel banks with native 

vegetation, areas that provide wildlife access from River to marsh and riparian habitat, contiguous bands of 

riparian vegetation, stormwater features that mimic natural tributary to the River, and linkages from the Project 

site to off-site habitat patches. The Island option also incorporates habitat and wildlife viewing structures with 

roosting features. The Yards option would provide less wildlife access from River to marsh and riparian habitat, less 

area of contiguous riparian vegetation, and no terraced channel banks with native vegetation. 

As documented in Chapter 8, the Island option results in the highest SBI score, which considers habitat quality, 

habitat variety, edge effects, and off-site connectivity. All three site planning options would substantially improve 

habitat quality over existing conditions and would provide a moderate improvement in habitat variety over the 

existing conditions. All three site planning options are predicted to result in a negative edge effect due to increased 

human activity across most of the site. The three options vary the most in terms of off-site connectivity 

improvements, where The Yards would result in no change in off-site connectivity, Soft Edge produces somewhat 

of an improvement, and the Island produces substantial improvement.  

The SBI methodology is meant to help the Project achieve habitat performance to similar levels targeted by the 

Ecosystem Plan. With this Project’s metrics, a 3-times improvement (SBI score of 3 versus the existing condition 

score of 1) is necessary to achieve consistency with the Ecosystem Plan. Although the estimates are somewhat 

conservative, currently the schemes achieve scores of 1.53 to 2.16. While this iteration of the preliminary design 

options did not meet the targeted CHAP benchmark of a threefold total habitat improvement, the Project team will 

continue to modify the design as outlined in Chapter 8. 
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Although none of the three site planning options as currently designed meet the Ecosystem Plan’s biodiversity 

objectives, the Island and the Soft Edge are more effective than The Yards in restoring the River’s natural riverine 

and riparian habitat. Although The Yards uses the bioretention BMP to restore riparian habitats on the Project site, 

these features would not interact with the River to a degree equal to the other options, and contiguous wildlife 

corridors would not be created. Both the Island and Soft Edge options incorporate removing the concrete 

Riverbank and constructing riparian terraces as laid out in the Ecosystem Plan, resulting in substantial restoration 

of riparian and riverine habitat.    

10.2.2 Park User Experience and Public Access  

The three site planning options would all provide valuable open space for the surrounding community and greater 

Los Angeles area. The designs were developed with the goals of providing safe public access to the River, serving 

the neighboring communities and the region, inspiring a network of River parks, and creating an open space 

experience that provides access to nature. The options also aim to provide a high quality environmentally and 

habitat-friendly place with activities for a full range of park users. The metrics for this goal are compared in Table 

10-9. 
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Table 10-9. Evaluation for Park User Experience and Public Access 

Objectives Metrics Island 

 

Soft Edge 

 

The Yards 

 

Provide public access 

to the River 
Number of public River access points 4 4 4 

Provision of safe access to boating on the River    

Serve neighboring 

communities and the 

region  

Multi-modal connections to:    

▪ Adjacent neighborhoods    

▪ The River    

▪ Rio de Los Angeles State Park and the G1 parcel    

Connection of the internal trail system within the park to off-site 

pedestrian and bicycle paths and transportation 
   

Number of on-site parking spaces 400 400 400 

Provide a high-quality 

environmentally and 
habitat-friendly place 

with activities for a 
full range of park 

users 

Provision of any of the following:    

▪ Multi-use meadows    

▪ Separate paths for bicyclists and pedestrians    

▪ Trails    

▪ Picnic areas    

▪ Nature play    

▪ Arboretum    

▪ Native meadow    

▪ Outdoor classrooms    

▪ Sculpture garden    

▪ Open event space    

▪ Nature center    

▪ Native plant interpretive garden    

▪ Habitat and wildlife viewing towers    

▪ Amphitheater    

Total Score  HIGH HIGH HIGH 
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Each site planning option would provide safe public access to the River. The Island and Soft Edge options provide a 

more interactive experience with the River, while The Yards provides viewing and observation from the current 

elevation of the site. The Island option includes a River Exhibition Pavilion extending over the River and island, a 

Low Flow Walkway at the River’s edge, and a kayak launch and landing. Along the Riverbank, the Soft Edge option 

includes a bio-plateau, terraces, and Esplanade in addition to a kayak launch and landing. Because the current 

configuration of the Riverbank is maintained in The Yards option, it provides opportunities for River and nature 

viewing from the amphitheater, viewing platforms, and balconies.   

Each site planning option enhances the connectivity to the surrounding communities by creating new linkages 

across the railroad tracks and the River, which previously served as barriers to the Project site. All three options 

provide a new pedestrian and bicycle bridge across the railroad tracks to Rio de Los Angeles State Park and the 

proposed Elysian Bridge across the River, in addition to the Taylor Yard Bicycle and Pedestrian Bridge currently 

under construction. Each site planning option would include 400 on-site parking spaces at the south end of the site.  

A variety of activities are provided to appeal to a wide set of users and are consistent across all three site planning 

options. Each option, therefore, meets the objective of providing safe public access to the River, serving 

neighboring communities and the region, and providing a high-quality environmentally and habitat-friendly place 

with activities for a full range of park users.   

10.2.3 Potential Economic Return 

All three site planning options would result in economic benefits for the local communities and Los Angeles region 

through both direct monetary investments as well as indirect environmental and social benefits.  

The Project is envisioned as an asset to the local community, a regional destination that would attract residents 

from across the City, and a destination for tourists who are visiting the City and want to experience a Los Angeles 

landmark. Based on similar parks around the country, it is anticipated that the Project would attract between 

850,000 and 1,250,000 annual visitors. Unique Project elements included in each site planning option that would 

attract visitors include the kayak launch for boating access to the River, performances at the amphitheater, the 

museum/cultural center, and the public facility. Each option could also serve as the location for major events, such 

as concerts and festivals, which could attract many visitors from across the region in a single day. In addition to 

money spent within the park itself on activities, visitors would also spend money in the surrounding community on 

food, entertainment, lodging, fuel, gifts, and other factors. The metrics for this goal are compared in Table 10-10. 

Because the programming for all three site planning options is similar, the potential economic return related to 

visitation is also similar.  
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Table 10-10. Evaluation for Potential Economic Return 

Objectives Metrics 

Island 

 

Soft Edge 

 

The Yards 

 

Create economic benefits in the neighboring 

community 
Number of annual daily visitors 850,00 to 1,250,000 850,00 to 1,250,000 850,00 to 1,250,000 

Creation of new businesses/jobs within and 

outside the park 
   

Improve health outcomes in the surrounding 

community 

Amount of new vegetation (approx.) 25.5 acres 24.8 acres 23.6 acres 

Number of new trees (approx.) 1,000 trees 1,000 trees 800 trees 

Opportunities for exercise and active recreation    

Improve water quality in the River Design capture volume (acre-feet) 10.9 10.9 10.9 

Average annual water capture (acre-feet)  113.9 113.9 113.9 

Bioretention BMP area (acres) 3.0 3.0 3.0 

Total Score  HIGH HIGH HIGH 
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All three site planning options would provide numerous opportunities for visitors to engage in recreational 

activities with an emphasis on passive recreation. Recreational facilities that are included in the site planning 

options include playgrounds, spaces for picnicking, flexible meadow area, walking, and kayaking. Although the 

Project would be free to access, these activities provide a value to visitors, which can be estimated through 

willingness to pay for similar activities elsewhere.  

The site planning options include facilities such as cafés, a youth enrichment center, a museum/cultural center, a 

park office, and a research building. These facilities would need to be staffed by recreation directors, docents, 

servers, maintenance workers, and workers from many other trades. The youth enrichment center and research 

building could provide an opportunity for green jobs training for the local workforce. 

The anticipated improved health outcomes for nearby residents and visitors are based on the amount of new 

vegetation and opportunities to be physically active. The Island option results in the greatest amount of new 

vegetation at about 25.5 acres of new plantings. The Soft Edge and The Yards would generate slightly less, with 

approximately 24.8 acres and 23.6 acres of new vegetation, respectively. Both the Island and Soft-Edge options 

would result in the planting of approximately 1,000 new trees, and The Yards would result in the planting of 

approximately 800 new trees.  

All site planning options would provide similar opportunities for exercise and active recreation with multi-use 

trails, meadows, and kayaking opportunities. Furthermore, the health benefits of the Project are not limited to 

increased physical activity, but also include the benefits of reconnecting with nature, which can reduce stress and 

improve mental health, also resulting in health care savings. It is anticipated that the health benefits would be 

similar across all three site planning options. 

Each site planning option includes a 3-acre bioretention BMP for treatment of urban stormwater runoff, with an 

average annual capture of 113.9 acre-feet. Again, because each planning option include the same sizing for the 

bioretention BMP, the scores are equal for the objective to improve water quality in the River. 

The total scores for the potential economic benefit of all three planning options are similar. The development of 

the Project would result in economic revitalization of the surrounding community as well as the greater Los 

Angeles region. 

10.2.4 Cost 

Capital Cost 

The capital cost comparison, shown in Figure 10-1, includes rough order of magnitude projected total costs for 

each site planning option. Overall, the Island option has the greatest cost for full build out, although only slightly 

more than the Soft Edge option. The Yards is the least costly option. 

Base Cost 

Certain site features and improvements are comparable for each site planning option. For example, costs for the 

civil, water quality BMP, landscaping, buildings, and lighting are all generally similar across the three options and 

are reflected in the base cost category. Costs for these components are not expected to vary between the different 

options. 



Comparison of Site Planning Options  

Taylor Yard G2 River Park Project   Page 10.231 

Implementation Feasibility Report  October 2021 

T AY LO R Y AR D  

RIV ER PA R K  

Remediation 

The bulk of the difference between the two higher cost options and The Yards lies in the remediation costs; this 

item represents almost half of the total Project cost for the Island and Soft Edge options. These estimates all 

assume remediating the soil above industrial standards and include soil removal and treatment or disposal, as well 

as soil handling, site preparation for capping, and capping costs. The Island and Soft Edge options propose 

significant changes to the River channel and Riverbed, while The Yards overlays human activities and natural 

elements on the historic rail yards without dramatically altering the land structure. It also would retain the River’s 

concrete trapezoidal channel. 

LADWP Tower Relocation 

An additional source of cost for the Island and Soft Edge options is the relocation of the existing LADWP power 

lines. In The Yards option, the towers would remain as they are, adjacent to the Riverbed.  

Island Channel 

The Island option has additional costs associated with its configuration due to the need to excavate land to create 

a new channel and island on the edge of the Project site. These costs would be unique to the Island option and are 

not reflected in the capital costs for either The Yards or the Soft Edge options. 

Figure 10-1. Site Planning Options Capital Cost Comparison 

 

Operating and Maintenance Cost 

Highly activated signature parks require significant annual operating funding to pay for ongoing activities such as 

routine operations, landscaping and horticulture, security, programming, marketing, and fundraising. The Project 

team developed a high-level estimate of potential costs based on the range of design options. 

Annual operating costs for activated parks can range widely on a per-acre basis. For example, Brooklyn Bridge Park 

in New York City, New York, is 85 acres and costs $31 million per year to maintain (as of 2018), or about $365,000 per 
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acre. The smaller scale Bryant Park, which is located within a more urban environment also in New York City, costs 

more than $2 million per acre to operate (as of 2017). Annual budgets for urban signature parks cover much-

needed funding that pays for maintenance of well-used spaces and robust public programming like community 

events, cultural programs, daily activities, and a variety of concessions. 

Based on similar parks, the annual operating costs for the Project would range from $5.31 million to $6.60 million, 

or $126,000 per acre to $157,000 per acre (Table 10-11). This estimated range is based on several assumptions 

confirmed through the Project site planning option development process. First, this overview estimates costs 

across the entire 42-acre Project. This includes a 12.5-acre easement within the Project site that would be operated 

by MRCA. Second, the estimated range in operating costs is based on site planning options, which include an 

estimated range of highly active park areas requiring more intensive care and maintenance, as well as more passive 

park areas. These assumptions are likely to evolve with planning option refinement, and this estimate is 

preliminary. Because the programming is similar for all three site planning options, the estimated O&M costs are 

also similar.  

Table 10-11. Estimated O&M Expenses for the Project 

 Annual Total Per Acre 

Low $5,310,000 $126,000 

Medium $5,950,000 $142,000 

High $6,600,000 $157,000 

Sustainable Funding Stream Financial Plan 

Based on the analysis of potential revenue generation and operating costs, significant financing would be required 

for both capital and ongoing operating costs. A funding and financing plan would be developed to leverage and 

monetize the unique value proposition of the park, capture this value, and generate revenue that can support 

ongoing capital and operation funding.  

Capital Cost Funding Sources 

The Project budget is being incrementally implemented as remediation, development, and funding sources are 

identified and approved. A balanced budget strategy that considers both capital funding needs, and the need for 

sustainable sources of income, is required. The partnership between the City and MRCA on this Project creates a 

strong coalition of experience in the delivery of nature-based and sustainable water quality projects and opens 

opportunities to apply for further potential funding streams. Another potential funding partner is State Parks to 

ensure a cohesive and safe environmental throughout the Project site, G1 parcel, and Rio de Los Angeles State 

Park.  

Since Project inception, the Project team has been tracking and aggressively pursuing applicable grant 

opportunities that may fund activities related to Project design and development. Opportunities include federal, 

state, and local sustainability, community development, cleanup, and transportation programs. Numerous grant 

applications have been submitted by the City resulting in over $4 million raised so far for site assessments, 

planning, design, implementation, and cleanup. As the Project progresses closer to implementation, it will qualify 

for more and broader grant opportunities. Table 10-12 summarizes potential sources of funds.  
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Table 10-12. Potential Funding Sources 

Approximate Potential 

Funding Sources Comments 

State Proposition 1  
Water quality, supply, and infrastructure bond, grant application processes 
through multiple State programs 

State Proposition 84 

(MRCA) 

Safe drinking water, water quality and supply, flood control, river and coastal 

protection bond, grant awarded by Wildlife Conservation Board to MRCA for 
easement purchase 

County Measure A 
Safe, clean neighborhood parks and beaches measure, to be awarded through 

grant program. Annual allocation application requires processing 

County Measure W 
Safe, clean water measure, to be awarded through grant program, pending 

guidelines 

State Cap & Trade Proceeds 
Program to lower GHG emissions, grant application processes through 

multiple State programs 

Private Sponsorship & 

Philanthropy 
Grant application processes to seek funding from multiple organizations 

City Proposition O 
Water quality improvement bond, City Council-approved a planned future 

allocation, pending development and approval of a concept report 

State Proposition 68  
Parks, environment, and water bond, grant application processes through 
multiple State programs 

Federal Sources 
Potential grants or partnerships with: U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, National 

Park Service, USEPA, etc. 

O&M Funding Plan 

Potential O&M funding sources are detailed in Chapter 11, Operations and Maintenance, of this report. The Project’s 

operating budget could be based on three revenue scenarios: conservative, moderate, and aggressive. These 

scenarios estimate the potential range of annual earned income, from $1.5 million to $2.8 million in earned income 

per year, and the potential range of O&M costs from $5.3 million to $6.6 million.  

After deducting earned revenue estimates from O&M cost estimates, estimates indicate that there will be an annual 

operating funding gap of between $2,470,000 to $5,080,000 as shown in Table 10-13.  

Table 10-13. Estimated Operating Funding Gap 
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 Operating Revenues  
Conservative Moderate Aggressive 

 $1,520,000 $2,130,000 $2,840,000 

$6,600,000 $5,080,000 $4,470,000 $3,760,000 

$5,950,000 $4,430,000 $3,820,000 $3,110,000 

$5,310,000 $3,790,000 $3,180,000 $2,470,000 

Table 10-14 presents the overall cost rankings for each planning option. As discussed above, the Island and Soft 

Edge site planning options carry the highest capital cost because of the relocation of the LADWP power lines and 
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excavation of the Riverbank. The O&M cost is similar for all three site planning options because they would have 

similar programming. Further discussion on O&M costs is provided in Chapter 11. 
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Table 10-14. Evaluation for Cost 

Objectives Metrics 

Island 

 

Soft Edge 

 

The Yards 

 

Design a Project that can be 

built with available funds 

Remediation cost  $$$ $$$ $$ 

Total capital cost  $$$ $$ $ 

Annual O&M cost ($ millions) $5.31 to $6.60 $5.31 to $6.60 $5.31 to $6.60 

Sustainable funding stream and financial plan    

Qualifies for relevant grants    

Balance costs and benefits for 

the Project and community 

Remediation cost per acre  $$$ $$$ $$ 

Total capital cost per acre  $$$ $$ $ 

Annual O&M cost per acre ($ thousands) $126 to $157 $126 to $157 $126 to $157 

Impacts to the community during construction moderate moderate moderate 

Impacts to the community during operation minimal minimal minimal 

Total Score  LOW LOW MEDIUM 
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10.2.5 Consistency with Public Input 

The community engagement strategy that was incorporated into the site planning option development process for 

the Project is discussed in Chapter 5, Community and Stakeholder Engagement, of this report. The key findings of 

the community survey that was available online and in print at various community events between January and 

March 2018 are as follows: 

▪ Nature – Respondents have a high interest in natural components such as open space, trails, and habitat. 

▪ Recreation – Outdoor recreation including walking, hiking, and cycling ranked high. 

▪ River – Respondents overwhelmingly reported familiarity with the River, and results showed a high 

interest in River interactions and education. 

Although not specifically reflected in the survey results, the desire for a safe environment and high-quality, 

affordable concessions were mentioned during numerous community meetings and discussions. The three site 

planning options – Island, Soft Edge, and The Yards – were presented at meetings and online in spring 2019. Public 

comments have since been received by e-mail, comment cards, and verbally at meetings or other community 

events, and are summarized in the following section.  

Island 

Comments received for the Island site planning option showed support for the potential of habitat creation on the 

island. Multiple commenters mentioned that they would prefer the island only be accessible to wildlife to allow for 

habitat protection. The importance of flood risk management was also mentioned, and the desire for as much 

contiguous habitat and open space as possible. 

Soft Edge 

Comments received for the Soft Edge option were like those received for the Island option. Multiple commenters 

mentioned that both the Island and Soft Edge option were the most consistent with expectations for site 

development. Terracing at the River’s edge creates a unique interaction with the River, although River safety and 

the impacts of washing out the bio-plateau during storm events were raised as concerns. 

The Yards 

Comments received for The Yards option supported the preservation of the industrial history of the Project site, 

particularly the roundtable. Because this site planning option explores the possibility of maintaining the current 

channel configuration, the most common responses received were that the option does not reflect previous 

planning efforts for the Project site and should find a way to incorporate more types of habitat.  

As evaluated in Table 10-15, Island and Soft Edge are highly consistent with the public input received. The Yards 

receives a medium score based primarily on the inability to experience the River in the same way as the other 

options. 
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Table 10-15. Evaluation for Consistency with Public Input 

Objectives Metrics 

Island 

 

Soft Edge 

 

The Yards 

 

Integrate community and stakeholder needs ▪ Access to nature    

― Trails    

― Open space    

▪ Recreation    

― Flexible spaces    

― Site amenities    

― Performance spaces    

▪ Interaction with and education about the River    

― River access    

― Educational/cultural facilities    

▪ Concessions    

Total Score  HIGH HIGH MEDIUM 
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10.2.6 Degree of Technical Feasibility 

The Project team considered numerous constraints that must be addressed while developing the three site 

planning options. Some planning options better address the unique challenges and opportunities of the Project 

site than others.   

Remediation of Contaminated Soil 

The remediation of the Project site under any of the three site planning options would result in a park that is safe 

for recreational activity. All three options may require some combination of soil removal and disposal, installation 

of an engineered cap, and/or soil treatment. The site planning options that involve cutting away the River’s edge 

would require more extensive soil excavation and likely off-site disposal of hazardous soil, which increases the 

costs and complexity of the remediation process.  

Flood Protection 

Any modification to the River configuration and vegetation, like that proposed in the Island and Soft Edge site 

planning options, could either decrease or increase water surface elevation and the corresponding flood risk along 

the River. Specifically, any increase in the cross-sectional area that allows reduced flow velocities and increased 

channel roughness created by expected riparian habitat would increase water surface elevation (California Coastal 

Conservancy 2002). The site planning options for the Project, however, would only be implemented if current flood 

protection can be maintained or improved.  

Modeling indicates that the location of the island itself is related to potential improvements in flood risk. Aligning 

the island with the existing channel boundaries and farther upstream could potentially yield positive benefits in 

flood risk protection. With modifications to the island location and the addition of a straight channel between the 

island and the Project site, River water velocities would increase over existing conditions, thereby potentially 

reducing water surface elevations during more common flood events. The Yards site planning option would not 

alter the River channel and therefore would not impact existing flood protection.  

Existing Power Lines 

One key design differentiator is how each site planning option deals with the existing LADWP power lines and 

towers that parallel the east bank of the River and the west edge of the Project site. Each site planning option 

incorporates adequate setbacks from the existing towers or relocates the power lines and towers with appropriate 

setbacks.  

The Island and Soft Edge options require relocating the towers to allow for the terraforming of the west bank of the 

River to allow for concrete channel removal and habitat restoration, while The Yards would preserve the towers in 

their existing location. Relocation of the towers would require extensive coordination with LADWP.   
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Compatible with Adjacent Rail Corridor and Future Development Plans 

An additional site constraint is the existing railroad corridor that parallels the east edge of the Project site. This is a 

heavily used facility in active daily operation with plans for future local expansion as well as the eventual addition 

of high-speed rail. All site planning options allow for the accommodation of the existing and planned future rail 

lines along this corridor. Additionally, the potential River Park Metro or Metrolink Station as called out in Metro’s 

Los Angeles-Glendale-Burbank Feasibility Study could also be accommodated in the site planning options, 

although not currently shown given the uncertainty of the proposal. 

Evaluation of the degree of technical feasibility is shown in Table 10-16. All three site planning options are 

technically feasible. The options that involve cutting back the Riverbank and relocating the LADWP power lines 

would require additional resources. They would also require additional excavation and off-site disposal of 

hazardous soils, but also present potential reductions to flood risk dependent on the exact configuration of the 

island. In addition, relocation of the LADWP power lines is a substantial expense that would require careful 

coordination with other agencies to ensure that power transmission is not disturbed. 
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Table 10-16. Evaluation for Degree of Technical Feasibility 

Objectives Metrics 

Island 

 

Soft Edge 

 

The Yards 

 

 Concrete demolition and removal  15.5 acres 15.5acres 15.5 acres 

Remediate contaminated soil 

Possible remediation scenario  

▪ Cap installation 37acres 35 acres 42 acres 

▪ Building liners 4.5 acres 4.5 acres 4.5 acres 

▪ Hot spot removal and excavation Up to 13.5 acres at 5-foot depth Up to 14.5 acres at 5-foot depth Up to 16 acres at 5-foot depth 

▪ Riverfront soil excavation and placement 3.15 acres at 40 feet + 

1.85 acres at 20 feet 

1.85 acres at 10 feet + 1.75 acres at 20 feet + 

3.37 acres at 30 feet 
None 

Maintain or improve flood protection 
Width of channel  375 feet at widest point 345 feet at widest point unchanged 

Flood risk potential reduction unchanged unchanged 

Design a Project compatible with 

existing LADWP power lines 

Incorporation of adequate setbacks from the towers, or n/a n/a  

Relocation of the power lines and towers 
  n/a 

Design a Project compatible with 
adjacent rail corridor and future 

development plans 

Accommodation of planned development  
   

Accommodation of existing and future planned rail lines 
   

Total Score  MEDIUM MEDIUM HIGH 
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10.3 Summary of Planning Option Trade-Offs 

Table 10-17 summarizes the evaluation of the three site planning options by the metrics described in Tables 10-8, 

10-9, 10-10, 10-14, 10-15, and 10-16. Each option would provide enormous benefit to the community and would 

address the goals and objectives established for the Project. By relocating the LADWP power towers along the 

Riverbank, the Island and Soft Edge options are the most consistent with the Ecosystem Plan’s objectives to restore 

the natural ecosystems of the River. These two alternatives also provide unique opportunities for the public to 

interact with the River through educational and recreational facilities that truly differentiate this site from other 

parks. Island and Soft Edge would, however, cost substantially more due to the costs associated with the relocation 

of the power towers and the reconfiguration of the Riverbank. They would also involve the removal and relocation 

of substantially more soil, which could pose a challenge due to the contamination on the site.  

Because The Yards site planning option does not reconfigure the Riverbank and result in the same ecological and 

recreational benefits, it is less effective in meeting Project goals and objectives. The Yards is the most affordable of 

the three site planning options, however, and it avoids the technical challenges of relocating the power towers and 

excavating within the River channel. 
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Table 10-17. Summary of Evaluation of Site Planning Options 

Goal 

Island 

 

Soft Edge 

 

The Yards 

 

Habitat restoration and consistency with the 

Ecosystem Plan 
High High Medium 

Park user experience and public access High High High 

Potential economic return High High High 

Cost Low Low Medium 

Consistency with public input High High Medium 

Degree of technical feasibility Medium Medium High 

Overall Score HIGH HIGH MEDIUM 
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 OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE  

This section provides an overview of O&M expenses, potential revenue sources to offset costs, and a discussion on 

O&M requirements and roles. A financing strategy has not yet been developed for the Project, however, so the 

potential revenue sources discussed here may or may not ultimately be pursued but provide a current 

understanding of the opportunities and challenges. 

11.1 Operating Expenses 

As discussed in Chapter 10, Comparison of Site Planning Options, highly activated signature parks require significant 

annual operating funding to pay for ongoing activities such as routine operations, landscaping and horticulture, 

security, programming, marketing, and fundraising. Annual operating costs for activated parks can range widely on 

a per-acre basis. For example, Brooklyn Bridge Park in New York City, New York, is 85 acres and costs $31 million 

per year to maintain (as of 2018), or about $365,000 per acre. The smaller scale Bryant Park, which is located within 

a more urban environment also in New York City, costs more than $2 million per acre to operate (as of 2017). 

Annual budgets for urban signature parks cover much-needed funding that pays for maintenance of well-used 

spaces and robust public programming like community events, cultural programs, daily activities, and a variety of 

concessions. 

Based on similar parks, the annual operating costs for the Project would range from $5.31 million to $6.60 million, 

or $126,000 per acre to $157,000 per acre (Table 11-1). This estimated range is based on several assumptions 

confirmed through the Project planning and the site planning option development process. First, this overview 

estimates costs across the entire 42-acre Project. This includes a 12.5-acre easement within the Project site that 

would be operated by MRCA. Second, the estimated range in operating costs is based on initial planning options, 

which include an estimated range of highly active park areas requiring more intensive care and maintenance, as 

well as more passive park areas. These assumptions are likely to evolve with planning option refinement, and this 

estimate should be viewed as preliminary.  

Table 11-1. Estimated O&M Expenses for the Project 

 Annual Total Per Acre 

Low $5,310,000 $126,000 

Medium $5,950,000 $142,000 

High $6,600,000 $157,000 

The purpose of this estimate is to understand a range of total Project operating costs at a high level to identify 

potential revenue sources and develop a strategy for long-term financial sustainability for the Project. Although 

most signature parks benefit from opportunities to earn revenue, through on-site concessions, programs, and 

event rentals, such earned income rarely exceeds 20 percent of total operating expenses, even in the most well-

managed and activated parks.  

In addition, there are elements of the Project’s site planning options not accounted for in the operating expense 

estimates. The public facility, museum/cultural center, youth enrichment center, and research building are 
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facilities that are anticipated that would be built by the City and may be operated by another entity separate from 

the park operator.  

11.2 Overview of Revenue Sources  

To develop an estimate of revenue potential to support ongoing park operations, the funding capacity of four 

primary categories of potential funding is summarized as follows: 

▪ Venue rentals 

― Private special events – As noted, the unique location and the quality of the surrounding 

landscape could be a major draw for private events. For this analysis, it was assumed that a multi-

purpose event facility of approximately 8,000 square feet would be constructed on-site, allowing 

for the accommodation of private events of up to 500 guests. Estimated potential revenues from 

such a facility are based on an assumed number of events per year, explained in further detail 

below. Assumptions related to the number, scale, and revenue potential of events are based on 

the revenue capacity of existing comparable facilities. 

― Community events – Event-based revenues include all potential revenues from community 

events, such as concerts, cultural festivals, food fairs, and other ticketed events. For this analysis, it 

is assumed that all such events would be executed by an independent third-party operator who 

would pay a permit and facility lease fee, or similar, for the rights to operate the event for a limited 

amount of time, ranging from a day to several days. In such a structure, these fees comprise the 

only revenue that the park operator would receive, and the event operator, in turn, would be 

responsible for all costs associated with implementation of the event, including equipment 

rentals, staffing, security, and other event needs. Revenue estimates from such events are based 

on actual fees paid by event operators executing similar events in the Southern California region.  

▪ Food and beverage concessions – The food and beverage concessions category includes all revenues 

generated by on-site concessionaries, including a restaurant, café, and kiosks. Although the ultimate 

revenue potential of in-park concessions would be contingent upon the type of lease structure, among 

other factors, it is assumed that in-park concessionaires would pay a monthly “participation rent,” which is 

generally determined by taking a share of gross revenues generated by the concessionaire.   

▪ Miscellaneous revenues – This category is predominantly made up of parking revenues. A total of 400 

parking spaces for the Project was estimated, limiting the total potential revenue generated by charging a 

parking fee. Other per-visitor revenues may be captured on-site, such as spending on food and beverage or 

renting a kayak; although community input received to-date has also indicated a strong preference for free 

and low-cost amenities, like kayak rentals, to promote community use in an area with limited access to 

public recreation and open space. Estimated parking revenues are based on car-use assumptions such as 

turnover and an estimated number of days the Project is open to the public.  

▪ Real estate development – Real estate development, including residential development, at the Project 

site is not currently under consideration. A high-level real estate scan to evaluate potential revenue from 

on-site real estate development on the Project site using recent land sales transactions from a relevant 

market area was conducted for information purposes only. Sales transactions for residential, commercial, 

and industrial-zoned parcels from 2014 to present were reviewed. Using average sale prices, the potential 
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ground-lease revenue that could result if a small portion of the Project site were ground-leased for mixed-

use development was extrapolated. 

11.3 Project Funding Opportunities and Challenges 

The Project is envisioned to be a beloved public space and the “crown jewel” of River revitalization. It would be 

actively programmed with a variety of activities for people of all ages and backgrounds. Given its unique 

characteristics and some limitations of the site, the Project faces specific opportunities and challenges regarding 

its capacity for overall revenue potential.  

11.3.1 Opportunities 

▪ The Project’s unique natural setting could make it an attractive venue for private events, such as weddings, 

quinceañeras, filming, and photo shoots.    

▪ The Project’s adjacency to the River and its focus on both environmental sustainability and community 

programming could engender public goodwill and make it a prime space for private sponsorship.  

▪ The Project could host larger scale ticketed events that produce more revenue than smaller private events, 

although larger events would need to be balanced with the needs of the local community. 

11.3.2 Challenges 

▪ Due to the Project’s proximity to residential neighborhoods and the Sonia Sotomayor Center for Arts and 

Sciences, political opposition to certain proposed programming could present some challenges.  

▪ The Project’s on-site parking would contain 400 parking spaces, potentially limiting the number of 

attendees to the Project or to various events. The Project could consider shuttled parking options, or 

similar agreements with LADOT Transit such as the Griffith Park DASH service.  

▪ The Project site, as currently conceived, only has one vehicular access entrance that may impact loading 

operations and ease of access to the parking lot from more remote areas of the Project.  

▪ An active railway on the eastern edge of the Project site creates a physical barrier that may limit more 

expansive programming.  

11.4 Overview of Revenue Estimates 

11.4.1 Venue Rentals 

Venue rental revenues include income derived from facility rentals for private and community events. Across Los 

Angeles, there is significant demand for such facilities in natural settings, particularly for special occasions such as 

weddings and quinceañeras, as well as local public events like movie screenings and craft fairs.  

Based on a review of rental fees of comparable special event facilities in the region such as the Los Angeles River 

Center and Gardens, Orcutt Ranch Horticulture Center, and Wattles Mansion and Gardens, it is estimated that the 
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Project could generate between $360,000 and $690,000 in net annual revenues for hosting special events, subject 

to further refinement of the design and capacity of the event facility by the design team. 

In addition, the Project site still carries traces of its former use, making it a uniquely industrial backdrop that could 

be appropriate for a wide range of events, generating revenue through a daily rental rate as well as a ticketing 

surcharge levied for use of the site. The revenue potential of a range of events that could be appropriate for the 

Project was evaluated, including small-scale concerts or festivals, food festivals, movie nights, and other one-off 

public or private events. To arrive at a revenue capacity estimate for event-based revenues, the likely frequency 

and scale of a variety of event types was discussed with City stakeholders, then the potential revenue that could be 

generated by events was estimated, based on a review of similar local and national precedents.  

11.4.2 Food and Beverage Concessions 

A mix of kiosks and other concessions such as cafés and restaurants will be important to activate the park, provide 

amenities for visitors, and generate revenue. Each site planning option for the Project includes a restaurant, a café, 

and two kiosks, although the exact size of each space has yet to be determined. To arrive at a food and beverage 

revenue estimate, it was assumed that the City would collect a portion of gross revenues generated by each 

concessionaire, similar to the concessionaire lease structures in other parks in the region. Examples include Griffith 

Park’s Trails Café with woodland outdoor seating, which serves sandwiches and pastries, and the Echo Park 

Boathouse, which offers casual, lakeside breakfasts and lunches. Based on these examples, it is estimated that the 

Project could generate between $830,000 and $1.5 million in net annual revenues from food and beverage 

concessions.  

11.4.3 Miscellaneous Revenues 

The Project would have opportunities for additional earned income from parking and film/photoshoots, consistent 

with similar parks in Southern California. 

The current site planning options for the Project include 400 parking spaces. Assuming a modest parking fee of $5 

per day, the City could collect between $80,000 to $160,000 in parking revenue from daily visitors. This revenue 

estimate could move up or down, depending on a variety of factors including changes to parking supply, the 

potential for visitors to be deterred from attending because they cannot or choose not to pay for parking, changes 

to the City’s on-street parking management program, and potential discounts or preferred rates for local residents. 

The Project’s scenic grounds provide an ideal backdrop for movies, wedding engagement shoots, and other photo 

opportunities. The modest amount of revenue from collecting these types of fees is estimated to be between 

$4,000 and $12,000 in net annual revenues.   

11.4.4 Additional Sources 

Additional sources of revenue include miscellaneous earned income from event permits, recreation fees, 

sponsorship, philanthropy, and grants, to be informed by discussion with City agencies. At this concept stage, these 

revenues are anticipated to be minimal in respect to other revenues generated and described above.   
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11.4.5 Real Estate Development  

The sources of operating revenue described above account for between $1.6 million to $3 million in total earned 

revenues, resulting in a likely operating funding gap of between $2.37 million to $5.05 million. Another potential 

source of revenue – not contemplated in the site planning options advanced by the Project team – may be on-site 

real estate development, which could generate annual ground lease payments over the duration of a long-term 

lease with a private development entity. On-site development could also provide daily activation from new 

residents, workers, or visitors, depending on the use. To evaluate potential ground lease revenues as a potential 

source for ongoing operating funding, recent area land sale transactions and current market and lending 

conditions were reviewed. Annual ground rents could range between $730,000 to $1.3 million on a 2-acre parcel, 

$1.5 million to $2.5 million for a 4-acre parcel, and $2.2 million to $3.8 million for a 6-acre parcel.  

11.5 Overview of Operating Budget 

The Project’s estimated operating budget is based on three revenue scenarios: conservative, moderate, and 

aggressive. These scenarios estimate the potential range of annual earned income, from $1.5 million to $2.8 million 

in earned income per year, and the potential range of O&M costs from $5.3 million to $6.6 million.  

After deducting earned revenue estimates from O&M cost estimates, it is estimated there would be an annual 

operating funding gap of between $2,470,000 to $5,080,000 as shown in Table 11-2.  

Table 11-2. Estimated Operating Funding Gap 
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s  Operating Revenues  

Conservative Moderate Aggressive 

 $1,520,000 $2,130,000 $2,840,000 

$6,600,000 $5,080,000 $4,470,000 $3,760,000 

$5,950,000 $4,430,000 $3,820,000 $3,110,000 

$5,310,000 $3,790,000 $3,180,000 $2,470,000 

11.6 Operating Structure 

RAP operates and maintains City parks. LASAN operates and maintains stormwater treatment facilities, such as the 

proposed bioretention BMP. USACE operates and maintains the River in this reach, and MRCA is responsible for 

O&M within its easement. A Project management structure that supports dedicated and effective management of 

Project facilities and the overall landscape will be required in coordination with MRCA and USACE.  

11.6.1 Operations and Maintenance Requirements 

General O&M activities for the site planning options fall into three major categories as follows: 

▪ Landscape, amenities, and buildings 

― Landscape maintenance includes watering, pruning, mowing, placement of mulch, removal of leaf 

litter, and other activities related to maintenance of a healthy plant community. Appropriate plant 



Operations and Maintenance  

Taylor Yard G2 River Park Project   Page 11.248 

Implementation Feasibility Report  October 2021 

T AY LO R Y AR D  

RIV ER PA R K  

materials selection and construction practices must be in accordance with RAP and MRCA’s 

practices and policies. 

― Irrigation systems installed at the park will require regular inspection to ensure controllers and 

values are operating properly, plants are being watered appropriately, and broken or leaking pipes 

are repaired quickly. Temporary irrigation will likely be required in native habitat areas during 

plant establishment that may ultimately be removed. The site planning options contemplate the 

use of recycled water and drip irrigation where appropriate, requiring close coordination and buy-

in from RAP. 

― Fencing, signage, trails, and other fixtures will need to be inspected regularly for cleanliness, trip 

hazards, vegetation creeping onto the trails, and damage. Fences that prevent access to restricted 

areas, such as the active railroad tracks, must be maintained regularly. Trash receptacles will need 

to be emptied regularly and will require lids to prevent litter from wind or wildlife. 

― Building facilities will require custodial services and regular inspections and maintenance of the 

heating, ventilation, and air conditioning systems; fire protection system; furnishings; and 

equipment. Periodic inspections for pests, termites, mold, and other general preventive 

maintenance will also be needed.  

▪ The bioretention BMP will require trash and debris removal, vegetation management, slope stabilization, 

periodic clearing of the inlet and outlet structures, pump maintenance, and cleaning out/dredging of 

accumulated sediment over time to ensure effective water quality treatment. Vector control will be a key 

O&M factor as is discussed in Chapter 9, Park Access and Services. Design and construction of the 

bioretention BMP will require close coordination and approval by LASAN. 

▪ O&M of the River will require inspections, management of invasive vegetation and sediment, and 

provisions for irrigation to restoration features during drought. 

11.6.2 Park Management  

Park management will include general O&M as described above, security, programming, marketing, and 

fundraising to support park operations. In addition, rental of on-site facilities such as event venues and 

concessions may require specialized experience, including legal/administration, and event operations and 

coordination. The park management structure could include a dedicated park-stewardship entity that serves as the 

City’s operating partner. Highly activated signature parks of similar design quality and aspiration often benefit from 

such a public-private partnership that ensures high-capacity management and flexibility.  

Further details of the management structure for the park require refinement through discussion between the City, 

MRCA, and USACE to ensure coordinated maintenance and security strategies among the agencies to create a clean 

and safe environment for park users. 
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 EVALUATION OF THE ISLAND OPTION 

A preferred site planning option cannot be recommended at this time. To better understand the Project’s 

engineering challenges and potential costs, the Project team conducted further analysis of the Island site planning 

option because it is the most complex of the three options. This chapter includes grading requirements, drainage 

designs, utility requirements, and ROW requirements. A Class C cost estimate, projected schedule, and a high-level 

fatal flaw analysis were also prepared for the Island site planning option. 

12.1 Site Plan 

As detailed in Chapter 6, Site Planning Options, the Island site planning option uses the creation of an island to 

provide a unique moment in the River where the public can experience the River up close. The existing power lines 

would be relocated, and the River channel would be re-formed to create an island that separates River flows, 

mimics fluvial geomorphic processes of deposition and erosion, and provides multiple layers of riparian and 

upland habitat. The Island site planning option is illustrated in Figure 12-1. 
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Figure 12-1. Island Site Planning Option 
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12.2 Grading and Drainage Design 

Figure 12-2 and Figure 12-3 show the rough grading for the Island option, including proposed major and minor 

contours and the contaminated soil boundary. The earthwork volume figures show that 75,000 cubic yards of net 

fill would have to be imported. This import volume assumes that suitable on-site soil can be used for the 

development of topographic features, remediated with an engineered cap, and imported fill provided on top of the 

cap. This approach requires DTSC approval. 

On-site grading is subject to the following requirements:   

▪ The slopes of the planted areas must be 1 percent minimum and 2:1 maximum.   

▪ The slopes within the asphalt paved parking lot area must be 1 percent minimum and 5 percent maximum. 

ADA parking stalls require 2 percent slope in all directions. 

▪ The slopes of walkways must not exceed 5 percent. Slopes greater than 5 percent require a construction of 

an ADA compliance ramp. The maximum cross-slope is 2 percent. 

Drainage design would follow the City’s hydrology, hydraulic, and storm drain design criteria. Impervious surfaces 

require stormwater quality treatment before discharge to the River, which would occur through the lined 

bioretention BMP and other vegetated-swale BMPs. Grading and drainage design within the mainland of the 

Project site is based on an overall concept to sheet flow as much stormwater as possible to the bioretention BMP in 

the center of the Project site. This concept is detailed in the Final Proposition O Project Concept Report (Appendix 

D). The Final Proposition O Project Concept Report preferred alternative (Alternative 4) is summarized in the report 

as follows: 

“The fourth water quality alternative will capture all the on-site flows for the G2 parcel and wet weather runoff 

from the City-UPRC Drain and Eagle Rock Drains upstream of the parcel. The surface flows will deliver the design 

capture flow to the bioretention BMP that will treat the water prior to release to Los Angeles River Reach 3. The 

Site will be graded so that the onsite runoff is collected in the water quality BMP feature and treated.” 

The bioretention BMP, located in the center of the site (shown in green in Figure 12-4 and Figure 12-5) is located in a 

slightly different location as that depicted for the conceptual layout for the Draft Proposition O Project Concept 

Report but would serve the same function. The bioretention BMP would convey flow from north to south with an 

outlet to the River and be designed to provide: (1) equivalent or greater surface treatment area, (2) the same 

subsurface biotreatment section, and (3) allowance for treatment of diverted low flows from the City-UPRC and 

Eagle Rock Drains. Areas within the mainland of the Project site that cannot drain by sheet flow to the bioretention 

BMP would require drainage inlet pickup and pipe conveyance, where possible. Areas of the Project site that 

cannot gravity flow to the bioretention BMP, such as the south parking area, would require separate stormwater 

BMP treatment prior to discharging to the River. Sample concepts and images of other stormwater BMP treatment 

features are shown in Figure 12-6 and Figure 12-7. Grading and drainage design for the island itself assumes sheet 

flow of pervious surfaces to the River. The island and site edges would require some armoring to prevent scour and 

erosion along the River’s edge during a rain event. 
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Figure 12-2. Island Site Planning Option Rough Grading Exhibit (1 of 2) 
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Figure 12-3. Island Site Planning Option Rough Grading Exhibit (2 of 2) 
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Figure 12-4. Island Site Planning Option Drainage Exhibit (1 of 2) 
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Figure 12-5. Island Site Planning Option Drainage Exhibit (2 of 2) 
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Figure 12-6. Sample Stormwater BMP Treatment Features 

 

 

Source: City of Los Angeles 2016   



Evaluation of the Island Option  

Taylor Yard G2 River Park Project   Page 12.257 

Implementation Feasibility Report  October 2021 

T AY LO R Y AR D  

RIV ER PA R K  

Figure 12-7. Sample Image of Vegetated Bioretention/Biofiltration Swale 

 

12.3 Utilities 

The Project would require the construction of new wet and dry utilities that could conflict with existing easements. 

This section identifies the potential utility needs of the Project site and surrounding access points to existing 

services.  

12.3.1 Water 

Anticipated Water Demand 

Water demands were calculated for the Project based on the Island site planning option and design considerations 

that must be included during the design phase. Because riparian and wetland habitats require water for survival, 

recycled water, potable water, stormwater runoff, including dry-weather flow, and/or River water could be used for 

planned plant palettes and vegetation on the Project site.  

Water requirements and irrigation demand for the Project were estimated using the State of California’s Division of 

Agriculture and Natural Resources’ (ANR) Simplified Landscape Irrigation Demand Estimation (SLIDE) equation. 

The equation is a simple calculation to produce an estimate of the water required by a land use and/or landscape 

area for a given period. The basic SLIDE equation is: 

Landscape Water Demand (gal) = ETo × PF × LA × 0.623     

where, 

ETo is inches of historical average or real-time reference evapotranspiration data in inches for 

the period of interest 
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PF is the Plant Factor from ANR 

LA is the landscape area, in square feet 

0.623 is the factor to convert inches of water to gallons (this factor is omitted if the estimated 

water demand is desired in inches) 

The ANR states that: 

“the only ETo adjustment needed for estimating the water requirements of a landscape area is a PF 

which accounts sensibly and accurately for the water demand characteristics of the plant types 

present. The estimated water demand will need to be met by precipitation, irrigation, or a 

combination, in order for plants to perform acceptably. Irrigated landscapes should be designed 

so that each irrigation station is composed of plants with similar water requirements in what is 

known as a hydrozone. When plants of different water requirement categories are mixed in the 

same irrigation station, the water demand of the entire zone is that of the plant category with the 

highest PF.” 

Table 12-1 presents the maximum amount of annual water demand that the Project could have where the upper 

range of acres was assumed for irrigation requirements. It is assumed that water would be required for both dry 

and wet seasons.  

Table 12-1. Estimated Water Demand – Winter and Summer Months 

Design Component 

Plant 

Facto
r(PF) 

Landscape Area 

(LA) Water Demand (gal) 

Acres SF Summer Winter 

Native vegetation with trails, outlook vistas, and 

paths (passive and educational recreation) 
0.5 16 696,960 933,543 325,655 

Wetlands/marsh 1 10 435,600 1,166,929 407,068 

Native plant nursery 0.8 1 43,560 93,354 32,565 

Bioretention BMP and streams 0.5 8 348,480 466,772 162,827 

Various educational structures, including 

bathrooms, River steps, and parking 
0 7 304,920 TBD TBD 

Total Acres  42 1,829,520 2,660,598 928,115 

To better understand water demands and sources for wetlands- and habitat-focused public parks, seven Southern 

California parks were studied. Six of the seven parks have been constructed and in operation for 2 to 20 years. A key 

takeaway from these projects was that all parks with stormwater and dry-weather flow as the primary water 

sources for wetlands and lakes require a potable water backup system to guarantee enough water to maintain 

wetland and park features. Even for parks with large detention ponds, the stormwater and dry-weather flows are 

not enough to maintain wetland features. This information suggests that there may be times when stormwater 

may not be enough to maintain the Project’s wetland and park features. Recirculation designs will be considered, 

but a backup source of water may be needed to guarantee enough year-round water supply. Implementation of 

low impact development (LID) ordinances and dry-weather diversions upstream would likely further reduce dry-

weather flows in the future. 
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Potential Water Supply Sources 

Four potential water supply sources for the Project were considered – stormwater, recycled water, potable water, 

and River water: 

▪ Stormwater – Stormwater use would be based on the quantity and quality of both the dry-weather and 

wet-weather stormwater flows. Climate change is impacting the intensity of storm events and the 

implementation of stormwater BMPs in the upstream watershed. The estimated quantity of stormwater 

available to the Project year-round and over time will be important to determine, particularly the dry-

weather and wet-weather flows. How stormwater will be used to offset the water supply demands will 

determine sizing of the piping and pumping systems. 

▪ Recycled water – Recycled water is a reliable option for meeting much of the water demand at the Project 

site. Recycled water can be used for all irrigation needs planned as well as for toilets, fountains, and other 

potential non-potable requirements. Because recycled water is produced at water reclamation plants, it is 

a year-round supply, unlike stormwater. For the Project site, using recycled water is feasible because 

LADWP already has a 16-inch-diameter recycled water pipeline in San Fernando Road. A connection would 

be required in San Fernando Road likely to a lateral on the access roadway. 

▪ Potable water – Potable water will be required for the Project site. The quantity will depend on how much 

recycled water is supplied and whether potable water will be provided throughout the site as a backup 

supply. Although the water demand for the entire Project site could be provided by potable water, this 

would not meet the goals and objectives of the LA’s Green New Deal (City of Los Angeles 2019). Use of both 

recycled water and stormwater is desired to offset the potable water demands and to only use potable 

water where it is a must, such as for drinking water. Potable water demands will be determined during 

future design stages when the final structures, facilities, and uses are determined. At that time, decisions 

will be made as to whether potable water pipelines should be installed as a backup supply. 

▪ River water – The logistics of using water from the River to irrigate the Project site would include using a 

pump station, filters, and a piping system from the River to specific vegetated areas on the upper area of 

the site. The exact location of this system, and the quantity of flows, would need to be determined. Of 

concern is that the dry season has limited River flows that are relatively small, comprising a base flow that 

rarely rises above the bottom of the River channel. By comparison, the wet season has storm runoff that 

varies depending on the magnitude of the storm event with these flows varying substantially. During the 

design phase, the viability of using water from the River will be determined. 

Water Supply Design 

Figure 12-8 and Figure 12-9 show the layout of the proposed recycled, potable, and fire protection water systems 

and the approximate locations of the existing water mains. Two potential points of connection for the water system 

to these water mains are located on the northeast and southeast side of the Project site at San Fernando Road. 

Both proposed water pipelines must be approved, designed, managed, and installed by LADWP. LADWP would 

assess the fiscal viability of the infrastructure and ensure that the recycled water would not be conveyed into a 

storm drain that discharges directly into the River. Construction of this pipeline would also be coordinated with the 

Los Angeles County Health Department Cross Connection and Water Pollution Control Program, which is 
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responsible for the oversight of new and converted recycled water re-use sites from the planning stage through 

final approval.   

The fire protection water system would connect on the northeast side of the Project site. Figure 12-8 and Figure 

12-9 also show the approximate location of the 11 on-site existing fire hydrants from a site survey conducted by 

Surveying & Drafting Services, Inc. in 2014. Most hydrants would be relocated to provide sufficient coverage for the 

Project site with a minimum spacing of 300 feet between hydrants. 

12.3.2 Storm Drain 

Several storm drains discharge into the River near the Project site, as discussed in Chapter 2, Site Constraints. As 

shown in Figure 12-8 and Figure 12-9, connections to the existing storm drains are anticipated: 

▪ Under the access roadway and existing railroad bridge at the south end of the Project site, 

▪ At the existing storm drain outlet at the south boundary of the Project site near the new Taylor Yard Bicycle 

and Pedestrian Bridge, and 

▪ At a new storm drain outlet to the River that would be required at the end of the bioretention BMP. 

12.3.3 Sanitary Sewer 

The sewer system is anticipated to connect to the existing 18-inch main along San Fernando Road via a proposed 

force main from a new sewage lift station. As Figure 12-8 and Figure 12-9 show, the proposed sanitary sewer system 

runs from this anticipated connection to the southern end of the Project site, where it then splits at a sewage lift 

station to run north and south. To the south, the line connects with proposed buildings, and to the north the line 

runs parallel to the riverbed, connecting several proposed buildings and ending near the northeast corner of the 

Project site. 

12.3.4 Dry Utilities 

The approximate locations of existing dry utilities, such as gas and communications, are similar to the locations of 

the water and sewer mains along San Fernando Road. Figure 12-8 and Figure 12-9 show the potential point of 

connections for gas and communications needed for the Project. For electrical, the potential point of connection is 

anticipated to be at an existing power pole at the southeast corner of the intersection of San Fernando Road and 

the access roadway.  

Electric power will be required for powering the lighting of trails and open activity areas, and to power the lighting 

and equipment in the buildings on the Project site. The approximate power needs of the site were estimated 

assuming a maximum of 50,000 linear feet of trails and a total of no more than 5 acres of buildings, arenas, and 

other open activity areas with an average illuminance of 50 lux on the trails and 500 lux in the buildings and open 

activity areas. It was assumed that the major trails would have to be well lit in the most environmentally efficient 

way, both from the aspect of electricity consumption and from a light pollution perspective. At the same time, the 

lighting levels would have to provide a safe and secure environment for park visitors. Although the nature of 

lighting sources and actual installation is not yet known, a combination of metal-halide, high-pressure-sodium, 
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and/or light-emitting diode (LED) bulbs would be a viable option. The power consumption per lumen of these light 

sources is similar. 

The power requirements for lighting of the 50,000 linear feet of trails would be approximately 150 kilowatts (kW), 

and for the buildings and open activity areas around 370 kW, totaling 520 kW. The trail power requirement can be 

reduced, however, if LED solar panel-powered fixtures are installed and reduced even further with a battery energy 

storage system located within the park. If other equipment, such as air conditioning in the buildings, does not 

require more than 200 kW, the total power requirement for the Project is estimated as 720 kW, or 800 kilovolt-

ampere (kVA). Standard distribution class transformers rated between 1,000 kVA and 2,000 kVA could supply this 

amount of power. 

The amount of power requires higher distribution level voltage, either single- or three-phase. The Project site could 

be connected to the nearest existing distribution line at the appropriate voltage level (4.8 kV or 34.5 kV), providing 

that the line has the spare capacity to accept the new load. A separate, more detailed study, and input from 

LADWP, will be required to determine the exact interconnection location. The connection can be via single-phase 

or three-phase buried cable. The high voltage cable would connect to an enclosed transformer and switchgear in 

the park, to distribute the power to the different areas and trails at the 120-volt and the 240-volt level. For planning 

purposes, an estimated power requirement of 1,000 kVA for the Project can be used, which will be refined as design 

progresses. More detailed study and information about local distribution networks is required to determine the 

exact point of interconnection.  
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Figure 12-8. Island Site Planning Option Utilities Exhibit (1 of 2) 
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Figure 12-9.  Island Site Planning Option Utilities Exhibit (2 of 2) 
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12.4 Cost Estimate  

12.4.1 Class C Cost Estimate Methodology 

The Class C cost estimates presented in this chapter reflect the general conceptual nature of the Island site 

planning option. Cost estimates for the Soft Edge and Yards planning options are not presented, as their total 

estimated costs are lower than that of the Island. Site planning was completed for the grading work, which 

provided quantities used to develop specific items in the Class C cost estimate. The estimate is based on several 

assumptions and includes appropriate escalation and contingencies to account for unknown or estimated 

quantities. Escalation provides for increases in costs over time due to inflation, while contingency sets aside funds 

to account for unknowns in the cost estimating process at the time the estimate was generated. 

12.4.2 Class C Cost Estimate 

Project costs include all the necessary items to provide a finished product. Costs include planning, design, 

construction, and post-construction work. As Table 12-2 shows, the estimated cost for planning and design for the 

base cost associated with the Island option is $437,101,000. This base cost includes the following Project 

components: remediation, site improvements, civil, water quality BMP, landscaping, lighting, storm drains, 

pedestrian bridge across the railroad corridor to Rio de Los Angeles State Park, camping/restroom facilities, park 

office, kayak launch and landing, café, parking, and utilities. The remediation cost of approximately $200 million is 

based on hazardous soil transport and disposal for riverfront excavation, temporary water treatment, site cap 

preparation and installation of a site-wide cap, sub-slab vapor mitigation and active extraction for buildings, vapor 

extraction system, hotspot removal and treatment, asbestos removal, and DTSC fees. 

There are a variety of other scope items that are planned to be included as part of this Project, which would cost 

$361,185,000. These items include LADWP power line relocation, pedestrian bridge across the River to Elysian 

Valley, youth enrichment center, public facility, research building, and museum/cultural center.  

The estimated Project grand total is $798,286,000. 

The estimated Project cost has been updated to March 2022 dollars in Chapter 17, Updated Cost Estimates. 
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Table 12-2. Class C Estimate 

Island Site Planning Option Estimated Project CostsA Summary 
(as of December 2019B) 

Project Component Amount 

Base Island Site Planning Option 

Subtotal Site Remediation $199,180,000 

Subtotal Park Improvements and Facilities $141,000,000 

Base Island Site Planning Option Sub-Total $340,180,000 

Base Island Site Planning Option Escalation - 4% per year $62,975,000 

Base Island Site Planning Option Project Contingency - 10% $33,946,000 

Base Island Site Planning Option Total  $437,101,000 

Other Scope Items 

Subtotal LADWP Power Line Relocation $22,393,000 

Subtotal New Pedestrian and Bicycle Bridge to Elysian Valley $36,800,000 

Youth Enrichment Center $11,135,000 

Public Facility $44,539,000 

Research Building $55,673,000 

Museum/Cultural Center $111,346,000  

Other Scope Items Sub-Total $281,886,000 

Other Scope Items Escalation - 4% per year $51,525,000 

Other Scope Items Project Contingency - 10% $27,774,000 

Other Scope Items Total $361,185,000 

Total Estimated Costs for Island Site Planning Option $798,286,000 

A  includes both soft and hard costs                                 B project costs are updated to March 2022 dollars in Chapter 17, Updated Cost Estimates 

12.5 Schedule 

The Project schedule presented in Table 12-2 incorporates expected timelines for all phases of Project 

development leading up to and including planning and pre-design, design, environmental documentation and 

review, bid and award, construction activities, and post-construction activities. The schedule provides an estimate 

of basic components of Project delivery with an outline of expected duration to complete each activity. Activities 

are overlapped when practical to represent concurrent tasks. It is important to note again that the City intends to 

remediate and activate the Project site in a series of projects, which is not reflected in this schedule. As projects at 

the site are identified and approved for implementation on shorter timeframes, the schedule proposed here would 

require modification. 
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The Project is wrapping up the planning and pre-design phase. Once the project scope is drafted, design, 

environmental documentation, and review would begin and take approximately three and a half years. The 

comments and feedback from the environmental documentation and review process and other permitting 

conditions would be appropriately incorporated and the design phase would wrap up with the production of a 

complete bid package, including construction plans and specifications. The bid package would then be released for 

contractor bids and the construction contract would be awarded by the Board of Public Works, which typically 

takes six months. Construction could then begin shortly after and last approximately four years. The expected 

sequence of construction activities, many of which may occur concurrently within the Project site as steps are 

completed in one location and not yet commenced in another location, include demolition, remediation, grading, 

River’s edge modifications, installation of utilities, and habitat restoration. The Project is anticipated to open to the 

public eight years after design begins.  

Also shown on the schedule are two projects not included in the scope of this Project but that are relevant in terms 

of implementation sequencing. Metrolink’s Potential Tail Track Relocation Project, discussed in Chapter 2, must be 

completed prior to any modifications to the River’s edge to avoid impacts to operations at the CMF. The Potential 

Power Line Relocation Project, discussed in Chapter 4, would be administered by LADWP and is also required prior 

to modifications to the River’s edge. The schedules for these two projects have not yet been established and are 

outside the purview of this report, so they are shown in Figure 12-10 for reference only. 
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Figure 12-10. Island Site Planning Option Project Schedule 

 

 
*Not part of the Taylor Yard G2 River Park Project 
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 PERMITS AND APPROVALS 

This chapter presents a summary of the various permits and approvals that would be required for the Project to 

proceed into construction. 

13.1 Air Quality 

Construction in the City is subject to approvals from the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). 

SCAQMD grants approvals for projects for regional air quality regulations and would require four permits.  

13.1.1 Permit to Construct and Permit to Operate 

To obtain a permit from SCAQMD, a general application form for a Permit to Construct and Permit to Operate (Form 

400-A) and the California Environmental Quality Act (Form 400-CEQA) is required. In addition, a supplemental 

application form for each piece of equipment that requires a permit will be necessary (Form 400-E-xx). Also, an 

additional asbestos survey would be required to demolish and develop the entirety of the site; only a portion of the 

property has been surveyed to-date. Because of the presence of asbestos, SCAQMD Rule 1403 requires that the 

developer remove friable and non-friable asbestos prior to maintenance, repairs, renovation, or demolition that 

would disturb the material. Work involving the disturbance of asbestos-containing material also requires 10 

working days' prior notification to SCAQMD and notification to the Division of Occupational Safety and Health 

(Cal/OSHA). A Procedure 5 cleanup plan must be filed with SCAQMD prior to abatement work. 

13.1.2 VOC-Impacted Soils 

Prior to the commencement of a Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE) unit; or excavating, handling, monitoring, or treating 

known or suspect VOCs-contaminated soil per Rule 1166, an SVE Operation Notification Form must be submitted to 

SCAQMD. A mitigation plan for VOC-impacted soils must be approved by the SCAQMD Executive Officer prior to 

commencement of excavation or hauling. The mitigation plan must be submitted with an application, and a copy 

of the approved plan must remain on-site during excavation. See Rule 1166 http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-

source/rule-book/reg-xi/rule-1166.pdf.  

13.1.3 Asbestos Survey and Remediation Plan 

SCAQMD requires survey, notification, and work practice requirements to prevent asbestos emissions during 

building and demolition activities. See AQMD Rule 1403 http://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-

compliance/compliance/asbestos-demolition-removal. The asbestos survey would determine what practices to 

prescribe and apply to which phase of the subsequent remediation plan.  

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/reg-xi/rule-1166.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/rule-book/reg-xi/rule-1166.pdf
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/compliance/asbestos-demolition-removal
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/compliance/asbestos-demolition-removal
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13.2 Biological and Jurisdictional Resources 

13.2.1 Endangered Species Acts 

The Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C. Section 1531 et seq.) is a federal act that regulates the conservation of 

threatened and endangered plants, animals, and habitats. It is administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Fisheries Service. Section 2081 of the Fish and Game 

Code prohibits any action that “takes” listed species of wildlife designated as endangered, threatened, or 

candidate species. Section 2081, incidental take permits (ITPs), requires early consultation to avoid potential 

impacts to species and to develop appropriate planning to offset project-caused losses of listed species.  

The California Endangered Species Act is a State act that regulates the conservation of threatened and endangered 

plants, animals, and habitats within California and is administered by CDFW. Similar to the federal act, the law 

prohibits any action that “takes” any listed species of endangered, threatened, or candidate species. ITPs may be 

applied for through the administering agency.  

If a species is listed under both the federal and State Endangered Species Acts, a consistency determination may be 

sought through the State agency to coincide with findings made by the federal agency. 

13.3 Civil/Design/Construction 

13.3.1 Soils/Geology Report 

The Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety (LADBS) requires a project that is located within a seismic 

hazard zone, an earthquake fault surface rupture study area, or the Hillside Grading Area to submit a soils and/or 

geologic report at the time of applying with the Department of City Planning.  

13.3.2 Haul Route Approval 

In compliance with the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), Section 91.7006.5.2, LADBS may designate routes of 

ingress and egress and may impose conditions and require safety precautions for pedestrian and vehicular traffic 

as it determines are required in the interest of public health, safety, and welfare. LADBS requires a public hearing 

before the Board of Building and Safety commissioners for any import or export of more than 1,000 cubic yards of 

earth material in a grading hillside area. 

13.3.3 Grading Permit 

A grading permit is required to import or export any earth materials to or from any grading site, per LAMC Section 

91.106. Any grading project involving more than 100 cubic yards of excavation and involving an excavation in 

excess of 5 feet in vertical depth at its deepest point measured from the original ground surface requires a grading 

permit. LADBS would require a grading permit for the proposed Project.  
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13.3.4 Sewer/Storm Drain Permit 

A sewer/storm drain permit (LAMC Section 64.12) (also referred to as an “S” permit) is required to make, construct, 

alter, or repair any house sewer connection, bonded house sewer connection, special house sewer connection, 

industrial waste sewer connection, industrial waste storm drain connection, storm drain connection, special 

drainage connection, or any portion of any such sewer or storm drain connections, including sampling 

maintenance holes, or connect any house sewer, soil pipe, or plumbing to any such sewer or storm drain 

connections or to a sewer or storm drain. A sewer/storm drain permit from BOE would be required for the proposed 

Project. 

13.3.5 Building Permit 

In compliance with LAMC Section 91.106.1.1, a building permit is required to erect, construct, alter, repair, 

demolish, remove, or move any building or structure or commence any liquid washing, compressed air cleaning, or 

steam cleaning of exterior surfaces of any building. A building permit would be required from LADBS for the 

proposed Project. 

13.3.6 Electrical Permit 

An electrical permit is required in compliance with Section 93.0101 of the LAMC. The electrical permit provides 

guidelines for appropriate electrical wiring, systems engineering, and fire protection.  

13.3.7 Construction “B” Permit 

A construction “B” permit (LAMC Section 62.106.b) is issued for extensive public works improvements including the 

widening of streets and alleys; the changing of existing street grade; construction of bridges and retaining walls; 

and the installation of sewer, storm drains, street lighting, and traffic signals. Construction plans are usually 

required and must be signed by a California licensed civil and/or electrical and/or traffic engineer. A construction 

“B” permit from BOE should not be required for the proposed Project. 

13.3.8 Excavation Permit 

As specified in Section 62.105 of the LAMC, BOE requires a permit for construction projects that require public 

ROWs to be trenched or excavated.  

13.3.9 California Public Utilities Commission  

The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) is the state agency that regulates investor-owned electric utilities 

as well as other investor-owned utilities that provide gas, water, and telecommunication services. When investor-

owned utilities wish to sell, lease, or encumber their facilities, they must seek CPUC approval via an application 

process. CPUC conducts its environmental evaluation in accordance with both CEQA and its own environmental 

rules.  
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13.3.10 Zone Change 

The overall objectives of planning and zoning are to protect public health, safety, and welfare; to promote 

compatibility between various land uses and developments; and to provide for an attractive and efficient 

community. Zone changes may be initiated by the Board of Supervisors, the Regional Planning Commission, or by 

individual property owners who desire to develop property with a land use or density that is not permitted by the 

existing zoning classification. The zone change must be consistent with the adopted General Plan, including local 

area and community plans that reflect the County’s policy regarding land use. The current zoning of the Project site 

is for industrial land use. A zone change would be required to convert the land use to open space/public facilities. 

The Planning, Land Use, and Zoning Report is provided in Appendix E. 

13.3.11 Landscape Plans 

The Department of City Planning, RAP, and MRCA provide guidance, review, and approval for landscape plans. 

Landscape plans are required for tree removal and tree planting, as well as other landscaping features and plans 

for open space areas.  

13.3.12 Construction and Maintenance Agreement 

A construction and maintenance agreement, which provides rules and regulations for construction work performed 

in proximity to the tracks, would be required in consultation with Metrolink. 

13.3.13 Worksite Traffic Control Plan 

A worksite traffic control plan would be required for the Project. The purpose of the Transit and Transportation 

Construction Traffic Management Committee plan is to minimize the loss of traffic capacity within various major 

transit and transportation construction impact areas resulting from construction activity, including Metro Rail, 

Light Rail, busway, utility, private development, street improvement, street maintenance, and major public works 

projects in accordance with LAMC Section 62.250. LADOT would review and approve the plan. 

13.3.14 Fire Permits 

The operation or installation of any equipment, appliances, or systems to handle hazardous materials requires 

plan review for conformance with the Los Angeles Fire Code and National Fire Protection Association standards 

and subsequent approval by LAFD.  

13.3.15 Project Feasibility Phase  

For USACE projects, the feasibility phase commences upon funding by the non-federal sponsor and federal 

government following a signed Feasibility Cost Sharing Agreement. During this phase, a public review of the draft 

feasibility report and environmental document occurs, and the Chief of Engineer’s Report is signed. The feasibility 

phase ends with the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works’ transmittal to Office of Management and 

Budget.  

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/lamc/municipalcode/chaptervipublicworksandproperty?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:losangeles_ca_mc$anc=JD_62.250.


Permits and Approvals 

Taylor Yard G2 River Park Project   Page 13.272 

Implementation Feasibility Report  October 2021 

T AY LO R Y AR D  

RIV ER PA R K  

13.3.16 Preconstruction, Engineering, and Design Funding 

For USACE projects, the preconstruction, engineering, and design phase commences upon authorization of project 

construction by Congress, which at times will overlap with completion of the feasibility phase. The focus is to 

complete all the detailed technical studies and design needed to begin construction of the project. Costs are 

shared in the same proportions as construction costs.  

13.4 Cultural Resources 

13.4.1 AB 52 Consultation  

Assembly Bill 52 establishes a misdemeanor for unlawfully and maliciously excavating upon, removing, destroying, 

injuring, or defacing a Native American historic, cultural, or sacred site, that is listed or may be eligible for listing in 

the California Register of Historic Resources.  

13.4.2 Section 106 – Programmatic Agreement 

Section 106 of the Historic Preservation Act requires federal agencies to consider the effects of their actions on 

historic properties by identifying historic properties, assessing adverse effects, and resolving those adverse effects. 

Nationwide Programmatic Agreements are the result of a federal agency working with the Advisory Council on 

Historic Preservation and State Historic Preservation Officers to come up with a process tailored to the particular 

type of undertaking subject to Section 106.  

13.4.3 City Artworks and Cultural Facilities  

Section 19.85 of the Los Angeles Administrative Code provides a percent-for-arts program related to all future 

public works construction in the City. This program provides significant added financial support toward the City’s 

ability to create effective processes for the commissioning of new City artworks and cultural facilities and services.  

13.5 Hazardous Materials 

13.5.1 Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and Non-RCRA Hazardous Waste Permit 

The RCRA requires anyone who owns or operates a facility where hazardous waste is treated, stored, or disposed to 

have a RCRA hazardous waste permit issued by USEPA.  

13.5.2 Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study  

The Remedial Investigation & Feasibility Study (RI/FS) is a process focusing on defining the nature and extent of 

contamination, assessing risk to human health and the environment, and developing a cleanup strategy to 

eliminate potentially harmful human health and environmental impacts. The RI/FS process generally applies to 

larger, technically complicated projects anticipating cleanup action. Data collected in the RI influence the 

development of remedial alternatives in the FS, which in turn affects the data needs and scope of treatability 
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studies and additional field investigations. Based on the site evaluation, possible end points could include no 

further action, the need for a Land Use Covenant, or long-term stewardship. The need for an FS will be determined 

in conjunction with DTSC. 

13.5.3 Human Health Risk Assessment  

A Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) is the process to determine if contaminants detected at a site are of 

concern to human health and the environment. The HHRA falls under the evaluation step of the CLRRA voluntary 

agreement process and involves using environmental data to estimate the nature, magnitude, and probability of 

adverse health effects on people who may be exposed to the contaminated environmental media (e.g., soil, soil 

gas, groundwater, surface water), now and in the future. Voluntary agreement projects use the HHRA to make 

decisions about allowable use or reuse of the property, and to facilitate an effective assessment and cleanup 

strategy to ensure safe end use. 

13.5.4 Work Plan for Remedial Design Implementation 

Pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 25355.5, DTSC may enter into agreements to provide oversight 

services. Section 25355.5 allows DTSC to enter into agreements with parties that may allow for remediation to 

remove the threat of a release, or to characterize a site, preparation of a response plan (or removal action 

workplan), and completion of the necessary response actions. The City entered an agreement with DTSC under 

CLRRA, as discussed in Chapter 3.  

13.5.5 Land Use Covenants 

Land use covenants are a method that DTSC uses to protect the public from unsafe exposures to residual 

contamination that is left in place upon closure of a hazardous waste disposal facility, as part of either a short- or 

long-term stabilization action, corrective action, or remedial action. A decision document identifies the remedy for 

environmental contamination that best fits the site conditions (e.g., a removal action workplan, corrective 

measures study, or a preliminary endangerment assessment, or equivalent). A decision document identifies the 

land use covenant restrictions (see: https://www.dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Brownfields/land-use-covenant-quick-

ref-guide.cfm). 

13.5.6 O&M Plan and O&M Agreements  

The O&M Plan presents the policies and procedures for future long-term operation, maintenance, and monitoring 

of the selected remedy. The primary goal of the O&M Plan is to prevent uncontrolled exposures to site 

contaminations of concern and to protect the health of persons at the site. The property owner enters into an 

oversight agreement with DTSC, as required by Health and Safety Code Section 25300, which requires the owner to 

implement an O&M Plan under DTSC oversight. The O&M Plan addresses an inspection and monitoring program, 

minimization measures, and an administrative record of inspections and repairs.   

https://www.dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Brownfields/land-use-covenant-quick-ref-guide.cfm
https://www.dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Brownfields/land-use-covenant-quick-ref-guide.cfm
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13.5.7 Rule 1466 – Control of Particulate Emissions from Soil with Toxic Air Contaminants 

In accordance with SCAQMD Rule 1466, earth-moving activities at the site must be carried out following 

methodologies designed to minimize fugitive dust emissions that could potentially contain toxic air contaminants, 

and perimeter air monitoring should be conducted to confirm methods are effective. Notification will be provided 

to SCQAMD at least 72 hours and no more than 30 days prior to conducing earth-moving activities that meet these 

requirements. 

13.5.8 Rule 1166 – VOC Emissions from Decontamination of Soil 

Remedial activities requiring earth movement in areas where soil VOC concentrations may exceed 50 parts per 

million should proceed in accordance with SCAQMD Rule 1166, including notification and monitoring 

requirements. A VOC Contaminated Soil Mitigation Plan may be required in accordance with Rule 1166 Attachment 

A. 

13.5.9 Rules 201 and 203 – Permit to Construct/Authority to Operate 

If soil vapor mitigation systems are installed beneath buildings or to manage soil vapor through extraction wells, a 

permit to construct or operate may be required through the SCAQMD. 

13.6 Land Use 

13.6.1 Master and Community Plan Conformance Review 

The Department of City Planning will review the site planning options for conformance with applicable adopted 

plans, including the Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan and Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan. 

13.6.2 Public Benefits Project Permit  

The public benefits project permit is required per LAMC Section 14, Article 4. The ordinance sets forth guidance for 

Project performance standards on a variety of property types under development.  

13.6.3 Conditional Use Permit 

The Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning issues a conditional use permit (CUP) which is required 

for land uses that may need special conditions to ensure compatibility with surrounding land uses. To be approved, 

a CUP must be consistent with the existing adopted General Plan, including local area and community plans, which 

reflect the County’s policy regarding land use, and the Los Angeles County Code Title 22 Planning and Zoning. 

Manufacturing zones have an extensive list of uses allowed via approval of a CUP. 



Permits and Approvals  

Taylor Yard G2 River Park Project   Page 13.275 

Implementation Feasibility Report  October 2021 

T AY LO R Y AR D  

RIV ER PA R K  

13.6.4 Special Events Permits 

Programming on the Project site is intended to include special events. Such events may require special event 

permits issued and managed by LAPD’s Emergency Operations Division, Special Events Permit Unit.  

13.7 Water Quality 

13.7.1 NPDES Permit, Stormwater Quality Management Program and BMPs 

USEPA in compliance with the CWA, requires a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for 

discharging pollutants through a point source into a Waters of the U.S. The permit contains limits on what you can 

discharge, monitoring and reporting requirements, and other provisions to ensure that the discharge does not hurt 

water quality or human health. In compliance with the permit, the permittee may be required to implement a 

Stormwater Quality Management Program and BMPs with the goal of reducing the amount of pollutants in 

stormwater and urban runoff.   

An NPDES permit could be required to manage impacted pumped groundwater, encountered as part of the 

excavation dewatering operations for Riverfront soil management under the Soft Edge or Island options. This 

permit is furnished through the State Water Resources Control Board and would allow for the discharge of treated 

groundwater to surface waters under a compliance monitoring program. 

13.7.2 Construction General Permit 

If construction activities require dewatering, compliance with Order No. R4-2008-0032 Waste Discharge 

Requirements for Discharges of Groundwater from Construction and Project Dewatering to Surface Waters in 

Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties (General NPDES Permit No. CAG994004), will be required 

from LARWQCB. The General NPDES Permit is currently expired and under review for re-enrollment. The General 

Permit requires demonstration that pollutant concentrations in the discharge shall not cause violation of 

applicable water quality standards for the receiving waters through water sample analysis and reporting. 

The construction NPDES General Permit requires all permitted dischargers to:  

▪ Develop and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which specifies BMPs that will 

prevent construction pollutants from contacting stormwater and with the intent of keeping products of 

erosion from moving off-site into receiving waters.   

▪ Eliminate or reduce non-stormwater discharges to storm sewer systems and other waters of the nation.  

▪ Perform inspections of all BMPs.  

Prior to the start of Project construction, the City will submit a Notice of Intent to obtain coverage under the 

General Permit, the permit fee, and a site map. The SWPPP must address the use of appropriately selected, 

correctly installed, and maintained pollution reduction BMPs. 
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13.7.3 CWA Section 404 Permit 

Section 404 of the CWA establishes a program to regulate the discharge of dredged or fill material into Waters of the 

U.S., including wetlands. Activities in Waters of the U.S. regulated under USACE and this program include fill for 

development, water resource projects (such as dams and levees), infrastructure development (such as highways 

and airports), and mining projects. The CWA requires a Section 404 permit before dredged or fill material may be 

discharged into Waters of the U.S., unless the activity is exempt from Section 404 regulation. 

13.7.4 CWA Section 401 Water Quality Certification 

USACE leads the CWA and requires the local state to certify any activity, including the crossing of rivers or streams 

during road, pipeline, or transmission line construction, that might result in discharges of dredged or fill material 

into a federal water body. LARWQCB issues and ensures the proposed activity does not violate state or federal 

water quality standards. 

13.7.5 Flood Construction and Annual Access Permit 

LACFCD owns, operates, and maintains a number of major dams, debris basins, open channels, underground storm 

drains, catch basins, spreading grounds, and sea water barrier projects among other facilities, and the associated 

ROWs. Pursuant to the Los Angeles County Code, any work, encroachment, or activity within or affecting the 

LACFCD ROW, facilities, interests, or jurisdiction requires a flood control permit. A flood construction permit will be 

required when bridging, relocating, or retrofitting catch basins; or connecting, crossing, encroaching, excavating, 

landscaping, modifying, overbuilding, or transferring drainage. A flood access permit is required for discharge, 

temporary use and access, or annual discharge or temporary use and access.   

13.7.6 Section 1602 Permit – Streambed Alteration Agreement 

CDFW is responsible for protecting and conserving fish and wildlife resources and the habitats upon which they 

depend. The Lake and Streambed Alteration Program reviews projects that would alter any river, stream, or lake 

and conditions projects to conserve existing fish and wildlife resources.  

CDFW must be notified if a project would do any of the following:  

▪ Divert or obstruct the natural flow of any river, stream, or lake 

▪ Change the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake 

▪ Use material from any river, stream, or lake 

▪ Deposit or dispose of material into any river, stream, or lake 

CDFW would review the notification and issue a lake or streambed alteration agreement when necessary to protect 

fish and wildlife resources.  
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13.7.7 Recycled Water Use Permit  

The State Water Board adopted Water Reclamation Requirements for Recycled Water Use on June 7, 2016. The 

General Order establishes standard conditions for recycled water use and conditionally delegates authority to an 

Administrator to manage a Water Recycling Program and issue Water Recycling Permit to recycled water users. 

Only treated municipal wastewater for non-potable uses can be permitted, such as landscape irrigation, dust 

control, industrial/commercial cooling, decorative fountains, etc. 

Recycled water is limited to use that is approved by the California Department of Public Health, the Regional Water 

Quality Control Board – Los Angeles Division, and the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Health (LACDPH). 

Reclaimed / recycled water systems shall have no connection to any potable water system, with or without 

mechanical backflow prevention devices. Recycled/reclaimed wastewater systems shall be constructed in 

compliance with applicable potable water system construction standards as well as those specified in “The Purple 

Book,” California Health Laws related to recycled water, (California Health and Safety Code, Water Code, Titles 22 

and 17 of the California Code of Regulations) and the Los Angeles County Code (LACC), Title 28 – Plumbing, 

Appendix J. 

The LACDPH Cross Connection and Water Pollution Control Program is responsible for the oversight of new and 

converted recycled water re-use sites from the planning stage through final approval.  Plans and specifications for 

recycled / reclaimed wastewater distribution systems, as well as the use and operation of such systems shall be 

submitted to LACDPH for review and approval prior to construction or implementation.  

Table 13-1 lists the various permits and approvals that would be required for the Project, organized by issuing 

agency. 

Table 13-1. Permits and Approvals for the Project 

Issuing Agency Permit/Approval Notes 

South Coast Air Quality 

Management District 

Permit to Construct and Permit to 
Operate: Form 400-A 

 

CEQA: Form 400-CEQA  

Equipment Permit: 400-E-xx  

SVE Operation Notification  

VOC-Impacted Soils Mitigation Plan  

Asbestos Survey and Remediation Plan  

US Fish and Wildlife Service  ITP  Informal Section 7 consultation 

may be required for indirect 

impacts to sensitive and 

migratory birds (LBVI) 

California Department of 

Fish and Wildlife  

California Endangered Species Act 

Consultation: Incidental Take Permit  
 

Soils/Geology Report Approval  

Haul Route Approval  
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Issuing Agency Permit/Approval Notes 

City of Los Angeles, 

Department of Building and 

Safety 

Grading Permit   

Building Permit  

Electrical Permit  

City of Los Angeles, Bureau 

of Engineering 
Construction “B” Permit  

Excavation Permit  

Sewer/Storm Drain Permit  

California Public Utilities 

Commission  
CPUC permit   

California Regional Planning 

Commission  
Zone Change Approval  

City of Los Angeles 

Department of City Planning 

Landscape Plans (including Tree 

Removal Plans and Tree Planting Plan) 

Review and Approval, Zone Change 
Approval 

 

Metrolink Construction and Maintenance 

Agreement 

 

Los Angeles Department of 

Transportation 
Worksite Traffic Control Plan   

Los Angeles Fire Department  Fire Permits  

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

and U.S. Civil Works 
Feasibility Phase: 

▪ Environmental Impact 

Statement Filing 

▪ Preconstruction, Engineering, 
and Design Funding 

▪ Chief of Engineer’s Report 

▪ Assistant Secretary of the Army 
for Civil Works’ Approval 

Ecosystem Plan Requirement 

Per Division Commander 

endorsement 

Submitted with IFR and ROD to 
the Assistant Secretary of the 

Army for Civil Works 

Submitted to the Office of 

Management and Budget and 
onward to Congress 

The Native American 

Heritage Commission 
Assembly Bill 52 Consultation   

State Historic Preservation 

Office  

Programmatic Agreement - Section 106   

City of Los Angeles 

Department of Cultural 

Affairs, Public Arts Division 

City Artworks and Cultural Facilities   
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Issuing Agency Permit/Approval Notes 

Department of Toxic 

Substances Control  

▪ RCRA and Non-RCRA Hazardous 

Waste Permit (Part A) 

▪ RI/FS  

▪ HHRA 

▪ Work Plan for Remedial Design 

Implementation 

▪ Land Use Covenants 

▪ O&M Plan and O&M Agreements 

 

Los Angeles Department of 

City Planning  

Master and Community Plan 

Conformance Review 

Public Benefits Permit 

 

Los Angeles County 

Department of Regional 

Planning  

CUPs  Manufacturing zones have an 

exhaustive list of conditional uses 

City of Los Angeles, Bureau 

of Street Services 
Special Event Permits  

California Regional Water 

Quality Control Board, Los 
Angeles 

▪ NPDES 

▪ Stormwater Quality 

Management Program 

▪ BMPs 

▪ Construction NPDES General 

Permit 

▪ SWPPP  

 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  Section 404 of the CWA  

Section 401 of the CWA   

Flood Construction Permit Only if a Flood Control Facility or 

ROW is impacted Flood Access Permit (Annual) 

California Department of 

Fish and Wildlife 

Section 1602 – Streambed Alteration 

Agreement  
 

California Water Board Recycled Water Use Permit Required if using recycled water 

County of Los Angeles 
Department of Public Health 

Cross Connection and Water Pollution 
Control Program 

Oversight of new and converted 
recycled water re-use sites 
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 NEXT STEPS  

The Taylor Yard G2 River Park Project is a complex project. Over the last two years, the City, stakeholders, and other 

partners gained valuable insight into the Project site and its relationship to the River through deep technical 

studies, community and stakeholder engagement, and thoughtful design thinking. Three site planning options 

were developed for the Project: Island, Soft Edge, and The Yards. Although the Island and Soft Edge emerged as 

most promising when evaluated according to Project goals and objectives, the viability of the future design will 

depend upon funding availability and contributions of potential strategic partners.  

This report demonstrates that the establishment of a formal partnership among the City, the MRCA, and State 

Parks to design, construct, finance, operate, maintain, and manage a project that encompasses the entire 100-acre 

area – the Project site, the G1 parcel, and Rio de Los Angeles State Park – makes sense. Implementing a 100-acre 

project could achieve significant mutual benefit by creating greater ecosystem value, increasing the amount of 

contiguous habitat, maintaining and potentially improving flood management in the River, creating functional 

unity and better access for the community, and could increase the number of potential funding partners. The three 

parties have executed a Letter of Intent to formalize such a partnership, called the 100-Acre Partnership at Taylor 

Yard, which now provides a wider context for the Project and its potential. 

The 100-Acre Partnership context adds both promise and complexity to the Project, which means that concerted, 

meaningful community engagement is essential. It is particularly important for the public to understand that each 

step taken is advancing the long-term goal: to ensure the delivery of a multi-benefit habitat-focused open space that 

is integrated with the surrounding communities and yet stands as a world-class public space. The steps to achieve 

this goal are articulated below. An initial concept for the 100-acre site is illustrated in Figure 14-1.  
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Figure 14-1. 100-Acre Initial Concept for Study 
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14.1 Near-Term Next Steps (1-3 years) 

14.1.1 Taylor Yard G2 Parcel 

7. Wrap up the initial phase of planning by finalizing this report and submitting it to the Project’s oversight

committee, the Municipal Facilities Committee, and City Council for consideration. 

Lead: BOE 

14.1.2 100 Acre Partnership at Taylor Yard 

On January 10, 2020, the City executed a Letter of Intent to establish a “100 Acre Partnership” with the California 

Department of Parks and Recreation and the Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority, to embark on a 

100-acre project comprised of the Taylor Yard G1 “Bowtie” parcel, the Taylor Yard G2 parcel, and the Rio de los 

Angeles State Park. The purpose of this letter was to express the Parties’ mutual intent to create a unified Los 

Angeles River Park at Taylor Yard in recognition of the significant mutual public benefits to be realized by 

cooperating on the design, construction, financing, operation, maintenance, and management of that endeavor. 

1. Execute a Memorandum of Understanding or similar formal agreement among the City, the MRCA, and

State Parks to jointly plan, implement, and operate projects within the 100-acre area.

Lead: BOE 

Assistance: Mayor’s Office, RAP, LASAN, Office of the Chief Legislative Analyst, City Attorney

2. Continue community and stakeholder engagement with a robust community-oriented engagement

strategy.

Lead: MRCA, State Parks 

Assistance: BOE 

3. Develop an Equity Strategy document and then implement its policy and program recommendations. The

Strategy will assess potential impacts to the surrounding communities and their vulnerable populations,

and it will recommend plans and actions to mitigate those impacts. Assure that the strategy includes the

convening of various City departments and key community stakeholders to provide guidance on the

creation of the recommendations and establish a fund that could provide financing for the solutions.

Lead: Mayor’s Office 

Assistance: Housing and Community Investment Department (HCID), Bureau of Engineering (BOE), City 

Planning, Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT), Economic and Workforce Development

Department (EWDD) 

4. Start remediation at the Project site using current and future cleanup funding, and complete

environmental site assessments for the G1 parcel.

Lead: BOE 

Assistance: LASAN, State Parks, MRCA 

5. Complete conceptual design for the G1 parcel and additional hydrologic and hydraulic modeling of the

River.

Lead: State Parks 
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Assistance: BOE, MRCA, LASAN 

6. Pursue funding for the implementation of athletic field improvements at Rio de Los Angeles State Park. 

Lead: RAP 

Assistance: BOE, State Parks 

7. Prepare for and then release a Request for Interest (RFI)/Request for Proposals (RFP) to engage design 

professionals to deliver the Project. 

a. Develop a strategic funding plan. 

b. Develop conceptual graphics representing the opportunities within the 100-acre area. 

c. Meet with potential governmental, private, and philanthropic partners to gain a better understanding 

of the variety of interest and their initial ideas for innovative design, construction, financing, operation, 

programming, and management of the Project. 

d. Release the RFI/RFP and evaluate responses. 

Lead: BOE 

Assistance: Mayor’s Office 

14.1.3 Paseo del Río Project 

To begin advancing the restoration of the Project site, and in alignment with the 100-Acre Partnership, the City, the 

MRCA, and State Parks are collaborating on an early activation project currently envisioned for the Project site, 

called the Paseo del Río Project. The Paseo del Río Project is intended to span the Project site, including the MRCA 

easement, and the G1 parcel. This project would not preclude implementation of the larger Taylor Yard G2 River 

Park Project. It will provide near-term riverfront public access, which may include trails; native habitat; water 

quality improvement features; greenspaces; trail recreational opportunities; kayak launches and landings; 

gathering spaces or outdoor classrooms; passive elements; and amenities such as access points, parking, 

restrooms, gates, lighting, and interpretive signage. 

Applications for potential grant funding for planning, design, community and stakeholder engagement, and 

construction were prepared by each of the three entities collaboratively for submission in early 2020. Next steps for 

the Paseo del Río Project include: 

1. Receive and execute grant agreement(s) for implementation funding. 

Lead: BOE, MRCA, State Parks 

Assistance: Mayor’s Office 

2. Complete design, environmental clearance, and construction of the Paseo del Río Project on the Project 

site, including any necessary zoning change. 

Lead: BOE 

Assistance: MRCA, Mayor’s Office, RAP, LASAN 

14.1.4 Water Quality and Initial Park Improvements Project 

As described in Appendix D of this report, a water quality project as an initial park improvement is intended to be 

implemented at the Project site on the MRCA easement area. The next steps for implementing this project are: 
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1. Secure the Proposition O future funding allocation in the amount of $12.4 million. 
Lead: LASAN 

Assistance: BOE, Mayor’s Office 

2. Begin design of the Water Quality and Initial Park Improvements Project. 

Lead: BOE 

Assistance: MRCA, LASAN 

14.2 Long-Term Next Steps 

1. Prepare a community plan update consistent with the equitable development strategy, and evaluate 
infrastructure and transportation needs to effectuate land use and community development benefits for 

the surrounding area. 
Lead: City Planning 

Assistance: BOE, LADOT, EWDD, Housing and Community Investment Department  

2. Pursue funding to ensure that the long-term Project is inevitable – to ensure its implementation is 

seamless and proceeds in parallel with the nearer term actions. 

Lead: BOE 

Assistance: Mayor’s Office, RAP, Los Angeles River State Park Partners 

3. Pursue a “split delivery” approach with the USACE that would officially recognize the City as the delivery 

lead for Reach 6 of the federal Los Angeles River Ecosystem Plan, which includes the Project area, while 

retaining as much federal funding as possible. 

Lead: BOE 

Assistance: Mayor’s Office, USACE 
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 UPDATED COST ESTIMATES 

17.1 Updated Class C Cost Estimate to 2022 Dollars 

The Class C cost estimate presented in this section is the result of revisiting the Class C cost estimate created in 

December 2019 as presented in Section 12.4 for the Island site planning option. This new estimate updates subtotal 

costs and escalation calculations to reflect the changed economic situation between December 2019 and March 

2022. As Table 17-1 shows, the estimated cost for planning and design for the base cost associated with the Island 

option was $437,101,000 in December 2019 and $579,148,513 in March 2022. The remediation cost of 

approximately $200 million in December 2019 has been updated to $231,931,228 in March 2022.  The other scope 

items cost $361,185,000 in December 2019 and $479,904,338 in March 2022.  

The estimated Project grand total was $798,286,000 in December 2019 and is $1,059,052,851 in March 2022.  

  

Table 17-1. Class C Estimate comparing December 2019 cost to March 2022 cost 

Island Site Planning Option Estimated Project CostsA Summary 

  December 2019 cost March 2022 cost 

Project Component Amount Amount 

Base Island Site Planning Option   

Subtotal Site Remediation $199,180,000  $231,931,228  

Subtotal Park Improvements and Facilities $141,000,000  $164,184,673  

Base Island Site Planning Option Sub-Total $340,180,000  $396,115,901  

Base Island Site Planning Option Escalation - 5% per year $62,975,000  $143,421,022  

Base Island Site Planning Option Project Contingency - 10% $33,946,000  $39,611,590  

Base Island Site Planning Option Total  $437,101,000  $579,148,513  

Other Scope Items   

Subtotal LADWP Power Line Relocation $22,393,000  $26,075,088  

Subtotal New Pedestrian and Bicycle Bridge to Elysian Valley $36,800,000  $42,851,035  

Youth Enrichment Center $11,135,000  $12,965,931  

Public Facility $44,539,000  $51,862,561  

Research Building $55,673,000  $64,827,328  

Museum/Cultural Center $111,346,000  $129,654,657  

Other Scope Items Sub-Total $281,886,000  $328,236,601  

Other Scope Items Escalation - 5% per year $51,525,000  $118,844,077  

Other Scope Items Project Contingency - 10% $27,774,000  $32,823,660  

Other Scope Items Total $361,185,000  $479,904,338  

Total Estimated Costs for Island Site Planning Option $798,286,000  $1,059,052,851  

A includes both soft and hard costs    
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17.2 Optimized Updated Class C Cost Estimate 

The Class C cost estimate presented in this section is the result of refinement of the March 2022 Class C cost 

estimate presented in Section 17.1. The optimized estimate includes all March 2022 base costs and refines the 

other scope items to one building. The project team is currently exploring alternative delivery methods for all other 

scope items presented in Table 17-1. 

As Table 17-2 shows, the optimized Project grand total is $608,389,880.  

 

Table 17-2. Optimized Class C Estimate  

Island Site Planning Option Estimated Project CostsA Summary - Optimized 

(as of March 2022) 

Project Component Amount 

Base Island Site Planning Option 

Subtotal Site Remediation $231,931,228  

Subtotal Park Improvements and Facilities $164,184,673  

Base Island Site Planning Option Sub-Total $396,115,901  

Base Island Site Planning Option Escalation - 5% per year $143,421,022  

Base Island Site Planning Option Project Contingency - 10% $39,611,590  

Base Island Site Planning Option Total  $579,148,513  

Other Scope Items 

One Building $20,000,000  

Other Scope Items Sub-Total $20,000,000  

Other Scope Items Escalation - 5% per year $7,241,367  

Other Scope Items Project Contingency - 10% $2,000,000  

Other Scope Items Total $29,241,367  

Total Estimated Costs for Island Site Planning Option $608,389,880  

A includes both soft and hard costs   
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