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4.0

ALTERNATIVES

A new alternative, the California Focused Conservation Alternative (Alternative 1.5) has
been added to the alternatives analysis. Alternative 1.5 is identified as the Environmentally
Superior Alternative, as it would generate the least adverse impacts compared to the
proposed Project, Alternative 1, and Alternative 2. The proposed Project would result in
significant and unavoidable adverse impacts on aesthetics and transportation. The Reduced
Project Alternative (Alternative 1) would substantially avoid development within the
existing undeveloped areas of the Zoo property where protected trees, native habitats, and
other special status plant species are present. Alternative 1 would also generate a smaller
increase in visitation, thereby reducing projected vehicle miles traveled and reducing the
size of the parking structure or eliminating the need for it. As such, Alternative 1 would
reduce impacts on aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, urban forestry, noise, and
transportation when compared to the Project but would not achieve all Project objectives.
The California Focused Conservation Alternative (Alternative 1.5) would avoid development
within the existing undeveloped hillsides of the Africa planning area where protected trees,
native habitats, and other special status plant species are present, substantially reducing
disturbance of native habitats compared to the Project. Alternative 1.5 would implement a
set of development design guidelines prioritizing the protection and planting of native plant
species and habitats throughout new exhibits. Alternative 1.5 would implement a Peak
Visitation Management Program (PVMP) to reduce parking demand and eliminate the
aerial tram, multi-level parking structure, and adjacent 2-acre public park proposed under
the proposed Project. The reduced development and implementation of the PVMP would
substantially reduce visitation compared to the proposed Project, thereby reducing
projected vehicle miles traveled and associated energy demand and air pollutant and
greenhouse gas emissions. As such, Alternative 1.5 would reduce impacts on aesthetics, air
quality, greenhouse gas emissions, biological resources, urban forestry, noise, and
transportation when compared to the proposed Project. The Multi-Modal Transportation
Alternative (Alternative 2) would implement the same Project improvements with
additional measures to reduce vehicle miles traveled and increase multi-modal
transportation. Alternative 2 would also reduce the size of the proposed parking structure
commensurate to reduced demand for parking. Therefore, Alternative 2 would
substantially reduce impacts on aesthetics, air quality, energy, greenhouse gas emissions,
urban forestry, land use and planning, and transportation when compared to the proposed
Project.
A new discussion has also been added to this section comparing the dedicated areas used
for animal welfare and care among the project alternatives. Each alternative would
increase the area dedicated to animal welfare, consistent with the Project objectives.
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This section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) evaluates alternatives to the proposed
Los Angeles Zoo and Botanical Gardens (Zoo) Vision Plan (Vision Plan; Project) and analyzes
the comparative environmental impacts associated with each alternative.
Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines states that, an “EIR shall describe a range of
reasonable alternatives to the proposed project, or to the location of the project, which would
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially
lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the
alternatives.”
The CEQA Guidelines further state that, “the range of alternatives required in an EIR is
governed by a rule of reason” that requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives
necessary to permit fully informed decision making. The alternatives shall be limited to those
that would avoid or substantially reduce any of the significant and unavoidable effects of the
proposed Project. Of those alternatives, the EIR needs to examine in detail only the ones that
the Lead Agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic Project objectives (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6).
Not every conceivable alternative must be addressed, nor do infeasible alternatives need to
be considered (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[a]). In defining the feasibility of
alternatives, the CEQA Guidelines state that “among the factors that may be taken into
account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site suitability, economic
viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory
limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire,
control or otherwise have access to the alternative site” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6).
The alternatives selected for review must adequately represent the spectrum of
environmental concerns to permit a reasonable choice of alternatives. The Lead Agency is
responsible for selecting a range of alternatives to be evaluated and must disclose in the EIR
its reasoning for selecting those alternatives as well as identify and explain why alternatives
that may have been considered by the lead agency during the scoping process were rejected
as infeasible. The EIR must also provide the rationale for selecting or defining the alternatives
to be evaluated, including the identification of any alternatives that were considered by the
Lead Agency, but rejected as infeasible during the scoping process. The lead agency may use
the following factors to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration: (i) failure to meet
most of the basic project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant
environmental impacts. The CEQA Guidelines also require the analysis of a No Project
Alternative. Based on the alternatives analyzed, the Lead Agency must identify an
environmentally superior alternative.
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4.1

PROJECT OBJECTIVES

Section 15124(b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires a statement of a project’s objectives that
includes the purpose of the Project. The objectives of the Project are described in Section
2.3.2, Project Objectives and include:
1. Animal Welfare and Care. Provide an environment for all the animals that call the
Zoo home to thrive through development of state-of-the art exhibits and animal care
facilities that meet or exceed Association of Zoos and Aquariums (AZA), U.S.
Department of Agriculture (USDA), and state of the industry care standards, as well
as upgraded Zoo service centers and veterinary facilities that ensure optimal animal
welfare.
2. Increase and Modernize Zoo Exhibit Space. Increase and modernize Zoo
exhibit space to maximize animal habitat areas, create infrastructure for innovative
and proactive animal care and welfare practices, and represent ecosystems and
lifecycles by transforming underutilized and underdeveloped areas of the Zoo.
3. Conservation. Advance conservation efforts by developing facilities and programs
that will support conservation actions to protect and grow animal populations and
habitats.
4. Learning and Education. Advance public engagement efforts by developing
facilities and experiences that promote lasting relationships with nature, life-long
learning, opportunities for outreach beyond the Zoo’s campus, and a civic culture of
conservation.
5. Immersive Visitor Experience. Design Zoo exhibits and visitor spaces to provide
nature-based experiences that allow Zoo visitors to engage with environments and
animals in seamless, immersive spaces.
6. World Class Destination. Enhance Zoo facilities and operations to increase Zoo
visitation, create a sense of place that transports visitors to other parts of the world,
and generate revenue to support operation of the Zoo, capital improvements, and
conservation programs.
7. Visitor-serving Amenities. Provide a variety of visitor-serving amenities,
including food and retail establishments, a range of resting and gathering places, and
special event centers that will attract visitors and support a range of special events
within the Zoo.
8. Efficient Circulation System. Develop an efficient and accessible internal loop
circulation system that maximizes access to Zoo exhibits for visitor comfort,
operational efficiency, and safety, providing dedicated pathways for pedestrians,
trams, and emergency and service vehicles.
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9. Accessibility. Design the Zoo to serve the needs of a diverse population of all ages
and abilities through incorporation of Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
pathways, alternative travel options in the Zoo, such as aerial or ground-based trams,
and exhibit features and facilities for families and those with special needs, along with
a cohesive approach to wayfinding.
10. Multi-modal Access. Improve multi-modal accessibility and regional
transportation to the Zoo, including the provision of alternative transportation options
to reduce congestion and improve the circulation of vehicle traffic.
11. Visual Appearance. Improve the visual characteristics of the Zoo through
architectural design, landscaping, lighting, pedestrian-oriented improvements, and
incorporation of symbolic design, and create features that reflect architecture of
animal habitat theme areas and the Zoo history.
12. Capital Improvements. Identify and provide for implementation of capital
improvements and investments that are needed to ensure that future demands on the
Zoo’s infrastructure will be successfully accommodated.
13. Environmental Sustainability. Incorporate sustainable design practices into Zoo
facilities to ensure resource conservation consistent with City’s Sustainable City pLAn,
One Water L.A. Plan, and Resilient Los Angeles Plan.
14. Operational Excellence. Provide facilities and resources that allow Zoo staff and
emergency responders to safely and efficiently support Zoo operations, including safe
and quick vehicle access to all parts of the Zoo, as well as ensuring the Zoo is clean,
well-maintained, supportive of the organizational culture, and provides high quality
customer service.

4.2

SUMMARY OF POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE
IMPACTS

The proposed Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts on aesthetics and
visual resources (refer to Section 3.1, Aesthetics and Visual Resources) and transportation
(refer to Section 3.15, Transportation).
Aesthetics and Visual Resources
As described further in Section 3.1, Aesthetics and Visual Resources, implementation of the
Project would also result in major changes in the visual character and urban wilderness
identity of the Griffith Park Zoo Drive gateway area due to the construction of one potential
design option for intersection improvements, a grade-change interchange at Zoo
Drive/Western Heritage Way intersection. These intersection improvements outside of the
Zoo property would be inconsistent with Conservation Element, Framework Element, 1998
Hollywood Community Plan, and Griffith Park Vision Plan goals and policies to retain

4-4

Focused Recirculated EIR

4.0 Alternatives
viewsheds of topography and natural resources (e.g., trees) and preserve the urban wilderness
identity of Griffith Park.
Installation of the grade interchange improvements would require those accessing Zoo Drive
or Western Heritage Way to use an on- and off-ramp system with those proceeding along Zoo
Drive and Western Heritage Way passing under a new bridge. This envisioned infrastructure
project would dramatically change this travel corridor, from what currently feels visually like
a “country road” with a 4-way stop to a concrete interchange with dramatic terrain
modification. The improvement would increase travel speeds and separate travelers from
views of the Zoo Drive gateway and the Zoo entrance, potentially diminishing the sense of
arrival currently afforded by the local roadways, open sky views, and iconic Zoo entrance sign
setback from the street.
The proposed multi-story parking structure would be highly visible from Zoo Drive, Western
Heritage Way, and the main entrance to the Zoo (see Key Viewing Locations [KVLs] 3 and 4).
This structure would substantially change the character of the area fronting the Zoo from an
open, tree-lined surface parking lot with clear views of vegetated hillsides to a large parking
structure dominating and blocking views of surrounding features. In combination with the
proposed roadway improvements described above, this area’s visual character would be
significantly transformed.
Mitigation measures (MM) VIS-1 and MM VIS-2 are required to ensure the Zoo
Drive/Western Heritage Way intersection improvements and the multi-story parking
structure would be designed to maximize visual compatibility with Griffith Park and the Zoo
entrance and retain the visual character of the park. In addition, these measures would
minimize the size, bulk, and scale of those improvements and ensure creativity in design and
landscaping. However, even with these required mitigation measures, the visual changes
proposed would be substantial and would not be consistent with the visual character of the
Zoo Drive gateway and the existing Zoo entrance. Even with the implementation of mitigation
for the proposed parking structure, the mitigated structure would remain large and tall,
conflicting with the existing visual character. Similarly, intersection improvements such as a
grade-change interchange or a roundabout would substantially alter the Zoo Drive gateway,
creating a more urban, engineered intersection with increased speeds, which would continue
to substantially change the visual character of the area. Therefore, with mitigation, impacts
to the visual character of the public realm outside the Zoo from the proposed Project would
be significant and unavoidable.
Transportation
As described in Section 3.15, Transportation, operation of the proposed Project would
increase daily visitor VMT by approximately 58,324 VMT on Saturdays and Sundays, for a
total of 139,287 daily visitor VMT by 2040. At buildout of the Vision Plan in 2040, daily
employee VMT is projected to increase by up to 11,785 on Mondays and Fridays for a total of
24,436 daily employee VMT. Based on the City’s established VMT threshold, which stipulates
that any net increase in VMT for event centers and regional-serving entertainment venues
Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
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would be significant, the projected increase in Project VMT would be significant and
unavoidable.
Implementation of the Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program (MM T-2)
would reduce Zoo visitor and employee VMT. With implementation of MM T-2, employee
VMT reductions would be measured against existing employee VMT. Implementation MM
T-2 would reduce Zoo employee VMT by a minimum of 10 percent. With implementation of
MM T-2, daily employee VMT would be reduced to approximately 19,775 on Mondays and
Fridays (the highest employee VMT days of the week) in 2030 and 21,992 in 2040 on
Mondays and Fridays. This would result in a net increase from existing (2019) conditions of
approximately 7,124 in 2030 and 9,341 in 2040. The TDM Program would also reduce daily
visitor VMT below the projected 139,287 VMT in 2040. There would be no quantified
reduction afforded in MM T-2 for visitor VMT and instead, the TDM Program required under
MM T-2 includes a reasonable range of measures that the Zoo could feasibly implement and
includes a VMT reduction performance monitoring and reporting element established to
reduce visitor VMT to the maximum extent feasible. While MM T-2 would substantially
reduce Project VMT, based on the City’s established VMT threshold, which stipulates that any
net increase in VMT for event centers and regional-serving entertainment venues would be
significant, the projected increase in Project VMT would be significant and unavoidable.

4.3

CEQA ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f) notes that the range of alternatives evaluated in an
EIR is governed by the rule of reason and must include only those alternatives that are
necessary to permit a reasoned choice. Further, identified alternatives should avoid or
substantially lessen the project’s significant effects, and, of these, only the alternatives that
the Lead Agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project
should be analyzed in detail.

4.3.1

No Project Alternative

In accordance with CEQA, the EIR includes a No Project Alternative. Under the No Project
Alternative, the Vision Plan would not be adopted, comprehensive Zoo-wide expansion and
redevelopment would not occur, and the Zoo would continue to operate as is, with
maintenance, repair, and improvement of facilities occurring as needed. Improvements to
Zoo Drive, the intersection of Zoo Drive/Western Heritage Way, realignment of Crystal
Springs Drive, and the Zoo’s parking lot would not occur. Similarly, resident animals would
continue to live in outdated animal spaces. The Angela Collier Gardens project, however,
would continue to be implemented, which would expand the Zoo’s capacity to support special
events. As demonstrated by constant levels of annual visitation despite the expansion of Zoo
nighttime and special events, annual attendance at the Zoo would remain constant.
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Under the No Project Alternative, the Zoo would continue existing operations, with continued
maintenance and repair construction projects occurring on an as-needed basis. The No
Project Alternative does not mean "no future growth or land uses," but rather that targeted
Zoo improvements or expansion would occur under the existing 1998 Zoo Master Plan. As
stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(A), “typically this is a situation where other
projects initiated under the existing plan will continue while the new plan is developed. Thus,
the projected impacts of the proposed plan or alternative plans would be compared to the
impacts that would occur under the existing plan.” The existing 1998 Master Plan, however,
is nearly built out, with little room for growth or improvement available under the existing
plan. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not involve any major improvements or
large-scale redevelopment.
In the absence of any new guidance plan, any development under the No Project Alternative
would occur on an as-needed basis subject to existing regulations and permitting
requirements. Development that may occur at the Zoo under the No Project Alternative would
not increase the capacity of the Zoo or substantially affect annual visitation. For example, the
existing Rainforest of the Americas was constructed in 2014 with construction activities
limited to a central portion of the Zoo and operations continuing around the construction site.
Annual visitation to the Zoo remained relatively constant following completion of Rainforest
of the Americas.
Access to the Zoo entrance would continue to be provided by Zoo Drive from the north and
west and via Crystal Springs Drive from the south. Parking would continue to be provided
within the Zoo’s parking lots for visitors and employees and no expansion in parking capacity
would occur.

4.3.2

Vision Plan Alternatives Considered

During the preparation of this EIR, the City considered several alternatives for the proposed
Project. The goal of developing possible alternative scenarios under CEQA is to identify other
means to attain the Project objectives (Section 2.3.2) while lessening or avoiding potentially
significant environmental impacts caused by adopting the proposed Project. Based on initial
consideration, the following represent a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed
Project and have been identified by the City for consideration in this EIR.
Alternative 1 - Reduced Project Alternative
This alternative would include a major reconfiguration of the proposed Vision Plan land use
plan to avoid development of the existing undeveloped hillsides that contain sensitive
biological resources, including areas in the California and Africa planning areas.
Reconfiguration of the Vision Plan land use plan to avoid these areas would emphasize
redevelopment of the existing developed areas of the Zoo within the lower elevation areas of
the canyon, resulting in a smaller development footprint (Figure 4-1). Similar to the proposed
Project, all Zoo development would occur within the existing Zoo property with offsite
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roadway improvements to Zoo Drive/Western Heritage Way. The proposed onsite parking
structure would also be reduced in size, bulk, and scale, or eliminated altogether depending
on the commensurate reduction in project visitation that would occur with a reduced physical
capacity within the Zoo and fewer exhibits, visitor-serving amenities, and special events. In
doing so, this alternative would reduce environmental impacts identified in the EIR
associated with the development and loss of natural resources within these areas (e.g., visual
resources, native habitat, sensitive plant species, and protected trees). All other elements of
the proposed Project not associated with development of these areas would continue to be
implemented under this alternative.
Alternative 1.5 - California Focused Conservation Alternative
This alternative would include a major reconfiguration of the proposed Vision Plan land use
plan to avoid development of the undeveloped hillside in the Africa planning area. Rather,
this area would be managed as a restoration and ecological education area of the Zoo.
Reconfiguration of the land use plan to avoid this area would substantially reduce the
proposed development footprint and reduce direct and indirect disturbance of habitats and
natural resources in the Africa planning area. Further, Alternative 1.5 would develop and
implement a new set of development design guidelines that prioritize the use of native plant
species, especially preserving existing specimens and habitats with protected status and
significant ecological function/importance and planting additional native plant species,
committing the Zoo to ongoing, regular restoration of the area, which does not presently
occur. The goal would be to nurture the natural ecosystem of Griffith Park and the Los Angeles
Basin and support regional biodiversity while providing immersive, safe, and dynamic
habitats for Zoo animals. This alternative would also eliminate the proposed vineyard
landscape feature within the California planning area under the Project and instead landscape
the proposed ADA access pathway with California native species. Additionally, the proposed
Zoo aerial tram would be eliminated, and excavation of soil and potential disturbance of
buried cultural or tribal cultural resources associated with construction of this feature would
not occur. This alternative would develop a publicly accessible entry garden and park space
near the Zoo entrance as part of the Project, effectively incorporating the Angela Collier
Gardens project described under Section 3.18 Cumulative Projects with slight modification
to its planting palette and committing to recycled water irrigation commensurate with
prevailing City drought-related water use mandates. Similar to the Project, all Zoo
development would occur within the existing Zoo property with offsite roadway
improvements to Zoo Drive, Western Heritage Way, and Crystal Springs Drive. Reduced
development within the Zoo would eliminate associated environmental impacts and loss of
natural resources within these areas (e.g., visual resources, native habitat, sensitive plant
species, and protected trees). Further, under this alternative, the proposed multi-level
parking structure and associated 2-acre public park in the parking lot would be eliminated.
To manage visitation and parking demand within the Zoo’s parking lot, the Zoo would
implement a Peak Visitation Management Program to control daily visitation on highdemand days and manage parking supply. Reduced annual visitation would reduce trip
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generation, vehicle miles traveled (VMT), and air pollutant emissions. Therefore, while
Alternative 1.5 would allow incremental increases in annual Zoo visitation with resulting
impacts to VMT, impacts would be reduced compared to the proposed Project. All other
elements of the proposed Project not associated with development of these areas would
continue to be implemented under this alternative. Under this alternative, the Vision Plan is
estimated to be implemented over 18 years, which is 2 years less than the proposed Project.
Alternative 2. - Multi-modal Transportation Alternative
The Multi-modal Transportation Alternative would incorporate all the measures identified as
part of the Zoo TDM Program (MM T-2) with additional measures necessary to achieve a
goal of reducing employee and visitor VMT by 15 percent by 2040. These TDM measures
would become elements or programs of the Vision Plan. In doing so, this alternative would
reduce environmental impacts identified in the EIR associated with VMT and policy
consistency with regional and local transportation plans (see Section 3.15, Transportation).
This alternative would retain all improvements proposed under the Project as they are
described in Section 2.3, Proposed Project with the exception of the onsite parking structure,
which would be reduced in size, bulk, and scale in response to increase multi-modal
transportation options for Zoo visitors and employees, which would commensurately reduce
parking demand. All proposed Zoo improvements would be implemented on the same 20year timeframe.
Alternative 3 - Alternative Use (Reuse/Conservation Center) Alternative
Under this alternative, the Zoo would be redeveloped to function more as a
conservation/research facility that would expand upon and emphasize animal conservation,
recovery, education, and research. This may include redevelopment of the Zoo property to
provide animal conservation or species recovery programs, like the California Condor and
Southern Mountain Yellow-legged Frog recovery programs currently established at the Zoo,
as opposed to visitor-serving uses. The Zoo would no longer function primarily as a visitorserving attraction and would no longer be open to the public. Visitation would be limited to
support the conservation program, which would substantially reduce visitors and employee
trips and demands for utilities and public services. Visitor-serving uses (e.g., attractions,
restaurants, retail shops) would either be transitioned to accommodate animal conservation
programs or be demolished, and many resident animals would likely be moved to other zoos.
Alternative 4 - Relocated Zoo Alternative
Under this alternative, the Zoo would be relocated and developed under a revised Vision Plan
at an alternative site. The alternate site would be at least 142 acres and located within the City.
Potential sites include the 160-acre Wildlife Waystation in the San Fernando Valley or vacant
sites near Cabrillo Marine Aquarium, both of which are AZA-accredited facilities. The City
and Zoo would emphasize selection of a site located within Transit Priority Areas (TPAs) to
improve multi-modal access to the Zoo. Following relocation of the Zoo, the existing Zoo
would be demolished and redeveloped as a public park within Griffith Park or serve as a
Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
City of Los Angeles
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restoration/nature demonstration site connecting with other publicly accessible land within
Griffith Park.
Alternative 5 - Golf Course Expansion Alternative
Under this alternative, the Vision Plan would be amended to maintain the proposed increase
in visitor-serving and animal habitat areas, but would relocate the California and Africa
planning area development currently proposed within the existing undeveloped hillside areas
to the adjacent Wilson & Harding Golf Course property. This alternative would require the
vacation of portions or all of the Wilson & Harding Golf Course and relocation of existing Zoo
back-of-house and administration facilities currently located along the Zoo’s southern
property boundary to support the expansion of visitor-serving and animal habitat areas onto
the golf course property.
Alternative 6 - Adjusted Phasing Alternative
Under this alternative, the Vision Plan would be implemented through a series of phases
organized differently than that described in Section 2.4.1, Phasing & Implementation.
Specifically, this alternative would defer construction of the proposed Africa planning area
improvements to Phase 4, and construction of the parking structure would be advanced to
Phase 3 (refer to Table 4-1). This would extend the duration of Phase 3 by one year
(completion in 2031) and push the timing of each long-term phase back by a similar duration.
In addition, the revised phasing schedule would become consolidated, eliminating the need
for Phase 7, and implementing the Vision Plan in only six phases. This revised phasing
approach would result in a distribution of visitation growth and construction impacts until
later stages of Project implementation and may also address the need for a proposed parking
structure earlier in Vision Plan implementation where exceedance of available parking spaces
is anticipated (refer to Section 3.15.6, Non-CEQA Transportation Planning Issues).
Though the alternative would adjust the timing of impacts, it would not change the overall
implementation schedule or change the components of each phase, and specific
improvements proposed under this alternative would remain the same as proposed under the
Project. This extension would reduce construction intensity, meter out the projected
visitation growth, and allow for the Zoo to benefit from longer-term regional transit and TDM
improvements in the City (e.g., expanded rail and transit services to the Zoo vicinity) to better
serve projected growth in visitation and employment.
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Table 4-1.

Alternative 6 - Adjusted Phasing Alternative – Phasing Summary

Phase

Project Components

Phases 1-3: Near Term Project Components
•
1
•
(2020 - 2025)
•
•
2
•
(2025 - 2027)
•
3
•
(2027 - 2031)
•
Phases 4-7: Long-term Project Components
•
4
•
(2031 – 2033)
•
•
5
•
(2034 – 2037)
6
(2037 – 2040)

4.4

•

Zoo Entry
California Planning Area
Circulation and Parking
Asia Planning Area
Rainforest Planning Area
Nature Play Park
Service Areas
Parking Structure
Africa Planning Area
World Aviary Planning Area
Bird Show and Animal Programs
Service Areas (Condor West)
Islands
Administration Building

SCREENING OF ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

As required by the CEQA Guidelines, the selection of alternatives for the proposed Project
included a screening process to determine which alternatives could avoid or reduce
significant effects and also feasibly meet the Project objectives. Because of the significant and
unavoidable impacts on aesthetics and transportation, these screening criteria were
important for determining the feasibility of alternatives. The screening process for identifying
viable Project alternatives included consideration of an alternative’s ability to meet the
Project objectives (see Tables 4-2 and 4-3).
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Table 4-2.

Screening of No Project Alternative and Alternatives 1 - 3
Alternative

Objective

1.5. California
Focused
Conservation

2. Multi-modal
Transportation

No Project

1. Reduced Project

1. Animal
Welfare and
Care

No. While the Zoo’s
facilities currently
meet AZA standards,
the No Project
Alternative would not
allow the Zoo to
develop state-of-theart animal spaces and
animal care facilities
that exceed animal
care standards or
upgrade Zoo service
centers and veterinary
facilities.

Yes. The Reduced
Project Alternative
would include the
improvements and
upgrades to animal
care and animal health
facilities and Zoo
service centers, similar
to but not to the extent
of the proposed
Project. Reduced area
for animal habitats and
exhibits would reduce
the extent to which
animal welfare and
care facilities would be
available within the
Zoo.

Yes. The California
Focused Conservation
Alternative would
include the
improvements and
upgrades to animal
welfare space and care
and animal health
facilities and Zoo
service centers, similar,
but not to the extent of
the proposed Project.
Reduced area for
animal habitats and
exhibits would slightly
reduce the extent to
which animal welfare
and care facilities
would be available
within the Zoo.

Yes. The Multi-modal
Transportation
Alternative would
include the same
improvements and
upgrades to animal
care and animal health
facilities and Zoo
service centers as the
proposed Project.

Yes. Alternative Use of
the Project site as a
Conservation Center
would support
expansion of and focus
on animal
conservation, recovery,
education, and
research.

2. Increase and
Modernize Zoo
Exhibit Space

No. The No Project
Alternative would not
allow the Zoo to
increase and
modernize Zoo animal
space.

Partially. The Reduced
Project Alternative
would increase and
modernize Zoo animal
space as compared to
existing conditions;
however, this
alternative would not
include the expanded
exhibits within the
California and Africa
planning areas
proposed under the

Yes. California Focused
Conservation
Alternative would
increase and
modernize Zoo animal
space as compared to
existing conditions;
however, this
alternative would not
include the expanded
exhibits within the
hillsides of the Africa
planning areas

Yes. The Multi-modal
Transportation
Alternative would
increase and
modernize Zoo animal
space to the same
extent as the proposed
Project.

No. This alternative
would eliminate the
need for animal
facilities for public
viewing.
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Table 4-2.

Screening of No Project Alternative and Alternatives 1 – 3 (Continued)
Alternative

Objective

No Project

1. Reduced Project
Project, which would
limit expansion within
Zoo property.

3. Conservation

No. The No Project
Alternative would not
allow the Zoo to
develop conservation
facilities and programs.
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Partially. This
alternative would
develop conservation
facilities and programs
to advance the Zoo’s
conservation efforts;
however, due to the
smaller increase in
visitation, this
alternative would likely
not generate as much
revenue as the
proposed Project.
Therefore, this
alternative may not be
able to support
expansion of
conservation efforts to
the same extent as the
proposed Project.

1.5. California
Focused
Conservation
proposed under the
Project, which would
reduce expansion
proposed under the
Project.
Yes. This alternative
would promote
conservation of
California natural
resources and would
avoid development of
the undeveloped
hillsides in the Africa
planning area,
preserving native,
including locally
protected species, and
restoring non-native
vegetation
communities. The
undeveloped hillsides
in the Africa planning
area would be
managed as a
restoration and
ecological education
area of the Zoo. This
alternative would also
involve
implementation of
development design
guidelines that would
prioritize the use and
preservation of

2. Multi-modal
Transportation

Yes. This alternative
would develop
conservation facilities
and programs to
advance the Zoo’s
conservation efforts,
similar to the proposed
Project.

3. Alternative Use

Yes. Alternative Use of
the Project site as a
Conservation Center
would support
expansion of and focus
on animal
conservation, recovery,
education, and
research.
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Screening of No Project Alternative and Alternatives 1 – 3 (Continued)
Alternative

Objective

4. Learning and
Education

4-14

No Project

1. Reduced Project

No. The No Project
Alternative would not
allow the Zoo to
develop educational
facilities and programs
to the extent that
would otherwise be

Partially. Due to the
smaller increase in Zoo
animal space and
educational facilities
under this alternative,
the Zoo would not be
able to support the

1.5. California
Focused
Conservation
California native plant
species, thereby
nurturing the existing
natural ecosystem,
supporting regional
biodiversity and
Griffith Park habitats,
and providing
immersive, safe, and
dynamic habitats for
Zoo animals. These two
elements, paired with
the replacement of
vineyard landscape
features in the
California planning
area with native
vegetation to showcase
the value of pollinators
in the ecosystem,
would support
expansion of
conservation efforts
and provide for
interpretive and
educational
experiences.
Yes. This alternative
would include
increases in Zoo
animal space and
educational facilities.
This alternative would
also involve

2. Multi-modal
Transportation

3. Alternative Use

Yes. The Multi-modal
Transportation
Alternative would
advance public
engagement efforts and
expand education
opportunities for the

Yes. Alternative Use of
the Project site as a
Conservation Center
would support
expansion of and focus
on animal
conservation, recovery,

Focused Recirculated EIR

4.0 Alternatives
Table 4-2.

Screening of No Project Alternative and Alternatives 1 – 3 (Continued)
Alternative

Objective

5. Immersive
Visitor
Experience

No Project

1. Reduced Project

feasible with improved
facilities proposed by
the Vision Plan.

same level of public
engagement efforts and
education.

No. The No Project
Alternative would not
allow the Zoo to
improve animal
facilities and visitor
spaces beyond
maintenance and

Partially. The Reduced
Project Alternative
would enhance Zoo
facilities and
operations over
existing conditions but
would not utilize all of

Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
City of Los Angeles

1.5. California
Focused
Conservation
replacement of
proposed vineyard
landscape feature in
the California planning
area with native
vegetation to showcase
the value of pollinators
in the ecosystem
providing for
interpretive and
educational
experiences. The
undeveloped hillsides
in the Africa planning
area would be
managed as a
restoration and
ecological education
area of the Zoo. This
alternative would also
advance public
engagement efforts and
expand education
opportunities for the
Zoo Magnet Center
students, similar to the
proposed Project.
Yes. The California
Focused Conservation
Alternative would
enhance Zoo facilities
and operations over
existing conditions, but
reduced development

2. Multi-modal
Transportation

3. Alternative Use

Zoo Magnet Center
students, similar to the
proposed Project.

education, and
research.

Yes. The Multi-modal
Transportation
Alternative would
develop the same
immersive visitor
spaces as the proposed
Project.

No. This alternative
would eliminate the
need for visitor spaces.
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Table 4-2.

Screening of No Project Alternative and Alternatives 1 – 3 (Continued)
Alternative

Objective

No Project

1. Reduced Project

1.5. California
Focused
Conservation
would utilize Zoo
property to increase
immersive visitor
experience to a lesser
extent than the
proposed Project.

2. Multi-modal
Transportation

3. Alternative Use

targeted upgrades
consistent with the
1998 Zoo Master Plan.

the Zoo property to
maximize immersive
experiences for
visitors.

6. World Class
Destination

No. The No Project
Alternative would not
allow the Zoo to
enhance Zoo facilities
and operations given
limitations of existing
Zoo design and the age
of many facilities.

Yes. While this
alternative would
involve a smaller
footprint than the
Project, revitalized and
redeveloped facilities
would retain all
features in the
proposed Vision Plan,
supporting a
transformation into a
world class destination.

Yes. While this
alternative would
involve a smaller
development footprint
than the Project,
revitalized and
redeveloped facilities
would retain nearly all
features in the
proposed Vision Plan,
supporting a
transformation of the
Zoo into a world class
destination.

Yes. This alternative
would enhance Zoo
facilities and
operations to increase
Zoo visitation, create a
world class destination,
and generate revenue
to support Zoo
operations, capital
improvements, and
conservation
programs.

No. Alternative Use of
the site as a
Conservation Center
would eliminate visitor
spaces and would not
be a destination for
visitors.

7. Visitorserving
Amenities

No. The No Project
Alternative would not
allow the Zoo to
provide new visitorserving amenities as
the Zoo is built-out
under the 1998 Zoo
Master Plan.

Partially. The Reduced
Project Alternative
would provide new
visitor-serving
amenities, such as the
proposed Zoo entry
shops and plaza.
However, visitorserving amenities
would be limited due to
the reduced footprint.

Yes. The California
Focused Conservation
Alternative would
provide new visitorserving amenities and
those proposed for the
Africa area (e.g., picnic
areas) would be moved
to the front entry in
Zoo Entry Garden and
Park. As such, this
alternative would
provide nearly the
same extent and type

Yes. The Multi-modal
Transportation
Alternative would
develop the same
visitor-serving
amenities as the
Project and would
provide additional
visitor-serving transit
services and bicycle
connections to the Zoo.

No. This alternative
would not provide
visitor-serving
amenities.
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Table 4-2.

Screening of No Project Alternative and Alternatives 1 – 3 (Continued)
Alternative

Objective

1.5. California
Focused
Conservation
of visitor-serving
amenities proposed
under the Project.

2. Multi-modal
Transportation

No Project

1. Reduced Project

8. Efficient
Circulation
System

No. The No Project
Alternative would not
allow the Zoo to
develop an internal
loop circulation system
and the current
inefficiencies would
persist.

No. Since the Reduced
Project Alternative
would not support
development of Condor
Canyon, the Zoo would
not be able to develop
an internal loop
circulation system and
current issues with
wayfinding and
efficiency would
persist.

Yes. The California
Focused Conservation
Alternative would
include development of
an internal loop
circulation system
similar to the proposed
Project.

Yes. The Multi-modal
Transportation
Alternative would
develop an internal
loop circulation
system, similar to the
proposed Project.

No. There would be no
need for an efficient
internal loop
circulation system
without visitor
attendance.

9. Accessibility

No. The No Project
Alternative would not
allow the Zoo to
provide ADA pathways,
alternative travel
options, or features
and facilities for those
with special needs and
the current deficiencies
would persist.

Partially. This
alternative would
include some
improvements to the
secondary/exhibit
pathways and would
implement the
proposed Zoo aerial
tram to improve
access; however, a
funicular would not be
developed and many of
the Zoo’s pathways
would remain
inaccessible for ADA
visitors.

Yes. This alternative
would include some
improvements to the
secondary/exhibit
pathways and would
implement the
proposed funicular and
ADA pathways to
improve access for
visitors.

Yes. The Multi-modal
Transportation
Alternative would
provide ADA pathways,
alternative travel
options, and features
and facilities for those
with special needs,
similar to the proposed
Project.

No. There would be no
need for visitor
accessibility and
alternative travel
options within the site
without visitor
attendance.

10. MultiModal Access

No. The No Project
Alternative would not

Yes. The Reduced
Project Alternative

Yes. The California
Focused Conservation

Yes. The Multi-modal
Transportation

No. Alternative Use of
the Project site would

Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
City of Los Angeles
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Table 4-2.

Screening of No Project Alternative and Alternatives 1 – 3 (Continued)
Alternative

Objective

11. Visual
Appearance

4-18

No Project

1. Reduced Project

support improvements
to multi-modal
accessibility and
regional transportation
to the Zoo.

would provide bicycle
racks and would
consolidate bus stops
to provide streamlined
transit access to the
Zoo from the Parkline
Shuttle and Metro Line
96, similar to the
proposed Project.

No. The No Project
Alternative would not
improve the visual
characteristics of the
Zoo, as no substantial
changes or
improvements would
occur.

Partially. The Reduced
Project Alternative
would include some
design improvements
and landscaping,
primarily in previously
developed areas of the
Zoo. However, this
alternative would not
include full
development of the
California planning
area to provide
sweeping views of the
Zoo.

1.5. California
Focused
Conservation
would provide bicycle
racks and would
consolidate bus stops
to provide streamlined
transit access to the
Zoo from the Parkline
Shuttle and Metro Line
96, similar to the
proposed Project.
Yes. This alternative
would include
improvements and
landscaping, primarily
in previously
developed areas of the
Zoo and the California
planning area which
would be landscaped
with California native
vegetation to showcase
the value of pollinators
in the ecosystem and
support Zoo animal
habitat spaces similar
to the Project. This
alternative would also
eliminate the multilevel parking structure
and Zoo aerial tram
and associated impacts
to visual character. It
would also allow visitor
access to sweeping

2. Multi-modal
Transportation

3. Alternative Use

Alternative would be
focused on providing
multi-modal
opportunities and
incentivizing
alternative
transportation to the
Zoo.

not support
improvements to
multi-modal
accessibility and
regional transportation
to the Project site
because visitation
would be substantially
reduced compared to
the Project.

Yes. This alternative
would include
development of the
California Visitor
Center, reconstruction
of the Treetops roof
spires, and other
architectural and
thematic design
elements throughout
the Zoo, similar to the
Project.

No. Alternative Use of
the site as a
Conservation Center
would not support
improvements to the
visual appearance of
the site.

Focused Recirculated EIR
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Table 4-2.

Screening of No Project Alternative and Alternatives 1 – 3 (Continued)
Alternative

Objective

No Project

1. Reduced Project

1.5. California
Focused
Conservation
views of the Zoo and its
surroundings in the
California planning
area.

2. Multi-modal
Transportation

3. Alternative Use

12. Capital
Improvements

No. No substantial
capital improvements
would occur under the
No Project Alternative,
only maintenance and
limited upgrades under
the 1998 Zoo Master
Plan.

Yes. The Reduced
Project Alternative
would implement
similar capital
improvements as the
proposed Project,
including the
stormwater
management system,
new utility lines, solar
PV systems, and
lighting systems.

Yes. The California
Focused Conservation
Alternative would
implement similar
capital improvements
as the proposed
Project, including the
stormwater
management system,
new utility lines, solar
PV systems, and
lighting systems.

Yes. The Multi-modal
Transportation
Alternative would
implement the same
capital improvements
as the proposed
Project, including the
stormwater
management system,
new utility lines, solar
PV systems, and
lighting systems.

Partially. Capital
improvements may be
necessary for
continued use of the
site with an Alternative
Use, but not to the
extent required to
accommodate future
growth under the
proposed Project.

13.
Environmental
Sustainability

No. The No Project
Alternative would not
allow the Zoo to
incorporate
widespread sustainable
design practices into
Zoo facilities, rather
upgrades would be
limited to maintenance
projects for existing
facilities under the
1998 Zoo Master Plan.

Yes. The Reduced
Project Alternative
implements
sustainable design
features, such as the
stormwater
management system,
solar PV systems, and
resource-efficient
infrastructure (e.g.,
low-flow fixtures,
automatic lighting,
etc.), similar to the
Project.

Yes. The California
Focused Conservation
Alternative would
implement sustainable
design features, such
as the stormwater
management system,
solar PV systems, and
resource-efficient
infrastructure (e.g.,
low-flow fixtures,
automatic lighting,
etc.). In addition,
implementation of
development design
guidelines prioritizing
use of native vegetation
in landscaping and

Yes. The Multi-modal
Transportation
Alternative would
implement sustainable
design features, such
as the stormwater
management system,
solar PV systems, and
resource-efficient
infrastructure (e.g.,
low-flow fixtures,
automatic lighting,
etc.).

Partially. Alternative
Use of the site as a
Conservation Center
may support
incorporation of
sustainable design
practices, but it is
unlikely this
alternative would
implement the
stormwater collection
system proposed under
the Project for
collection of
stormwater for reuse
as irrigation water, and
other sustainability
features.

Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
City of Los Angeles
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Table 4-2.

Screening of No Project Alternative and Alternatives 1 – 3 (Continued)
Alternative

Objective

1.5. California
Focused
Conservation
development of wildlife
habitat gardens would
further support
environmentally
sustainable practices.

2. Multi-modal
Transportation

No Project

1. Reduced Project

14. Operational
Excellence

No. The No Project
Alternative would not
allow the Zoo to
provide facilities and
resources that support
operational excellence.

Partially. This
alternative would
support Zoo operations
with some upgraded
facilities and
secondary/exhibit
pathways; however,
this alternative would
not include an internal
loop circulation system
to improve emergency
access and would not
utilize underdeveloped
portions of the Zoo
campus to enhance
overall Zoo design and
operations.

Yes. Similar to the
Project, this alternative
would provide facilities
and resources that
allow efficient and safe
Zoo operations and
high-quality customer
service.

Yes. Similar to the
Project, this alternative
would provide facilities
and resources that
allow efficient and safe
Zoo operations and
high-quality customer
service.

No. Alternative Use of
the site as a
Conservation Center
would not support Zoo
operations or provision
of high-quality
customer service.

Project
Objectives Met

None

1, 6, 10, 12, and 13

All

All

1, 3, and 4

Carried
Forward for
Analysis

Yes (Mandatory)

Yes

Yes

Yes

No
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Table 4-3.

Screening of Alternatives 4 - 6

Objective

Alternative
5. Golf Course Expansion

6. Adjusted Phasing

1. Animal Welfare and Care

Partially. Relocation of the Zoo
would require relocation of all Zoo
animal residents, some of which
would not or could not be easily
transported.

Yes. The Golf Course Expansion
would improve and upgrade animal
care and animal health facilities
and Zoo service centers, similar to
the proposed Project.

Yes. The Adjusted Phasing
Alternative would include the same
improvements and upgrades to
animal care and animal health
facilities and Zoo service centers as
the proposed Project.

2. Increase and Modernize
Zoo Exhibit Space

No. Rather than increasing and
modernizing existing Zoo exhibit
space, this alternative would
support development of all new
exhibit space.

Yes. The Golf Course Expansion
would increase and modernize Zoo
exhibit space to the same extent as
the proposed Project.

Yes. The Adjusted Phasing
Alternative would increase and
modernize Zoo exhibit space to the
same extent as the proposed
Project.

3. Conservation

Partially. This alternative would
develop conservation facilities and
programs to advance the Zoo’s
conservation efforts in a different
location; however, Griffith Park
provides a natural and quiet setting
in support of the Zoo’s conservation
programs and a new location may
not provide an ideal setting.

Yes. This alternative would develop
conservation facilities and
programs to advance the Zoo’s
conservation efforts, similar to the
proposed Project.

Yes. This alternative would develop
conservation facilities and
programs to advance the Zoo’s
conservation efforts, similar to the
proposed Project.

4. Learning and Education

No. While the Zoo would continue
to support education programs, the
Relocated Zoo would not be in
proximity to the Zoo Magnet Center
and therefore, would not support
integration with school facilities to
the same extent as the proposed
Project.

Yes. The Golf Course Expansion
would advance public learning
engagement efforts and expand
education opportunities for the Zoo
Magnet Center students, similar to
the proposed Project.

Yes. The Adjusted Phasing
Alternative would advance public
engagement and education and
expand education opportunities for
the Zoo Magnet Center students,
similar to the proposed Project.

5. Immersive Visitor
Experience

Yes. The Relocated Zoo would
develop similar immersive visitor
spaces as the proposed Project.

Yes. The Golf Course Expansion
would develop similar immersive
visitor spaces as the proposed
Project.

Yes. The Adjusted Phasing
Alternative would develop the same
immersive visitor spaces as the
proposed Project.

6. World Class Destination

Partially. The Relocated Zoo would
not enhance existing Zoo facilities

Yes. This alternative would enhance
Zoo facilities and operations to

Yes. This alternative would enhance
Zoo facilities and operations to

Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
City of Los Angeles
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Table 4-3.

Screening of Alternative and Alternatives 4 – 6 (Continued)

Objective

Alternative
5. Golf Course Expansion
increase Zoo visitation, create an
immersive destination, and
generate revenue to support Zoo
operations, capital improvements,
and conservation programs.

6. Adjusted Phasing
increase Zoo visitation, create an
immersive destination, and
generate revenue to support Zoo
operations, capital improvements,
and conservation programs.

Yes. The Relocated Zoo would
develop visitor-serving amenities,
such as food and retail
establishments, a range of resting
and gathering places, and special
event centers at the new site.

Partially. The Golf Course
Expansion would develop the same
visitor-serving amenities as the
Project; however, some of these
facilities would be relocated south
of the existing Zoo boundary, which
may create challenges in providing
accessible and convenient
amenities.

Yes. The Adjusted Phasing
Alternative would develop the same
visitor-serving amenities as the
Project.

Yes. The Relocated Zoo would
develop an intuitive internal loop
circulation system at the new site.

No. Since the Golf Course
Expansion would not support
development of Condor Canyon
and would create a new Zoo area
that would not efficiently connect
to the existing Zoo, the Zoo would
not be able to develop an internal
loop circulation system.

Yes. The Adjusted Phasing
Alternative would develop an
internal loop circulation system,
similar to the proposed Project.

9. Accessibility

Yes. The Relocated Zoo would
provide ADA pathways, alternative
travel options, and features and
facilities for those with special
needs at the new site.

Partially. This alternative would
include some improvements to the
secondary/exhibit pathways and
would implement the proposed Zoo
aerial tram; however, a funicular
would not be developed and many
of the Zoo’s pathways would remain
inaccessible for ADA visitors.

Yes. The Adjusted Phasing
Alternative would provide ADA
pathways, alternative travel
options, and features and facilities
for those with special needs, similar
to the proposed Project.

10. Multi-Modal Access

No. There are no contiguous 133acre sites that could accommodate
a Zoo along any existing transit
corridor or near an existing transit

Yes. The Golf Course Expansion
would provide bicycle racks and
would consolidate bus stops to
provide streamlined transit access

Yes. The Adjusted Phasing
Alternative would provide bicycle
racks and would consolidate bus
stops to provide streamlined transit

7. Visitor-serving Amenities

8. Efficient Circulation System
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4. Relocated Zoo
to create a World Class Destination,
since the site would require all new
facilities; however, the new location
would be developed to become a
world class destination to achieve
this objective.
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Table 4-3.

Screening of Alternative and Alternatives 4 – 6 (Continued)

Objective

Alternative
5. Golf Course Expansion
to the Zoo from the Parkline
Shuttle and Metro Line 96, similar
to the proposed Project.

6. Adjusted Phasing
access to the Zoo from the Parkline
Shuttle and Metro Line 96, similar
to the proposed Project.

11. Visual Appearance

No. The Relocated Zoo would not
reflect the Zoo’s history and would
not include full development of the
California planning area, including
the hilltop Yosemite lodge-style
California Visitor Center and
vineyard landscape feature, with
sweeping views of the Zoo, as
proposed under the Project.

Partially. The Golf Course
Expansion would include some
design improvements and
landscaping, primarily in
previously developed areas of the
Zoo. However, this alternative
would not include full development
of the California planning area,
including the hilltop Yosemite
lodge-style California Visitor Center
and vineyard landscape feature,
with sweeping views of the Zoo.

Yes. This alternative would include
development of the California
Visitor Center, reconstruction of
the Treetops roof spires, and other
architectural and thematic design
elements throughout the Zoo.

12. Capital Improvements

Partially. This alternative would
implement the capital
improvements at the new site,
including new utility lines, solar PV
systems, and lighting systems.
However, the relocated site may not
be able to accommodate
installation of the stormwater
management system.

Yes. The Golf Course Expansion
would implement the same capital
improvements as the proposed
Project, including the stormwater
management system, new utility
lines, solar PV systems, and lighting
systems.

Yes. The Adjusted Phasing
Alternative would implement the
same capital improvements as the
proposed Project, including the
stormwater management system,
new utility lines, solar PV systems,
and lighting systems.

13. Environmental
Sustainability

No. There is no guarantee that the
Relocated Zoo could install the
stormwater management system
for irrigation reuse onsite. The new
site would not include recycled
water connections to the LAGWRP.
Additionally, the new site would
not benefit from the planned
163,000-sf solar improvements at

Yes. The Golf Course Expansion
would implement sustainable
design features, such as the
stormwater management system,
solar PV systems, and resourceefficient infrastructure (e.g., lowflow fixtures, automatic lighting,
etc.).

Yes. The Adjusted Phasing
Alternative would implement
sustainable design features, such as
the stormwater management
system, solar PV systems, and
resource-efficient infrastructure
(e.g., low-flow fixtures, automatic
lighting, etc.).

Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
City of Los Angeles

4. Relocated Zoo
hub. Any 133-acre site that could
accommodate the Project would be
on an isolated site and would not
support multi-modal access.
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Table 4-3.

Screening of Alternative and Alternatives 4 – 6 (Continued)

Objective

Alternative
4. Relocated Zoo
the Zoo’s north parking lot and
entry.

5. Golf Course Expansion

6. Adjusted Phasing

14. Operational Excellence

Yes. This alternative would provide
facilities and resources that allow
efficient and safe Zoo operations
and high-quality customer service
at the new site.

Partially. This alternative would
support Zoo operations with some
upgraded facilities and
secondary/exhibit pathways;
however, this alternative would not
include an internal loop circulation
system to improve emergency
access and would not utilize
underdeveloped portions of the Zoo
campus.

Yes. Similar to the Project, this
alternative would provide facilities
and resources that allow efficient
and safe Zoo operations and highquality customer service.

Project Objectives Met

5, 7-9, and 14

1-6, 10, 12, and 13

All

Carried Forward for Analysis

No

No

No
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4.4.1

Alternatives Considered and Discarded

As discussed above, CEQA Section 15126.6(c) requires that an EIR disclose alternatives that
were considered and rejected and provide a brief explanation as to why such alternatives were
not fully considered in the EIR. The following alternatives were considered but eliminated
from further analysis by the City due to infeasibility or inconsistency with primary Project
objectives (refer to Tables 4-2 and 4-3). Detailed discussion regarding why each of these
alternatives was discarded is provided below.
Alternative 3 - Alternative Use (Reuse/Conservation Center)
This alternative would avoid or substantially lessen the magnitude of impacts associated with
the visitor-oriented nature of the Project (e.g., transportation, utility demand). However,
through the transition of use of the site away from the exhibition of animals and visitorserving uses, this alternative would not achieve a majority of the Project objectives. For
instance, though the alternative could likely better achieve Project Objectives No. 3 and 4
relating to animal conservation and education programs, the other Project objectives rely
largely upon improving the visitor experience and welfare of all the animals of the Zoo.
Further, without the revenue provided by annual visitation, the feasibility of maintaining the
133-acre Zoo property as solely a conservation facility would be questionable. Due to
infeasibility and inconsistency with the Project objectives, this alternative has been discarded
from further consideration.
Alternative 4 - Relocated Zoo Alternative
Relocation of the Zoo to an alternative site within the City has the potential to result in
reduced impacts on the natural environment if the site were to host to fewer or less extensive
natural resources (e.g., protected trees, sensitive habitat). In addition, if a site could be
acquired and developed within a TPA, a greater level of multi-modal access to the Zoo could
be accomplished, thereby reducing the Zoo’s transportation and vehicle miles traveled (VMT)
related impacts. It is possible that relocation and development of a new property could
feasibly accomplish most of the Project objectives; however, development of a new site,
demolition and restoration of the existing Zoo property, and redevelopment or restoration of
the site would result in substantially greater impacts associated with construction activities
(e.g., air emissions, construction noise, construction traffic). Further, it is recognized that
relocation of the Zoo to an alternative, vacant site within the City may not be feasible due to
a lack of large, contiguous, undeveloped properties within the City. As such, relocation of the
Zoo may require the acquisition and redevelopment of an existing developed property;
however, the ability of the City to acquire such a property would remain uncertain and may
be cost-prohibitive for the Zoo. Due to infeasibility and a potential increase in environmental
impacts, this alternative has been discarded from further consideration.
Alternative 5 - Golf Course Expansion Alternative
Expansion of Zoo visitor serving and animal habitat spaces into lower elevation areas of the
Zoo and adjacent areas of the Wilson & Harding Golf Course would reduce or avoid impacts
Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
City of Los Angeles
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associated with the development of hillside areas of the existing Zoo property under the
Project where sensitive biological resources are located (e.g., extensive coast live oak
woodland, the endangered Nevin’s barberry). While detailed biological surveys have not been
conducted on golf course property, it is unlikely that sensitive biological resources which
could be impacted by such an expansion exist within the areas of the golf course adjacent to
the Zoo property since these areas are highly disturbed and maintained as turf and course
facilities and landscaping. Expansion into the adjacent areas of the Wilson & Harding Golf
Course may also reduce impacts associated with views across the Zoo property from nearby
trails within Griffith Park by avoiding development of proposed larger features (e.g., the
California Visitor Center) from higher elevation areas along the hillsides. However, expansion
of the Zoo property would adversely affect operation of the Wilson & Harding Golf Course
and presents other uncertainties with regard to the ability of the Zoo to acquire property from
the Wilson & Harding Golf Course to support such an expansion. Additionally, this alternative
would not lessen significant impacts on aesthetics and transportation compared to the
Project. Aesthetic changes may be more visible to the public given this more open setting of
the golf course and proximity to local roadways. Transportation impacts would be similar to
the Project, including total VMT since the Zoo would expand as intended but into different
areas in the Project vicinity. Due to infeasibility and potential increase in environmental
impacts, this alternative has been discarded from further consideration.
Alternative 6 - Adjusted Phasing Alternative
Adjusting the phasing of Project implementation would result in the same overall Project
impacts but the timing of when those impacts would occur would change compared to the
Project. This would avoid potential impacts caused by near-term Project construction
activities. For example, by postponing the construction of the Africa planning area until Phase
4, air quality would potentially benefit from improved engine efficiency and would likely
result in fewer criteria pollutants than the Project for that phase; however, Phase 3 would
involve development of the Zoo service centers and the multi-story parking structure, which
would generate similar levels of construction emissions as the Project. Further, air quality is
not a significant impact of the Project following mitigation (see Section 3.3, Air Quality).
Significant impacts, including aesthetic changes and increases in VMT, would be similar to
the Project under this alternative. All physical changes analyzed for the Project would also
occur under this alternative, including development of structures visible from public
roadways and trails (e.g., the parking structure, Treetops Terrace, and the California Visitor
Center). While constructing the proposed parking structure during Phase 3, rather than Phase
7, would help alleviate parking demands on peak days earlier in the Project, the total VMT
would remain unchanged, subject to mitigation, and would continue to exceed City VMT
thresholds. This indicates that adjusting the phasing of Vision Plan implementation over its
20-year horizon would not change the significance of Project impacts. Though this alternative
is feasible, there would be no substantial change to environmental impacts and this
alternative has been discarded from further consideration.
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4.5

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND ANALYZED IN THIS EIR

A reasonable range of alternatives with the potential to attain the basic objectives of the
Project but avoid or substantially lessen significant impacts is analyzed below. Each
alternative is discussed in relation to the Project objectives. Alternatives selected for analysis
include:
•
•
•
•

No Project Alternative
Alternative 1 — Reduced Project Alternative (Alternative 1)
Alternative 1.5 — California Focused Conservation Alternative (Alternative 1.5)
Alternative 2 — Multi-modal Transportation Alternative (Alternative 2)

A description of environmental impacts under each alternative is also provided below. Table
4-4 provides a summary of the comparative impacts of each alternative to the Vision Plan.
Table 4-4.

Impact Comparison of Alternatives to the Proposed Project

Environmental
Resources

Proposed
Project

No Project
Alternative

Alternative
1

Alternative
1.5

Alternative 2

Aesthetics and
Visual Resources

Significant
and
Unavoidable

Less

Less

Less

Less

Air Quality

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less

Less

Less

Less

Biological
Resources

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less

Less

Less

Similar

Cultural and
Tribal Cultural
Resources

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less

Similar

Slightly Less

Similar

Energy

Less than
Significant

Less

Slightly Less

Less

Less

Urban Forestry
Resources

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less

Less

Less

Similar

Geology and Soils

Less than
Significant

Less

Similar

Similar

Similar

Greenhouse
Gases and
Climate Change

Less than
Significant

Similar

Slightly Less

Less

Less

Hazards and
Hazardous
Materials

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less

Similar

Similar

Similar

Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
City of Los Angeles
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Table 4-4.

Impact Comparison of Alternatives to the Proposed Project (Continued)

Environmental
Resources

Proposed
Project

No Project
Alternative

Alternative
1

Alternative
1.5

Alternative 2

Hydrology and
Water Quality

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less

Similar

Similar

Similar

Land Use and
Planning

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Greater

Similar

Similar

Less

Noise and
Vibration

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less

Less

Slightly Less

Similar

Public Services

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Similar

Similar

Similar

Similar

Recreation

Less than
Significant

Greater

Similar

Similar

Less

Transportation

Significant
and
Unavoidable

Slightly Less

Slightly Less

Less

Less

Utilities

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less

Slightly Less

Less

Similar

Wildfire

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Similar

Similar

Similar

Similar

Meet Project
Objectives?

Yes

No

Partially Yes

Yes

Yes

Reduce Severity
of Impacts?

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

4.5.1

No Project Alternative

Potential Impacts to Resource Areas
Under the No Project Alternative, several environmental impacts would be avoided or
reduced compared to the proposed Project, although beneficial impacts to recreation from
development of a new public park would not occur. Impacts on aesthetics and visual
resources, air quality, biological resources, cultural and tribal cultural resources, noise, and
transportation and circulation would be substantially less when compared to the Project, due
to the absence of construction activities and lack of significant increase in annual visitation
under the Project. Mitigation measures would not be necessary for these resource areas to
avoid significant impacts under this alternative. However, the Zoo would not benefit from
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some of the improvements proposed under the Project, such as the improvement and
expansion of space for animals, redevelopment of outdated exhibit structures (e.g., round
houses), addition of parking, improvement of the Zoo’s stormwater system for onsite reuse,
expansion of solar PV systems onsite to offset Zoo energy demands, and improvement of
offsite roadways. The following provides an analysis of differences in impacts for all resources
analyzed in this EIR for the Project.
Aesthetics and Visual Resources
Short-term temporary construction impacts and long-term permanent impacts to aesthetics
and visual resources would be negligible under the No Project Alternative. Due to the absence
of construction activities, the No Project Alternative would not result in the presence of large
construction equipment and active construction sites at the Zoo. Additionally, the No Project
Alternative would not introduce new tall features and development (e.g., Treetops Visitor
Center, Zoo aerial tram, California Visitor Center, etc.), which have the potential to be visible
from Griffith Park public trails such as Condor Trail or Skyline Trail, resulting in the potential
to obstruct or alter existing scenic views or vistas. Further, the No Project Alternative would
eliminate the need for a parking structure as proposed under the Project. Therefore, there
would be no obstruction of views of the natural hillside to the west or disruption of the viewer
experience for travelers entering or traversing Griffith Park. The No Project Alternative would
not create a substantial adverse temporary or permanent change to distant views and would
not diminish scenic views of or across the Zoo from the surrounding public trails in Griffith
Park. As a result, no impact on views of the Zoo would occur.
The No Project Alternative would not alter the existing vegetation or the Zoo’s existing tree
canopy, except for continuation of annual vegetation clearance for wildfire management
around the Zoo’s property line. The undeveloped hillsides within the proposed Project’s
California and Africa planning areas would remain undeveloped under the No Project
Alternative. Therefore, this alternative would not create a change in visual character due to
the development of the undeveloped hillsides. As there would be no change in the visual
setting of the existing Zoo under this alternative, impacts on the visual character of Griffith
Park would be less than the proposed Project.
The No Project Alternative would not result in an increase in the frequency and amount of
lighting produced from the Project site associated with increased special events held at the
Zoo. Lighting would not be introduced to the currently undeveloped hillside planned for the
California and Africa planning areas under the Project. Similar to the proposed Project, the
Zoo would remain shielded from direct views from the Griffith Observatory and Greek
Theater, minimizing potential light spillover. Therefore, impacts on light and glare would be
slightly less than the proposed Project.
Similar to existing conditions, future development within the Zoo would be gradually
implemented on an as-needed basis, resulting in a built environment that does not share a
consistent aesthetic or design. Without a Vision Plan to guide development of the Zoo and
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seek uniformity in the design of improvements, the visual design and aesthetic character of
the Zoo’s interior areas would remain inconsistent.
Air Quality
Under the No Project Alternative, air quality impacts would be negligible and substantially
less than under the proposed Project. Due to the absence of construction activities, the No
Project Alternative would not result in construction air emissions from the use of heavy
construction equipment. Further, since annual attendance at the Zoo would remain
consistent with existing conditions, vehicle trips to the Zoo and associated annual VMT from
visitors and employees would also remain constant. The No Project Alternative would not
result in additional air emissions from increased vehicle trips to the Zoo. Therefore,
construction and operational emissions under the No Project Alternative would be
substantially less than under the proposed Project.
Biological Resources
Under the No Project Alternative, existing native vegetation communities and protected trees
located primarily within the California and Africa planning areas would remain undeveloped,
thereby reducing direct impacts on biological resources. However, the No Project Alternative
would not guarantee preservation of these resources or avoidance of future impacts to
biological resources due to annual vegetation clearance for wildfire management. As observed
through biological resource investigations conducted for this EIR, current vegetation
management practices result in continued loss of vegetation supporting native habitat and
potential removal or disturbance of special status plant and animal species (e.g., Nevin’s
barberry and San Diego woodrat). For example, past vegetation clearance has resulted in
cutting and removal of several black walnut trees, which are protected trees in the City. Under
the proposed Project, with MM WF-1, a wildfire fuel management plan would be required
and include the identification, mapping, and avoidance of sensitive species. Further, the No
Project Alternative would not result in the potential enhancement or restoration of habitat
within the Zoo (e.g., removal of non-native eucalyptus and replacement with native trees) and
within Griffith Park resulting from implementation of mitigation associated with
development of the undeveloped areas of the Zoo. Potential future limited improvements
under the No Project Alternative also have potential to disturb trees and shrubs protected
under the City’s existing and proposed amended Tree Preservation Ordinance, but existing
policy requiring application for tree removal permits and commensurate replacement under
the ordinance would ensure impacts are appropriately mitigated. While biological impacts
would not be avoided compared to the proposed Project, the extent of direct disturbance
would be less than under the proposed Project.
Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources
Impacts to historic resources under the No Project Alternative would remain the same as
under the proposed Project as there are no designated or eligible historic resources present
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at the Zoo. Although no cultural resources are known to be present within the Project site,
under the No Project Alternative, there would be limited potential for disturbance or damage
to any potential unknown sites or human remains as no development would occur within
existing undeveloped areas. The Project site has been previously and extensively disturbed
for the development of the existing Zoo and prior uses of the site as a golf course.
Development under the No Project Alternative would be limited to maintenance and
improvements under the 1998 Zoo Master Plan, which would be confined to existing
developed areas of the Zoo. Past construction and earthwork within the canyon bottom and
base of the hillsides within the Zoo likely disturbed any buried cultural resources. Therefore,
limited development under the No Project Alternative would have less potential for impact
on cultural and tribal cultural resources than the Project.
Energy
Under the No Project Alternative, the Zoo’s energy demands would remain similar to those
described in Section 3.5.1, Environmental Setting. The No Project Alternative would not
result in the temporary energy impacts from the short-term use of construction equipment.
Transportation fuel consumption would be less than the Project as well both related to
construction traffic and from long-term visitation since annual visitation would remain
similar to existing conditions. This alternative would also not develop new buildings at the
Zoo that would increase the existing operational energy demand. However, many of the
existing buildings at the Zoo are outdated and do not operate in compliance with the most
recent California Energy Code (California Code of Regulations [CCR] Title 24, Part 6) and
Green Building Standard Code (CCR Title 24, Part 11), which indicates older buildings are not
energy efficient. The No Project Alternative would not update existing buildings or construct
new buildings that would comply with applicable state and local energy codes to ensure
efficient energy use. Further, the No Project Alternative would not include installation of solar
PV systems atop Zoo facilities to offset Zoo electricity demands. The No Project Alternative
would also not upgrade the Zoo’s stormwater management system to generate an onsite water
source for irrigation, thereby reducing energy demands for water treatment and conveyance.
Therefore, while overall energy consumption for the No Project Alternative would be less than
the proposed Project, this alternative would eliminate beneficial impacts on energy use at the
Zoo when compared to the proposed Project. Continued use of outdated facilities without
onsite solar energy systems under this alternative would result in wasteful and inefficient use
of energy over time when compared to the proposed Project.
Urban Forestry Resources
Impacts to existing urban forest resources would be less than under the proposed Project. The
existing vegetation, including native and non-native trees, located primarily within the
California and Africa planning areas would remain undeveloped but subject to annual
vegetation clearance for wildfire management (see also, Biological Resources above). Unlike
the proposed Project, the No Project Alternative would not require the removal of native and
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non-native trees within the Zoo and parking lot. However, implementation of the No Project
Alternative would not result in the potential enhancement or restoration of habitat within the
Zoo property and Griffith Park resulting from implementation of mitigation (i.e., MM UF-1)
associated with development of the undeveloped areas of the Zoo. Potential future limited
improvement under the No Project Alternative has potential to disturb trees and shrubs
protected under the City’s existing and proposed amended Tree Preservation Ordinance, but
existing policy requiring application for tree removal permits and commensurate
replacement under the ordinance would ensure impacts are appropriately mitigated.
Compared to the proposed Project, the No Project Alternative would result in fewer impacts
on the City’s urban forest.
Geology and Soils
Under the No Project Alternative, the Zoo would continue to operate in a seismically active
region where groundshaking would continue to present potential risks for Zoo facilities.
Unlike the Project, this alternative would not involve extensive ground disturbance for new
facilities, including blasting and excavation of Condor Canyon. Therefore, impacts to and
from geologic and soil resources under the No Project Alternative would be less than under
the proposed Project. Similar to the Project, existing policies and regulations would apply to
any improvements made to the Zoo under the 1998 Zoo Master Plan to ensure appropriate
measures such as preparation of site-specific geotechnical studies and development
consistent with the California Building Code (CBC) are implemented to reduce impacts to and
from geologic and soil resources. Therefore, geologic impacts would be less than under the
proposed Project.
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions and Climate Change
Under the No Project Alternative, short-term construction and long-term operational
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions would be substantially reduced when compared to the
proposed Project. Unlike the Project, construction within the Zoo would entail maintenance,
repair, and improvements to Zoo facilities on an as-needed basis under the 1998 Zoo Master
Plan. Large-scale demolition, grading, excavation, and vertical construction would not occur,
including the substantial excavation that would be needed for Condor Canyon. As such, the
construction emissions under the No Project Alternative would be less than the proposed
Project. In terms of long-term GHG generation from Zoo operations, the No Project
Alternative would not increase annual visitation and related vehicle trips to the Zoo,
indicating that mobile GHG emissions would be less than the Project. However, this
alternative would not redevelop outdated, energy inefficient buildings. Further, the No
Project Alternative would not include installation of solar PV systems atop Zoo facilities to
offset Zoo electricity demands. The No Project Alternative would also not upgrade the Zoo’s
stormwater management system to generate an onsite water source for irrigation, thereby
reducing energy demands for water treatment and conveyance. As a result, it is reasonable to
assume that GHG emissions associated with long-term operations would be greater than the
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proposed Project. With a decrease in construction GHG emissions and an increase in
operational GHG emissions, it is estimated that Zoo GHG emissions under the No Project
Alternative would be similar to the proposed Project.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Hazards and hazardous materials impacts from the No Project Alternative would be reduced
when compared to the proposed Project. As described in Section 3.9.3, Environmental
Impact Analysis, construction of the proposed Project would require transportation, use,
storage, and disposal of commercially available hazardous materials, such as vehicle fuels,
oils, transmission fluids, and hydraulic fuels. Under the No Project Alternative, construction
would be limited to maintenance, repairs, and improvements to existing facilities on an asneeded basis under the 1998 Zoo Master Plan. Routine transport, use, storage, and disposal
of construction wastes and related hazardous materials would be limited compared to
proposed Project construction activities. In operations, the Zoo would continue to use, store,
and dispose of hazardous materials, substances, and waste similar to existing conditions, as
described in Section 3.9.1, Environmental Setting. Similar to the proposed Project,
compliance with applicable regulations as well as oversight by the appropriate federal, state,
and local agencies would minimize the risk of hazardous materials exposure during transport,
use, storage, and disposal. While the risks of hazardous materials from construction would be
reduced, the operational risks would be similar to the proposed Project with regard to the
transport, use, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials.
Impacts associated with the disposal of hazardous wastes, such as asbestos-containing
material (ACM), lead based paint (LBP), or mold, would be reduced under the No Project
Alternative since no major demotion or redevelopment would occur. Rather, construction
would be limited to building maintenance and improvements, which would reduce the risk of
upset or release of these hazardous wastes. Similar to the proposed Project, hazardous
materials encountered during demolition or construction activities would be disposed of in
compliance with all pertinent regulations for the handling of such waste including SCAQMD
Rule 1403 (asbestos) and CCR Title 8, Industrial Relations. Compared to the Project, impacts
from potential release and exposure to ACM, LCP, and mold would be reduced compared to
the Project.
Impacts associated with ground-disturbing activities in proximity to known or potentially
contaminated soils would be eliminated under the No Project Alternative. This alternative
would not require soil disturbance in the vicinity of known past contamination or areas of
potential contamination from underground storage tanks (USTs), including road
improvements at Zoo Drive and Western Heritage Way or in the Zoo’s southern parking lot.
Similarly, the No Project Alternative would not implement improvements to the existing Zoo
Construction Shop and Support area, which is considered a Recognized Environmental
Condition (REC) and Vapor Encroachment Condition (VEC) due to the potential release of
petroleum products to the subsurface from the onsite fueling dispensers, USTs, and
associated piping. As such, this alternative would not have the potential to disturb potentially
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contaminated soil and hazardous vapors and there would be no adverse impacts from
exposure to soil contamination. However, without the Project, Phase II environmental site
assessment and needed cleanup of potential contaminated soils would also not occur, as
required by MM HAZ-1 for the Project.
Similar to the proposed Project, this alternative would not result in physical interference or
impairment to implementation of an existing emergency and evacuation plan. Emergency
response and access would continue to be guided by emergency preparedness procedures in
the event of an emergency and/or evacuation in accordance with the AZA Accreditation
Standards and Related Policies. Similar to the Project, there would be no changes to designed
public evacuation routes on I-5 and SR-134. Further, the Zoo would continue to comply with
existing design standards and safety procedures for the safety of the Zoo’s resident animals
and animal caretakers.
As the No Project Alternative would not involve soil disturbance or construction, which have
risks for upset of and exposure to hazardous materials, hazard impacts would be reduced
compared to the proposed Project.
Hydrology and Water Quality
The No Project Alternative would not implement a 20-year plan of construction activities that
could contribute to a violation of water quality standards or otherwise substantially degrade
surface or groundwater qualities. Implementation of the No Project Alternative would not
increase impervious surfaces at the Project site or pump groundwater. Therefore, this
alternative would not substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere with
groundwater recharge. No drainage patterns would be altered under the No Project
Alternative; therefore, this alternative would not result in substantial erosion, increase the
amount of runoff, or cause flooding. Surface water would continue to receive treatment before
discharge to the Los Angeles River consistent with requirements of the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). Further, this alternative would not result in
inconsistency with regional water regulations or plans. As a result, there would be no change
in site hydrology or water quality compared to the Project and impacts would be less than the
proposed Project as there would be no ground disturbance or expansion of Zoo uses into
undeveloped areas of the Zoo property. However, this alternative would not involve
installation of the proposed comprehensive onsite stormwater management system to
capture, treat, and reuse up to 35 million gallons of Zoo site runoff per year, substantially
reducing the burden on the Zoo Wastewater Facility and improving water quality prior to
treatment.
Land Use and Planning
The No Project Alternative would involve a continuation of existing operations, with
maintenance, repairs, and improvements occurring on an as-needed basis consistent with the
1998 Zoo Master Plan. As such, this alternative would be consistent with existing regional and
location plans and regulations, including the Southern California Association of Governments
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(SCAG) Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), Los
Angeles General Plan, Hollywood Community Plan, L.A.’s Green New Deal, Griffith Park
Vision Plan, and Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC). However, this alternative would not
include the facility upgrades to improve energy efficiency, the installation of solar PV systems
to offset Zoo electricity demand, or the comprehensive stormwater management system to
collect, treat, and reuse up to 35 million gallons of water per year. As such, the No Project
Alternative would not help the City implement the stormwater and recycled water reuse
objectives or the energy efficiency goals outlined in L.A.’s Green New Deal and the One Water
LA 2040 Plan. As a result, this alternative would have greater land use and planning impacts
than the Project.
Noise and Vibration
The No Project Alternative would retain the existing noise environment associated with noise
and vibration. Noise impacts under the proposed Project are primarily associated with
construction activities, increased special events, and increased traffic noise related to
increased Zoo visitation. The No Project Alternative would involve only limited future
construction activities on an as-needed basis to maintain, repair, and improve Zoo facilities,
similar to existing conditions. Construction and noise vibration would be minimal and
substantially less than the Project. For example, the No Project Alternative would not require
excavation and blasting for Condor Canyon. In terms of operations, annual attendance at the
Zoo is expected to remain constant under the No Project Alternative, which would keep visitor
and operational noise similar to existing conditions. Special events at the Zoo would continue
within existing facilities such as the Angela Collier World of Birds Theater and the pending
Angela Collier Gardens event space; however, implementation of the No Project Alternative
would not include the three proposed visitor centers and other facilities that would allow for
expanded special events during extended nighttime hours. With no increase in annual
visitation and no expansion of Zoo hours or special events, this alternative would not increase
roadway noise from increased vehicle trips. Therefore, noise and vibration impacts under the
No Project Alternative would be less than the proposed Project.
Public Services
The No Project Alternative would not include residential development or generate new jobs
and, therefore, would not create population growth in the area. Without an increase in service
population, there would be no increased demand for services from the Los Angeles Fire
Department (LAFD), Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD), or government or school
facilities. As a result, this alternative would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for
new or physically altered school facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, similar to the Project.
The Zoo’s setting in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (FHSZ) and Zoo operations within
structures that predate current California and Los Angeles Fire Code (LAFC) requirements
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includes risk of fire that would require response from the Los Angeles Fire Department
(LAFD). Ongoing maintenance, repair, and improvement projects at the Zoo would continue
to introduce potential ignition sources such as the use of heavy machinery and fuels, which
could create the potential for sparking and exacerbate fire risk. However, construction
activities are temporary and do not create continuing elevated risks requiring fire protection
and emergency medical service (EMS) response. Implementation of best management
practices (BMPs) recommended within applicable Occupational Safety and Health
Administration, LAMC Fire Code, and CBC regulations would reduce risks associated with
limited future Zoo construction projects under the No Project Alternative. As described
further under Wildfire below, the No Project Alternative would not alter existing internal and
external access roads within and surrounding the Zoo. Therefore, emergency access and
response would be maintained similar to existing conditions. However, the No Project
Alternative would not result in the wayfinding and looping internal circulation system
designed around a Primary Path Loop as proposed by the Project, which is intended to
facilitate more intuitive navigation of the Zoo and would assist with efficient evacuation and
response in the event of an emergency.
Recreation
The No Project Alternative would not result in adverse impacts on recreational resources. Zoo
maintenance and operations would continue within the existing Zoo property with no
changes in adjacent areas of Griffith Park or the Wilson Harding Golf Course. However,
implementation of this alternative would not result in beneficial impacts associated with
expansion of the visitor-serving areas of the Zoo, including the children’s Nature Play Park,
the proposed new public park adjacent to the Zoo’s northern parking lot, and additional
parking spaces that would be available to Griffith Park and Autry Museum of the American
West visitors. Additionally, the No Project Alternative would not improve recreational value
and opportunities provided by the Zoo associated with redevelopment and expansion of
existing facilities and the construction of new facilities proposed under the Project. Therefore,
this alternative would not provide the recreation improvements associated with the proposed
Project and existing conditions would continue.
Transportation
The No Project Alternative would not generate new jobs or an increase in visitation at the
Zoo; therefore, vehicle trips would remain similar to existing conditions as described in
Section 3.15.1, Environmental Setting. As such, the No Project Alternative would not increase
annual VMT for visitors and employees. Therefore, impacts related to VMT would be less than
the Project based on the City’s adopted net-zero VMT thresholds for regional attractions like
the Zoo.
However, the No Project Alternative would not include the multi-modal improvements
proposed by the Vision Plan, including expanded bicycle parking and relocation of the bus
stop to facilitate more efficient ridership for the Griffith Parkline Shuttle and Metro Line 96.
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Further, without MM TRANS-2, the Zoo would not implement a comprehensive TDM
program to substantially reduce employee and visitor vehicle trips to the Zoo, with no
expansion of transit services and incentives for vanpools and carpools to reach the Zoo. Under
this alternative, the Zoo would continue to operate with little to no use of transit or active
modes of transportation and most Zoo trips would be vehicular. This would conflict with local
and regional plans, including the RTP/SCS and Mobility Element, which prioritize multimodal transportation opportunities. As such, the No Project Alternative would be less
consistent with transportation plans and policy and impacts related to transportation
planning would be greater than the Project.
The No Project Alternative would not implement the intersection improvements at Zoo
Drive/Western Heritage Way. Similarly, this alternative would not realign Western Heritage
Way to border the outside perimeter of the Zoo’s southern parking lot. Therefore, this
alternative would not result in beneficial impacts on vehicle congestion at this intersection
and would not improve pedestrian safety for students and other pedestrians crossing Western
Heritage Way. As such, impacts related to geometric hazards would be greater than the
Project and the existing roadway configuration presents greater safety hazards than the
proposed improvements included in the Project.
The No Project Alternative would not improve the Zoo’s interior pedestrian pathways, which
are currently discontinuous and include many smaller loops, barriers, and dead ends. The
intuitive circulation system designed around a Primary Path Loop proposed under the Project
would not be constructed. ADA guests and families with strollers would continue to be limited
in available routes due to steep grades and stairs, including at the Zoo Entry. The proposed
Zoo aerial tram would not be installed to provide efficient movement across from the Zoo
Entry to the Africa planning area. Further, the ground tram route would not be separated
from the pedestrian pathways, which would continue to present safety and circulation issues
for Zoo visitors. Under this alternative, wayfinding would continue to pose challenges to
visitors with no Orientation Plaza connecting to the Primary Path Loop. Therefore, this
alternative would not provide the safety improvements associated with the Project’s proposed
interior circulation system and existing conditions would continue.
Utilities
Under the No Project Alternative, annual visitation would remain constant. As a result, there
would be no substantial increase in water demand or the generation of wastewater or solid
waste. Similar to the Project, existing utility capacities would be adequate to continue to serve
the Zoo, including the Los Angeles Glendale Water Reclamation Plant (LAGWRP) to treat
wastewater, the Sunshine Canyon Landfill for solid waste disposal, and the Los Angeles
Department of Water and Power (LADWP) for water supply. This alternative would not
involve substantial construction, demolition, or soil disturbance, which would not generate
solid waste or wastewater or create water demands. As a result, this alternative would have
fewer utility impacts than the proposed Project.
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However, the No Project Alternative would not implement utility and infrastructure
improvements at the Zoo, including the stormwater collection system proposed under the
Project, electricity upgrades with solar PV systems atop facility rooftops, and improved sewer
and water lines to serve new facilities. The Zoo would continue to use existing water lines and
sewer pipes to convey water and wastewater. Existing utility infrastructure at the Zoo was
installed between 50 and 70 years ago, indicating that pipelines and conduits are approaching
the end of their useful life, and most sewer and water pipes are operating at capacity. These
utilities are difficult to maintain and require relatively deep excavation for repair or
replacement as they were installed deep underground and covered with extensive fill. The No
Project Alternative would not result in the long-term operational benefits associated with the
installation of new utility lines proposed under the Project and there would not be any
infrastructure improvements that would reduce water consumption, maintenance, and
resiliency.
Wildfire
The No Project Alternative would not alter the internal or external access roads at the Zoo.
Therefore, this alternative would not result in short-term temporary internal rerouting and
temporary closures during phased construction that may block evacuation routes or cause
circuitous or inefficient evacuation, as well as limit firefighter access to internal areas of the
Zoo. However, this alternative would also eliminate the long-term beneficial impact of
creating more direct routes and improving the circulatory systems both within and
surrounding the Zoo that would improve emergency response and access under the proposed
Project.
The No Project Alternative would not increase the total number of animals housed within the
Zoo; therefore, this alternative would not result in increased impacts related to evacuating or
sheltering individual animals under Zoo care. Similarly, this alternative would not support an
expansion in visitation, maintaining the total and density of people in a designated Very High
Fire Hazard Severity Zone (FHSZ). Therefore, the No Project alternative would result in
reduced impacts on emergency evacuation and sheltering in place.
Similar to the proposed Project, ongoing maintenance, repair, and improvement that would
occur at the Zoo would introduce new potential ignition sources in a Very High FHSZ such as
the use of heavy machinery and fuels, which could create the potential for sparking and
exacerbate fire risk. The No Project Alternative would not implement construction activities
within undeveloped areas that currently support flammable native and non-native vegetation
and are located on steep slopes adjacent to wildlands in Griffith Park. Similarly, this
alternative would not add to construction-related fire ignition risks from potential blasting
for Condor Canyon in the California planning area.
Unlike the proposed Project, the No Project Alternative would not involve removal of
hundreds of unmaintained highly flammable eucalyptus trees, as well as over 13 acres of
flammable native chaparral and up to 7 acres of oak woodland. Therefore, this alternative
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would not result in beneficial impacts related to the reduction of fire risk as proposed under
the Project. However, annual vegetation removal associated with wildfire management would
continue to occur, consistent with existing operations. As a result, the No Project Alternative
would result in reduced impacts on the spread of wildfire.

4.5.2

Alternative 1 – Reduced Project Alternative

The existing undeveloped hillsides in the California and Africa planning areas currently
support sensitive biological resources, including native vegetation communities, habitat for
several designated sensitive species, several occurrences of the federally and state-listed
endangered Nevin’s barberry, and hundreds of locally protected trees. To reduce impacts
on these resources, the Reduced Project Alternative would redesign the Vision Plan’s land
use plan to avoid development of the Zoo’s existing undeveloped hillside areas where these
resources are present. In addition, the Reduced Project Alternative would protect views
from public roadways such as Zoo Drive and Western Heritage Way by retaining surface
parking in the northern parking lot and excluding or substantially reducing the size of a
multi-story parking structure. Alternative 1 would reduce or avoid impacts compared to the
Project but would fail to meet or would only partially meet several of the Project objectives.
The Reduced Project Alternative (Alternative 1) would guide long-term redevelopment and
operations of the Zoo similar to the Project but under a revised land use plan that would avoid
undeveloped hillsides containing sensitive biological resources.
Land Use Plan and Site Design
Alternative 1 would include a major reconfiguration of the proposed land use plan and
conceptual plan to substantially avoid development of the existing undeveloped hillsides
within the California and Africa planning areas. Redevelopment would occur within existing
developed areas of the Zoo in the lower elevation areas of the canyon and some undeveloped
areas that do not contain sensitive biological resources, resulting in a smaller development
footprint (Figure 4-1). In doing so, Alternative 1 would reduce acreage dedicated to Animal,
Conservation, and Visitor Service Areas by 20 acres, reduce Service and Storage Area by 1
acre, and increase Undeveloped/Open Space Areas by 21 acres. These reductions in Zoo uses
would reduce the number of animal exhibits and the size and complexity of the exhibits and
animal habitats. These changes would reduce environmental impacts associated with the
development and loss of natural resources within these areas (e.g., native habitat, sensitive
plant species, protected trees). Table 4-5 provides a summary of the land use and buildout
assumptions proposed under Alternative 1. As presented therein, the overall area of new
development under Alternative 1 would decrease by 21 acres as compared to the Project,
substantially reducing direct and indirect disturbance of habitats and natural resources in
these areas.
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Table 4-5.

Comparison of Land Uses Under Alternative 1 and Proposed Project

Land Use

Proposed Project
(acres)

Alternative 1
(acres)

Difference
(acres)

Animal Conservation & Visitor
Service Areas

79.0

59.0

20.0

Administration

7.0

7.0

0.0

Service & Storage

10.0

9.0

1.0

Condor Conservation Program

3.0

3.0

0

Public Park

2.0

2.0

0.0

Undeveloped/Open Space

7.0

26.0

21.0

Parking

29.0

29.0

0

Realigned Crystal Springs Drive

5

5

0

Note: Land use acreages are approximate due to rounding based on GIS analysis.

By reducing the proposed footprint of the Zoo, this alternative would eliminate several Project
features in the California and Africa planning areas, including the California Visitor Center
and funicular, Condor Canyon, and the internal circulation system designed around a Primary
Path Loop. All other elements of the proposed Project not associated with development of
these areas would remain under this alternative, including the Africa Visitor Center, Treetops
Visitor Center, and Zoo aerial tram. These adjustments would also reduce the physical
capacity of the Zoo for daytime visitation and special events on evenings and weekends (e.g.,
campouts, galas, etc.), which in turn would commensurately reduce annual visitation
compared to the Project. With reduced visitation, the Reduced Project Alternative would also
substantially reduce the size of the multi-story parking structure and potentially exclude it;
the proposed 2-acre public park would also be excluded if the parking structure is not
constructed. Table 4-6 summarizes the components of the Project that would not be
implemented under Alternative 1.
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Table 4-6.

Phase

Key Components of the Project Excluded and/or Substantially Reduced
Under Alternative 1

Planning
Area

Description of Excluded Improvements
•
•

1

California

3

Africa

Phase

Planning
Area

7

Parking
Structure*

•
•
•
•

Excavation and construction of Condor Canyon
Grading and construction of new animal facilities and exhibits
along the hillside area
Construction of the California Visitor Center and funicular
Installation of a vineyard landscape feature
Construction of new vehicle service entrance and service roads
Several animal habitats and exhibits and visitor amenities

•
•

Grading and construction of Zoo uses along the hillside area
Several animal habitats and exhibits and visitor amenities

Description of Potentially Excluded/Substantially Reduced
•
•
•

Excavation and grading
Construct multi-level parking structure
2-acre public park, if multi-story parking structure is not
constructed

* Parking structure would either be eliminated or substantially reduced in size based on reduced annual visitation.

Required discretionary actions and construction phasing would remain similar to the
proposed Project (refer to Section 2.4.1, Phasing & Implementation and Section 2.5, Required
Actions and Approvals); however, the duration of Phases 1 and 3 construction would likely
be reduced, with the timing of subsequent phases adjusted accordingly (see Tables 4-7 and 48 below).
Internal Zoo Circulation Network, Site Access, and Parking
Under Alternative 1, internal Zoo circulation for both visitors and Zoo service vehicles would
be redesigned in response to land use plan changes described above (Figure 4-1). Notable
adjustments include the loss of Condor Canyon, which would eliminate the feasibility of an
internal circulation pathway around the Zoo designed around a Primary Path Loop. Under
the Project, Condor Canyon would serve as a shared pedestrian, ADA accessible and strollerfriendly walkway, ground tram route, and service road that would support a simplified
circulation network through the Zoo. Without Condor Canyon under Alternative 1, the Zoo’s
internal circulation system would remain similar to existing conditions, though some
improvements to the secondary/exhibit pathway would continue to occur with
redevelopment of animal exhibits. Further, a new vehicle service entrance and service road
would not be developed along the ridgeline of the hillside areas in the California planning
area, and service access to and around the Zoo would remain similar to existing conditions.
Without the California Visitor Center, the proposed funicular would also be eliminated. The
proposed alignment of the aerial tram route and location of tram stations/stops would remain
similar to the Project, though the service road through the Africa planning area may not be
able to remain separated from visitor pathways.
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As discussed below, implementation of Alternative 1 would result in a smaller increase in
annual Zoo attendance compared to the Project. This reduction in projected future annual
attendance would reduce the demand for parking at the Zoo. As a result of reduced demand
for parking, Alternative 1 would either include a reduced-size new parking structure within
the Zoo’s northern parking lot with fewer stories or potentially eliminate the parking
structure. All other improvements to employee and visitor parking proposed under the
Project would remain under Alternative 1.
Annual Attendance and Special Events
Under Alternative 1, annual attendance at the Zoo would be less than the proposed Project.
Reduced annual visitation would result from the decrease in the expanded facilities and new
attractions, which would drive visitation, particularly those associated with the California
planning area. However, attendance would continue to rise under Alternative 1 compared to
existing conditions due to the improvement, expansion, or replacement of existing features
and attractions associated with other planning areas proposed under the Vision Plan. Though
an economic analysis has not been prepared for Alternative 1, based on a reduction in
approximately 20 acres of new visitor-serving uses and animal exhibits, total annual
attendance anticipated under Alternative 1 would be approximately 2,525,775 persons by
2036, a reduction of approximately 15.8 percent compared to the Project (Table 4-7).
Alternative 1 would also reduce employment needs to 886 employees, a 21.3 percent
reduction compared to the Project.
Special events at the Zoo generate a substantial increase in annual attendance. For instance,
the L.A. Zoo Lights event, which began in 2014, helped to achieve an increase in attendance
by over 200,000 persons per year. Expansion of facilities and spaces that can accommodate
new events, more frequent events, or larger events would contribute to increases in annual
attendance under this alternative, despite the reduced amount of development. Like the
Project, Alternative 1 would include comprehensive improvements to and expansion of
visitor-serving facilities within existing developed areas of the Zoo, including special event
spaces. These improvements would broaden Zoo attractions and support increased
attendance and expansion of special events, though to a lesser extent than the Project.
Improvements driving the expansion of special events under Alternative 1 include Treetops
Visitor Center, the Africa Visitor Center, new restaurants, classrooms, and event spaces.
These improvements would continue to be implemented under Alternative 1, as none of these
improvements are proposed within the preserved hillside areas of the Project. However,
Alternative 1 would exclude the California Visitor Center and outdoor special event spaces
(e.g., campout meadows, picnic areas) in both the California and Africa planning areas.
Exclusion of these amenities would limit the Zoo’s ability to host special events and would
diminish the attraction that California and Africa planning areas would otherwise provide
under the Project. As a result, projected growth in annual visitation is expected to be reduced
compared to the Project.
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Table 4-7.

Projected Growth at the Zoo Under Alternative 1
Phase 1

Phase 2

Phase 3

Phase 4

Phase 5

Phase 6

Phase 7

Operational
Year

2022

2024

2026

2028

2030

2033

2036

Annual
Attendance

1,743,800

1,958,453

2,333,924

2,469,540

2,525,775

2,525,775

2,525,775

% Change in
Annual
Attendance

0.0%

12.3%

21.5%

7.8%

3.2%

0.0%

0.0%

Resident

85%

85%

80%

80%

80%

80%

80%

Tourist

15%

15%

20%

20%

20%

20%

20%

Total
Employees by 570
Phase

640

778

839

866

866

866

Visitor Origin

Source: Draft Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan; AECOM 2017
Notes:
Baseline annual attendance = 1,743,800 (2017) per Draft Vision Plan
Phase 1 assumes no growth projected for Circulation/Parking improvements, Zoo Entry and Sea Lions (Phase 1 and 2
per the Draft Vision Plan).
Phase 2 assumes growth projected by the AECOM Financial Feasibility Study for Asia, Nature Play, and Rainforest
(Phase 4 in the Draft Vision Plan).
Phase 3 assumes growth projections for Africa and southern service area (Phase 3 in Draft Vision Plan).
Phase 4 assumes growth projections for World Aviary (Phase 5 in Draft Vision Plan, and formerly included the Water
exhibit, which was eliminated from the Project through EIR scoping).
Phase 5 assumes growth projections for Islands (Phase 6 in the Draft Vision Plan).
Phases 6 and 7 does not incite or facilitate attendance growth.
Visitor Origin assumes an uptick in tourism following implementation of Phase 2 and the 2028 Summer Olympics.
Baseline employment = 570 (2019)

Construction and Phasing
It is reasonable to assume that Alternative 1 would involve a shortened development program
(17 years) occurring over seven phases of construction, reduced from 20 years under the
Project due to the reduction in the amount and extent of development. Phases of Zoo
development would occur sequentially. All phases would be guided by the Vision Plan’s
guiding principles (see Sections 2.3.2, Project Objectives, and Section 2.3.3, Vision Plan
Guiding Principles). The timing and components of each of the near-term phases are
presented in Table 4-8. As presented therein, due to the reduced amount of development
proposed to occur within the California planning area, construction of associated
improvements under Alternative 1 would take less time to implement. As such, the duration
of Phase 1 would be reduced. Phase 2 would involve the same amount and type of
improvements proposed under the Project and would be implemented over the same duration
of time but would be initiated early due to the earlier completion date of Phase 1. Similar to
Phase 1, improvements associated with the Africa planning area would be reduced due to the
lack of required excavation and development of the hillside area and would occur over a
slightly shorter time frame (2 years). Implementation of Phase 3 improvements would be
initiated following completion of Phase 2. Overall, implementation of the near-term
4-44

Focused Recirculated EIR

4.0 Alternatives
improvements would occur between 2020 and 2026 for the purposes of this EIR analysis and
consistent with the Draft Vision Plan.
Table 4-8.
Phase

Alternative 1 Phases 1 - 3: Near-Term Project Components
Project Components
Zoo Entry
• Excavation of outdated utility lines
• Install utility trunk lines at the Zoo entry
• Grade entry corridor at 5 percent slope or less
• Construct a new gift shop, security and first aid center, public programming
space, restaurant, and administration buildings
• Construction main ground tram station
• Expand Sea Life Cliffs exhibit
• Install water collection lines for subsurface cisterns
• Landscaping at entrance (e.g., citrus grove) and around buildings

1

California Planning Area
• Demolish existing buildings (e.g., Children’s Zoo)
• Construct California Condor Rescue Zone
• Install lower terminal for aerial tram and associated infrastructure
• Install new vegetation
Circulation and Parking
• Install signal at the intersection of I-5 and Western Heritage Way
• Demolish Zoo planning trailer in the southern parking lot
• Grading and reconfiguration of Crystal Springs Road
• Repave southern parking lot and paint parking space lines to add 300
additional parking spaces

2

Asia Planning Area
• Demolish existing outdated buildings and exhibits
• Expand elephant exhibit space
• Construct the Asian Forest with lagoon and exhibit island
• Renovate and expand existing animal exhibits and habitats
• Install new underwater viewing for tiger and gharial exhibits and new water
elements
• Grade and construct new pathways with neighboring exhibits (e.g., Nature
Play Park)
• Reconstruct Treetops Visitor Center into restaurant/event center
• Install Splash Area
• Install needed aerial tram infrastructure
Rainforest Planning Area
• Demolish existing Zoopendous Park
• Construct a new Rainforest Interpretive Center
• Construct expanded animal exhibits
• Construct restaurant and restrooms
• Install new vegetation, including dense rainforest trees
Nature Play Park
• Relocate and renovate existing natural play area
• Construct a new restaurant with deck and terrace
• Construct new restrooms

Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
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Table 4-8.

Alternative 1 Phases 1 - 3: Near-Term Project Components (Continued)

Phase

Project Components

3

Africa Planning Area
• Demolish existing outdated buildings and exhibits
• Construct the Africa Visitor Center
• Construct expanded animal exhibits and habitats
• Install a manmade river
• Install aerial tram
Service Areas
• Demolish outdated North America exhibit buildings
• Construct a new service area
• Paint 56 new employee parking spaces

Alternative 1 would involve the same long-term elements proposed under the Project (Table
4-9). These long-term improvements would be initiated following completion of Phase 3
improvements and implemented through Alternative 1’s horizon (2036).
Table 4-9.
Phase

Alternative 1 Phases 4 - 7: Long-term Project Components
Project Components
World Aviary Planning Area
• Renovate the existing aviary to meet ADA requirements
• Construct a new bird rearing complex
• Construct new roads connecting to Rainforest and California

4

Bird Show and Animal Programs
• Renovate the existing amphitheater area with shade structures
• Construct specialized animal care facilities
• Renovate service space behind amphitheater for operations
Service Areas (Condor West)
• Construct two aviaries and one new conservation/classroom building at the
Condor West exhibit
• Create a new animal feed storage and commissary operations structure
• Reconfigure truck access to the construction services area
• Repaint 92 employee parking spaces

5
6

7*

Islands
• Renovate and expand the existing Australia House
• Install new pathways and landscaping
Administration Building
• Construct a new Administration Building
Parking Structure (if needed)
• Excavation and grading
• Construct reduced size parking structure to accommodate reduced visitation
• Install adjacent public park if the parking structure is also constructed

* Phase 7 would only occur if needed to accommodate parking demand from increased visitation. If not required,
Phase 7 would not occur.

Similar to the Project, each phase under Alternative 1 would entail the same stages of
construction, including pre-construction design and permitting; demolition and grading; site
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preparation (including installation of utilities and stormwater infrastructure); construction;
architectural coatings/finishing; and final landscaping. Each phase would also require
temporary relocation of Zoo animals displaced during construction (see Section 2.2.3,
Existing Zoo Operations for the Zoo’s Animal Welfare Best Management Practices). Building
construction, paving, and architectural coating activities would occur within each phase,
sequentially. All construction Best Management Practices proposed or required under the
Project would continue to be implemented under Alternative 1.
Due to the reduced amount of construction proposed under Alternative 1, the amount and
intensity of grading activities would be substantially reduced compared to the Project. Most
notably, Alternative 1 would not involve blasting and extensive cut of soils associated with
Condor Canyon improvements, reducing the anticipated volume of cut and fill material
necessary under Alternative 1 by at least 74,000 cubic yards (cy) (Table 4-10). Similarly, the
maximum depth of ground disturbance would be reduced. All infrastructure improvements
and building construction activities would continue to be implemented as described for the
Project (refer to discussion of Infrastructure Improvements and Building Construction in
Section 2.4.2, Construction Activities).
Table 4-10.

Alternative 1 Grading Estimates by Phase

Phase

Cut (cy)

Fill (cy)

Export/Import (cy)

1

0

0

0

2

0

0

0

3

0

10,000

10,000 (import/stockpile)

4-7

0

38,000

38,000 (import/stockpile)

Grading Total

0

48,000

48,000 (net import)

Potential Impacts to Resources
Aesthetics and Visual Resources
VIS-1:

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

Impacts on scenic resources onsite would decrease under this alternative as a result of
reduced development on visible hillsides and ridgelines in the California and Africa planning
areas. This alternative would not include the ridgetop California Visitor Center and funicular,
the excavation of Condor Canyon, or the hillside animal exhibit spaces and picnic areas on
hillsides in the Africa planning area. Avoiding development in these areas would maintain
existing distant views from trails in Griffith Park such as Condor Trail or Skyline Trail. During
construction, these areas would be retained in their vegetated and undeveloped conditions
with mature native and non-native trees, shrubs, and grasses. No grading or excavation would
occur, avoiding visible geological modifications, and no construction equipment or activities
would be visible within the undeveloped hillsides in both California and Africa planning areas.
As a result, Alternative 1 would reduce the visual impact on public views from Griffith Park
trails. Similar to the Project, however, the Skyline, Condor, and North Trails provide views
Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
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over the Zoo from various locations, but future development within the Zoo’s interior would
not be easily visible due to the dense tree canopy. Therefore, while the visual impact would be
reduced under Alternative 1, the reduction would be slight.
Similar to the Project, Alternative 1 would include taller structures such as the two remaining
proposed visitor centers and the aerial tram, which would extend above the urban forest
canopy within the Zoo, adding structural features not currently visible from surrounding
areas. For example, the Treetops Terrace Visitor Center would reconstruct the iconic spires
that are intended to be highly visible as a wayfinding beacon. These changes would manifest
in the Asia and Africa planning areas. Further, similar to the Project, each phase of
development would involve varying degrees of vegetation removal and replanting. During
construction of a Project phase, vegetation would be modified or removed to clear areas for
new development of animal environment, visitor-serving, and Zoo facility spaces. In this way,
the Project would incrementally and temporarily affect the visual quality of the Zoo’s urban
forest as viewed from scenic vistas. However, replanting and restoration would ensure that
the long-term visual impacts related to the tree canopy and vegetation are avoided.
Similar to the Project, Alternative 1 would not substantially adversely affect scenic vistas or
views from trails in Griffith Park. Despite the addition of several taller structures or features,
such as the reconstructed Treetops Visitor Center and the aerial tram and associated towers,
existing distant views of Griffith Park or urban environment from surrounding trails would
not be substantially altered or intruded into. Proposed structures would blend into the Zoo
topography and urban forest landscape and would not substantially intrude into or interrupt
more distant scenic vistas. Because these scenic vistas are more distant and higher in
elevation than the Zoo, obstruction or interference of views by proposed development would
be minimal, and scenic vistas of distant prominent features would not be substantially
altered. With the reduction in development on undeveloped hillsides and ridgelines,
Alternative 1 would further reduce this impact. Therefore, similar to the Project, Alternative
1 would have a less than significant impact on existing scenic views and vistas.
VIS-2:

Would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations
governing scenic quality?

Impacts under this alternative would reduce potential significant impacts to scenic policy
consistency as compared to the Project. This alternative would substantially avoid
development of the existing undeveloped hillsides within the California and Africa planning
areas, including the ridgetop California Visitor Center and funicular, Condor Canyon, and
hillside exhibit and visitor spaces. Thus, this alternative would substantially reduce the tree
removal and grading activities and associated views of construction equipment and bare
hillsides. Likewise, this alternative would maintain the existing topography and general
circulation system of the existing Zoo. However, similar to the Project, this alternative would
continue to change the existing visual character of the interior of the Zoo, particularly through
substantial short-term vegetation removal and modifications to the urban forest canopy and
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grading, along with long-term transformation of the Zoo’s facilities and layout. Similar to the
proposed Project, MM UF-1 and MM UF-2 would mitigate impacts related to tree removal.
Alternative 1 would substantially reduce impacts on the existing visual character of the area
fronting the Zoo, including the Zoo Drive gateway to Griffith Park. Alternative 1 would likely
reduce the need for parking and, therefore, the size, bulk, and scale of the parking structure
would be reduced or eliminated when compared to the proposed Project, although the exact
size and design are not known at this time. With a reduced-size parking structure (or no
parking structure), these visual changes would be substantially less impactful compared to
the Project. If required and not eliminated, the reduced-size parking structure would be
subject to MM VIS-2 to reduce visibility and screen the parking structure from view from
public roadways, thereby reducing the effect on visual character compared to the Project.
Alternative 1 would install only traffic signals at the Zoo Drive/Western Heritage Way
intersection, rather than the potential roundabout or below-grade crossing analyzed under
the proposed Project. While this alternative would continue to require signalization of the Zoo
Drive/Western Heritage Way intersection and realignment of Crystal Springs Drive, these
roadway improvements would not substantially alter the existing character of this area with
implementation of MM VIS-1, which would ensure roadway design is sensitive to the Griffith
Park setting and designed to maintain the existing character. Therefore, Alternative 1 would
not modify the existing visual character of the Zoo Drive gateway to Griffith Park or detract
from the urban wilderness identity of the park. Further, implementation of the intersection
improvements proposed under Alternative 1 (i.e., traffic signals) would not affect views of the
topography or natural resources across Griffith Park and would be consistent with the
Conservation Element, Framework Element, 1988 Hollywood Community Plan, and Griffith
Park Vision Plan. Therefore, impacts to consistency with applicable zoning and regulations
governing scenic quality would be reduced compared to the Project and less than significant
with mitigation.
VIS-3:

Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare that would
adversely affect daytime or nighttime views in the area?

Similar to the Project, Alternative 1 would result in an increase in the frequency and amount
of lighting produced from the Project site associated with increased special events held at the
Zoo. The Zoo would also remain shielded from direct views from the Griffith Observatory,
Greek Theater, and other nighttime uses within Griffith Park, minimizing potential light
spillover to affect sensitive receptors. However, under Alternative 1, new lighting would not
be introduced to the currently undeveloped hillsides in the California and Africa planning
areas under the Project, which would reduce the overall light generation and potential for
nighttime light visibility.
As Alternative 1 would not involve the development atop undeveloped hillsides within the
Project site, no structures, which may be constructed or designed with reflective surfaces (e.g.,
large windows, polished surfaces), would be visible from trails in the vicinity of the Project
Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
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site in Griffith Park. However, similar to the proposed Project, the glare generated from the
gondolas of the proposed Zoo aerial tram could create a nuisance and distract from the scenic
views of the Los Angeles Basin from these areas. There are no residential or other uses in the
vicinity of the Project site that are considered sensitive to light or glare, and these features
would only be visible in the distance from public trails and viewpoints within Griffith Park.
Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 1 would require implementation of MM VIS-3,
which would require the Zoo utilize aerial tram gondolas that would have matte finishing and
earth tone colors to blend with the landscape and reduce or eliminate glare. In addition, the
measure would require all glass features of the gondolas to utilize non-reflective glass or film
covers to reduce reflectivity. With implementation of this mitigation measure, Alternative 1
impacts from generation of glare would be similar to the Project and less than significant
with mitigation.
Air Quality
AQ-1:

Would the proposed Project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?

Under Alternative 1, emissions from grading, excavation, and building construction activities
would be reduced compared to the Project. The total area of new development within the Zoo
would be reduced by approximately 21 acres primarily atop the hillsides of the California and
Africa planning areas. In particular, Alternative 1 would not include excavation and
construction of Condor Canyon, which would substantially reduce construction emissions
from heavy equipment and potentially blasting, including diesel emissions and fugitive dust.
Alternative 1 would also either eliminate or substantially reduce the size of the proposed
parking structure, further reducing construction emissions. As a result, construction
emissions for CO, VOCs, NOx, particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), and SOx would be reduced
compared to the proposed Project. While emissions would be reduced under Alternative 1,
MM AQ-1, which would require that all diesel-powered construction equipment with engines
greater than 50 horsepower (hp) shall meet, at a minimum, Tier 4 Final emissions standards,
would still be required to reduce NOx emissions from off-road equipment during construction
to less than significant levels. Further, similar to the Project, construction activities associated
with Alternative 1 would not introduce population or employment growth to the SCAG region
and would have no significant impact related to underlying assumptions factored into the
AQMP inventories. The mitigated emissions would not have the potential to conflict with or
obstruct implementation of the 2016 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) by exacerbating
air quality violations or delaying attainment of the air quality standards.
Operation of Alternative 1 would result in reduced vehicle trips and VMT associated with
reduced annual visitation and new jobs when compared to the Project. The projected
reduction in VMT would reduce air pollutant emissions as compared to the proposed Project.
In particular, Alternative 1 would have the potential to reduce visitor and employee VMT by
an estimated 15.8 percent less than projected VMT levels under the proposed Project (see
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also, Transportation for Alternative 1 below). Similar to the Project, the incremental change
in operational emissions with implementation of long-term improvements would not exceed
any applicable SCAQMD mass daily threshold of significance. Operation of Alternative 1
would not have the potential to exacerbate air quality violations in the SCAB or possibly delay
attainment of the air quality standards as set forth in the 2016 AQMP. Furthermore, operation
of Alternative 1 implementation would not conflict with land use policies promulgated by
SCAQMD and SCAG, similar to the Project.
Similar to the Project, Alternative 1 would not generate construction or operation emissions
that exceed regional thresholds and would not conflict with or obstruct the AQMP or other
applicable air quality plan. Therefore, Alternative 1 impacts would be similar to the Project
and less than significant with mitigation.
AQ-2:

Would the proposed Project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase
of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under
an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard?

Although Alternative 1 would generate reduced construction emissions as compared to the
proposed Project, without mitigation this alternative would generate emissions of NOX, an O3
precursor, in excess of the applicable SCAQMD regional mass daily threshold. Similar to the
proposed Project, mitigated emissions of pollutants generated by construction activities
would not generate emissions of pollutants exceeding project-level significance thresholds.
Implementation of MM AQ-1 would ensure that maximum daily NOx emissions generated
by construction of the proposed Project would not result in a significant increase in emissions
of O3 precursors or particulate matter at either the regional or local assessment scale.
Therefore, impacts related to cumulatively considerable net increases in nonattainment
pollutants would be less than significant with mitigation, similar to the Project.
Although operation of Alternative 1 would increase VMT and corresponding emissions, as
well as emissions from sources located on the Project site over existing conditions, the
reduced scope of this alternative would result in reduced operational emissions compared to
the Project. The incremental increases in daily air pollutant emissions during all stages of
operations throughout Alternative 1 improvements would remain below applicable SCAQMD
mass daily thresholds of significance. In accordance with SCAQMD guidance, operational
emissions of O3 precursors and particulate matter would be below project-level thresholds
and would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutants for
which Los Angeles County is currently designated in nonattainment. Therefore, operational
impacts on air quality related to cumulatively considerable emissions of nonattainment
pollutants would be less than the Project and less than significant.
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AQ-3:

Would the proposed Project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

The sensitive receptors with the greatest susceptibility to air quality impacts from
implementation of Alternative 1 would be visitors and employees of the Zoo, as well as
receptors at the Zoo Magnet Center located in the southern parking lot on the Project site.
There are no residential receptors in the Zoo vicinity. Similar to the proposed Project, sources
of pollutant emissions involved in construction activities under Alternative 1 would at times
be near Zoo visitors and employees, as Zoo would operate throughout implementation of the
Vision Plan. Alternative 1 components that would be implemented in the immediate vicinity
of the Zoo Magnet Center are the circulation and parking improvements and Zoo Entry
renovation in Phase 1. Due to the slight decrease in the duration and extent of construction
activities under Alternative 1, this alternative would generate slightly less toxic air
contaminants (TACs) that would affect nearby sensitive receptors. Similar to the proposed
Project, at no time during construction of Alternative 1 would maximum daily emissions from
sources located on the site meet or exceed applicable localized significance thresholds (LST)
screening values (refer to Section 3.2, Air Quality). Furthermore, implementation of MM
AQ-1 would substantially reduce onsite emissions of NOX and diesel particulate matter from
off-road equipment by requiring the use of construction equipment that meets Tier 4 Final
emissions standards. Implementation of MM AQ-1 and compliance with SCAQMD BMPs
would ensure that Alternative 1 construction would not expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations. Further, construction activities would be conducted in
accordance with the California Code of Regulations related to lead and asbestos exposure in
the event that materials potentially containing these contaminants are encountered during
demolition or renovation activities. Therefore, Alternative 1 impacts related to sensitive
receptor exposure to construction emissions would be less than the Project and less than
significant with mitigation.
After construction associated with each phase of Alternative 1 is complete and the heavy
equipment is removed from the Project site, the operational emissions sources on the Project
site would be similar to existing conditions. There would be no substantial stationary source
of air pollutant emissions associated with operation of Alternative 1. Minor increases in
landscaped and building areas would primarily produce incremental increases in VOC, NOX,
and CO emissions from maintenance sources and consumer products that would be spread
throughout the 142-acre Project site. Operation of Alternative 1 would not result in a land use
change or alteration to the site that would place sensitive receptors in closer proximity to
substantial sources of air pollutant emissions. As previously described, the reduced
development footprint under Alternative 1 would significantly reduce visitor and employee
VMT and associated air pollutant emissions as compared to the projected VMT under the
proposed Project. Therefore, operational impacts related to exposure of sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations would be similar to the Project and less than significant.
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Air pollutant emissions generated by construction may also be disruptive to Zoo animals.
Captive animal species may have a unique sensitivity to the air quality setting of an urban
environment. The Zoo is dedicated to the health and welfare of all its animals. Zookeepers
and animal caretakers are trained in the monitoring of the Zoo’s animals and implement
measures appropriate for each individual species to ensure their safety and welfare in
accordance with the AZA accreditation and the Animal Welfare Act (AWA), which governs
the care, handling, and transport of zoo animals. As the Zoo has done in the past during
construction of prior improvements, measures to protect these animals may include their
temporary relocation away from construction activities, closure of exhibits, or even the
transfer of animals to other zoos. Similar to the proposed Project, accommodations specific
to each animal would be developed during the planning process for each phase and details
would be included in final construction plans. With continued management of each species
of animal exhibited or rehabilitated at the Zoo and required compliance with the AWA, there
would be no adverse effects on Zoo animals from air pollutant emissions generated during
construction of Alternative 1.
AQ-4:

Would the proposed Project result in other emissions (such as those leading to
odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of people?

Similar to the Project, Alternative 1 would result in similar temporary, construction-related
odors as those described for the proposed Project; however, the duration of exposure to these
odors would be slightly reduced. Therefore, air quality impacts related to construction odors
and dust would be less than the Project and less than significant.
As described for the proposed Project, operational odors under this alternative would be
associated with animal habitats. Due to the reduced scope of expansion of animal exhibits
and enclosures, Alternative 1 implementation would generate an incrementally reduced
source of odors as compared to the proposed Project. The Zoo would continue to engage in
composting for green waste and herbivore animal wastes in Griffith Park. Similar to the
proposed Project, Alternative 1 implementation would not place sensitive receptors in closer
proximity to sources of odors or other emissions that could create nuisance conditions.
Therefore, impacts related to other emissions would be similar to the Project and less than
significant.
Biological Resources
BIO-1:

Would the Project result in the loss of individuals, or the reduction of existing
habitat, of a state or federal listed endangered, threatened, rare, protected, or
candidate species, or a Species of Special Concern or federally listed critical
habitat?

Alternative 1 would substantially reduce impacts on biological resources compared to the
Project. This alternative would avoid development of sensitive biological resources in the
undeveloped hillsides within 21 acres of the proposed California and Africa planning areas.
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Thus, this alternative would substantially reduce required onsite construction grading and
disturbance compared to the Project. Alternative 1 would protect up to 21 acres of native
vegetation communities with sensitive plant species and hundreds of native and non-native
trees. Reduced development in the California planning area would minimize impacts on
laurel sumac shrubland, Nevin’s Barberry, and City-protected oaks that would occur under
the Project. Elimination of the Africa planning area would substantially reduce impacts to
coast live oak woodland and Southern California black walnut trees in this area as compared
to the proposed Project. However, similar to the Project, construction under Alternative 1
could result in indirect impacts on special-status wildlife species associated with noise and
light. These species could abandon habitats and move into adjacent areas in the vicinity (e.g.,
Griffith Park), increasing competition for available resources in those areas. This could result
in indirect impacts to and the loss of additional special-status wildlife species outside of the
Project site, including sensitive species that may not be able to survive with increased
competition.
Since Alternative 1 would still construct new development within undeveloped areas at the
base of the hillsides, Alternative 1 would require implementation of MM BIO-1 through MM
BIO-4 to reduce impacts to special-status plant species and protected biological resources.
These measures would require protection or restoration of native plant communities and
special-status species to the maximum extent feasible through pre-construction surveys,
fencing, capture, relocation, and replanting. Further, with implementation of MM BIO-2
and MM WF-1, adverse impacts to biological resources as a result of installation and
maintenance of vegetation clearance from fuel breaks would be reduced through maximum
avoidance of native vegetation and appropriate restoration offsite. Alternative 1 would have
substantially fewer impacts on biological resources, and implementation of these measures
would ensure impacts are less than significant with mitigation.
BIO-2:

Would the proposed Project interfere substantially with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife
nursery sites?

By avoiding development of hillsides that contain sensitive biological resources, Alternative 1
would protect approximately 19.8 acres of laurel sumac shrubland and adjacent
eucalyptus/mixed woodland within the California planning area, as compared to 3 acres of
undeveloped area under the proposed Project. Alternative 1 would preserve an additional 5.6
acres of undeveloped open space within the Africa planning area, including vegetation
communities such as coast live oak woodlands, non-native grassland, and adjacent
eucalyptus/mixed woodlands. Protection of these vegetation communities would
substantially retain habitat connectivity within the Zoo and adjacent natural habitats in
Griffith Park and the Los Angeles River, as compared to the Project. Implementation of
mitigation measures as described under Section 3.4, Biological Resources, would further
reduce potential impacts to sensitive and protected species and natural habitats onsite.
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Implementation of MM BIO-1, MM BIO-2, MM BIO-4, and MM BIO-5 would require the
implementation of construction BMPs and a Worker Environmental Awareness Program
(WEAP) to reduce construction-related impacts on special-status bird species to the
maximum extent feasible. These measures would delineate vegetation communities and area
of disturbance associated with proposed development plans by phase and preserve or replace
affected vegetation communities and sensitive species at appropriate ratios. Implementation
of MM UF-1, requiring preservation, relocation, or replacement of native tree species onsite
or at an appropriate offsite location within Griffith Park, and MM UF-2, requiring the Zoo
implement a tree and urban canopy restoration plan, would also serve to reduce impacts
associated with the loss of roosting habitat by ensuring suitable roosting habitat is retained
onsite or created or improved offsite through planting of native trees. Therefore, impacts to
Impacts to wildlife movement would be less than the Project and less than significant with
mitigation.
BIO-3:

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

Alternative 1 would substantially reduce impacts to native vegetation communities and native
trees due to the reduced scope of development, primarily on the undeveloped hillsides within
the Zoo. However, development at the base of the hillsides would still result in the disturbance
or removal of several protected tree species. Disturbance, alteration, or removal of trees
would result in the loss or damage of locally protected plant species within coast live oak
woodland and laurel sumac shrubland communities, which are known to support some native
tree and shrub species that are locally designated for protection under the LAMC. While
Alternative 1 would avoid development within the California hillsides, Alternative 1 may
require the removal of the two Southern California black walnut trees in the mixed eucalyptus
woodland in the Nature Play Park adjacent to existing facilities within the California planning
area, similar to the Project. Several small coast live oak and larger western sycamores, planted
as landscape trees within Zoo parking lots, Zoo entry, and along Western Heritage Way, may
be impacted by parking lot and Western Heritage Way/Crystal Springs Road realignment and
design, and Zoo entry redevelopment. In addition, realignment of Western Heritage
Way/Crystal Springs Road could also result in the potential loss of some small specimen oaks
and sycamore trees along its alignment behind the Zoo Magnet Center and Zoo storage areas.
These trees and shrubs are protected and regulated under the existing City Tree Preservation
Ordinance and Protected Tree Code Amendment.
As with the proposed Project, implementation of MM UF-1, requiring preservation,
relocation, or replacement of protected native tree and shrub species onsite or at an
appropriate offsite location within Griffith Park, and MM UF-2, requiring the Zoo implement
a tree and urban canopy restoration plan, would serve to reduce impacts associated with the
loss of protected native trees and shrubs. Alternative 1 would have less impact on protected
trees, and implementation of these measures would ensure impacts to native trees and shrubs
would be less than significant with mitigation.
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Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources
CUL-1:

Would the project Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5?

Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 1 would involve phased redevelopment of the
majority of the Zoo, including demolition of some structures dating from the 1960s, such as
the World Aviary exhibit. However, most original 1966 buildings are highly altered, including
the Treetops Terrace. Therefore, the Zoo no longer represents mid-20th century zoological
design or the original vision of noted architectural firm Charles Luckman Associates. In
particular, the Zoo no longer retains the two strongest architectural statements made by
Luckman in his original design: the main entrance and the Theme Building/Treetops Terrace.
The main entrance was demolished in 2005 and replaced with the existing Entry Plaza,
including a contemporary-looking entrance gate and marquee, and a Mediterranean-inspired
shopping street called International Marketplace. Treetops Terrace originally featured twin
105-foot hexagonal spires that served as a beacon and wayfinding feature visible throughout
the Zoo. However, its twin spires were removed around 2000, effectively negating this
function and the building’s roof canopy was cut back on the east side to accommodate the
adjacent carousel in 2011. Most redevelopment under Alternative 1 would involve the
demolition of structures dating from the 1990s to the 2000s, when modifications to the Zoo’s
physical campus accelerated for implementation of the Zoo’s 1992 and 1998 master plans.
As described in Section 3.4, Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources, the Zoo is not listed as
a historical resource, either as a district or as individual resources within the Zoo, in the
NRHP or CRHR. Although Griffith Park is listed on the CRHR and has been identified as a
designated Los Angeles Historical-Cultural monument, the Zoo was determined to be a noncontributing component and was built after the significance period for Griffith Park.
Therefore, the Zoo does not represent the same historical merit as Griffith Park.
The historical resources assessment prepared for the proposed Project concluded the Zoo is
not eligible for historic listing or designation at federal, state, or local level and no buildings,
structures, or other features of the Zoo were found individually eligible for historic listing or
designation (refer to Section 3.4, Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources; see Appendix G).
Due to previous renovations and expansion of facilities within the Project site, potentially
historic structures no longer retain historical integrity or overarching uniform character. The
Project site does not contain any historical resources as defined by CEQA, and therefore there
is no potential for impacts on historical resources as a result of Alternative 1, similar to the
Project. Therefore, Alternative 1 impacts to historic resources would be less than significant.
CUL-2:

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5?

No previously recorded archaeological sites occur on the Project site and intensive pedestrian
ground surface survey conducted for the Project recorded no archaeological resources or
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unique geographical features (Appendix F). Therefore, the potential for prehistoric resources
is low in areas formerly developed as part of the original Zoo construction and on slopes over
20 percent.
With a low potential for disturbance to archeological resources, Alternative 1 impacts to
cultural and tribal cultural resources would be only slightly reduced, as the reduction in 21
acres of development would decrease potential for incidental discovery and impacts. Grading,
excavation, and earth moving activities would still occur on the Zoo’s previously developed
interior and at the base of the undeveloped hillsides. Similar to the Project, excavation depths
would range from surficial grading to approximately 30 feet below ground surface (bgs) for
building foundations and structural footings. Most of the developed areas of the Zoo overlie
artificial fill that was previously graded and disturbed for installation of utilities and
construction of walkways during original Zoo construction in 1966. Consequently, these
interior developed areas of the Zoo are highly unlikely to contain any intact, previously
undisturbed cultural resources.
While highly unlikely, there is a potential for Alternative 1 improvements to impact unknown
cultural resources. Similar to the Project, Alternative 1 would implement MM CUL-1 prior
to ground disturbance for each phase to ensure that, in the unlikely event isolated unknown
prehistoric and historic-period archaeological resources are encountered during construction
activities, appropriate action would be taken to prevent adverse impacts. In the unlikely event
that previously unidentified archaeological resources are discovered during Alternative 1
construction, any inadvertently discovered resources would be protected and curated,
through implementation of MM CUL-2. Therefore, Alternative 1 impacts to potential
prehistoric resources would be similar to the Project and less than significant with
mitigation.
CUL-3:

Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred
outsides of formal cemeteries?

As described in Section 3.4, Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources, the majority of the
Project site has previously been developed/disturbed during construction of the Zoo, and
undeveloped hillsides are unlikely to have supported prehistoric activity or occupation.
Additionally, Alternative 1 would substantially limit development to the presently
undeveloped areas of the Project site. Therefore, the possibility of discovering human remains
during construction of Alternative 1 is reduced as compared to the proposed Project, and very
low. If, however, in the unlikely event that previously unidentified human remains are
discovered, further disturbances and construction activities shall stop in any area or nearby
area suspected to overlie remains in accordance with State Health and Safety Code Section
7050.5, and the Los Angeles County Coroner would be contacted in accordance with Title 14,
CCR, Section 15064.5(e). Pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98, if the coroner determines that
the human remains are of Native American origin, the NAHC would be notified.
Arrangements for the human remains would be made, and further provisions of PRC Section
5097.98 are to be followed as applicable. Further, implementation of MM CUL-3 would
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ensure the protection and curation of any inadvertently discovered. Therefore, Alternative 1
impacts would be similar to the Project and less than significant with mitigation.
CUL-4:

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

As described in Section 3.4, Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources, there are no known
cultural resources that are eligible for listing in the CRHR or in a local register within the
Project site or that may be adversely affected by Alternative 1 implementation. However,
consultation with Native American tribal representatives conducted for the proposed Project
determined there is potential for impacts to tribal cultural resources, including buried
resources and cultural landscapes associated with the village of Cahuenga located west of
Griffith Park and the rancheria of Maugna located in the vicinity of Griffith Park. Due to
previous ground disturbance and development within the interior of the Project site and
limited proposed development along undeveloped areas such as the base of the California
hillside, there is little potential for the discovery of unknown buried tribal cultural resources
during construction activities. However, the potential exists for Alternative 1 to result in the
discovery, alteration, removal, or destruction of tribal cultural resources, including objects,
sites, or features with value to a California Native American tribe. With implementation of
MM CUL-4 through MM CUL-7, requiring the monitoring of all construction activities by
an appropriate Native American representative and the management of resources in the
unlikely event that such resources are uncovered, Alternative 1 impacts would be similar to
the Project and less than significant with mitigation.
Energy
EN-1:

Would the project result in potentially significant environmental impact due to
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources during
project construction or operation?

The total development footprint under Alternative 1 would be reduced by approximately 21
acres from the total development footprint under the proposed Project. Due to the reduction
in the duration and scale of construction activities under Alternative 1, temporary,
construction-related energy impacts would be reduced below those described for the
proposed Project (refer to Impact EN-1 in Section 3.5, Energy).
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Due to the reduction of 21 acres and elimination of the California Visitor Center under
Alternative 1, long-term operational energy impacts would be reduced relative to the
proposed Project. Alternative 1 may result in reduced overall energy demand, including
electricity, natural gas, and transportation as compared to the proposed Project (see the
Greenhouse Gas Emissions discussion). This alternative would also incorporate similar
energy efficiency measures into the design of the buildings and service systems, as all new
and redevelopment activities would be subject to the provisions of the LA Green Building
Code, LEED Silver design standards and best management practices, and LA’s Green New
Deal (Sustainable City pLAn 2019) pertaining to energy efficiency for non-residential
buildings. Additionally, all new structures with rooftop area greater than 250 sf would be
considered for the feasibility of solar panel installations, similar to the Project. Therefore,
similar to the Project, Alternative 1 would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy sources and the impact would be less than significant.
EN-2:

Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable
energy or energy efficiency?

Similar to the Project, Alternative 1 would be designed to comply with the Los Angeles Green
Building Code. Under this alternative, reduced development would include sustainability
features, such as a solar PV system. Green building elements would also increase energy
efficiency by meeting LEED Silver standards of design or better and through the use of
reduced-flow plumbing fixtures and energy-efficient appliances, solar PV systems, LED
traffic lighting systems, stormwater reuse, use of recycled water onsite, and implementation
of TDM plan for VMT reductions (refer to MM T-2 in Section 3.15, Transportation). As
discussed for the proposed Project in Section 3.5, Energy and Section 3.11, Land Use and
Planning, Alternative 1 would be consistent with local, regional, and state goals and policies
related to energy efficiency and would not result in wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary
consumption of energy. Therefore, as with the proposed Project, impacts on energy under
Alternative 1 would be less than significant.
Urban Forestry Resources
UF-1:

Would the project conflict with the provision of an adopted local tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

As described under Biological Resources for Alternative 1 above, this alternative would
minimize the direct removal, trimming, limbing, or root cuts of native and nonnative trees by
substantially avoiding development of undeveloped hillsides within the proposed California
and Africa planning areas. New development within the California planning area would be
limited to the base of the California hillside, directly adjacent to existing development.
Alternative 1 would protect 22 Southern California black walnut trees, 113 coast live oak trees,
15 toyon, and 21 elderberry shrubs that would be potentially removed or impacted within the
Africa planning area under the proposed Project. An additional 7 coast live oak trees, 4 toyon,
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and 15 elderberries would be protected within the California planning area. Due to the
reduced development footprint under Alternative 1, dozens of additional trees considered
important to the urban canopy provided by existing Zoo landscaping, such as Moreton Bay
figs, coral, acacia, sycamore, scrub oak, and maple trees, would also be protected under
Alternative 1. Therefore, impacts to protected trees within the Zoo would be substantially
reduced as compared to the proposed Project. Alternative 1 would also maintain substantial
numbers of non-native trees, including eucalyptus and pines, which contribute to the urban
forest canopy but have drawbacks including safety risks. Unlike the Project, restoration and
replanting of the hillsides in the California and Africa planning areas with native vegetation
and important ornamental tree species as part of a comprehensive landscape plan would not
occur, forgoing an opportunity for a richer, more well-maintained urban forest.
Similar to the proposed Project, several small coast live oak and larger western sycamores,
planted as landscape trees within Zoo parking lots, Zoo entry, and along Western Heritage
Way, may be impacted by improvements to the southern parking lot, installation of the
reduced-size parking structure (if needed) in the northern parking lot, Western Heritage
Way/Crystal Springs Road realignment and design, and Zoo Entry redevelopment. In
addition, realignment of Western Heritage Way/Crystal Springs Road could also result in the
loss of some small specimen oaks and sycamore trees along its alignment behind the Zoo
Magnet Center and Zoo storage areas.
Similar to the proposed Project, impacts to trees would occur incrementally and overlap with
replanting/landscaping and regrowth, as Alternative 1 implementation would occur
incrementally over seven phases. Alternative 1 would similarly implement MM UF-1
requiring replacement of removed protected and important trees at a minimum 4:1 ratio as
indicated by the City’s proposed Tree Preservation Ordinance amendment (4:1 for oak trees
less than 12 inches diameter at breast height [dbh]; 5:1 for oaks trees between 12 to 24 inches
dbh; and 10:1 for oak trees greater than 24 inches dbh), notification of large-scale tree
removal, acquisition of a necessary tree removal permit(s), and application of City tree
removal procedures. Since significant trees impacted during Alternative 1 implementation
would be protected, relocated, or replaced consistent with applicable City tree protection
policies. With an overall reduction in the number of significant trees affected compared to the
Project, Alternative 1 would have less impact on trees and impacts would be less than
significant with mitigation.
UF-2:

Would the project result in the loss or alteration to the Los Angeles urban
forest?

Alternative 1 would protect hundreds of trees and shrubs, primarily within the California and
Africa planning areas, due to the reduced development footprint within these undeveloped
hillsides as compared to the proposed Project. In particular, Alternative 1 would protect a
total of 142 native trees and 85 native shrubs protected under the City’s existing Tree
Preservation Ordinance and proposed Protected Tree Code Amendment. While less severe
than the proposed Project, Alternative 1 would continue to require extensive redevelopment
4-60
Focused Recirculated EIR

4.0 Alternatives
within the Zoo and along roadway and parking improvements fronting the Zoo that would
remove hundreds of trees that comprise the urban forest. Similar to the proposed Project,
Alternative 1 would include installation of new landscaping, including extensive tree planting,
following removal or disturbance of trees within the City’s and Zoo’s urban forest canopy for
proposed development. Additionally, Zoo botanical collections and gardens would be
protected and enhanced, similar to the proposed Project. Since no landscaping plan has been
prepared for Alternative 1 that would demonstrate a recovery or enhancement of the Zoo’s
urban forest, Alternative 1 would similarly require implementation of MM UF-2, requiring
preparation of a detailed landscape plan as part of each proposed phase. As a result, each
phase would be landscaped, irrigated, and maintained with a diverse mix of tree species that
would individually and cumulatively provide significant urban forest value and restore and
enhance urban forest values lost through construction. With implementation of this measure,
Alternative 1 would ensure recovery or even enhancement of the Zoo’s, and the City’s urban
forest such that a net loss of urban forestry resources would not occur. While the area of
impact to urban forests under Alternative 1 would be lessened compared to the Project,
impacts would similarly be less than significant with mitigation.
Geology and Soils
GEO-1:

Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known
earth fault or strong seismic ground shaking?

As described in Section 3.7, Geology and Soils, the Project site is located within seismically
active region of Southern California and would potentially be exposed to moderate to strong
seismic ground shaking in the event of an earthquake on a nearby fault (e.g., Hollywood Fault,
Verdugo Fault, Raymond Fault). A strong earthquake could result in substantial damage to
older existing structures and infrastructure and put visitors and employees in danger from
ground shaking and structural damage/collapse. Similar to the proposed Project, all new
structures constructed at the Zoo under Alternative 1 would be required to adhere to the most
current building standards of the LAMC and Los Angeles Building Code, which adopts CBC
standards by reference with local amendments. Alternative 1 would upgrade and/replace
older buildings within the Zoo that do not meet current Los Angeles Building Code and CBC
building standards and may present a hazard to public safety during an earthquake. In
addition, the City is required to prepare and submit a site-specific geotechnical report for
review and approval by the Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety (LADBS) prior to
the issuance of a grading or a building permit. Alternative 1 would facilitate the construction
of new buildings that meet the most current and stringent seismic requirements, thus
reducing the level of risk within each planning area and at the Zoo as a whole, compared to
existing conditions. Therefore, compliance with the Los Angeles Building Code, CBC, and
adherence to the design recommendations detailed in site-specific geotechnical studies would
reduce Alternative 1 impacts related to seismic ground shaking to less than significant,
similar to the proposed Project.
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GEO-2:

Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving seismic‐related
ground failure, including liquefaction?

As described in Section 3.7, Geology and Soils, geologic hazards, including liquefaction
hazards, within the Project site are dependent upon the type of foundation, the structural
design of the building, and the as-graded compaction and stability of the soil on which a
structure is built. Alternative 1 would facilitate upgrades and replacement of older buildings
throughout the Zoo that do not meet current Los Angeles Building Code and CBC building
standards and may present a geologic hazard to public safety. Similar to the Project,
Alternative 1 would involve the construction of new multi-story buildings (e.g., Africa Visitor
Center), some with subterranean structures (e.g., Treetops Visitor Center kitchen). To
address geologic hazards, all new structures constructed in the Zoo would be required to
adhere to the most current and stringent seismic requirements building standards of the
LAMC and Los Angeles Building Code, which adopts CBC standards by reference with local
amendments. Adherence to the LAMC and Los Angeles Building Code requirements would
ensure the maximum practicable protection available for all structures constructed within the
Project site. The site-specific geotechnical report required for review and approval by the
LADBS would identify additional design requirements for structures and foundations to
maintain structural integrity to the maximum extent feasible. With MM GEO-1 to ensure
geotechnical investigations are completed for each phase of Alternative 1 development and
that engineering techniques and technologies are integrated into final Zoo development
plans, impacts related to ground failure would be the same as the proposed Project and less
than significant with mitigation.
GEO-3:

Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides?

The 2019 geotechnical investigation prepared for the Project concluded that the Project site
is not located in an area considered susceptible to large-scale landslides (refer to Section 3.7,
Geology and Soils; see Appendix J). However, some slopes along the western and northern
portions of the site were observed to expose weathered and fractured bedrock and may be
subject to small to moderate-sized rockfalls. Alternative 1 would substantially avoid new
development within the California and Africa planning areas, which are located on and
adjacent to these exposed rock slopes. In particular, Alternative 1 would avoid excavation for
the Condor Canyon and other ground-disturbing construction techniques that would produce
vibrations (e.g., jackhammering, drilling, blasting, and pile installation) within the California
and Africa planning areas. However, new development under Alternative 1 would still occur
at the base of the California planning area hillside directly adjacent to existing developments.
Therefore, while substantially reduced, the potential for damage associated with landslides
would remain. Per MM GEO-1, these slopes would be observed, mapped, and further
evaluated for Alternative 1 components proposed adjacent to exposed rock slopes or if cuts
slopes are planned in bedrock areas (e.g., California planning area). Therefore, Alternative 1
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impacts related to landslide risks would be similar to the Project and less than significant
with mitigation.
GEO-4:

Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Alternative 1 construction would result in reduced impacts to soil erosion and loss of topsoil
due to the substantial avoidance of new development within presently undeveloped areas of
the Zoo campus. Alternative 1 would develop 3 acres of undeveloped areas with native topsoils
as compared to the approximately 22 acres proposed under the Project. However, Alternative
1 implementation would still result in the limited potential for erosion due to excavation
activities during construction, similar to the Project. Excavation activities for construction of
Treetops Visitor Center subterranean kitchen and Zoo aerial tram and installation of the
stormwater collection system would disturb and loosen soils, resulting in the potential for
erosion, especially during rain events. As with the proposed Project, Alternative 1
implementation would require preparation of a Storm Water Pollution Protection Plan
(SWPPP) to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) stormwater
permit from the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) in accordance with the
federal Clean Water Act. All Alternative 1 components would be required to comply with all
BMPs identified within the SWPPP and the City’s Stormwater and Urban Runoff Pollution
Control Ordinance (Chapter VI Article 4.4 of the LAMC) to address soil erosion and control
the discharge of pollutants, including sediment, into the local surface water drainages. With
adherence to existing state and local regulations that address soil erosion, Alternative 1
impacts potentially resulting from erosion or loss of topsoil would be similar to the Project
and less than significant.
GEO-5:

Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or that
would become unstable as a result of the project and potentially result in an
onsite or offsite landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or
collapse?

During Alternative 1 construction phases, excavation for the Treetop Visitor Center’s
subterranean kitchen, the aerial tram foundations, and the stormwater collection system may
loosen exposed soils or slopes, potentially causing instability within the excavation site or
compromised stability for adjacent properties. Similar to the proposed Project, adequate
sloping or shoring of soils would be necessary to provide structural support for neighboring
buildings to prevent soil collapse during excavation. All excavation activities associated with
Alternative 1 would be required to adhere to mandatory regulations set forth by the California
Division of Occupational Safety and Health (CalOSHA) to ensure the safety of construction
workers during excavation, and the Los Angeles Building Code, and CBC to ensure stable
excavations and cut or fill slopes.
Alternative 1 would upgrade and replace outdated facilities at the Zoo that do not meet current
Los Angeles Building Code and CBC building standards and may present a hazard to public
safety during an earthquake. All new structures under Alternative 1 would be constructed to
Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
City of Los Angeles

4-63

4.0. Alternatives
meet the most current and stringent building safety requirements, thus reducing the level of
risk on a site and within the Zoo as a whole, compared to existing conditions. Therefore,
compliance with the Los Angeles Building Code, CBC, and adherence to the design
recommendations detailed in site-specific geotechnical studies would address potential
impacts related to unstable soils.
Similar to the proposed Project, groundwater dewatering may be necessary for construction
of subterranean structures, such as the Treetops Visitor Center subterranean kitchen and the
stormwater collection system. In cases where there is a high or perched groundwater table
where the floor of subterranean structure encounters the groundwater table, ongoing
groundwater dewatering may be necessary to prevent the percolation or inflow of
groundwater into excavation pits and future basement levels. If the dewatering of
groundwater is necessary, a dewatering permit from the RWQCB would be obtained (refer to
Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality).
Additionally, the site-specific geotechnical report for each phase of development would
evaluate site-specific geotechnical hazards and soil stability and would be required to identify
building design requirements to ensure soil stability to the maximum extent feasible. The
geotechnical report would also be required to identify known historic groundwater levels
onsite and identify measures to address groundwater impacts such as dewatering during
construction as needed to protect against water contact and to minimize the seeping of water
into the subterranean structure. All recommendations and design features in the geotechnical
report are required to be incorporated into the building design for Alternative 1 components,
similar to the Project. With MM GEO-1, these required geotechnical investigations would be
completed for each phase of Alternative 1 development and engineering techniques and
technologies would be integrated into final Zoo development plans. Implementation of MM
GEO-1 would ensure impacts are similar to the Project and less than significant with
mitigation.
GEO-6:

Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?

As described in Section 3.7, Geology and Soils, there are two sedimentary units beneath the
Project site with Moderate to High potential to contain significant paleontological resources,
specifically within the Africa planning area. Implementation of Alternative 1 would reduce
impacts to paleontological resources as this alternative would substantially avoid
development of the existing undeveloped hillsides within the proposed Africa and California
planning areas. While highly unlikely, the potential remains for construction under
Alternative 1 to encounter and impact significant paleontological resources, similar to the
Project. Therefore, Alternative 1 would implement MM GEO-2 and MM GEO-3, which
would include monitoring of ground disturbing activities for discovery of fossil specimens as
well as subsequent collection, preparation, and permanent deposition in a designated
repository of fossil specimens. These actions would preserve paleontological resources that
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would otherwise be permanently lost and, similar to the Project would reduce Alternative 1
impacts to less than significant with mitigation.
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
GHG-1:

Would the Project generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirection, that
may have a significant impact on the environment? Would the proposed
Project conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

GHG emissions would be reduced under this alternative, as new development would be
reduced by 21 acres when compared to the proposed Project. With less development, grading
and excavation required for building construction would be lessened under this alternative,
which would decrease emissions from heavy construction equipment. This alternative would
also reduce anticipated growth by approximately 15.8 percent, with corresponding reductions
in vehicle trips and VMT, which generate mobile-sourced GHG emissions. Alternative 1 would
also result in a decrease in emissions generated onsite from Zoo operations, as energy, water,
and other utilities would not be needed for the California Visitor Center and funicular and
exhibit spaces that would not be built in the California and Africa planning areas.
Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 1 would contribute to the expansion of renewable
energy infrastructure by installing 70,000 square feet of rooftop solar panels, in addition to
the separate LADWP project that would provide up to 163,000 square feet of solar panel
coverage in the Zoo’s northern parking lot. Additionally, similar to the Project, Alternative 1
would provide high-efficiency lighting and amenities throughout the Zoo property and in the
parking lots and parking structure. Similar to the Project, these components of Alternative 1
would reduce operational GHG emissions compared to business-as-usual. Alternative 1 would
not conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing
GHG emissions. implementation would not interfere with any statewide or regional initiatives
to reduce GHG emissions associated with the energy production sector. This impact would be
less than the proposed Project and less than significant. Though not directly required to
reduce impacts associated with GHG emissions, MM UF-1, MM UF-2, MM HYD-2, MM
T-2, MMT-3, and MM UT-1 would result in further reductions in overall GHG emissions
generated by Alternative 1 and/or consistency with applicable plans, policies, and regulations
adopted with the intent of reducing GHG emissions.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
HAZ-1:

Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

Under Alternative 1, impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials would be similar to
the proposed Project. Similar to the proposed Project, construction for Alternative 1
implementation would require transportation, use, storage, and disposal of small quantities
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of commercially available hazardous materials, which would be handled in compliance with
federal, state, and local regulations pertaining to their transport, use, or disposal. As such, the
potential for hazardous materials release would be limited to disturbance of contaminated
soil during ground-disturbing activities and accidental spill of chemicals, petroleum, oils, and
lubricants within the construction staging areas on the Project site or transportation routes.
However, due to the reduction in extent and duration of construction activities, construction
of Alternative 1 would result in reduced potential for hazardous materials spills or exposure.
Compliance with federal, state, and local regulations related to the safe transportation of
hazardous materials as well as oversight by the appropriate federal, state, and local agencies
would minimize the risk of hazardous materials exposure during transport, similar to the
Project. Additionally, ACM, LBP, contaminated soils, or other hazardous material
encountered during demolition or construction activities would be handled and disposed of
in compliance with all pertinent federal, state, and local regulations for the handling of such
waste. Therefore, construction associated with Alternative 1 implementation would result in
less than significant impacts with regard to the transport of hazardous materials and disposal
of hazardous wastes, similar to the proposed Project.
All hazardous materials used onsite for operation of Alternative 1 would be subject to all
applicable regulation and documentation for the handling, use, and disposal of such materials
consistent with all appropriate federal, state, and local regulations and standards established
by the U.S. EPA, CalEPA, SCAQMD, Los Angeles County, and the City to protect the public
health and safety. As required, appropriate permits, worker training, and agency inspections
would be obtained and provided. Implementation of standard good housekeeping measures,
BMPs, site maintenance and security precautions, as well as compliance with standards and
regulations would ensure potential impacts related to the routine transport, use, or disposal
of hazardous materials are similar to the Project and less than significant.
HAZ-2:

Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involved the
release of hazardous materials into the environment?

As described in Section 3.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the Project site is located
near multiple regulated hazardous material sites, including one leaking UST with a closed
status near the southern parking lot and one Superfund cleanup site that extends to the north
of the Autry Museum and is undergoing continuing cleanup and investigation activities.
Construction of the parking and circulation improvements (e.g., improvements to the
intersection of Zoo Drive & Western Heritage Way, realignment of Western Heritage
Way/Crystal Springs Road, construction of the multi-story parking structure) would be
located nearest these sites. It is unlikely that existing contaminants identified on other nearby
sites would have an impact on the Project site, due to distance, hydraulic gradient in relation
to the Project site, or due to past cleanup efforts.
Similar to the proposed Project, ground-disturbing activities (i.e., excavation, trenching,
grading) during proposed improvements to Condor West, the Construction Shop and Support
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area, and the Gottlieb Animal Health and Conservation Center under Alternative 1 has the
potential to disturb historic contaminated soil and hazardous vapors associated with the
fueling station located within the visitor-restricted Zoo Construction Shop and Support area.
However, since Alternative 1 would not include development of most undeveloped hillsides
in the Africa planning area, this alternative would result in reduced potential for hazardous
materials release associated with vapor migration from the fueling station. Implementation
of MM HAZ-1 would require a Phase II Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) to evaluate
the presence of hazardous soil contamination and vapor intrusion in the vicinity of the
existing fueling station, the southern parking lot, and north of the Autry Museum prior to
demolition and grading activities. In the event that the Phase II ESA identifies soil and/or
groundwater contamination at or above regulatory levels, implementation of MM HAZ-2
would require remediation activities prior to the issuance of grading permits to ensure no
adverse impacts from exposure to soil contamination. Similar to the Project, ACM, LBP,
contaminated soils, or other hazardous material encountered during demolition or
construction activities would be disposed of in compliance with all pertinent federal, state,
and local regulations for the handling of such waste. Implementation of MM HAZ-1, which
would require the Phase II ESA to identify the potential presence of ACM and LBP in the
buildings proposed for demolition or renovation, would reduce potentially hazardous waste
impacts, similar to the Project.
Since Alternative 1 implementation would not include development of the funicular in the
California planning area, this alternative would reduce the potential for safety hazards as
compared to the proposed Project. Similar to the proposed Project, the Zoo aerial tram would
comply with all applicable safety and engineering standards, including the current Safety
Requirements for Passenger Tramways (ANSI B77.1) and CCR Title 8, Subchapter 6.1, Article
8 Wire Rope and Strand Requirements, thereby addressing potential safety hazards.
With mitigation to address potential soil contamination and ACM and LBP within older
structures during demolition and excavation, impacts to hazardous materials would be
similar to the Project and less than significant with mitigation.
HAZ-3:

Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an
existing or proposed school?

Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 1 would include construction involving the use of
commercially available potentially hazardous materials in the immediate vicinity of the Zoo
Magnet Center (i.e., circulation and parking improvements and Zoo Entry renovation in
Phase 1). However, all construction activities associated Alternative 1 would comply with
applicable federal, state, and local regulations relating to protection of the public and the
environment from exposure to hazardous materials. Further, MM HAZ-1 would require the
preparation of a Phase II ESA to ensure no adverse impacts related to hazardous emissions
or spills would occur during implementation of Alternative 1. As such, construction impacts
related to hazardous emissions and hazardous materials, substances, and waste within 0.25
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miles of a school would be similar to the Project and less than significant with mitigation.
After construction is complete and the heavy equipment is removed from the Project site, the
potential for hazardous spills would be low and similar to existing conditions at the Project
site. Therefore, operational impacts related to hazardous emissions and hazardous materials,
substances, and waste within 0.25 miles of a school would be similar to the Project and less
than significant.
HAZ-4:

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

As described in Section 3.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, while the Project site is
included on several databases for its operation as a small quantity generator of hazardous
waste, the Zoo is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5. Alternative 1 would include the reconfiguration of Crystal
Springs Drive along the periphery of the Zoo parking lots, which would potentially affect the
area adjoining a listed leaking UST site, and, if needed, development of a reduced-size parking
structure and improvements to the Zoo Drive/Western Heritage Way intersection, which may
encounter contaminated soils from an offsite site cleanup. Similar to the Project, MM HAZ2 would be implemented to ensure any contaminated soils are properly removed, handled,
and transported to an appropriately licensed disposal facility, in accordance with local and
state regulations. With implementation of MM HAZ-2, near-term and long-term
construction activities would have a less than significant impact to sites included on a list of
hazardous materials sites complied pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5, and as
such, would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment, similar to the
Project.
HAZ-5:

Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

The Zoo maintains emergency preparedness procedures in the event of an emergency and/or
evacuation in accordance with the AZA accreditation standards. Similar to the proposed
Project, all buildings and structures under Alternative 1 would be constructed in compliance
with the applicable state and City building, fire, and emergency access codes to meet current
fire protection standards. Alternative 1 does not propose changes, obstructions, or
reconfigurations to public evacuation routes, so Alternative 1 would not result in physical
interference or impairment to implementation of this existing emergency and evacuation
plan. While construction activities associated with Alternative 1 would add vehicles (e.g.,
construction equipment, worker vehicles, etc.) to regional and local roads that could increase
congestion, emergency access would be maintained during construction with implementation
of MM T-1, which would require preparation and implementation of a Construction Traffic
& Access Management Plan for each phase of Alternative 1 (refer to Section 3.15,
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Transportation). Therefore, similar to the Project, Alternative 1 would not impair
implementation or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan and impacts would be less than significant.
Hydrology and Water Quality
HYD-1:

Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements or otherwise degrade water quality?

Alternative 1 would reduce ground disturbance by approximately 21 acres within the
California and Africa planning areas, which would reduce potential for soil erosion, sediment
transport, and disturbance of soil contamination compared to the Project. In particular,
Alternative 1 would eliminate excavation for Condor Canyon, which would substantially
reduce the amount of soil disturbance compared to the Project. Further, with elimination or
reduction in the size of the proposed parking structure, soil disturbance would be reduced in
the areas fronting the Zoo as well. However, Alternative 1 would still involve substantial
earthwork activities, including excavation for installation of the proposed underground
stormwater management system, which would disturb soils and increase the potential for soil
erosion and sediment transport into the Los Angeles River during periods of rainfall or runoff.
Similar to the Project, Alternative 1 would be required to implement construction BMPs to
address soil erosion, including topsoil mobilization and loss, and urban runoff in compliance
with the City’s Stormwater and Urban Runoff Pollution Control Ordinance (Chapter VI
Article 4.4 of the LAMC). All stormwater generated during construction would continue to be
directed either to the Zoo’s existing storm drain system and Zoo Wastewater Facility (or to
the proposed stormwater collection system for the respective area for each completed phase)
in the near-term phases, or the proposed stormwater capture system in the long-term phases,
similar to the proposed Project. The Zoo Wastewater Facility would continue to remove silt
and grit from the stormwater before discharging to the City’s North Outfall Sewer for
treatment at the LAGWRP, significantly reducing or eliminating any sediment and polluted
runoff generated during construction that would flow into the existing or proposed
stormwater system. In addition, implementation of MM HYD-1 through MM HYD-3,
requiring preparation of a stormwater management plan to determine the appropriate
sequencing of improvements, preparation of a SWPPP, and implementation of standard
construction BMPs, and timing of construction to avoid adverse effects of seasonal storms,
would avoid potential for mobilization of sediments and typical construction pollutants
during all phases of Alternative 1 construction. Implementation of these measures would
reduce associated impacts on water quality from earthwork and typical construction activities
similar to the Project and would be less than significant with mitigation.
Similar to the project, ground disturbing activities associated with improvements to Condor
West, the Construction Shop and Support area, and the Gottlieb Animal Health and
Conservation Center (Phase 4) have the potential to degrade surface water quality through
the disturbance of potentially contaminated soil (see also, Hazards and Hazardous Materials
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for Alternative 1 above). Additionally, realignment of Western Heritage Way/Crystal Springs
Road and installation of traffic signals and potential intersection lane improvements (e.g.,
road widening and sidewalk improvement) during Phase 1 could disturb potential
contamination from equipment leaks or spill of stored hazardous chemicals or leaks from the
USTs located at or adjacent to the Zoo’s storage yard at the southern parking lot and Autry
Museum (refer to Hazards and Hazardous Materials above). However, implementation of
MM HAZ-1 and MM HAZ-2 would require a Phase II ESA to evaluate the presence of
hazardous soil contamination and vapor intrusion in the vicinity of the existing fueling
station, the southern parking lot, and north of the Autry Museum, and remediation activities
if necessary to ensure no adverse impacts from exposure to soil contamination. Therefore,
with these measures, potential impacts on water quality from soil contamination would be
similar to the Project and less than significant with mitigation.
Operation of the Zoo during implementation of Phases 1 through 3 (through 2030) would
result in pollutant discharges and runoff similar to existing conditions, which would be
captured and treated by the Zoo Wastewater Facility and the LAGWRP prior to discharge to
the Los Angeles River. Following Phase 3, all surface runoff and stormwater within the Zoo
would be directed to the proposed onsite stormwater management system and proposed LID
features to capture, treat, and reuse stormwater onsite. Similar to the proposed Project, the
stormwater collection system is also proposed to allow retention and reuse of stormwater for
irrigation at the Zoo to reduce annual irrigation water demands (refer to Section 3.16,
Utilities). The stormwater capture and retention system as proposed does not include pretreatment or other LID measures to treat the runoff that would be reused for irrigation of the
Zoo, resulting in the potential to unnecessarily contribute pollutants captured within the
system back into the Zoo drainage system. Implementation of MM HYD-6 would require the
Zoo install pre-treatment and LID features to treat water within the stormwater collection
system and remove pollutants prior to reuse for irrigation.
Similar to the proposed Project, the proposed stormwater collection system under Alternative
1 would be designed to capture 100 percent of stormwater runoff generated during a typical
2-year, 24-hour rainfall event. During larger storm events when capacity of the stormwater
collection system is exceeded, stormwater would overflow to the Zoo Wastewater Facility and
undergo the same level of treatment as occurs under existing conditions. Implementation of
the stormwater collection system and proposed LID features would improve the water quality
within the Zoo drainage area during operation of the Zoo to the same extent as the proposed
Project (refer to Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality). With implementation of MM
HYD-6, stormwater impacts would be similar to the Project and less than significant with
mitigation.
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HYD-2:

Would the project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge, resulting in a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production
rate of pre‐ existing nearby wells would drop to a level that would not support
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)?

Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 1 would continue to use the LADWP water supply
and would not draw from local groundwater. As Alternative 1 would substantially avoid new
development within presently undeveloped areas of the Zoo (e.g., California and Africa
planning areas), this alternative would result in a reduced footprint of impervious surfaces
compared to the proposed Project. Therefore, Alternative 1 would substantially maintain the
existing rate of percolation onsite and this alternative’s effects on groundwater recharge
would be incremental. Therefore, Alternative 1 implementation would not have an adverse
effect on groundwater recharge, and impacts to groundwater infiltration would be less than
significant, similar to the Project.
Groundwater at the Project site and immediate vicinity may be contaminated due to a former
leaking UST and Superfund cleanup site in proximity to the Zoo’s parking lot and Western
Heritage Way, as well as from fueling dispensers, USTs, and associated piping within the Zoo
Construction Shop and Support area and existing storage yard (refer to Section 3.9, Hazards
and Hazardous Materials, for further discussion of the potential groundwater contamination
onsite). Implementation of MM HAZ-1 would require the City to prepare a Phase II ESA to
determine whether contamination exists and, if so, the extent of contamination within the
Project site. If contaminants are detected in soil at or above regulatory levels, then the results
of the soil sampling shall be reviewed and acted upon by the LAFD and other regional or state
regulatory agencies as needed. Therefore, Alternative 1 impacts of groundwater
contamination on- and offsite would be similar to the Project and less than significant with
mitigation.
The potential to encounter groundwater under Alternative 1 is limited, similar to the Project,
particularly on hillsides in the California and Africa planning areas where depth to
groundwater is greater than interior canyon areas of the existing Zoo. Groundwater
dewatering may still be necessary for the construction of subterranean structures in areas
with a high groundwater table (e.g., Treetops Terrace subterranean kitchen). In cases where
there is a high or perched groundwater table where the floor of subterranean structure
encounters the groundwater table, ongoing groundwater dewatering may be necessary to
prevent the percolation or inflow of groundwater into excavation pits and future basement
levels. If dewatering is necessary, the City would obtain a dewatering permit from the Los
Angeles RWQCB in compliance with existing RWQCB regulations and the requirements of
the NPDES permit program. A geotechnical report for each phase (required under MM GEO1) would be required to identify known historic groundwater levels onsite and identify
measures to address groundwater impacts such as dewatering during construction as needed
to protect against water contact and to minimize the seeping of water into the subterranean
Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
City of Los Angeles

4-71

4.0. Alternatives
structure. All recommendations and design features in the geotechnical report are required
to be incorporated into the final building design. Therefore, impacts to groundwater quality
and recharge from Alternative 1 implementation would be similar to the Project and less than
significant with mitigation.
HYD-3:

Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a
manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation onsite or offsite?
Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that
would result in flooding onsite or offsite?

As Alternative 1 would substantially avoid new development within the undeveloped
California and Africa planning areas, including the substantial topographic modifications
needed for Condor Canyon, this alternative would reduce alteration of the onsite drainage
pattern as compared to the proposed Project. Nevertheless, alteration of the onsite drainage
pattern would still occur through excavation, grading, and installation of the proposed
stormwater collection system within existing developed areas of the Zoo, and minor increases
in development and impervious surfaces. Generally, all Alternative 1 construction activities,
particularly those involving substantial soil excavation, would result in exposure of soils and
would cause minor alterations to onsite drainage, including the potential for temporary
ponding during storm events. However, all Alternative 1 components would be required to
comply with the Stormwater and Urban Runoff Pollution Control Ordinance (Chapter VI
Article 4.4 of the LAMC) to address soil erosion, including topsoil mobilization and loss, and
urban runoff. Further, all stormwater generated during construction would continue to be
directed either to the Zoo’s existing storm drain system in the near-term phases, or the
proposed stormwater capture system in the long-term phases. Compliance with existing City
regulations as well as implementation of MM HYD-1 through MM HYD-3 would reduce
soil erosion impacts of Alternative 1 to less than significant with mitigation.
While not expected, if dewatering of groundwater is required based on onsite groundwater
depth in some phases, it would be accomplished in accordance with Los Angeles RWQCB’s
Project Dewatering to Surface Waters in Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura
Counties (refer to Impact HYD-2). Construction activities would alter onsite drainage, subject
to requirements to control water quality and stormwater flows, but would not alter drainage
patterns or amounts offsite to the Zoo Wastewater Facility or the Los Angeles River; therefore;
similar to the Project, construction activities associated with Alternative 1 would result in a
less than significant impact.
Following construction, Alternative 1 would not increase the potential for soils to be subject
to wind or water erosion. Implementation of MM HYD-4 through MM HYD-6 would
require preparation of an operations and management (O&M) Plan, application of gorilla
mulch over landscaped areas, and pre-treatment, filtering, and other LID features as part of
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the stormwater collection system to ensure continued water quality benefits from the LID
features and the stormwater collection system. Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 1
would result in beneficial impacts to soil erosion associated with reducing surface runoff and
directing all stormwater runoff into the proposed stormwater collection system, rather than
conveying runoff to the Los Angeles River. With adherence to existing state and local
regulations and mitigation measures that address soil erosion, impacts to receiving waters
potentially resulting from erosion would be similar to the Project and less than significant
with mitigation.
Alternative 1 would result in a smaller increase in impervious surfaces onsite as compared to
the proposed Project. However, similar to the Project, Alternative 1 would include substantial
stormwater retention and treatment facilities onsite to accommodate stormwater runoff and
avoid on and offsite increases in flooding, consistent with the requirements of the City’s
Stormwater and Urban Runoff Pollution Control Ordinance (LAMC Article 4.4) and the
SWRCB’s Post-Construction Requirements. Similar to the Project, the proposed onsite
stormwater management system under Alternative 1 would be designed to capture
stormwater runoff, reduce peak flows, and reduce flow to the Zoo Wastewater Facility and
ultimately the Los Angeles River. The remaining runoff not captured by the stormwater
management system would be from the parking lots, which drain into existing LID features
for onsite treatment prior to flowing to the Los Angeles River. The increase in pervious
surfaces under Alternative 1 and additional point and non-point source water retention
features (e.g., vegetated retention basins and pervious paving) would further slow and retain
surface flows. Overflows of the stormwater management system would be directed to the Zoo
Wastewater Facility. Following desilting and grit removal at the Zoo Wastewater Facility,
stormwater would continue to be discharged to the North Outfall Sewer, which would direct
water to the LAGWRP, similar to existing conditions for all stormwater within the Zoo. Since
the volume of stormwater directed to the Zoo Wastewater Facility would be substantially
reduced when compared to existing conditions, the Zoo Wastewater Facility's total capacity
of 1.8 million gallons would be adequately sized to accommodate overflow runoff from the
Zoo. As such, stormwater would be adequately managed, maintained, and attenuated through
on- and offsite stormwater control features, which are designed consistent with the
requirements of the City Stormwater and Urban Runoff Pollution Control Ordinance and
SWRCB Post Construction Requirements. Therefore, similar to the Project, Alternative 1
impacts to onsite and offsite flooding would be less than significant.
HYD-4:

Would the project create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

Alternative 1 would result in a smaller increase in impervious surfaces due to the avoidance
of new development in the California and Africa planning areas, thereby resulting in a smaller
increase in stormwater runoff at the Zoo. The reduction in new development on presently
undeveloped areas would increase infiltration and reduce surface runoff onsite. Additionally,
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implementation of the proposed stormwater collection system would substantially reduce
stormwater runoff and peak flow by capturing and storing all rainfall from the Zoo and the
79.7-acre hillside area adjacent to the Zoo for reuse onsite as irrigation water. Additional LID
features, such as bioretention cells and vegetated bioswales, would be incorporated during
final design of the planning areas to retain runoff and increase infiltration. The substantial
reduction in surface runoff and peak flow would result in beneficial impacts to water quality,
as the reduced volume and velocity of stormwater flows would reduce the rate of soil erosion
and sedimentation.
Implementation of the proposed stormwater collection system would reduce the volume of
discharge to the Zoo Wastewater Facility; therefore, this system would not be exceeded during
the 2-year or the 100-year storm events. Implementation of the proposed stormwater
collection system would also reduce the volume of discharge from the Zoo Wastewater Facility
to the City’s North Outfall Sewer. The Zoo Wastewater Facility would continue to hold animal
pond water and overflow stormwater from the Zoo until the demand for wastewater discharge
is low (i.e., nighttime). Thus, the Zoo Wastewater Facility would prevent exceedance of the
North Outfall Sewer’s capacity. Therefore, similar to the Project, implementation of the
stormwater collection system would result in beneficial and less than significant impacts to
existing stormwater drainage systems.
Land Use and Planning
LU-1:

Would the project cause a significant environmental impact due to conflict with
any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?

Alternative 1 would protect up to 21 acres of native vegetation communities and hundreds of
native trees due to the avoidance of development on the California and Africa planning area
hillsides. This would include up to 142 native trees and 85 native shrubs protected and
regulated under the existing City Tree Preservation Ordinance and Protected Tree Code
Amendment (refer to Urban Forestry Resources). Implementation of required mitigation
measures would help ensure the Project’s consistency with the SCAG RTP/SCS, Los Angeles
General Plan, Hollywood Community Plan, L.A.’s Green New Deal, and LAMC, as well as the
Vision Plan for Griffith Park as it applies to areas outside of Zoo property. Therefore, similar
to the proposed Project, land use impacts from Alternative 1 would be less than significant
with mitigation.
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Noise and Vibration
NOI-1:

Would the proposed Project result in generation of a substantial temporary or
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in
excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?

Alternative 1 construction would generate reduced noise levels as compared to the proposed
Project due to avoidance of development of the California and Africa planning area hillsides.
In particular, without Condor Canyon, Alternative 1 would avoid noise and vibration from
excavation and potentially blasting through the existing hillside. The most perceptible levels
of construction noise would likely occur during Phase 1 when the Zoo Entry and reduced
California planning area improvements are underway, including grading, excavation, and
building construction, concurrent with improvements to the Zoo’s southern parking lot,
realignment of Western Heritage Way/Crystal Springs Road, and the Zoo Drive & Western
Heritage Way intersection. Similar to the proposed Project, there are no residential sensitive
receptors in the vicinity. The building construction activity would be the loudest phase of
construction and would generate a noise level of approximately 86.2 dBA Leq at 50 feet.
Equipment noise levels during general construction activities would exceed 75 dBA Leq at
nearby sensitive receptors during Phases 1, 2, 3, 5, and 6. During Phase 1, the Zoo Magnet
Center and the Wilson and Harding Golf Courses would experience noise level above 75 dBA
Leq (Table 3.12-9). For Phases 2, 3, 5, and 6 the only sensitive receptor that would experience
noise levels above 75 dBA Leq is Wilson and Harding Golf Courses. Pile driving activity related
to the aerial tram would result in a noise level of 77.4 dBA Leq at the Wilson and Harding Golf
Course. However, golfers would move further away from the noise source as they play through
each hole resulting in reduced noise levels. Furthermore, the existing ambient noise levels are
elevated at the golf course due to the presence of the I-5 freeway to the east.
Similar to the Project, MM NOI-1 through MM NOI-5 would substantially reduce
construction noise levels. The equipment mufflers associated with MM NOI-1 would reduce
construction noise levels by approximately 3 dBA. MM NOI-2 through MM NOI-4,
although difficult to quantify, would also reduce and/or control construction noise levels.
MM NOI-4 would require coordination with the construction contractor and the coordinator
of the Zoo Magnet Center to avoid disruption to classroom instruction. MM NOI-5 would
reduce construction noise levels by approximately 10 dBA at Zoo Magnet Center by installing
temporary noise barriers around the facility. Similar to the proposed Project, with
implementation of these measures, noise levels would be reduced to approximately 66 dBA
Leq at the exterior of the school, which would be below the 75 dBA Leq standard. Therefore,
Alternative 1 impacts related to construction noise would be similar to the Project and less
than significant with mitigation.
Stationary noise sources introduced under Alternative 1 would be similar to existing noise
sources. Stationary noises sources include Zoo visitors conversing in the park, noise from
animals, noise related to special events, mechanical equipment noise within the park, service
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vehicles, the public address (PA) system, parking noise, and background music. Zoo
attendance and special events would decrease under Alternative 1 but would increase
compared to existing conditions. The increased attendance due to Zoo expansion, new Zoo
facilities, and Zoo programming may result in increased noise levels and expanded duration
of operational noise, including after-hours noise from evening special events and noise from
vehicle traffic in the Project vicinity. However, the increase in visitation and associated
operational noise impacts under Alternative 1 would be less severe than the proposed Project.
MM NOI-6, which would require the Zoo to orient shop faces inwards toward Zoo property,
is intended to reduce service area noise through thoughtful design. Therefore, Alternative 1
impacts related to operational noise from stationary and mobile sources would be less than
the proposed Project and less than significant with mitigation.
NOI-2:

Would the proposed Project result in generation of excessive groundborne
vibration or groundborne noise levels?

Alternative 1 would implement substantially reduced construction activities as compared to
the proposed Project and would completely avoid the need for blasting due to the elimination
of Condor Canyon. Therefore, construction associated with Alternative 1 would result in
significantly reduced vibration levels from the use of typical construction equipment, and
impacts would be less than significant, similar to the Project.
Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 1 does not include stationary sources of vibration,
such as heavy-duty industrial equipment. Regarding additional traffic, the FTA has stated
that rubber-tired vehicles do not typically generate perceptible vibration levels outside of the
right-of-way. Additionally, Alternative 1 would result in reduced vehicle traffic to the Project
site, as compared to the proposed Project. There are no operational sources of vibration that
would generate vibration levels that exceed 75 VdB. Therefore, impacts associated with
operational vibration would be similar to the Project and less than significant.
Reduced construction vibration under Alternative 1 would also result in reduced potential
disturbance of Zoo animals, particularly elephants. As the Zoo has done in the past during
construction, measures to protect these animals may include temporary relocation away from
construction activities, closure of exhibits, or even the transfer of animals to other zoos.
Accommodations specific to each animal would be developed during the planning process for
each phase and details would be included in final construction plans. With continued
management of each species of animal exhibited or rehabilitated at the Zoo and required
compliance with the AWA, there would be no adverse effects on Zoo animals from vibration
during construction of Alternative 1.
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Public Services
PS-1:

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated
with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for
new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for fire
protection?

Due to the reduction in new development in currently undeveloped hillsides within the Zoo
property, this alternative would reduce the potential for ignition risks during construction.
While reduced, Alternative 1 construction would continue to introduce a potential ignition
source for fires (e.g., flammable materials, sparks) and may create hazardous conditions
requiring EMS; however, LAFD maintains fire response and EMS at adequate levels to
respond to incidents at the Zoo during Project construction. Construction contractors and
work crews would employ “good housekeeping” procedures (e.g., proper maintenance of
mechanical equipment and proper storage of flammable or other hazardous materials) and
would comply with Cal/OSHA, LAMC Fire Code, and CBC regulations to reduce risk of
potential fires, hazardous spills of other conditions during construction that would require
fire protection and EMS. Therefore, Alternative 1 construction would not require additional
firefighting or EMS personnel or new or expanded facilities.
Construction activities would result in temporary changes to roadways, access points, and
staging areas currently used by LAFD to respond to incidents in the Zoo and nearby areas in
Griffith Park. However, Alternative 1 would not directly impair designated County or City
Disaster Routes along I-5, SR-134 and San Fernando Road, as all development would be
contained to the Zoo and roadways serving the Zoo. Implementation of MM T-1, requiring a
Construction Traffic & Access Management Plan with measures for controlling and ensuring
continued access to the Zoo and through the interior of the Zoo circulation system, would
address impacts from construction of proposed improvements on emergency access and
response.
Under Alternative 1, the anticipated increase in annual visitation to 2,525,775 guests and the
hiring of approximately 296 additional staff by 2040 has the potential to result in increases
in the frequency of incidents with commensurate increases in demand for fire protection and
EMS from LAFD. Compared to the Project, this alternative would result in reduced potential
for emergency incidents. Due to the acceptable response times from Station No. 56, which
currently serves the Project site, the LAFD would have adequate resources and personnel to
continue to serve the Zoo without needing to expand any facilities or personnel. All Alterative
1 components would be constructed in accordance with applicable sections of the LAMC Fire
Code and CBC, which require the provision of adequate emergency access, use of ignitionresistant construction materials, installation of automated fire suppression systems,
emergency water supply and adequate fire flow rates, and appropriate defensible space
requirements. Alternative 1 would also include emergency evacuation plans, similar to the
Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
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Project, allowing for quick and safe evacuation of Zoo guests, employees, and Zoo animals in
the event of an emergency. Consistent with LAFD standards, this combination of
development standards for new development and existing LAFD service capabilities would
ensure demands for fire protection and EMS would continue to be met under Alternative 1.
Therefore, no additional LAFD facilities or personnel would be required to serve Alternative
1.
Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 1 would include roadway and circulatory
improvements (i.e., intersection improvements at Zoo Drive & Western Heritage Way,
realignment of Western Heritage Way/Crystal Springs Road, increased parking) to reduce
vehicle congestion in the Project vicinity and improve direct access to the Zoo for firefighters
and EMS. While some improvements to the secondary/exhibit pathway would continue to
occur under Alternative 1, this alternative would not include construction of Condor Canyon,
and therefore, would not complete the Primary Path Loop for intuitive circulation throughout
the Zoo. A new vehicle service entrance and service road would not be developed along the
ridgeline of the hillside areas, and service access to and around the perimeter of the Zoo would
remain similar to existing conditions.
Similar to the Project, Alternative 1 would not increase demand for LAFD response or require
new firefighting equipment or facilities. Further, there would be no significant increase in risk
for ignition or reduction in response times or evacuation planning. Therefore, impacts on fire
protection and emergency response services would be less than significant, similar to the
Project. However, Alternative 1 would not result in the same beneficial impacts to improved
site circulation, wayfinding, and emergency access as the proposed Project.
PS-2:

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated
with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for
new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for police
protection?

As Alternative 1 is anticipated to result in a smaller increase in annual visitation compared to
the proposed Project, the increase in demand for additional police protection at the Zoo would
be less than the proposed Project. To address anticipated increases in demand for law
enforcement services, Alternative 1 would include construction of a new 13,000 sf single-story
security and first aid center, located within the proposed entry plaza where it would be easily
accessible to Zoo guests, and the hiring of additional security personnel to accommodate such
needs. Zoo security staff would continue to respond to most incidents at the Zoo, limiting the
increased demand for LAPD services. Because Zoo security is provided onsite and would not
regularly necessitate responses from community LAPD stations, Alternative 1 would not
substantially interfere with LAPD response times. Further, Alternative 1 would result in
reduced impacts to the resident-to-officer ratio of the LAPD. Further, most jobs associated
with the proposed Project are anticipated to be filled by the existing local or regional labor
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force within the City, surrounding cities, and surrounding Los Angeles region. Therefore, any
net population increase spurred by Alternative 1 is anticipated to be nominal and would not
substantially affect LAPD officer-to-resident ratios.
As described in Section 3.13, Public Services, while the Project site is in an area with
comparatively low crime rates, has an adequate officer-to-resident ratio, and provides
adequate response times, the Zoo currently experiences a relatively high number of vehicle
theft/break ins. Similar to the Project, this trend is expected to continue since Alternative 1
would maintain the open, publicly accessible parking lot and does not propose measures to
limit access or increase patrol or parking lot security. Implementation of MM PS-1, requiring
the Zoo implement measures to increase security of the Zoo’s parking lot areas such as
frequent patrolling and installation of additional surveillance cameras, would help to reduce
vehicle theft/break in and manage crime within the Zoo, thereby reducing LAPD and Zoo
security demands. Further, improvements to Zoo facilities would include modernization of
security systems such as access control to buildings, secured parking facilities, walls/fences
with key systems, and well-illuminated spaces designed with a minimum of dead space to
eliminate areas of concealment.
Existing resources of the LAPD and Northeast Community Police Station are adequate to
continue providing acceptable levels of service to the Zoo with Alternative 1, similar to the
Project. With implementation of MM PS-1 to address increased law enforcement issues from
vehicle theft/break ins, impacts to public safety and police protection services would be
similar to the Project and less than significant with mitigation.
PS-3:

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated
with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for
new or physically altered school facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts?

Alternative 1 is anticipated to result in a smaller increase in annual visitation and fewer new
jobs compared to the proposed Project, which would reduce overall demands for
governmental facilities, including schools. Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 1
would not include residential development, and therefore, would not result in an increased
number of school-aged children in the Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD).
Alternative 1 would create approximately 296 new jobs, but it is anticipated that these jobs
would be filled by the existing local workforce, and, therefore, would not create population
growth in the area, thereby increasing demand for public school services. Alternative 1 would
not result in physical changes to existing LAUSD facilities, including the Zoo Magnet Center,
since most Alternative 1 improvements would occur within Zoo planning areas inside the Zoo
and away from the Zoo Magnet Center campus. However, Alternative 1 would realign Western
Heritage Way/Crystal Springs Drive to the perimeter of the southern parking lot and would
add approximately 300 guest surface parking spaces in the southern parking lot, immediately
adjacent to the Zoo Magnet Center through removal of existing Zoo uses and restriping of
parking spaces. While there has historically not been significant conflict in parking
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availability for Zoo Magnet Center and Zoo guests, Alternative 1 implementation is
anticipated to increase daily attendance to the Zoo and substantially increase demand for Zoo
parking (refer to Section 3.15, Transportation). To ensure parking availability remains for
Zoo Magnet Center students and staff and avoid the need for additional facilities to serve
school operations, MM PS-2 would require improvements to the southern parking lot to
include designated parking spaces for Zoo Magnet Center school buses and implement
parking hour limitations to accommodate 10 teachers, the office administrator, and campus
counselor, with an additional reserve space for visitors. Reserved parking stalls would be in
effect during hours of Zoo Magnet Center operation. With implementation of this measure,
Alternative 1 impacts on schools would be similar to the Project and less than significant with
mitigation.
Recreation
REC-1:

Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks
or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of
the facility would occur or be accelerated?

Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 1 would upgrade the Zoo Drive/Western Heritage
Way intersection with a new signal in Phase 1. The signalization of this intersection would not
affect the mobility of pedestrians, bicyclists, and equestrians along the Main Trail or affect
their safety. Therefore, implementation of Alternative 1 would substantially reduce impacts
to mobility and safety along the Main Trail as compared to the proposed Project and impacts
associated with accessibility to recreational resources would be less than significant.
Alternative 1 would increase Zoo visitation and increase visitor-serving spaces within the
Project area, but to a lesser extent than the proposed Project. Expansions and improvements
to Zoo facilities under Alternative 1 would be contained within existing Zoo boundaries. Thus,
Alternative 1 would result in no net loss of recreational lands and would not cause direct
impacts to recreational facilities within Griffith Park or elsewhere, similar to the proposed
Project. Further, the addition of a 2-acre public park to the north of the proposed parking
structure would slightly expand recreational amenities within Griffith Park; this public park
would continue to be contributed through the Project if the proposed parking structure is also
constructed. Within the Zoo, the proposed Nature Play Park would replace the existing
children’s playground within the Zoo, named the Papiano Play Park, increase the playground
size threefold to 18,300 square feet of a natural play area equipped with play structures and
water features, and relocate the park nearby the main entrance.
Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 1 would not facilitate indirect population or
economic growth within the City or greater region that would place demand on recreation
and park services compared to the existing level of service available. The approximately 296
new jobs generated by Alternative 1 implementation are anticipated to be supplied by the
existing local or regional labor force within the City, surrounding cities, and surrounding Los
Angeles region. Therefore, any net population increase spurred by Alternative 1 is anticipated
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to be less than under the proposed Project and nominal. As such, no additional demand on
existing recreational facilities or for new recreational amenities is anticipated as a result of
Alternative 1 implementation, similar to the Project. Therefore, Alternative 1 impacts would
be less than significant.
REC-2:

Would the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect
on the environment?

Under Alternative 1, redevelopment and expansion of existing facilities and the construction
of new facilities within the Zoo would improve the recreational value and opportunities
provided by the Zoo, to a lesser degree than the proposed Project. Alternative 1
implementation would result in impacts to the environment, including adverse effects on air
quality, biological resources, cultural and tribal resources, the City’s urban forest, geology and
soils, hazards and hazardous materials, and transportation. However, Alternative 1 would
result in reduced impacts due to avoidance of new development within presently undeveloped
areas of the Zoo. Where potentially significant impacts are identified as they relate to the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities, applicable existing regulations or
appropriate mitigation is identified which would reduce associated Alternative 1 impacts.
With implementation of the regulations and required mitigation measures, impacts from the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities would be similar to the Project and less
than significant.
Transportation
T-1:

Would the project cause a significant environmental impact due to conflict with
a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system,
including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?

With implementation of a comprehensive TDM Program (MM T-2), Alternative 1 would align
with the VMT reduction goals and objectives within the SCAG’s 2016 RTP/SCS, Los Angeles
General Plan, Mobility Plan 2035, Hollywood Community Plan, Griffith Park Vision Plan,
Green New Deal Plan, and Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles. As described for the proposed
Project, Alternative 1 would be consistent with the plans listed above to a greater extent than
the proposed Project due to overall reduced VMTs, but would be similar to the Project in
terms of multi-modal local and regional transportation policies. Alternative 1 would not cause
significant environmental impacts due to conflicts with any transportation plan, policy, or
regulation, and impacts would be similar to the Project and less than significant with
mitigation.
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T-2:

Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section
15064.3, subdivision (b)?

Alternative 1 construction activities would result in additional VMT in the Project vicinity and
on the I-5 and SR-134 freeways, associated with construction materials deliveries, soil import
and export, export of demolition debris, and construction worker trips. Construction-related
increases in VMT would occur intermittently and would be lower in volume than the
construction vehicle trips and VMT associated with the proposed Project. The Construction
Traffic & Access Management Plan required under MM T-1 would further reduce
construction VMT impacts through provisional measures to reduce construction traffic and
associated VMT.
As described in Section 3.15, Transportation, the Zoo is currently isolated from major and
local transit hubs, with only two transit lines (i.e., Parkline Shuttle and Metro Line 96)
currently serving the Project site. Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 1 would include
several TDM measures associated with the expansion of transit services to serve the Project
site and encourage the use of transit and active transportation modes by visitors and
employees under MM T-2. For example, the TDM Program may include providing incentives
for carpooling/vanpooling for Zoo employees, discounting entrance fees for visitors who can
provide proof of arrival via transit; and showers, racks, and lockers for Zoo employees.
Alternative 1 would result in a smaller increase in daily VMT when compared to the proposed
Project due to the reduction in annual visitation and employment compared to the Project.
As such, daily visitor VMT on weekends (the highest attendance days) in 2040 would be
reduced by an estimated 15.8 percent, from 139,287 under the proposed Project to
approximately 117,280 under Alternative 1, prior to mitigation. Consequently, daily employee
VMT on Mondays and Fridays in 2040 would be reduced from 24,436 under the proposed
Project to approximately 19,231 under Alternative 1 prior to mitigation. Additionally,
Alternative 1 would implement MM T-2 similar to the proposed Project to meet an overall
goal of reducing projected Zoo employee VMT by 10 percent and Zoo visitor VMT to the extent
feasible. While the reduced visitation and implementation of MM T-2 under Alternative 1
would result in a reduction in operational visitor and employee VMT when compared to the
proposed Project, this alternative’s VMT estimates would still exceed the TAG’s established
net-zero VMT threshold for event centers and regional-serving entertainment venues.
Therefore, Alternative 1, similar to the Project, would have significant and unavoidable
impacts related to increased VMT.
T-3:

Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses
(e.g., farm equipment)?

Due to the reduced area of development under Alternative 1, construction would be reduced
in scope and duration, resulting in fewer trucks trips, construction worker vehicle trips, and
other construction-related trips along the surrounding street network and I-5 and SR-134
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freeways. Therefore, Alternative 1 would result in fewer impacts to vehicle, pedestrian, and
bicycle safety due to construction traffic. Further, implementation of MM T-1 would require
preparation of a Construction Traffic & Access Management Plan to address construction
traffic routing and control, safety, construction parking, and vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian
safety. The Construction Traffic & Access Management Plan would require haul trips to be
restricted between 9:00 AM and 2:00 PM to avoid pedestrian safety impacts associated with
pick-up and drop-off at the Zoo Magnet Center, and would require construction flaggers, as
necessary, to maintain the flow of traffic and allow safe passage for pedestrians across
crosswalks and along the Main Trail. Within the Zoo each phase of Alternative 1 would be
fenced for safety and security, and all construction equipment would be staged within the
fenced area. Therefore, Alternative 1 construction activities would not result in safety hazards
within the Zoo. With the implementation of MM T-1, construction-related hazards would be
similar to the Project and less than significant with mitigation.
Similar to the proposed Project, each development phase under Alternative 1 would be
required to undergo review by City agencies, including a review of roadway improvements
and operations so that vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian access are adequately accommodated
without obstructing, hindering, or impairing drivers’ reasonable and safe views of other
vehicles, people walking, or people bicycling on the same street and/or restricting the ability
of a driver to stop a motor vehicle without danger of an ensuing collision. Design of each
development phase would need to be consistent with Mobility Plan 2035 policies, Walkability
Checklist standards, and Vision Zero policies, which focus on eliminating existing hazards
and designing the transportation network so as to enhance safety of all ways of travel.
Although Alternative 1 implementation would add vehicle trips to the surrounding roadways,
this general increase in vehicle traffic volumes would be less than the proposed Project and
distributed among multiple streets in the transportation study area, and therefore, would not
be considered a traffic hazard.
Similar to the Project, the proposed realignment of Western Heritage Way/Crystal Springs
Drive would improve pedestrian safety associated with Zoo Magnet Center students and staff
crossing this roadway. The existing driveway serving the overflow parking lot and the Zoo
Magnet Center would be eliminated, thereby reducing the potential vehicle and bicycle
conflicts at that location. The realigned roadway and south driveway would be engineered to
comply with LADOT standards and designed to intersect the roadway at a right angle to
address line of sight, turning radii, spacing, etc. The roadway would also provide necessary
sidewalks, crosswalks, and pedestrian movement controls to meet the City’s requirements to
protect vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian safety. The overall reduction in vehicle trips and
vehicle congestion under operation of Alternative 1 would improve safety for bicycles and
pedestrians in the Project vicinity. Therefore, impacts related to driving hazards would be
similar to the proposed Project and less than significant.
Since Alternative 1 would not include excavation for Condor Canyon, Alternative 1 would not
result in beneficial circulation and safety impacts associated with provision of the Primary
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Path Loop for pedestrians and the separated pedestrian and service roads. Alternative 1 would
also eliminate the funicular within the California planning area and associated safety impacts.
The proposed Zoo aerial tram would comply with the current applicable safety regulations
(i.e., Safety Requirements for Passenger Tramways [ANSI B77.1] and CCR Title 8, Subchapter
6.1, Article 8 Wire Rope and Strand Requirements). Implementation of the current
engineering design and operational standards for the proposed Zoo aerial tram would ensure
there are no near-term or long-term safety impacts associated with operation of these
structures. Similar to the Project, Alternative 1 improvements to the Zoo’s internal circulation
would result in reduced beneficial and less than significant operational impacts to safety
hazards.
T-4:

Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?

While Alternative 1 would involve demolition, excavation, and construction of roadways,
pathways, and access routes both internal and external to the Zoo, construction activities
would not disrupt access to primary or secondary designated Disaster Routes along I-5, SR134 and San Fernando Road. Further, this alternative’s phasing plan would limit disruption
or obstruction of access and evacuation routes within the Zoo (refer to Public Services).
Implementation of MM T-1, requiring a Construction Traffic & Access Management Plan
with measures for controlling and ensuring continued access to the Zoo and through the
interior of the Zoo circulation system, would address impacts from construction of proposed
improvements on emergency access and evacuation Alternative 1 operation would also not
impair adopted County or City mapped Disaster Routes along I-5, SR-134 and San Fernando
Road, as all development would be contained within and immediately adjacent to the Zoo.
Alternative 1 would include improvements to existing roadways and intersections
surrounding the Zoo that would improve emergency response and access (refer to Public
Services). However, Alternative 1 would include limited improvements to the circulation
system within the Zoo and would result in reduced beneficial impacts but less than significant
impacts to emergency access, similar to the Project.
Utilities
UT-1:

Would the project result in the construction of new water facilities or expansion
of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects? Would the project have sufficient water supplies
available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, or
would new or expanded entitlements be needed?

Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 1 construction would require water for dust
control, equipment cleaning, soil excavation and export, and re-compaction and grading
activities. Water use is conservatively estimated at 2,000 gallons per day (gpd) during
construction, which would be substantially less than existing water consumption at the
Project site, which is estimated to be approximately 107,508,000 gallons per year
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(approximately 294,542 gpd) and could be accommodated by the existing water
infrastructure onsite. Further, due to the reduced extent and duration of construction
activities under Alternative 1, there would be a reduction in potable water demand as
compared to proposed Project construction. Therefore, temporary construction-related
impacts associated with water demand and water infrastructure would be less than the Project
and less than significant.
While Alternative 1 would require installation of new water lines to replace existing lines, this
alternative would require limited expansion to undeveloped areas of the Zoo in the California
and Africa planning areas. Alternative 1 would connect to the City’s water supply system with
new laterals installed within the Project site and existing outdated water mains within the
Project site would remain protected, capped, and abandoned in place during construction.
Construction impacts associated with the installation of laterals, and installation of a new
recycled water connection would primarily involve minor trenching onsite. Prior to ground
disturbance, all proposed work associated with the water laterals would be subject to review
and approval by the City Department of Public Works and all appropriate permits (e.g., public
right-of-way permits) would be obtained, as necessary. The construction contractor would be
required to notify the City Public Works Department in advance of ground disturbance
activities to avoid existing water lines and/or disruption of water service to offsite properties.
Therefore, impacts on water infrastructure from construction activities would be similar to
the Project and less than significant.
During operation, water demand would be less compared to the proposed Project due to the
reduced development and associated decreases in annual visitation. Based on the anticipated
reduced growth (15.8 percent) that would occur under Alternative 1, Alternative 1 would
increase annual demand for potable water to 122,063,054 gallons per year (374 AFY), which
would be 14,555,054 gallons per year (44.7 AFY) over existing conditions. This increase would
be approximately 22,904,943 gallons per year less than the proposed Project.
Similar to the Project, the proposed stormwater management system would substantially
offset the increased water demand and virtually eliminate the Zoo’s irrigation water demand.
As described under Hydrology and Water Quality, the proposed stormwater management
system would be designed to retain 100 percent of flows generated under a 2-year, 24-hour
storm event (equivalent to 2.44 inches of rainfall) or approximately 6.8 million gallons (20.9
AF). Based on historic precipitation data for the Los Angeles area, the proposed stormwater
system once completed in Phase 3 of Alternative 1 would be capable of capturing and retaining
35,000,000 gallons per year (107 AFY) (refer to Section 3.16, Utilities) for irrigation of
landscaping and exhibit areas. With this offset in annual irrigation water demands, the
increased annual potable water demand under Alternative 1 would be entirely offset by the
proposed stormwater system. Therefore, Alternative 1 would result in no operational water
demand on the City’s water supply. Therefore, the City would be able to serve Alternative 1
without additional unplanned new or expanded entitlements and Alternative 1
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implementation would not affect the ability of the City to meet its goal to source 70 percent
of water locally by 2035 under the Green New Deal pLAn.
Potable water demand would be further reduced through compliance with City’s Water
Efficiency Requirements and Green Building Code (LAMC Chapter XII, Article 5 and Chapter
IX, Article 9), MM UT-1, and MM HYD-7, which would require the use of highly efficient
plumbing fixtures, irrigation, and landscaping for new construction, expanded use of recycled
water, and installation of efficient irrigation systems for all existing and proposed new
landscaped areas within the Zoo. While not required to further reduce impacts from the Zoo’s
water demand, MM UT-2 is recommended to include all recommended civil engineering and
water efficiency measures recommended in the Appendix (New Infrastructure: Plumbing) of
the draft Vision Plan. Further, MM UT-1 would require the Zoo to extend recycled water lines
throughout the interior areas of the Zoo to provide recycled water for washdown of the animal
holding areas, irrigation, and power washers, in the Zoo’s exhibits (e.g., treatment systems,
ponds, aesthetics/water features, etc.) where feasible, as well as for fire suppression where
feasible. Based on the City’s current recycled water production capacity of 649,600 AFY and
objectives for expanding opportunities for use of recycled water supplies, the City recycled
water system has available capacity to adequately serve the recycled water demands of the
Project. Expansion of the Zoo’s non-potable water use as required by MM UT-1 would
require an additional connection to the City’s water recycling system at the existing 8-inch
recycled water main at the west end of the Zoo parking lot. The expanded use of recycled
water for Zoo operations that do not require potable water quality would further reduce the
Zoo’s dependence on potable water supplies and implement the Green New Deal pLAn and
One Water L.A. Plan. Therefore, similar to the Project, impacts on the City’s non-potable
(recycled or reclaimed) water supplies would be less than significant with mitigation.
UT-2:

Would the project result in the construction of new stormwater drainage
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?

Similar to the Project, the proposed stormwater management system would result in
environmental impacts associated with excavation and trenching of underlying soils,
emissions from construction equipment and fugitive dust, construction vehicle traffic,
construction stormwater runoff, potential disturbance of archaeological and paleontological
resources, and construction related noise. Detailed analysis of the potential impacts
associated with installation of the proposed stormwater system are analyzed in each of the
respective resources sections of Section 4.5.2, Alternative 1 – Reduced Project Alternative.
Alternative 1 implementation, along with installation of the stormwater collection system
would also result in or contribute to construction-related impacts to those resources.
Mitigation measures necessary to reduce Alternative 1 impacts associated with installation of
the new stormwater collection system are also identified therein and would be capable of
reducing environmental impacts to less than significant with mitigation. With regard to
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impacts from hydrology and water quality, the stormwater collection system would result in
beneficial drainage impacts associated with stormwater reuse, similar to the Project.
UT-3:

Would the project require or result in the construction of new wastewater
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental effects? Would the project result in a
determination by the wastewater treatment provider that serves or may serve
the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand
in addition to the provider’s existing commitments? Would the project exceed
wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality
Control Board?

Similar to the Project, the proposed stormwater collection system would capture, convey, and
store rainfall from the Zoo and the 79.7-acre hillside area adjacent to the Zoo for reuse onsite
as irrigation water. Therefore, the proposed stormwater collection system would substantially
reduce flow to the Zoo Wastewater Facility. Since the Zoo Wastewater Facility would receive
only overflow stormwater from flows greater than the 2-year, 24-hour storm event, the
volume of water directed to the Zoo Wastewater Facility would be reduced by up to 35 million
gallons per year and up to 6.8 million gallons per day. Following completion of the proposed
stormwater collection system, the majority of flows to the Zoo Wastewater Facility would
include animal pond water from the Zoo’s exhibits. Similar to the Project, there is no proposed
increase in the total number of pools requiring periodic draining and refilling, requiring water
demand and treatment at the Zoo Wastewater Facility. Any additional animal pools and other
water features that would be constructed under Alternative 1 would be installed with Life
Support Systems (i.e., recirculating water treatment systems), which require a much lower
frequency of draining and filling. Proposed expansion of the animal exhibits would increase
generation of animal pond water to the Zoo Wastewater Facility by approximately 2,182 gpd,
for a total of 32,182 gpd. Due to the substantial reduction in stormwater flows that would be
conveyed to the Zoo Wastewater Facility, an incremental increase in generation of animal
pond water would not exceed the 1.8-million-gallon maximum capacity of the Zoo
Wastewater Facility.
Based on reduced visitation and employment, Alternative 1 would decrease wastewater
generation at the Project site by approximately 4,836 gpd to 25,770 gpd, which would be less
than 1 percent of the Los Angeles/Glendale Water Reclamation Plant’s (LAGWRP’s)
approximately 2.8 million gallons per day (mgd) of additional full tertiary treatment capacity.
Given that the increased wastewater flow would be a de minimus incremental increase, the
LAGWRP would have sufficient capacity to serve Alternative 1’s projected demand in addition
to the provider’s existing commitments and no new or expanded water or wastewater
treatment facilities would be required to serve Alternative 1. Further, Alternative 1 proposes
a new plumbing system within the Zoo to replace the existing outdated sewer pipes and
connect to new restrooms. The proposed new plumbing systems at the Zoo would be installed
in accordance with the current California Building Code and Plumbing Code (CCR Title 24),
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Green Building Code (CCR Title 24, Part 11), State Water Conservation Guidelines, and Green
Building Standards. In accordance with Section 64.15 of the LAMC, the Zoo would be required
to submit a Sewer Capacity Availability Review (SCAR) request to the BOE and pay a SCAR
Fee prior to building plan approval to evaluate the capacity of the existing North Outfall Sewer
to convey the projected wastewater generation from the Zoo through 2040. With assurance
of adequate planning-level surveys of the existing North Outfall Sewer per existing City
regulations, impacts to the LAGWRP and the North Outfall Sewer would be similar to the
Project and less than significant.
Implementation of the proposed stormwater collection system would reduce the volume of
discharge from the Zoo Wastewater Facility to the City’s North Outfall Sewer by 56 percent
during and following storm events (refer to Section 3.16, Utilities). Additionally, the Zoo
Wastewater Facility would continue to hold animal pond water and overflow stormwater from
the Zoo until periods of low flow to avoid overloading the North Outfall Sewer. Therefore,
implementation of the stormwater collection system would result in beneficial and less than
significant impacts to the North Outfall Sewer, similar to the Project.
UT-4:

Would the project be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs? Would the project
comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid
waste?

Alternative 1 construction would generate similar C&D waste to the proposed Project since
Alternative 1 would demolish and redevelop existing areas of the Zoo. In accordance with the
City’s C&D Waste Recycling Ordinance, all mixed C&D waste generated during construction
and not reused onsite would be hauled to a City-certified C&D waste processor. Therefore,
solid waste impacts from C&D waste would be similar to the Project.
Alternative 1 would not substantially increase disposal of animal bedding and waste at the
Griffith Park Compost Facility due to the limited new development and expansion of animal
exhibits. Based on the proposed increase in Zoo animal space, Alternative 1 would increase
disposal of animal bedding and waste at the Griffith Park Compost Facility by up to 48.91 tons
per day, which is 40 percent less than the proposed Project. Therefore, future solid waste
generation would remain below the Griffith Park Compost Facility’s total permitted capacity
of 156 tons per day.
Although Alternative 1 would also increase operational solid waste generation at the Zoo,
including trash and recycling, this increase would be less compared to the proposed Project
due to the limited new development and associated increase in annual visitation. Based on
the projected annual visitation growth, the estimated increased solid waste generation under
Alternative 1 is 5.2 tons per day. Assuming the existing diversion rate of 76.4 percent, this
would result in up to 1.23 tons per day. The additional 1.23 tons of solid waste per day that is
anticipated to be generated by Alternative 1 in 2040 would comprise less than 1 percent of the
total daily permitted capacity of Sunshine Canyon Landfill (8,300 tons of solid waste per day).
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Further, the Zoo would manage trash and recycling generated by animal care, dining facilities,
restrooms, and other visitor-serving facilities within the Zoo campus in accordance with all
applicable state and local requirements. Therefore, similar to the Project, Alternative 1 would
not conflict with federal, state, or local statutes and regulations related to solid waste disposal.
Similar to the Project, Alternative 1 would be served by solid waste facilities that maintain an
adequate capacity. Therefore, Alternative 1 would have a less than significant impact related
to solid waste.
Wildfire
WF-1:

Would the project impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

While Alternative 1 would involve demolition, excavation, and construction of roadways,
pathways, and access routes both internal and external to the Zoo, construction activities
would not disrupt access to primary or secondary designated Disaster Routes along I-5, SR134, and San Fernando Road and this alternative’s phasing plan would limit disruption or
obstruction of access and evacuation routes within the Zoo (refer to Public Services).
Implementation of MM T-1, requiring a Construction Traffic & Access Management Plan
with measures for controlling and ensuring continued access to the Zoo and through the
interior of the Zoo circulation system, would address impacts from construction of proposed
improvements on emergency access and evacuation of the Zoo in response to a wildfire.
Impacts associated with increased risk of wildfire during Alternative 1 construction would be
similar to the Project and less than significant with mitigation.
As discussed in Public Services for Alternative 1 above, operation of Alternative 1 would not
impair adopted County or City mapped Disaster Routes along I-5, SR-134, and San Fernando
Road, as all development would be contained within the Zoo and bordering areas of Griffith
Park. Alternative 1 would include improvements to existing roadways and circulatory systems
both within and surrounding the Zoo that would improve emergency response and access,
emergency evacuation, and sheltering in place (refer to Public Services). Therefore,
Alternative 1 would not impair emergency response or evacuation, similar to the Project, and
impacts would be less than significant.
WF-2:

Would the project exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project
occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled
spread of a wildfire due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors?

The Project site is located within a Very High FHSZ at the base of steep vegetated slopes
within Griffith Park with onsite and adjacent fire-prone vegetation, steep slopes, limited
perimeter access, and annual Santa Ana winds. Alternative 1 construction would introduce
new potential ignition sources over the course of 20 years, such as the use of heavy machinery
and fuels, which create the potential for sparking and could exacerbate wildfire risk. Although
all construction would be performed in a fire-safe manner consistent with existing
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regulations, potential for accidental ignition of onsite or adjacent wildland vegetation would
remain, similar to the project. Additionally, Alternative 1 would avoid tree and vegetation
removal, including hundreds of highly flammable eucalyptus trees, as well as over 13 acres of
flammable native chaparral and up to 7 acres of oak woodland. Therefore, Alternative 1 would
not result in beneficial impacts associated with reducing the extent of onsite flammable
vegetation.
Alternative 1 would avoid construction on hillsides in the California and Africa planning
areas, which currently support flammable native and non-native vegetation and are located
on steep slopes adjacent to wildlands in Griffith Park. Additionally, Alternative 1 would avoid
blasting, for Condor Canyon in the California planning area, and associated constructionrelated fire ignition risks. Therefore, Alternative 1 construction would reduce risk of fire
hazard when compared to the proposed Project. Similar to the Project, Alternative 1
construction would be implemented in compliance with all applicable requirements of the
City’s Fire Code and NFPA 241 Standards for Safeguarding Construction, Alteration, and
Demolition Operations. With implementation of existing regulations, risks associated with
Alternative 1 construction would be reduced such that Alternative 1 construction impacts
associated with increased risk of wildfire during Project construction would be the same as
the Project and less than significant.
Alternative 1 would also reduce risk of onsite vegetation ignition due to reduced visitation and
exhibit expansion as compared to the proposed Project. Alternative 1 would not include
campouts in the Africa and California planning areas, which could involve potential ignition
sources ranging from regulated campfires, cooking/BBQ, electric wiring, and unpermitted
smoking. While Alternative 1 is expected to increase visitor attendance over existing
conditions, the total and density of people within a designated Very High FHSZ would be
reduced as compared to the proposed Project.
Similar to the proposed Project, the Zoo would continue to implement procedures for
managing fuels, ensuring adequate evacuation of the Zoo, and providing appropriate forms
of access to the Zoo and surrounding wildland-urban interface (WUI), as required in the City’s
Fire Code and by LAFD, and preparation and application of emergency management and
evacuation plans per both City and AZA regulations. In addition, all development would
undergo plan review by the LAFD to ensure appropriate designs for access and fire flow as
required under Chapter 5 of the City Fire Code. Per MM WF-2, the Zoo would be required to
update these plans as appropriate based on proposed improvements and changes in site
access and circulation through Alternative 1 implementation. Therefore, with the application
of existing regulations and requirements to update wildfire management and evacuation
plans, Alternative 1 would not significantly exacerbate wildfire risks resulting in the exposure
of Zoo staff and visitors to wildfire hazards, and impacts would be less than significant with
mitigation, similar to the Project.
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WF-3:

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

Unlike the proposed Project, Alternative 1 would not develop hillside areas within the Zoo
that currently act as fuel breaks between the Zoo and wildland areas. As such, this alternative
would not require expansion or reestablishment of these fuel breaks elsewhere and would
minimize impacts from loss of sensitive natural communities, species, and protected trees.
Alternative 1 implementation could protect up to 6 acres of native chaparral and oak
woodland habitat within Griffith Park, and thus, impacts would be less than the Project.
Alternative 1 would result in less than significant impacts to the environment from the
installation or maintenance of fire-related infrastructure.
WF-4:

Would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire
slope instability, or drainage changes?

Alternative 1 development would occur downslope or downstream of steep hillsides and three
small drainages within Griffith Park. There are no creeks or rivers mapped within the Project
site, but stormwater flows from the hillsides through the Zoo’s stormwater management
system, which removes silt and grit from stormwater before it flows to the LAGWRP. If a
wildfire burned large areas within Griffith Park adjacent to the Zoo, post-fire runoff from a
major storm event, slope instability, landslides, drainage changes, and limited flooding or
sedimentation could occur within the Zoo. The relatively small size of the watershed draining
into the Zoo (~80-acres) would potentially limit problems. If wildfire-denuded surrounding
hillsides were subjected to a high-intensity rain event, new development within the Zoo,
especially new development at the base of the hillsides, has limited potential to experience
damage from sedimentation. Sediment and debris could plug existing and planned drainage
improvements, including the proposed stormwater collection system (refer to Section 3.10,
Hydrology and Water Quality). Two of the proposed subsurface cisterns serving the Bird
Show and Animal Programs amphitheater and the Nature Play Park planning area are located
on high elevation sites relative to the flat interior or the Zoo. These new cisterns would capture
all runoff, debris, and sediments conveyed through the watershed, resulting in the potential
accumulation of sediment or debris within the system, especially in the event of high rainfall
closely following burn of the watershed. However, the small size of the existing watersheds
would not create significant runoff, debris flow, or landslides caused by post-fire slope
instability that places Zoo occupants or structures at substantial risk. Therefore, impacts
would be similar to the proposed Project and less than significant.
Conclusion and Relationship to Project Objectives
Alternative 1 would retain approximately 21 acres of undeveloped area currently within Zoo
property in its current setting. In doing so, this alternative would preserve a combination of
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native and non-native vegetation communities supporting a limited range of sensitive species
and protected trees, as well as avoid visual and geologic changes to these areas. As a result,
this alternative would reduce potentially significant impacts to biological and urban forestry
resources, as well as aesthetics, air quality and GHG emissions, energy, noise, transportation,
and utilities. With mitigations required for the Project, Alternative 1 would reduce one
significant and unavoidable impact (Impact VIS-2) related to aesthetic impacts to the visual
character of the Zoo in context of the Zoo Drive gateway to Griffith Park. However, Alternative
1 would still generate VMTs that exceed the City’s TAG threshold of net-zero VMT for regional
attractions like the Zoo, and impacts related to Zoo would remain significant and unavoidable
under Alternative 1.
Alternative 1 would continue to support long-term redevelopment of the existing Zoo to be
partially consistent with several of the Project objectives, including improvement of animal
welfare and care (Project Objective No. 1) though to a lesser extent, modernization of exhibit
spaces (Project Objective No. 2), improvement of the visual appearance of the Zoo (Project
Objective No. 11), and incorporation of sustainable design practices (Project Objective No.
13). However, this alternative would not include the expanded exhibits within the California
and Africa planning areas proposed under the Project, which would limit expansion within
Zoo property. Due to the reduced footprint of the Zoo and smaller increase in visitation over
time, this alternative would likely not generate as much revenue as the proposed Project and
could undermine the economic viability of the Vision Plan. Therefore, this alternative may
not be able to support expansion of conservation efforts, education, or enhanced visual
appearance to the same extent as the proposed Project.
Likewise, with less area contributing to the design and function of a redeveloped zoo, this
alternative would not utilize all of the Zoo property to maximize immersive experiences for
visitors or expand visitor-serving features (Project Objectives Nos. 5, 6, and 7). The
improvements proposed as part of the California and Africa planning area under the Project
are intended to be designed as nature-based, immersive exhibits and features that seamlessly
blend with the visitor environment and would facilitate development of new Zoo experiences
that would attract visitors and establish the Zoo as a world class destination. These areas
would no longer include key facilities for daytime and evening special events, including the
California Visitor Center, picnic areas, and campout zones. Reduction in special event space
would limit the Zoo’s ability to draw visitors to a diverse range of experiences that would
support the Zoo’s operations and overall financial success.
Further, elimination of Condor Canyon would inhibit the creation of an efficient and
accessible internal loop circulation system with a Primary Loop Path (Project Objective No.
8). This feature is key to improving not only visitor experience but also to visitor safety and
operational excellence (Project Objective Nos. 9 and 14). This alternative would include some
improvements to the secondary/exhibit pathways and would implement the proposed Zoo
aerial tram to improve access; however, a funicular would not be developed and many of the
Zoo’s pathways would remain inaccessible for ADA visitors and potentially difficult to
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navigate, similar to the existing setting at the Zoo. As a result, Alternative 1 would not meet
or only partially several Project objectives.

4.5.3

Alternative 1.5 – California Focused Conservation Alternative

Under Alternative 1.5, the California Focused Conservation Alternative, 6 acres of
undeveloped hillsides in the Africa planning area would remain as undeveloped native
habitat and would be managed as a restoration and ecological education area of the Zoo.
Within these 6 acres, approximately 5 acres supports sensitive native coast live oak
woodland habitat, 20 Southern California black walnuts, 113 coast live oaks, 15 toyon, and
21 elderberry shrubs, which are City protected trees. Alternative 1.5 would reduce impacts
on these resources by redesigning the proposed Vision Plan land use plan to avoid this area.
To support biodiversity conservation within the Zoo, this area would be the focus of
concerted native habitat restoration and any public access would be related to the
restoration of the area and/or education about the restoration of the area. Some visitorserving uses (e.g., safari picnic area) envisioned under the proposed Project in the Africa
planning area would be eliminated to protect undeveloped native vegetation. Instead,
similar visitor-serving uses would be provided at the Zoo Entry Garden and Park proposed
within an underutilized, disturbed area adjacent to the Zoo Entry in Phase 1 of the Vision
Plan. As with the proposed Project, animal welfare would continue to be substantially
improved under this alternative, with space devoted to Zoo animals increasing from 20.8
acres to 54.5 acres, a 162.1% increase. Alternative 1.5 would also preserve views from public
roadways inside Griffith Park, such as Zoo Drive and Western Heritage Way, by
eliminating the multi-story parking structure proposed in the northern Zoo parking lot
under the Project. Alternative 1.5 would substantially reduce annual Zoo visitation due to
implementation of the Peak Visitation Management Program. To manage visitation within
the capacity of the Zoo’s surface parking lots, the Peak Visitation Management Program
would control daily visitation on high-demand days and manage parking supply, which
would decrease VMT, energy demand, and air pollutant and GHG emissions compared to
the Project. All development would be designed according to proposed development design
guidelines that would ensure the use of California native vegetation and stormwater best
management practices. Under this alternative, the Vision Plan is estimated to be
implemented over 18 years, which is 2 years less than the proposed Project. Alternative 1.5
would reduce or avoid impacts compared to the Project, such as those to biological and
visual resources, and would meet all of the Project objectives.
The California Focused Conservation Alternative (Alternative 1.5) would guide long-term
redevelopment and operations of the Zoo similar to the Project but under a revised land use
plan that would avoid the development of approximately 6 acres of an undeveloped hillside
within the Africa planning area that supports sensitive biological resources. Instead,
Alternative 1.5 would include ongoing restoration of the area to improve its ecosystem health.
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This alternative would also modify other elements of planned site design, eliminate the Zoo
aerial tram, eliminate the parking structure and public park in the Zoo’s northern parking lot,
implement the Peak Visitation Management Program, implement design guidelines that
would ensure use of California native vegetation in landscaping, provide accessible visitorserving and special event space near the Zoo Entry, and implement design and operation
measures to manage visitation as described further herein.
Alternative 1.5 Land Use Plan and Site Design
Alternative 1.5 would reconfigure the Vision Plan’s proposed land use plan to make several
changes, particularly avoiding the development of the undeveloped hillsides containing
native habitat and sensitive biological resources within the Africa planning area (Figure 4-2;
Table 4-11)).
Compared to the Project, as discussed further below, while Alternative 1.5 would expand
space dedicated solely to animal welfare, it would incrementally reduce acreage dedicated to
Animal Conservation and Visitor Service Areas by 6 acres and instead increase
Undeveloped/Open Space Areas by 6 acres (Figure 4-2). As Alternative 1.5 also excludes the
2-acre public park in the northern parking lot from the Project, 2 acres of parking would be
retained similar to existing conditions.
As a result of land use changes, Alternative 1.5 would have a smaller development footprint
than the Project, which would substantially reduce direct and indirect disturbance of habitats
and natural resources in the Africa planning area. The overall development footprint within
the Zoo would be reduced by 6 acres, a 7.6 percent decrease from the Project. As a result, this
alternative would protect sensitive biological resources within Africa while retaining key
Vision Plan features, Project objectives, and improvements such as the proposed looping
circulation system with Condor Canyon.
Table 4-11.

Comparison of Land Use Under Alternative 1.5 and Proposed Project

Land Use

Proposed Project
(acres)

Alternative 1.5
(acres)

Difference
(acres)

Animal Conservation & Visitor
Service Areas

79

73

-6

Administration

7

7

0

Service & Storage

10

10

0

Condor Conservation Program

3

3

0

Public Park

2

0

-2

Undeveloped/Open Space

7

13

6

Parking

29

31

2

Realigned Crystal Springs Drive

5

5

0

Total

142

142

0

Note: Land use acreages are approximate due to rounding based on GIS analysis.
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Under this alternative, the Zoo land use plan would be adjusted to reduce potential impacts
on sensitive native California habitats with the planned Africa and California exhibits, while
continuing the Project’s emphasis on improving animal welfare. Areas dedicated to animal
welfare, including Zoo animal habitats, enclosures, health care, feeding/bathing, and sleeping
areas, would continue to be maintained and developed throughout the Zoo and would be
separated from areas serving guests and Zoo staff. A detailed assessment of animal welfare
space under the Project and the alternatives analyzed in this EIR sets forth such changes (See
Section 4.7 below and Appendix O). Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 1.5 would
substantially increase space for animal welfare within the Zoo compared to the current
setting. Under the land use plan for Alternative 1.5 (Figure 4-2), animal welfare space would
increase by 33.7 acres (162.1 percent) compared to the existing Zoo configuration. Because of
the reduction of the 6 acres of Animal Conservation and Visitor Service Area in the Africa
planning area, this alternative would reduce the number of Zoo animal habitats and the size
and complexity of their animal habitats in the Africa planning area compared to the Project.
Specifically, the amount of space dedicated to animal welfare would be reduced by 5.2 acres
(8.8 percent) compared to the proposed Project. However, these changes would reduce
environmental impacts associated with the development and loss of native habitat, sensitive
plant species, and protected trees within these areas.
Similar to the proposed Project, redevelopment would occur within existing developed areas
of the Zoo. Alternative 1.5 would also continue to develop the California planning area similar
to the proposed Project and retain the proposed loop circulation system and ADA-accessible
paths through the Zoo, which would be possible through the development of Condor Canyon.
However, this alternative would emphasize use of native plants throughout newly developed
areas, including elimination of the proposed vineyard landscape feature within the California
planning area under the Project and instead landscape the proposed ADA access pathway
with California native species. Additionally, the proposed Zoo aerial tram would be
eliminated, including the upper terminal in the Africa planning area, the lower terminal in
the Zoo Entry area, and all footings.
Under Alternative 1.5, the 2,000-space parking structure and associated 2.0-acre public park
proposed as part of the Project under Phase 7 would be eliminated. Under Alternative 1.5, the
Zoo’s northern parking lot would remain designated for surface parking similar to existing
conditions. This alternative would retain that area as surface parking with stormwater
improvements described in Section 2.0, Project Description. All other parking and roadway
improvements (e.g., relocation of Crystal Springs Drive and addition of 300 guest surface
parking spaces north and east of the North Hollywood High School Zoo Magnet Center as
part of Phase 1) proposed under the Project would be implemented, resulting in a total of
2,500 surface parking spaces within the Zoo’s surface parking lot.
Further, Alternative 1.5 would refine the proposed use and development of a 1.87-acre area
adjacent to the Zoo Entry and the California planning area. This area would continue to be
designated for Animal Conservation and Visitor Serving Uses (Figure 4-2), similar to the
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Project, and would be developed similar to the Project’s conceptual plan (see Figure 2-4). This
area is the same site as Cumulative Project No. 1 (the Angela Collier Gardens project) analyzed
in this EIR (see Section 3.18, Cumulative Impacts). Instead of developing Cumulative Project
No. 1 at this location within the Zoo, Alternative 1.5 would develop a publicly accessible
garden and special event space to provide a range of visitor-serving uses that would also
effectively replace those lost by the reduction of development in the Africa planning area, such
as the safari picnic area. Landscaping would involve native, water-wise plantings and
landscaping that is attractive to local wildlife, consistent with the goals of the Vision Plan and
proposed development design guidelines to promote the use of California native plant species
under this alternative (see below).
All other elements of the proposed Project not associated with the development of these areas
would remain generally consistent with the Project under this alternative, including the Africa
Visitor Center, Treetops Visitor Center, California Visitor Center, and hillside funicular in the
California planning area. Table 4-12 summarizes the changes to components of the Project
under Alternative 1.5.
Table 4-12.

Phase

Key Land Use and Design Revisions to the Project Proposed Under
Alternative 1.5

Planning Area/
Improvement
California

1

Zoo Entry

Zoo Entry
Garden and Park

Description of Modified Project Improvements
•
•

Eliminate vineyard landscape feature of ADA pathway
Replace vineyard landscape features with native vegetation to
showcase the value of pollinators in the ecosystem and support
Zoo animal habitat spaces

•

Eliminate Zoo aerial tram, including the lower terminal in the
Zoo orientation plaza

•

Improve existing underutilized, disturbed areas with public
gathering and special event space
Install wildlife habitat gardens and native “water wise” droughttolerant landscaping
Designed to provide recycled water for irrigation

•
•
•

3

Africa

•
•
•

7

Parking
Structure*

•

Retain 6 acres of hillside native habitats as undeveloped open
space
Undertake restoration and habitat maintenance program to
enhance the native habitat and provide for interpretive and
educational experiences
Eliminate Zoo aerial tram, including upper terminal at Africa
Visitor Center
Eliminate the multi-level parking structure within the Zoo’s
northern parking lot and associated excavation and grading
Eliminate the proposed 2-acre public park in the northern
parking lot

Alternative 1.5 provides a more precise description of proposed development of the Zoo Entry
Garden and Park in this area. The Zoo Entry Garden and Park would be implemented in Phase
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1 concurrent with the redevelopment of the Zoo Entry and would entail the development of
this unimproved dirt lot into a new 1.87-acre public gathering space to include approximately
60,000 sf of new visitor-services space, including:
•
•
•
•

An ADA-compliant entryway with grades not exceeding 5 percent slope
A main gate designed to either be open to Zoo guests or closed to create a special event
area with a separate entrance from Zoo parking lots;
Outdoor gathering spaces composed of permeable paving or water-wise turf/lawn with
native plant gardens;
Indoor gathering space served by public restrooms and storage rooms.

Landscaping within the Zoo Entry Garden and Park would include all native trees, shrubs,
and flowering plants designed to demonstrate wildlife habitat gardens, provide interactive
learning opportunities for children and adults, and supplement the Zoo’s education program
curricula focused on fields such as biology, wildlife, conservation, and environmental
resource stewardship. Improvements would be designed to incorporate several established
native trees, avoiding the removal of any existing native specimens and incorporating those
specimens into the landscaping plan.
Similar to the proposed Project, infrastructure improvements would include underground
sewer, electric utility, and potable water infrastructure connected to the main Zoo utility lines
(see Section 2.3.7, Proposed Utility Infrastructure). The Zoo Entry Garden and Park would
be connected to recycled water and utilize recycled water for 100 percent of irrigation needs
for the proposed landscaped areas and lawns. Stormwater would be managed onsite with the
installation of a stormwater detention and infiltration system. All pedestrian pathways and
hardscape areas would be constructed consistent with the Vision Plan’s stormwater
management system.
The Zoo Entry Garden and Park would be a community resource to meet a need for outdoor
gathering space that became evident during the COVID-19 pandemic. The Zoo Entry Garden
and Park would be a newly accessible area for Zoo visitors for picnics, recreation, and
relaxation during visits to the Zoo, but would also be flexible for use as a private space to
accommodate special events. This venue would support interpretive elements from the Zoo
and allow event guests easy access to and from the rest of the Zoo while also locating special
events in an area away from Zoo animal habitats. Children participating in education
programs in the adjacent Children’s Discovery Center classrooms and Witherbee Auditorium
would also have access to this space for educational programs and outdoor recreation.
The Zoo Entry Garden and Park would be open to all Zoo patrons during operating hours
daily unless the area is programmed for special events. Attendance at special events taking
place in the Zoo Entry Garden and Park space during the daytime while the Zoo is open to the
public would be subject to the proposed Peak Visitation Management Program, described
below. The area would also accommodate evening events outside of Zoo daytime operating
hours, similar to the proposed Project (see Section 2.3.9, Project Operation).
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Proposed Vision Plan Programs
In addition to the land use and design elements discussed above, Alternative 1.5 would
implement Development Design Guidelines and a Peak Visitation Management Program,
described herein.
Development Design Guidelines
Under Alternative 1.5, the Zoo would create and implement a new set of design guidelines to
guide future development and upgrades. These additional design guidelines would build on
the goals and objectives included in the Vision Plan (see Section 2.0, Project Description).
Design guidelines would include landscape design guidelines that prioritize the use of native
plant species, especially preserving existing specimens and habitats with protected status and
significant ecological function/importance and planting additional native plants species. For
example, in the proposed Africa and California planning areas, existing specimen or sensitive
native species and protected trees and shrubs per the City Tree Preservation Ordinance and
Protected Tree Code Amendment would be preserved and incorporated into proposed
landscaping and new native species planting used throughout the new exhibits. These
guidelines would also prioritize planting of drought-tolerant species compatible with native
plant species in balance with Zoo animal habitat needs where non-native species may be
required or desirable. The goal would be to nurture the natural ecosystem of Griffith Park and
the Los Angeles Basin and support regional biodiversity while providing immersive, safe, and
dynamic habitats for Zoo animals. These guidelines would apply Zoo-wide to all proposed
phases of redevelopment throughout Vision Plan implementation.
Peak Visitation Management Program
Under Alternative 1.5, the Zoo would implement a “Peak Visitation Management Program”
(PVMP) to ensure the existing and expanded surface parking lots would be utilized as
efficiently as possible through improved visitor demand management. The Zoo currently
provides 2,144 surface parking spaces, including 2,081 regular spaces, 55 standard handicap
accessible spaces, and 8 handicap van spaces, in four distinct parking areas: the north main
parking lot, the south main parking lot, the far north parking lot, and the far south parking
lot. Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 1.5 would add 300 spaces to the existing
surface parking lot for a total capacity of 2,444 visitor spaces. Alternative 1.5 would exclude
the 2,000-space parking structure envisioned under the proposed Project. The Zoo does not
have offsite or overflow parking so all parking demand for visitation under Alternative 1.5
must be met by the 2,444-space parking lot.
As described in Appendix N, growth in annual visitation projected for Alternative 1.5 would
periodically exceed the capacity of the parking lot on peak visitation days. Based on the
growth in capacity, the parking demand model indicates that demand will exceed capacity on
days when attendance is 12,600 or higher. Using the parking demand model, Zoo parking
demand is expected to exceed supply for at least a portion of one hour on 15 days in 2025, 25
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days in 2027, 42 days in 2030, and 53 days in 2040. Detailed parking calculations are
presented in Appendix N.
During the COVID-19 pandemic, the Zoo developed and employed an Advanced Online
Reservation system to regulate daily ticket sales and coordinate guest arrival times to limit
Zoo capacity and achieve public health objectives. This system also helped the Zoo better
manage the utilization of the Zoo parking lot to avoid exceeding parking lot capacity. Under
Alternative 1.5, the PVMP would continue the use of the Zoo’s online reservation system to
manage Zoo visitation during peak times. This program would also optimize visitation during
non-peak conditions to support the Zoo’s goals for annual visitation through Vision Plan
implementation. Techniques that could be employed to shift visitor demand away from peak
periods to times when the Zoo’s parking lot would have capacity include the following:
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

Mandatory ticket reservation system to issue a limited number of tickets during peak
days or timeframes (e.g., April – September) similar to the system employed during
the COVID-19 pandemic to control the total number of people in the Zoo.
Dynamic (non-peak) pricing discounts and incentives
Incentives for shoulder season attendance
Extended evening or morning hours
Non-peak special events (e.g., after-hours events)
Discounted tickets with proof of use of public transit or non-vehicular modes
Tickets with no parking guarantee with potential discount; ticket requires dropoff/pick-up (i.e., rideshare, non-vehicular)

Annual Attendance and Special Events
Under Alternative 1.5, annual attendance at the Zoo would be substantially lower than under
the proposed Project due to elimination of the parking structure and implementation of the
PVMP, which would limit visitation capacity and optimize visitation outside of peak
conditions at the Zoo. Annual visitation would also be reduced commensurate to the reduced
physical capacity of the Zoo resulting from decreases of visitor-serving amenities in Africa,
including the elimination of 6 acres of proposed animal conservation space and visitorserving spaces (refer also to Section 3.0.3, Assessment Methodology). Elimination of the
aerial tram would also incrementally reduce visitation through provision of one less attraction
at the Zoo under this alternative. Similar to the proposed Project, annual growth in visitation
would be driven by improvements during Phases 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 due to expansion or
replacement of existing features and attractions associated with proposed Vision Plan
improvements.
As the California planning area is developed and other areas such as the Zoo Entry
redeveloped, parking limitations and implementation of the PVMP would begin to limit
increases in visitor capacity as parking becomes less readily available on peak days, resulting
in Zoo visitors being unable to gain entry on an estimated 53 days per year over the Vision
Plan’s implementation. Annual growth projections for Phases 4 through 7 would also be
substantially reduced from those projected under the proposed Project due to more frequent
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exceedances of parking availability with visitors being turned away or being unable to obtain
reservations on more than 50 peak days per year. Phase 3 would also result in 6 acres less
developed space for Animal Conservation and Visitor Serving Uses within the 23-acre Africa
planning area, a 26.1 percent reduction. With the PVMP, the Zoo would optimize visitation
during non-peak times to maximize visitation within the constraints of the existing parking
lot. As such, the total estimated annual attendance of 2,500,000 visitors at the buildout of
Alternative 1.5 would be a reduction of roughly 16.7 percent compared to the proposed
Project’s visitation goal of 3,000,000 visitors annually. Alternative 1.5 would also reduce
employment needs to 861 employees, a 21.8 percent reduction compared to the Project.
Table 4-13.

Projected Growth at the Zoo Under Alternative 1.5
Phase 1

Phase 2

Phase 3

Phase 4

Phase 5

Phase 6

Phase 7

Operational Year 2025

2027

2029

2031

2033

2036

2038

Annual
Attendance

2,095,689

2,334,726

2,451,555

2,500,000

2,500,000

2,500,000

10.6%

13.7%

6.7%

2.8%

0.0%

0.0%

1,910,771

% Change in
Annual
Attendance from 9.6%
Baseline
Attendance
Visitor Origin
Resident

85%

85%

80%

80%

80%

80%

80%

Tourist

15%

15%

20%

20%

20%

20%

20%

Total Employees
625
by Phase

691

786

838

861

861

861

Source: Draft Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan; AECOM 2017
Notes:
Baseline annual attendance = 1,743,800 (2017) per Draft Vision Plan
Phase 1 assumes growth projected by the AECOM Financial Feasibility Study for Circulation/Parking improvements,
California, Zoo Entry, and Sea Lions (Phase 1 and 2 per the Draft Vision Plan).
Phase 2 assumes growth projected by the AECOM Financial Feasibility Study for Asia, Nature Play, and Rainforest
(Phase 4 in the Draft Vision Plan).
Phase 3 assumes reduced growth projections for Africa and southern service areas due to the reduction of 6 acres (26.1
percent) of animal exhibit and visitor-serving areas in the Africa planning area (Phase 3 in Draft Vision Plan).
Phase 4 assumes growth projections for World Aviary (Phase 5 in Draft Vision Plan, and formerly included the Water
exhibit, which was eliminated from the Project through EIR scoping).
Phase 5 assumes growth projections for Islands (Phase 6 in the Draft Vision Plan).
Phases 6 and 7 do not incite or facilitate attendance growth.
Visitor Origin assumes an uptick in tourism following the implementation of Phase 2.
Baseline employment = 570 (2019)
See Appendix N for detailed description of the growth assumptions for Alternative 1.5

The proposed Zoo Entry Garden and Park under Alternative 1.5 would help to accommodate
the growth in annual visitation and special events projected for the Vision Plan and described
in Section 2.3.9, Project Operation, particularly with the reduced visitor-serving space in the
Africa planning area. Implementation of this improvement would not substantially affect
attendance growth projections. As described in Section 3.0, this EIR evaluates an extremely
conservative annual attendance increase under the proposed Project of 3 million, which is
approximately 523,500 annual visitors more than estimated in the 2017 AECOM economic
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analysis prepared to inform the 2018 Vision Plan (Appendix A). Projected visitation
associated with the proposed Zoo Entry Garden and Park would fall well below the
conservative EIR growth projections for the overall Vision Plan and the estimated annual
demand for special events.
Construction and Phasing
Implementation of Alternative 1.5 would occur on a slightly shortened schedule compared to
the proposed Project due to reduced development of the Africa planning area and elimination
of the parking structure, public park, and aerial tram. Alternative 1.5 is projected to require
roughly 18 years over seven phases, which would be reduced from 20 years under the
proposed Project. Phases of Zoo development would continue to occur sequentially. All
phases would be guided by the Vision Plan’s guiding principles (see Sections 2.3.2, Project
Objectives, and Section 2.3.3, Vision Plan Guiding Principles). The timing and components
of each of the near-term phases are presented in Table 4-14. The Zoo Entry Garden and Park
would be implemented concurrently with the development of the Zoo Entry planning area in
Phase 1, over approximately 18 months. As such, the duration of Phase 1 would remain
unchanged. Improvements associated with the Africa planning area would be reduced due to
the lack of required excavation and development of the hillside area and would occur over a
slightly shorter time frame (2 years). Overall, implementation of the near-term improvements
for Alternative 1.5 would occur over nine years for this EIR analysis and consistent with the
proposed Project.
Table 4-14.
Phase (Year
Completed)

1 (2025)
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Alternative 1.5 Phases 1 - 3: Near-Term Project Components through 2029
Project Components
Zoo Entry
• Excavate outdated utility lines
• Install utility trunk lines at the Zoo entry
• Grade entry corridor at 5 percent slope or less
• Construct a new gift shop, security and first aid center, public programming
space, restaurant, and administration buildings
• Expand Sea Life Cliffs exhibit
• Install water collection lines for subsurface cisterns
• Landscape at the entrance and around buildings
Zoo Entry Garden and Park
• Grade 1.87-acre space at 5 percent slope or less
• Install utility connecting to main Zoo utilities (water, sewer, energy)
• Install onsite stormwater management (detention and infiltration)
• Install a recycled water irrigation system
• Construct gathering areas and pedestrian pathways
• Construct an amenity building
• Install fencing and service access gates
• Landscape at the entry gate with wildlife habitat gardens
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Table 4-14.
Phase (Year
Completed)

Alternative 1.5 Phases 1 - 3: Near-Term Project Components through 2029
(Continued)
Project Components
California Planning Area
• Demolish existing buildings
• Excavate Condor Canyon
• Construct with the California Condor Rescue Zone
• Construct expanded animal facilities
• Construct the California Visitor Center
• Construct the funicular
• Plant new native vegetation
Circulation and Parking
• Install signal at the intersection of I-5 and Western Heritage Way
• Remove or relocate the Zoo planning trailer in the southern parking lot
• Grade and reconfigure Crystal Springs Drive
• Repave the southern parking lot and paint parking space lines to add
additional parking spaces
Asia Planning Area
• Demolish existing outdated buildings and exhibits
• Expand elephant exhibit space
• Construct the Asian Forest with a lagoon and exhibit island
• Renovate and expand existing animal exhibits and habitats
• Install new underwater viewing for tiger and gharial exhibits and new water
elements
• Grade and construct new pathways with neighboring exhibits
• Reconstruct Treetops Visitor Center into food service and gathering space
• Install water feature (i.e., Splash Area)

2 (2027)

Rainforest Planning Area
• Demolish the existing Zoopendous Park
• Construct a Rainforest Interpretive Center
• Construct expanded animal exhibits
• Construct cafe and restrooms
• Plant vegetation, including dense rainforest trees
Nature Play Park
• Construct a natural play area to relocate and replace the existing Papiano play
area
• Construct a food service structure
• Construct new restrooms
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Table 4-14.

Alternative 1.5 Phases 1 - 3: Near-Term Project Components through 2029
(Continued)

Phase (Year
Completed)

3 (2029)

Project Components
Africa Planning Area
• Demolish existing outdated buildings and exhibits
• Construct the Africa Visitor Center
• Construct expanded animal exhibits and habitats
• Install Zoo animal habitat water features
• Maintain 6 acres of hillside area as a restoration and education open space
Service Areas
• Demolish outdated exhibit buildings
• Construct a new service area with additional employee parking

Alternative 1.5 would involve the same long-term elements proposed under the Project but
would exclude the parking structure and public park in Phase 7 (Table 4-15). These long-term
improvements would be initiated following the completion of Phase 3 improvements,
anticipated to be completed one year sooner (2029) than the Project, and implemented
through Alternative 1.5’s horizon (2038).
Table 4-15.
Phase

4 (2031)

5 (2033)
6 (2036)

7 (2038)*

Alternative 1.5 Phases 4 - 7: Long-term Project Components
Project Components
World Aviary Planning Area
• Renovate the existing aviary to meet ADA requirements
• Construct a new bird rearing complex
• Construct new paths connecting to Rainforest and California
Bird Show and Animal Programs
• Renovate the existing amphitheater area with shade structures
• Construct specialized animal care facilities
• Renovate service space behind amphitheater for operations
Service Areas (Condor West)
• Construct two aviaries and one new conservation/classroom building at the
Condor West exhibit
• Create a new animal feed storage and commissary operations structure
• Reconfigure truck access to the construction services area
Islands
• Renovate and expand the existing Australia House
• Install new pathways and landscaping
Administration Building
• Construct a new Administration Building
Intersection Improvements
• Excavation and grading
• Replace signalized intersection at Zoo Drive/Western Heritage Way with either a
roundabout or subgrade bypass, if needed

* Phase 7 would only occur if needed to accommodate demand from increased visitation. If not required, Phase 7
would not occur.
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Similar to the Project, each phase under Alternative 1.5 would entail the same stages of
construction, including pre-construction design and permitting; demolition and grading; site
preparation (including installation of utilities and stormwater infrastructure); construction;
architectural coatings/finishing; and final landscaping. Each phase would also require the
temporary relocation of Zoo animals displaced during construction (see Section 2.2.3,
Existing Zoo Operations for the Zoo’s Animal Welfare Best Management Practices). Building
construction, paving, and architectural coating activities would occur within each phase,
sequentially. All construction Best Management Practices proposed or required under the
Project would continue to be implemented under Alternative 1.5.
Due to the reduced amount of construction proposed under Alternative 1.5, the amount and
intensity of grading activities would be incrementally reduced compared to the proposed
Project. Alternative 1.5 would not involve grading of hillsides in the Africa planning area,
reducing the anticipated volume of fill material necessary under Alternative 1.5 by at least
10,000 cubic yards (cy) (Table 4-16). Further, Alternative 1.5 excludes the soil excavation and
construction associated with the footings and terminals of the Zoo aerial tram in the Africa,
Asia, and Zoo Entry planning areas, as well as the multi-story parking structure in the Zoo’s
northern parking lot. All other infrastructure improvements and building construction
activities would continue to be implemented as described for the Project (refer to the
discussion of Infrastructure Improvements and Building Construction in Section 2.4.2,
Construction Activities).
Table 4-16.

Alternative 1.5 Grading Estimates by Phase

Phase

Cut (cy)

Fill (cy)

Export/Import (cy)

1

74,000

0

74,000 (export/stockpile)

2

0

0

0

3

0

0

0

4-7

0

38,000

38,000 (import/stockpile)

Grading Total

74,000

38,000

36,000 (net export)

Potential Impacts on Resources
Aesthetics and Visual Resources
VIS-1:

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

Impacts to scenic resources onsite would decrease under this alternative as a result of reduced
development on visible hillsides and ridgelines in the Africa planning area, and elimination
of the aerial tram and parking structure. Avoiding development of these features would help
to maintain existing distant views from trails in Griffith Park such as Condor Trail or Skyline
Trail. Alternative 1.5, however, would include excavation of Condor Canyon and construction
of taller structures such as the Treetops Terrace Visitor Center and California Visitor Center,
which would extend above the urban forest canopy within the Zoo and be visible
intermittently from segments of surrounding trails such as Condor Trail or Skyline Trail.
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Construction activities and equipment would create temporary adverse changes in the
existing scenic vistas or views.
Alternative 1.5 would reduce the visual impact to public views from Griffith Park trails.
Similar to the Project, the Skyline, Condor, and North Trails provide views over the Zoo from
various locations, but future development within the Zoo’s interior would not be easily visible
due to topography and the dense tree canopy. Elimination of the aerial tram would further
reduce potential for visible changes within the Zoo from surrounding trails that would
interrupt any scenic vistas from Griffith Park across the Zoo. Therefore, while the visual
impact would be reduced under Alternative 1.5, the reduction would be incremental.
Similar to the Project, each phase of development of Alternative 1.5 would involve varying
degrees of vegetation removal and replanting. During construction of a Project phase,
vegetation would be modified or removed to clear areas for new development of animal
environment, visitor-serving, and Zoo facility spaces. In this way, the Project and Alternative
1.5 would incrementally and temporarily affect the visual quality of the Zoo’s urban forest as
viewed from both within the Zoo and from surrounding scenic vistas. However, replanting
and restoration of the Zoo’s urban forest would ensure that the long-term visual impacts
related to the tree canopy and vegetation are minimized or avoided.
As a result, similar to the Project, Alternative 1.5 would not substantially adversely affect
scenic vistas or views from trails in Griffith Park. Despite the addition of several taller
structures or features, such as the reconstructed Treetops Visitor Center and California
Visitor Center and associated towers, existing distant views of Griffith Park or the Zoo from
surrounding trails would not be substantially altered or intruded into. Proposed structures
would blend into the Zoo topography and urban forest landscape and would not substantially
intrude into or interrupt more distant scenic vistas. Because these scenic vistas are more
distant and located at higher elevations than the Zoo, obstruction or interference of views by
proposed development would be minimal, and scenic vistas of distant prominent features
would not be substantially altered. With elimination of the aerial tram, parking structure, and
the reduction in development on undeveloped hillsides and ridgelines in the Africa planning
area, Alternative 1.5 would further reduce this impact. Therefore, similar to the Project,
Alternative 1.5 would have a less than significant impact on existing scenic views and vistas.
VIS-2:

Would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations
governing scenic quality?

Under Alternative 1.5, potentially significant impacts associated with conflicts with applicable
zoning and regulations governing scenic quality would be reduced as compared to the Project.
This alternative would avoid major alteration of undeveloped hillsides within the Africa
planning area. Thus, this alternative would reduce the tree removal and grading activities and
associated views of construction equipment and bare hillsides, and associated potential policy
conflicts. However, similar to the proposed Project, this alternative would involve
redevelopment of the majority of interior Zoo area, expanding visitor-serving and animal
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environment spaces, modernizing existing features, and excavation of Condor Canyon and
redesign of the Zoo’s interior circulation system. Construction of these new improvements
would result in short-term vegetation removal that could continue to be potentially
inconsistent with the City’s General Plan Conservation Element, Framework Element, and
1988 Hollywood Community Plan. This impact would be reduced through preservation of
existing native and other key specimen trees, installation of new landscaping, and significant
tree replanting throughout the Zoo to maintain and expand the dense urban forest present
within the Zoo during each phase of development. Similar to the proposed Project, MM UF1 and MM UF-2 would mitigate visual impacts related to tree removal.
Alternative 1.5 would substantially reduce impacts on the existing visual character of the area
fronting the Zoo. In particular, Alternative 1.5 would eliminate the proposed multi-story
parking structure, substantially reducing visual changes and potential impacts when
compared to the Project. Elimination of the parking structure would eliminate the need for
mitigation to reduce visibility and screen the structure from view from public roadways.
Therefore, MM VIS-2 would not be required for Alternative 1.5.
Similar to the Project, Alternative 1.5 would continue to require signalization of the Zoo
Drive/Western Heritage Way intersection and realignment of Crystal Springs Drive under
Phase 1 and would replace the proposed signalized intersection at Zoo Drive/Western
Heritage Way with either a roundabout or sub-grade underpass in Phase 7, as needed. While
these roadway improvements, particularly the sub-grade underpass, would substantially alter
the existing character of this area through tree removal, potential trail realignment, and
grading, implementation of MM VIS-1 would ensure roadway design is sensitive to the
Griffith Park setting and that road improvements are designed to maintain the existing visual
character of the area. Therefore, with implementation of MM VIS-1, Alternative 1.5 would
maintain the existing visual character of the Zoo Drive gateway to Griffith Park and the urban
wilderness identity of the park.
Alternative 1.5 would be more consistent with applicable zoning and regulations governing
scenic quality compared to the Project and, therefore, impacts would be less than significant
with mitigation.
VIS-3:

Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare that would
adversely affect daytime or nighttime views in the area?

New development proposed under Alternative 1.5 could potentially create new sources of
substantial light or glare during the daytime from reflective building materials or lighting
spillover at night from new security and ambient lighting, as well as special events.
Development would include structures that would protrude above the tree canopy within the
Zoo such as the California Visitor Center and Treetops Visitor Center. However, there are no
residential or other uses in the vicinity of the Project site that are sensitive to light or glare,
and these features would only be visible in the distance from public trails and viewpoints
within Griffith Park, with views from these trails limited by both topography and vegetation.
Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
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Similar to the Project, new development under this alternative would not be visible from the
Griffith Observatory and Greek Theater, with no potential for light spillover and glare effects
to these light-sensitive uses.
Similar to the Project, Alternative 1.5 would result in an increase in lighting within the Project
site associated with ambient building and walkway lights, security lighting and that from
increased special events held at the Zoo, including events held at the proposed Zoo Entry
Garden and Park. However, impacts would be lessened under Alternative 1.5, since new
lighting would not be introduced to the currently undeveloped hillsides in the Africa planning
area under the Project, which would reduce the overall light generation and potential for
nighttime light visibility. In addition, effects from glare generated by reflective surfaces would
be reduced compared to the Project as a result of elimination of the aerial tram. Due to
elimination of the aerial tram, Alternative 1.5 would avoid potential for generation of glare
from aerial tram gondolas that could be visible from nearby public trails and views.
While lighting used during such events may be visible from surrounding trails and roadways,
hiking trails in Griffith Park provide distant intermittent views of the Zoo, often obscured by
both vegetation and topography. Further, while trail users hiking near dusk may glimpse
some night lighting, these trails are closed at sunset limiting trail user exposure to night
lighting. Further, given the distance between trail overlooks and event centers, lit buildings
or structures, such as the California Visitor Center, would not be highly intrusive in context
of the overall urbanized landscape view available from the Condor Trail, North Trail, and
Skyline Trail. New lighting would also not adversely affect surrounding roadways, as views of
the Zoo are largely obscured by landscaping, topography, and distance. Additional lighting
would be similar in context and intensity of after-hour lighting that currently occurs at the
Zoo, as well as offsite lighting sources such I-5 and SR-134 and security lighting used at nearby
industrial buildings to the east.
Under Alternative 1.5, structures and features may have reflective surfaces (e.g., large
windows, polished surfaces), similar to the Project. However, as with night lighting, the view
of the Zoo from external trails and roadways is limited by topography and vegetation. As such,
Alternative 1.5 would not require implementation of MM VIS-3 and impacts would be
substantially reduced compared to the Project and would be less than significant.
Air Quality
AQ-1:

Would the proposed Project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?

Under Alternative 1.5, emissions from grading, excavation, and building construction
activities would be slightly reduced compared to the Project. The total area of new
development within the Zoo would be reduced by approximately 6 acres without development
in the Africa planning areas. In particular, Alternative 1.5 would not include grading on
hillsides within the Africa planning area, which would reduce construction emissions from
4-108

Focused Recirculated EIR

4.0 Alternatives
heavy equipment, including diesel emissions and fugitive dust. Alternative 1.5 would also
eliminate the proposed parking structure, further reduce construction emissions associated
with substantial grading and construction activities for that structure. As a result,
construction emissions for CO, VOCs, NOx, particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), and SOx
would be reduced compared to the proposed Project. While emissions would be reduced
under Alternative 1.5, MM AQ-1, would still be required. this measure requires that all dieselpowered construction equipment with engines greater than 50 horsepower (hp) shall meet,
at a minimum, Tier 4 Final emissions standards, would still be required to reduce NOx
emissions from off-road equipment during construction to less than significant levels.
Further, similar to the Project, construction activities associated with Alternative 1.5 would
not introduce substantial population or employment growth to the SCAG region and would
have no significant impact related to underlying assumptions factored into the AQMP
inventories. The mitigated emissions would not have the potential to conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the 2016 AQMP by exacerbating air quality violations or delaying
attainment of the air quality standards.
Operation of the Zoo under Alternative 1.5 would result in substantially reduced vehicle trips
and VMT associated with annual visitation limits through implementation of the PVMP and
reduced new jobs when compared to the proposed Project. The projected reduction in VMT
would reduce air pollutant emissions as compared to the proposed Project. In particular,
Alternative 1.5 would have the potential to reduce visitor VMT by an estimated 16.7 percent
less than projected VMT levels under the proposed Project (see also, Transportation for
Alternative 1.5 below). Similar to the Project, the incremental change in operational emissions
with implementation of long-term improvements would not exceed any applicable SCAQMD
mass daily threshold of significance. Operation of Alternative 1.5 would not have the potential
to exacerbate air quality violations in the SCAB or possibly delay attainment of the air quality
standards as set forth in the 2016 AQMP. Furthermore, long-term operation of the Zoo under
Alternative 1.5 would not conflict with land use policies promulgated by SCAQMD and SCAG,
similar to the Project.
Similar to the Project, Alternative 1.5 would not generate construction or operation emissions
that exceed regional thresholds and would not conflict with or obstruct the AQMP or other
applicable air quality plan. Therefore, Alternative 1.5 impacts would be similar to the
proposed Project and less than significant with mitigation.
AQ-2:

Would the proposed Project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase
of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under
an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard?

Alternative 1.5 would generate reduced construction emissions as compared to the proposed
Project primarily due to reduced construction within 6 acres in the Africa planning area and
elimination of the aerial tram and parking structure. However, without mitigation, this
alternative would generate emissions of NOX, an O3 precursor, in excess of the applicable
SCAQMD regional mass daily threshold. Similar to the proposed Project, mitigated emissions
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of pollutants generated by construction activities would not generate emissions of pollutants
exceeding project-level significance thresholds. Implementation of MM AQ-1 would ensure
that maximum daily NOx emissions generated by construction would not result in a
significant increase in emissions of O3 precursors or particulate matter at either the regional
or local assessment scale. Therefore, impacts related to cumulatively considerable net
increases in nonattainment pollutants would be less than significant with mitigation, similar
to the Project.
Although operation of Alternative 1.5 would increase VMT and corresponding emissions, as
well as emissions from onsite sources over existing conditions, the elimination of the parking
structure and implementation of the PVMP would substantially reduce operational emissions
compared to the Project due to reduced visitation. The incremental increases in daily air
pollutant emissions during all stages of operations throughout Alternative 1.5 improvements
would remain below applicable SCAQMD mass daily thresholds of significance. In accordance
with SCAQMD guidance, operational emissions of O3 precursors and particulate matter
would be below project-level thresholds and would not result in a cumulatively considerable
net increase of any criteria pollutants for which Los Angeles County is currently designated
in nonattainment. Therefore, operational impacts to air quality related to cumulatively
considerable emissions of nonattainment pollutants would be less than the Project and less
than significant.
AQ-3:

Would the proposed Project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

The sensitive receptors with greatest susceptibility to air quality impacts from
implementation of Alternative 1.5 would be visitors and employees of the Zoo, as well as
receptors at the Zoo Magnet Center located in the southern parking lot on the Project site.
There are no residential receptors in the Zoo vicinity. Similar to the proposed Project, sources
of pollutant emissions involved in construction activities under Alternative 1.5 would at times
be near Zoo visitors and employees, as Zoo would operate throughout implementation of the
Vision Plan. Alternative 1.5 components that would be implemented in the immediate vicinity
of the Zoo Magnet Center are the circulation and parking improvements and Zoo Entry
renovation in Phase 1. Due to the slight decrease in the duration and extent of construction
activities under Alternative 1.5, this alternative would generate slightly fewer TACs that would
affect nearby sensitive receptors. Similar to the proposed Project, at no time during
construction of Alternative 1.5 would maximum daily emissions from sources located on the
site meet or exceed applicable LST screening values (refer to Section 3.2, Air Quality).
Furthermore, implementation of MM AQ-1 would substantially reduce onsite emissions of
NOX and diesel particulate matter from off-road equipment by requiring the use of
construction equipment that meets Tier 4 Final emissions standards. Implementation of MM
AQ-1 and compliance with SCAQMD BMPs would ensure that Alternative 1.5 construction
would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Further,
construction activities would be conducted in accordance with the California Code of
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Regulations related to lead and asbestos exposure in the event that materials potentially
containing these contaminants are encountered during demolition or renovation activities.
Therefore, Alternative 1.5 impacts related to sensitive receptor exposure to construction
emissions would be similar to the Project and less than significant with mitigation.
After construction associated with each phase of Alternative 1.5 is complete and the heavy
equipment is removed from the Project site, the operational emissions sources on the Project
site would be similar to existing conditions. There would be no substantial stationary source
of air pollutant emissions associated with operation of Alternative 1.5. Minor increases in
landscaped and building areas would primarily produce incremental increases in VOC, NOX,
and CO emissions from maintenance sources and consumer product use that would be spread
throughout the 142-acre Project site. Operation of Alternative 1.5 would not result in a land
use change or alteration to the site that would place sensitive receptors in closer proximity to
substantial sources of air pollutant emissions. As previously described, the reduced
development footprint, elimination of the parking structure, and implementation of the
PVMP under Alternative 1.5 would substantially reduce visitor and employee VMT and
associated air pollutant emissions as compared to projected VMT under the proposed Project.
Therefore, operational impacts related to exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations would be similar to the Project and less than significant.
Air pollutant emissions generated by construction may also be disruptive to Zoo animals.
Captive animal species may have a unique sensitivity to the air quality setting of an urban
environment. The Zoo is dedicated to the health and welfare of all its animals. Zookeepers
and animal caretakers are trained in the monitoring of the Zoo’s animals and implement
measures appropriate for each individual species to ensure their safety and welfare in
accordance with the AZA accreditation and the AWA, which governs the care, handling, and
transport of zoo animals. As the Zoo has done in the past during construction of prior
improvements, measures to protect these animals may include their temporary relocation
away from construction activities, closure of exhibits, or even the transfer of animals to other
zoos. Similar to the proposed Project, accommodations specific to each animal would be
developed during the planning process for each phase and details would be included in final
construction plans. With continued management of each species of animal exhibited or
rehabilitated at the Zoo and required compliance with the AWA, there would be no adverse
effects on Zoo animals from air pollutant emissions generated during construction of
Alternative 1.5.
AQ-4:

Would the proposed Project result in other emissions (such as those leading to
odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of people?

Alternative 1.5 would result in similar temporary, construction-related odors as those
described for the proposed Project; however, the duration of exposure to these odors would
be slightly reduced with less construction needed for the Africa planning area and the Zoo’s
parking facilities. Therefore, air quality impacts related to construction odors and dust would
be less than the Project and less than significant.
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As described for the proposed Project, operational odors under this alternative would
primarily be associated animal habitats. Due to the slightly reduced scope of expansion of
Animal Conservation space in the Africa planning area and enclosures, Alternative 1.5 would
generate an incrementally reduced odor generation as compared to the proposed Project. The
Zoo would continue to engage in composting for green waste and herbivore animal wastes in
Griffith Park. Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 1.5 implementation would not place
sensitive receptors in closer proximity to sources of odors or other emissions that could create
nuisance conditions. Therefore, impacts related to other emissions would be similar to the
Project and less than significant.
Biological Resources
BIO-1:

Would the Project result in the loss of individuals, or the reduction of existing
habitat, of a state or federal listed endangered, threatened, rare, protected, or
candidate species, or a Species of Special Concern or federally listed critical
habitat?

Alternative 1.5 would reduce impacts to biological resources compared to the Project, but may
continue to have the potential to result in the loss of individuals, or the reduction of existing
habitat, of a state or federal listed endangered, threatened, rare, protected, or candidate
species, or a Species of Special Concern. This alternative would avoid development of
sensitive biological resources within 6 acres of the proposed Africa planning area. Thus, this
alternative would reduce required onsite construction grading and disturbance compared to
the Project. Compared to the proposed Project, Alternative 1.5 would protect roughly 6 acres
of coast live oak woodland supporting approximately 19 Southern California black walnut
trees, a species of conservation concern, and hundreds of native and non-native trees.
However, similar to the Project, construction under Alternative 1.5 could result in potential
impacts on the federal and state-listed Endangered Nevin’s barberry (Berberis nevinii)
located along the ridgetop in California, as well as potentially the Hubby’s phacelia (Phacelia
hubbyi), a special status species. A California Species of Special Concern, the San Diego
woodrat, could also be impacted as several woodrat middens (e.g., nests) that potentially
house these species were observed in the California planning area. Finally, similar to the
Project, Alternative 1.5 would continue to have the potential to impact bats, 6 species of which
are known to occur in the Zoo, several of which are special status species.
Indirect impacts on special-status wildlife species could also occur due to increased noise and
light. These species could abandon habitats within and adjacent to areas of proposed
development and move into adjacent areas in the vicinity (e.g., Griffith Park), increasing
competition for available resources in those areas. This could result in indirect impacts to and
the loss of additional special-status wildlife species outside of the Project site, including
sensitive species that may not be able to survive with increased competition. However, this
impact would be further lessened under Alternative 1.5 compared to the Project because
Alternative 1.5 would replace the proposed vineyard landscape feature within the California
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planning area with landscaped California native species that would present foraging
opportunities for native wildlife within the Zoo property. Alternative 1.5 would also replace
the proposed Angela Collier Gardens Project contemplated in Section 3.18, Cumulative
Projects with the Zoo Entry Garden and Park, which would include all native trees, shrubs,
and flowering plants designed to demonstrate wildlife habitat gardens and support wildlife
within the Zoo. These features proposed as part of Alternative 1.5 would enhance natural
habitats and on-site ecosystems within the Zoo.
Alternative 1.5 would further reduce impacts to special-status wildlife species by developing
and implementing a new set of design guidelines, which prioritize the use of native plant
species in landscaping and especially preserving existing specimens and habitats with
protected status and significant ecological function/importance. These guidelines would also
prioritize planting of native and drought-tolerant species compatible with Zoo animal habitat
needs where non-native species may be required or desirable. Implementation of these
guidelines would help nurture the natural ecosystem of Griffith Park and the Los Angeles
Basin and support the larger regional biodiversity while providing immersive, safe, and
dynamic habitats for Zoo animals. Further, under Alternative 1.5, within the majority of the
Africa planning area hillside, the Zoo would undertake a restoration and habitat maintenance
program to enhance native habitat and provide for interpretive and educational experiences.
This restoration and habitat maintenance program would provide better protection and
preservation of existing significant and important trees and shrubs within this area compared
to the Project.
Since Alternative 1.5 would still construct new development within undeveloped areas in the
California planning area, Alternative 1.5 would require implementation of MM BIO-1
through MM BIO-4 to reduce impacts on special-status plant species and protected
biological resources within this area. These measures would require protection or restoration
of native plant communities and special-status species to the maximum extent feasible
through pre-construction surveys, fencing, capture, relocation, and replanting. Further, with
implementation of MM BIO-2 and MM WF-1, adverse impacts to biological resources as a
result of installation and maintenance of vegetation clearance from fuel breaks would be
reduced through maximum avoidance of native vegetation and appropriate restoration
offsite. Alternative 1.5 would result in reduced extent and severity of impacts to biological
resources; however, impacts would remain similar to the proposed Project due to
development in other sensitive areas in and around the Zoo, and impacts would remain less
than significant with mitigation.
BIO-2:

Would the proposed Project interfere substantially with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife
nursery sites?

Alternative 1.5 would reduce the potential for the Vision Plan to interfere substantially with
the movement of native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, change established
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native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites. By avoiding development of the Africa planning area hillside that currently supports
sensitive biological resources, Alternative 1.5 would preserve approximately 6 acres of
undeveloped open space within the Africa planning area, including vegetation communities
such as coast live oak woodlands, non-native grassland, and adjacent eucalyptus/mixed
woodlands located in close proximity to the undisturbed habitats in Griffith Park. Protection
of these natural communities would substantially retain habitat connectivity within the Zoo
and adjacent natural habitats in Griffith Park as compared to the Project.
Although Alternative 1.5 would continue to include major development within the California
planning area, impacts on wildlife movement compared to the project would be decreased
through development and implementation of a new set of design guidelines that prioritize the
use of native plant species in landscaping and especially preserving existing specimens and
habitats with protected status and significant ecological function/importance. These
guidelines would also prioritize planting of native and drought-tolerant species compatible
with Zoo animal habitat needs where non-native species may be required or desirable.
Implementation of these guidelines would help nurture the natural ecosystem of Griffith Park
and the Los Angeles Basin and support the larger regional biodiversity while providing
immersive, safe, and dynamic habitats for Zoo animals. This alternative would also replace
the proposed Angela Collier Gardens Project contemplated in Section 3.18, Cumulative
Projects with the Zoo Entry Garden and Park. The proposed landscaping plan for this area
would include use of all native trees, shrubs, and flowering plants designed to demonstrate
wildlife habitat gardens. Inclusion of native habitat gardens and implementation of
development design guidelines prioritizing native species and habitats may better enhance
wildlife connectivity with the surrounding ecosystem of Griffith Park through provision of
landscaped areas that would better support foraging habitats for species native to the Los
Angeles region and Griffith Park, as compared to the proposed Project.
Implementation of mitigation measures as described under Section 3.4, Biological
Resources, would further reduce potential impacts to sensitive and protected species and
natural habitats onsite. Implementation of MM BIO-1, MM BIO-2, MM BIO-4, and MM
BIO-5 would require the implementation of construction BMPs and a Worker Education and
Awareness Plan (WEAP) to reduce construction-related impacts to special-status bird species
to the maximum extent feasible. These measures would delineate vegetation communities
and an area of disturbance associated with proposed development plans by phase and
preserve or replace affected vegetation communities and sensitive species at appropriate
ratios. Implementation of MM UF-1, requiring preservation, relocation, or replacement of
native tree species onsite or at an appropriate offsite location within Griffith Park, and MM
UF-2, requiring the Zoo implement a tree and urban canopy restoration plan, would also
serve to reduce impacts associated with the loss of roosting habitat by ensuring suitable
roosting habitat is retained onsite or created or improved offsite through planting of native
trees. Therefore, impacts on wildlife movement would be less than the Project and less than
significant with mitigation.
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BIO-3:

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

Although Alternative 1.5 would substantially reduce impacts to native vegetation
communities and native trees, it could still potentially conflict with local policies or
ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance.
Alternative 1.5 would reduce the potential for conflicts with local ordinances compared to the
Project due to the reduced area of development in undeveloped hillsides within the Africa
planning area. When compared to the proposed Project, Alternative 1.5 would avoid removal
of an estimated 135 native trees and 66 native shrubs within the Africa planning area that are
protected under the City’s existing Tree Preservation Ordinance and proposed Protected Tree
Code Amendment. Development of the California hillsides would still result in the
disturbance or removal of several protected tree species. Disturbance, alteration, or removal
of trees would result in the loss or damage of locally protected plant species within coast live
oak woodland and laurel sumac shrubland communities, which are known to support some
native tree and shrub species that are locally designated for protection under the LAMC.
However, Alternative 1.5 would include the creation and implementation of development
design guidelines that would prioritize the preservation or planting native plant species across
the entirety of the Zoo, including within the California planning area. This would encourage
retention of plant species protected and regulated under the existing City Tree Preservation
Ordinance and Protected Tree Code Amendment such as oak trees, elderberry, and other
species. Implementation of these development design guidelines may further reduce the
number of protected trees and shrubs removed or impacted as part of the redevelopment of
the Zoo when compared to the proposed Project. Further, under Alternative 1.5, within the
majority of the Africa planning area hillside the Zoo would undertake a restoration and
habitat maintenance program to enhance native habitat and provide for interpretive and
educational experiences. This restoration and habitat maintenance program would provide
better protection and preservation of existing significant and important trees and shrubs
within this area compared to the Project.
As with the proposed Project, implementation of MM UF-1, requiring preservation,
relocation, or replacement of protected native tree and shrub species onsite or at an
appropriate offsite location within Griffith Park, and MM UF-2, requiring the Zoo implement
a tree and urban canopy restoration plan, would serve to reduce impacts associated with the
loss of protected native trees and shrubs. Alternative 1.5 would reduce the extent and severity
of impacts on protected trees, and implementation of these measures would ensure impacts
to native trees and shrubs would be less than significant with mitigation similar to the
proposed Project.
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Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources
CUL-1:

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5?

Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 1.5 would involve phased redevelopment of the
majority of the Zoo. Since the Zoo is not a historic resource per CEQA Section 15064.5,
Alternative 1.5 would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource. Redevelopment would include demolition of some structures dating from the 1960s,
such as the World Aviary exhibit. However, the Zoo no longer represents mid-20th century
zoological design or the original vision of noted architectural firm Charles Luckman
Associates. In particular, the Zoo no longer retains the two strongest architectural statements
made by Luckman in his original design: the main entrance and the Theme Building/Treetops
Terrace.
As described in Section 3.4, Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources, the Zoo is not listed as
a historical resource, either as a district or as individual resources within the Zoo, in the
NRHP or CRHR. Although Griffith Park is listed on the CRHR and has been identified as a
designated Los Angeles Historical-Cultural monument, the Zoo was determined to be a noncontributing component and was built after the significance period for Griffith Park.
Therefore, the Zoo does not represent the same historical merit as Griffith Park. The historical
resources assessment prepared for the proposed Project concluded the Zoo is not eligible for
historic listing or designation at federal, state, or local level, and no buildings, structures, or
other features of the Zoo were found individually eligible for historic listing or designation
(refer to Section 3.4, Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources; see Appendix G). Due to
previous renovations and expansions of facilities within the Project site, potentially historic
structures no longer retain historical integrity or overarching uniform character. Given the
Project site does not contain any historical resources as defined by CEQA, there is no potential
for impacts to historical resources to occur as a result of Alternative 1.5, similar to the Project.
Therefore, Alternative 1.5 impacts to historic resources would be less than significant.
CUL-2:

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5?

No previously recorded archaeological sites occur on the Project site and intensive pedestrian
ground surface survey conducted for the Project recorded no archaeological resources or
unique geographical features (Appendix F). Therefore, the potential for prehistoric resources
is low in areas formerly developed as part of the original Zoo construction and on slopes over
20 percent. Therefore, similar to the Project, Alternative 1.5 would not cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource.
Most of the developed areas of the Zoo overlie artificial fill that was previously graded and
disturbed for installation of utilities and construction of walkways during original Zoo
construction in 1966. Consequently, these interior developed areas of the Zoo are highly
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unlikely to contain any intact, previously undisturbed cultural resources. With a low potential
for disturbance to archeological resources, Alternative 1.5 impacts to cultural and tribal
cultural resources would further reduce the potential for impacts compared to the Project, as
the reduction in 6 acres of development would decrease potential for incidental discovery of
archeological resources and associated impacts. Grading, excavation, and earth moving
activities would still occur on the Zoo’s previously developed interior and at the base of the
undeveloped hillsides in the California planning area. Similar to the Project, excavation
depths would range from surficial grading to approximately 30 feet bgs for building
foundations and structural footings. However, without the aerial tram and the multi-story
parking structure, the amount and depth of excavation would be substantially reduced
compared to the Project.
While highly unlikely, there is a potential for Alternative 1.5 improvements to impact
unknown cultural resources. Similar to the Project, Alternative 1.5 would implement MM
CUL-1 prior to ground disturbance for each phase to ensure that appropriate action would
be taken to prevent adverse impacts in the unlikely event isolated unknown prehistoric and
historic-period archaeological resources are encountered during construction activities. In
the unlikely event that previously unidentified archaeological resources are discovered during
Alternative 1.5 construction, any inadvertently discovered resources would be protected and
curated, through implementation of MM CUL-2. Therefore, Alternative 1.5 impacts to
potential prehistoric resources would be similar to the Project and less than significant with
mitigation.
CUL-3:

Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred
outsides of formal cemeteries?

As described in Section 3.4, Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources, the majority of the
Project site has previously been developed/disturbed during construction of the Zoo and such
development is very unlikely to disturb any human remains, including those interred outsides
of formal cemeteries, and undeveloped hillsides are also unlikely to have supported
prehistoric activity or occupation. Additionally, Alternative 1.5 would substantially limit
development to the presently undeveloped areas of the Project site. Therefore, the possibility
of discovering human remains during construction of Alternative 1.5 is reduced as compared
to the proposed Project, and very low. If, however, in the unlikely event that previously
unidentified human remains are discovered, further disturbances and construction activities
shall stop in any area or nearby area suspected to overlie remains in accordance with State
Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, and the Los Angeles County Coroner would be
contacted in accordance with Title 14, CCR, Section 15064.5(e). Pursuant to PRC Section
5097.98, if the coroner determines that the human remains are of Native American origin,
the NAHC would be notified. Arrangements for the human remains would be made, and
further provisions of PRC Section 5097.98 are to be followed as applicable. Further,
implementation of MM CUL-3 would ensure the protection and curation of any
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inadvertently discovered. Therefore, Alternative 1.5 impacts would be similar to the Project
and less than significant with mitigation.
CUL-4:

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

As described in Section 3.4, Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources, there are no known
cultural resources that are eligible for listing in the CRHR or in a local register within the
Project site. Therefore, implementation of Alternative 1.5 is unlikely to cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource. However, consultation with
Native American tribal representatives conducted for the proposed Project determined there
is potential for impacts to tribal cultural resources, including buried resources and cultural
landscapes associated with the village of Cahuenga located west of Griffith Park and the
rancheria of Maugna located in the vicinity of Griffith Park. Due to previous ground
disturbance and development within the interior of the Project site and limited proposed
development along undeveloped areas such as the base of the California hillside, there is little
potential for the discovery of unknown buried tribal cultural resources during construction
activities. However, limited potential exists for Alternative 1.5 to result in the discovery,
alteration, removal, or destruction of tribal cultural resources, including objects, sites, or
features with value to a California Native American tribe. With implementation of MM CUL4 through MM CUL-7, requiring the monitoring of all construction activities by an
appropriate Native American representative and the management of resources in the unlikely
event that such resources are uncovered, Alternative 1.5 impacts would be similar to the
Project and less than significant with mitigation.
Energy
EN-1:

Would the project result in potentially significant environmental impact due to
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources during
project construction or operation?

The total development footprint under Alternative 1.5 would be reduced by approximately 6
acres from the total development footprint under the proposed Project. Due to the reduction
in the duration and scale of construction activities under Alternative 1.5, temporary,
construction-related energy impacts would be reduced below those described for the
proposed Project (refer to Impact EN-1 in Section 3.5, Energy). Further, the Project is
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unlikely to result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient,
or unnecessary consumption of energy resources during project operation, for as discussed
below, the Project includes substantial energy conservation and efficiency measures as well
as major proposed onsite photovoltaic electric power generation.
Due to the reduction of 6 acres of new development and elimination of the aerial tram and
multi-level parking structure under Alternative 1.5, long-term operational energy impacts
would be reduced relative to the proposed Project. Elimination of the parking structure and
implementation of the PVMP would reduce visitation by an estimated 500,000 guests per
year when compared to the Project, substantially reducing VMT and associated energy
demand. Alternative 1.5 may result in a reduced overall energy demand, including electricity,
natural gas, and transportation as compared to the proposed Project (see the Greenhouse Gas
Emissions discussion). This alternative would also incorporate similar energy efficiency
measures into the design of the buildings and service systems, as all new and redevelopment
activities would be subject to the provisions of the LA Green Building Code, LEED Silver
design standards and best management practices, and LA’s Green New Deal (Sustainable City
pLAn 2019) pertaining to energy efficiency for non-residential buildings. Additionally, all new
structures with rooftop area greater than 250 sf would be considered for the feasibility of solar
panel installations, similar to the Project. Therefore, Alternative 1.5 would not result in
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy sources and the impact would be
less than significant, similar to the Project.
EN-2:

Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable
energy or energy efficiency?

Similar to the Project, Alternative 1.5 would be designed to comply with the Los Angeles Green
Building Code and would not conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable
energy or energy efficiency. Under this alternative, development would include sustainability
features, such as a solar PV system. Green building elements would also increase energy
efficiency by meeting LEED Silver standards of design or better and through use of reducedflow plumbing fixtures and energy-efficient appliances, solar PV systems, LED traffic lighting
systems, stormwater reuse, use of recycled water onsite, and implementation of TDM plan for
VMT reductions (refer to MM T-2 in Section 3.15, Transportation). As discussed for the
proposed Project in Section 3.5, Energy and Section 3.11, Land Use and Planning, Alternative
1.5 would be consistent with local, regional, and state goals and policies related to energy
efficiency and would not result in wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of
energy. Therefore, as with the proposed Project, impacts on energy under Alternative 1.5
would be less than significant.
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Urban Forestry Resources
UF-1:

Would the project conflict with the provision of an adopted local tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

Alternative 1.5 would substantially reduce impacts to protected trees and urban forest
resources. Alternative 1.5 would avoid the direct removal, trimming, limbing, or root cuts of
native and nonnative trees by substantially avoiding development of undeveloped hillsides
within the proposed Africa planning area. Alternative 1.5 would protect approximately 22
Southern California black walnut trees, 113 coast live oak trees, 45 toyon, and 21 elderberry
shrubs that would be potentially removed or impacted within the Africa planning area under
the proposed Project. Due to the reduced development footprint under Alternative 1.5, dozens
of trees contributing to the urban canopy provided by existing Zoo landscaping would remain
under Alternative 1.5. Therefore, impacts to protected trees within the Zoo would be
substantially reduced as compared to the proposed Project. Alternative 1.5 would also
maintain substantial numbers of non-native trees, including eucalyptus, which contribute to
the urban forest canopy but have drawbacks including safety risks (e.g., fire hazards, falling
limbs). Further, under Alternative 1.5, within the majority of the Africa planning area hillside,
the Zoo would undertake a restoration and habitat maintenance program to enhance native
habitat and provide for interpretive and educational experiences. This restoration and habitat
maintenance program would provide better protection and preservation of existing
significant and important trees and shrubs within this area compared to the Project.
Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 1.5 would result in the potential removal of up to
seven California live oaks, 15 toyon, and four Mexican elderberries as a result of extensive
excavation, grading, and development of the California planning area. Several small coast live
oak and larger western sycamores, planted as landscape trees within Zoo parking lots, Zoo
entry, and along Western Heritage Way, may also be impacted by improvements to the
southern parking lot, Western Heritage Way/Crystal Springs Road realignment, installation
of a roundabout or underpass at the intersection of N. Zoo Drive with Western Heritage Way,
and Zoo Entry redevelopment. In addition, realignment of Western Heritage Way/Crystal
Springs Road could also result in the loss of some small specimen oaks and sycamore trees
along its alignment behind the Zoo Magnet Center and Zoo storage areas. However, unlike
the Project, implementation of Development Design Guidelines under Alternative 1.5 would
prioritize the preservation or planting of native plant species across the entirety of the Zoo,
including species protected and regulated under the existing City Tree Preservation
Ordinance and Protected Tree Code Amendment, further reducing impacts to urban forestry
resources compared to the proposed Project.
Similar to the proposed Project, impacts to trees would occur incrementally and overlap with
replanting/landscaping and regrowth, as Alternative 1.5 implementation would occur
incrementally over seven phases. Alternative 1.5 would also be required to implement MM
UF-1 requiring replacement of removed protected and important trees at a minimum 4:1
ratio as indicated by the City’s proposed Tree Preservation Ordinance amendment (4:1 for
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oak trees less than 12 inches diameter at breast height [dbh]; 5:1 for oaks trees between 12 to
24 inches dbh; and 10:1 for oak trees greater than 24 inches dbh), notification of large-scale
tree removal, acquisition of a necessary tree removal permit(s), and application of City tree
removal procedures. Because significant trees impacted during Alternative 1.5
implementation would be protected, relocated, or replaced consistent with applicable City
tree protection policies, potential conflicts with adopted ordinances would be avoided. With
an overall reduction in the number of significant trees affected compared to the Project,
Alternative 1.5 would not conflict with the provision of an adopted local tree preservation
policy or ordinance and impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.
UF-2:

Would the project result in the loss or alteration to the Los Angeles urban
forest?

As discussed above, Alternative 1.5 would not result in the loss or alteration to the Los Angeles
urban forest. Alternative 1.5 would protect trees and shrubs within the Africa planning area,
due to the reduced development footprint within these undeveloped hillsides as compared to
the proposed Project. In particular, Alternative 1.5 would protect a total of 135 native trees
and 66 native shrubs in the Africa planning area protected under the City’s existing Tree
Preservation Ordinance and proposed Protected Tree Code Amendment. While less intensive
than the proposed Project, Alternative 1.5 would continue to include extensive redevelopment
within the Zoo and along roadway and parking improvements fronting the Zoo that would
remove hundreds of trees that comprise the urban forest gradually over almost two decades.
Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 1.5 would include installation of new landscaping,
including extensive tree planting, following removal or disturbance of trees within the City’s
and Zoo’s urban forest canopy for proposed development. However, Alternative 1.5 would
expand native habitat conservation and the natural ecosystem of Griffith Park further by
implementing landscape design guidelines that prioritize preserving existing native
specimens and planting additional native plant species. These guidelines would also prioritize
planting of drought-tolerant species compatible with native plant species. Nevertheless,
Alternative 1.5 would similarly require implementation of MM UF-2, requiring preparation
of a detailed landscape plan as part of each proposed phase. As a result, each phase would be
landscaped, irrigated, and maintained with a diverse mix of tree species that would
individually and cumulatively provide significant urban forest value and restore and enhance
urban forest values lost through construction. With implementation of this measure,
Alternative 1.5 would ensure recovery or even enhancement of the Zoo’s, and the City’s urban
forest such that a net loss of urban forestry resources would not occur. While the area of
impact to urban forests under Alternative 1.5 would be lessened compared to the Project,
impacts would similarly be less than significant with mitigation.
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Geology and Soils
GEO-1:

Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known
earth fault or strong seismic ground shaking?

As described in Section 3.7, Geology and Soils, the Project site is located within seismically
active region of Southern California and would potentially be exposed to moderate to strong
seismic ground shaking in the event of an earthquake on a nearby fault (e.g., Hollywood Fault,
Verdugo Fault, Raymond Fault). A strong earthquake could result in substantial damage to
older existing structures and infrastructure and put visitors and employees in danger from
ground shaking and structural damage/collapse. Similar to the proposed Project, all new
structures constructed at the Zoo under Alternative 1.5 would be required to adhere to the
most current building standards of the LAMC and Los Angeles Building Code, which adopts
CBC standards by reference with local amendments. Alternative 1.5 would upgrade
and/replace older buildings within the Zoo that do not meet current Los Angeles Building
Code and CBC building standards and may present a hazard to public safety during an
earthquake. In addition, the City is required to prepare and submit a site-specific geotechnical
report for review and approval by LADBS prior to the issuance of a grading or a building
permit. Alternative 1.5 would facilitate the construction of new buildings that meet the most
current and stringent seismic requirements, thus reducing the level of risk within each
planning area and at the Zoo as a whole, compared to existing conditions. Therefore,
compliance with the Los Angeles Building Code, CBC, and adherence to the design
recommendations detailed in site-specific geotechnical studies would reduce Alternative 1.5
impacts related to seismic ground shaking to less than significant, similar to the proposed
Project.
GEO-2:

Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving seismic‐related
ground failure, including liquefaction?

As described in Section 3.7, Geology and Soils, geologic hazards, including liquefaction
hazards, within the Project site are dependent upon the type of foundation, the structural
design of the building, and the as-graded compaction and stability of the soil on which a
structure is built. Alternative 1.5 would facilitate upgrades and replacement of older buildings
throughout the Zoo that do not meet current Los Angeles Building Code and CBC building
standards and may present a geologic hazard to public safety. Similar to the Project,
Alternative 1.5 would involve the construction of new multi-story buildings with subterranean
structures (e.g., Treetops Visitor Center kitchen). To address geologic hazards, all new
structures constructed in the Zoo would be required to adhere to the most current and
stringent seismic requirements building standards of the LAMC and Los Angeles Building
Code, which adopts CBC standards by reference with local amendments. Adherence to the
LAMC and Los Angeles Building Code requirements would ensure the maximum practicable
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protection available for all structures constructed within the Project site. The site-specific
geotechnical report required for review and approval by the LADBS would identify additional
design requirements for structures and foundations to maintain structural integrity to the
maximum extent feasible. With MM GEO-1 to ensure geotechnical investigations are
completed for each phase of Alternative 1.5 development and that engineering techniques and
technologies are integrated into final Zoo development plans, impacts related to ground
failure would be the same as the proposed Project and less than significant with mitigation.
GEO-3:

Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides?

The 2019 geotechnical investigation prepared for the Project concluded that the Project site
is not located in an area considered susceptible to large-scale landslides (refer to Section 3.7,
Geology and Soils; see Appendix J). However, some slopes along the western and northern
portions of the site were observed to expose weathered and fractured bedrock and may be
subject to small to moderate-sized rockfalls. Alternative 1.5 would substantially avoid new
development within the Africa planning area, which is located on and adjacent to these
exposed rock slopes. However, new development under Alternative 1.5 would still occur at the
base of the California planning area hillside directly adjacent to existing developments.
Further, under Alternative 1.5, excavation for the Condor Canyon and other grounddisturbing construction techniques that would produce vibrations (e.g., jackhammering,
drilling, blasting, and pile installation) would still occur. Therefore, while reduced, the
potential for damage associated with landslides would remain. Per MM GEO-1, these slopes
would be observed, mapped, and further evaluated for Alternative 1.5 components proposed
adjacent to exposed rock slopes or if cuts slopes are planned in bedrock areas (e.g., California
planning area). Therefore, Alternative 1.5 impacts related to landslide risks would be similar
to the Project and less than significant with mitigation.
GEO-4:

Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Alternative 1.5 construction would result in reduced impacts to soil erosion and loss of topsoil
due to the substantial avoidance of new development within presently undeveloped areas of
the Zoo campus. Specifically, Alternative 1.5 would avoid 6 acres of undeveloped areas with
native topsoil in the Africa planning area as compared to the proposed Project and eliminate
the need for excavation activities associated with construction of the aerial tram and possibly
the parking structure. However, Alternative 1.5 implementation would still result in the
limited potential for erosion due to excavation activities during construction, similar to the
Project. Excavation activities for construction of Treetops Visitor Center subterranean
kitchen and installation of the stormwater collection system would disturb and loosen soils,
resulting in the potential for erosion, especially during rain events. As with the proposed
Project, Alternative 1.5 implementation would require preparation of a SWPPP to obtain a
NPDES stormwater permit from SWRCB in accordance with the federal Clean Water Act. All
Alternative 1.5 components would be required to comply with all BMPs identified within the
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SWPPP and the City’s Stormwater and Urban Runoff Pollution Control Ordinance (Chapter
VI Article 4.4 of the LAMC) to address soil erosion and control the discharge of pollutants,
including sediment, into the local surface water drainages. With adherence to existing state
and local regulations that address soil erosion, Alternative 1.5 impacts potentially resulting
from erosion or loss of topsoil would be similar to the Project and less than significant.
GEO-5:

Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or that
would become unstable as a result of the project and potentially result in an
onsite or offsite landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or
collapse?

During Alternative 1.5 construction phases, excavation for California’s Condor Canyon,
Treetop Visitor Center’s subterranean kitchen, and the stormwater collection system may
loosen exposed soils or slopes, potentially causing instability within the excavation site or
compromised stability for adjacent properties. Similar to the proposed Project, adequate
sloping or shoring of soils would be necessary to provide structural support for neighboring
buildings to prevent soil collapse during excavation. All excavation activities associated with
Alternative 1.5 would be required to adhere to mandatory regulations set forth by CalOSHA
to ensure the safety of construction workers during excavation, and the Los Angeles Building
Code, and CBC to ensure stable excavations and cut or fill slopes.
Alternative 1.5 would upgrade and replace outdated facilities at the Zoo that do not meet
current Los Angeles Building Code and CBC building standards and may present a hazard to
public safety during an earthquake. All new structures under Alternative 1.5 would be
constructed to meet the most current and stringent building safety requirements, thus
reducing the level of risk on a site and within the Zoo as a whole, compared to existing
conditions. Therefore, compliance with the Los Angeles Building Code, CBC, and adherence
to the design recommendations detailed in site-specific geotechnical studies would address
potential impacts related to unstable soils.
Similar to the proposed Project, groundwater dewatering may be necessary for construction
of subterranean structures, such as the Treetops Visitor Center subterranean kitchen and the
stormwater collection system. In cases where there is a high or perched groundwater table
where the floor of subterranean structure encounters the groundwater table, ongoing
groundwater dewatering may be necessary to prevent the percolation or inflow of
groundwater into excavation pits and future basement levels. If the dewatering of
groundwater is necessary, a dewatering permit from the RWQCB would be obtained (refer to
Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality).
Additionally, the site-specific geotechnical report for each phase of development would
evaluate site-specific geotechnical hazards and soil stability and would be required to identify
building design requirements to ensure soil stability to the maximum extent feasible. The
geotechnical report would also be required to identify known historic groundwater levels
onsite and identify measures to address groundwater impacts such as dewatering during
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construction as needed to protect against water contact and to minimize the seeping of water
into the subterranean structure. All recommendations and design features in the geotechnical
report are required to be incorporated into the building design for Alternative 1.5
components, similar to the Project. With MM GEO-1, these required geotechnical
investigations would be completed for each phase of Alternative 1.5 development and
engineering techniques and technologies would be integrated into final Zoo development
plans. Implementation of MM GEO-1 would ensure impacts are similar to the Project and
less than significant with mitigation.
GEO-6:

Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?

As described in Section 3.7, Geology and Soils, there are two sedimentary units beneath the
Project site with Moderate to High potential to contain significant paleontological resources,
specifically within the Africa planning area. Implementation of Alternative 1.5 would reduce
impacts to paleontological resources as this alternative would substantially avoid
development of the existing undeveloped hillsides within the proposed Africa planning area.
While highly unlikely, the potential remains for construction under Alternative 1.5 to
encounter and impact significant paleontological resources, similar to the Project. Therefore,
Alternative 1.5 would implement MM GEO-2 and MM GEO-3, which would include
monitoring of ground disturbing activities for discovery of fossil specimens as well as
subsequent collection, preparation, and permanent deposition in a designated repository of
fossil specimens. These actions would preserve paleontological resources that would
otherwise be permanently lost and, similar to the Project, would reduce Alternative 1.5
impacts to less than significant with mitigation.
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
GHG-1:

Would the Project generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirection, that
may have a significant impact on the environment? Would the proposed
Project conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

GHG emissions would be substantially reduced under this alternative, as elimination of the
parking structure and implementation of the PVMP together would sharply limit projected
increases in visitation, increases in VMT, and associated mobile-sourced GHG emissions
compared to the Project. In addition, new development would be reduced by 6 acres when
compared to the proposed Project, which would decrease commensurately decrease Zoo
capacity for visitation. With less development, grading and excavation required for building
construction would be lessened under this alternative, which would decrease emissions from
heavy construction equipment. Alternative 1.5 would also result in a slight decrease in
emissions generated onsite from Zoo operations, as energy, water, and other utilities would
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not be needed for the aerial tram and exhibit spaces that would not be built in the Africa
planning area.
Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 1.5 would contribute to the expansion of
renewable energy infrastructure by installing 70,000 square feet of rooftop solar panels, in
addition to the separate LADWP project that would provide up to 163,000 square feet of solar
panel coverage in the Zoo’s northern parking lot. Additionally, similar to the Project,
Alternative 1.5 would provide high-efficiency lighting and amenities throughout the Zoo
property and in the parking lots and parking structure. Similar to the Project, these
components of Alternative 1.5 would reduce operational GHG emissions compared to
business-as-usual. Alternative 1.5 would not conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. implementation would not
interfere with any statewide or regional initiatives to reduce GHG emission associated with
the energy production sector. This impact would be slightly less than the proposed Project
and less than significant. Though not directly required to reduce impacts associated with
GHG emissions, MM UF-1, MM UF-2, MM HYD-2, MM T-2, MMT-3, and MM UT-1
would result in further reductions in overall GHG emissions generated by Alternative 1.5
and/or consistency with applicable plans, policies, and regulations adopted with the intent of
reducing GHG emissions.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
HAZ-1:

Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

Under Alternative 1.5, impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials would be similar
to the proposed Project. Similar to the proposed Project, construction for Alternative 1.5
implementation would require transportation, use, storage, and disposal of small quantities
of commercially available hazardous materials, which would be handled in compliance with
federal, state, and local regulations pertaining to their transport, use, or disposal. As such, the
potential for hazardous materials release would be limited to disturbance of contaminated
soil during ground-disturbing activities and accidental spill of chemicals, petroleum, oils, and
lubricants within the construction staging areas on the Project site or transportation routes.
However, due to the slight reduction in extent and duration of construction activities,
construction of Alternative 1.5 would result in slightly reduced potential for hazardous
materials spills or exposure. Compliance with federal, state, and local regulations related to
the safe transportation of hazardous materials as well as oversight by the appropriate federal,
state, and local agencies would minimize the risk of hazardous materials exposure during
transport, similar to the Project. Additionally, ACM, LBP, contaminated soils, or other
hazardous material encountered during demolition or construction activities would be
handled and disposed of in compliance with all pertinent federal, state, and local regulations
for the handling of such waste. Therefore, construction associated with Alternative 1.5
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implementation would result in less than significant impacts with regard to the transport of
hazardous materials and disposal of hazardous wastes, similar to the proposed Project.
All hazardous materials used onsite for operation of Alternative 1.5 would be subject to all
applicable regulations and documentation for the handling, use, and disposal of such
materials consistent with all appropriate federal, state, and local regulations and standards
established by the U.S. EPA, CalEPA, SCAQMD, Los Angeles County, and the City to protect
the public health and safety. As required, appropriate permits, worker training, and agency
inspections would be obtained and provided. Implementation of standard good housekeeping
measures, BMPs, site maintenance, and security precautions, as well as compliance with
standards and regulations would ensure potential impacts related to the routine transport,
use, or disposal of hazardous materials are similar to the Project and less than significant.
HAZ-2:

Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involved in the
release of hazardous materials into the environment?

As described in Section 3.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the Project site is located
near multiple regulated hazardous material sites, including one leaking UST with a closed
status near the southern parking lot and one Superfund cleanup site that extends to the north
of the Autry Museum and is undergoing continuing cleanup and investigation activities.
Construction of the parking and circulation improvements (e.g., improvements to the
intersection of Zoo Drive & Western Heritage Way, realignment of Western Heritage
Way/Crystal Springs Road, construction of the multi-story parking structure) would be
located nearest these sites. It is unlikely that existing contaminants identified on other nearby
sites would have an impact on the Project site, due to distance, hydraulic gradient in relation
to the Project site, or due to past cleanup efforts.
Similar to the proposed Project, ground-disturbing activities (i.e., excavation, trenching,
grading) during proposed improvements to Condor West, the Construction Shop and Support
area, and the Gottlieb Animal Health and Conservation Center under Alternative 1.5 has the
potential to disturb historic contaminated soil and hazardous vapors associated with the
fueling station located within the visitor-restricted Zoo Construction Shop and Support area.
However, since Alternative 1.5 would not include development of most undeveloped hillsides
in the Africa planning area, this alternative would result in reduced potential for hazardous
materials release associated with vapor migration from the fueling station. Implementation
of MM HAZ-1 would require a Phase II ESA to evaluate the presence of hazardous soil
contamination and vapor intrusion in the vicinity of the existing fueling station, the southern
parking lot, and north of the Autry Museum prior to demolition and grading activities. In the
event that the Phase II ESA identifies soil and/or groundwater contamination at or above
regulatory levels, implementation of MM HAZ-2 would require remediation activities prior
to the issuance of grading permits to ensure no adverse impacts from exposure to soil
contamination. Similar to the Project, ACM, LBP, contaminated soils, or other hazardous
material encountered during demolition or construction activities would be disposed of in
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compliance with all pertinent federal, state, and local regulations for the handling of such
waste. Implementation of MM HAZ-1, which would require the Phase II ESA to identify the
potential presence of ACM and LBP in the buildings proposed for demolition or renovation,
would reduce potentially hazardous waste impacts, similar to the Project.
Under the Project, development of the proposed aerial tram and funicular at the Zoo would
increase the potential for safety hazards associated with engineering functions. However,
since Alternative 1.5 implementation would not include development of the aerial tram this
alternative would reduce the potential for safety hazards as compared to the proposed Project.
Design, construction, operation, and maintenance of the California planning area’s funicular
would comply with the current American National Standard for Funiculars–Safety
Requirements (ANSI B77.2). Implementation of the current engineering design and
operational standards for the proposed funicular would ensure there are no near-term or
long-term safety impacts associated with operation of these structures. Therefore,
incorporation of the funicular at the Zoo under Alternative 1.5 would result in no significant
impacts on safety, similar to the proposed Project.
With mitigation to address potential soil contamination and ACM and LBP within older
structures during demolition and excavation, impacts to hazardous materials would be
similar to the Project and less than significant with mitigation.
HAZ-3:

Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an
existing or proposed school?

Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 1.5 would include construction involving the use
of commercially available potentially hazardous materials in the immediate vicinity of the Zoo
Magnet Center (i.e., circulation and parking improvements and Zoo Entry renovation in
Phase 1). However, all construction activities associated with Alternative 1.5 would comply
with applicable federal, state, and local regulations relating to protection of the public and the
environment from exposure to hazardous materials. Further, MM HAZ-1 would require the
preparation of a Phase II ESA to ensure no adverse impacts related to hazardous emissions
or spills would occur during implementation of Alternative 1.5. As such, construction impacts
related to hazardous emissions and hazardous materials, substances, and waste within 0.25
miles of a school would be similar to the Project and less than significant with mitigation.
After construction is complete and the heavy equipment is removed from the Project site, the
potential for hazardous spills would be low and similar to existing conditions at the Project
site. Therefore, operational impacts related to hazardous emissions and hazardous materials,
substances, and waste within 0.25 miles of a school would be similar to the Project and less
than significant.
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HAZ-4:

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

As described in Section 3.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, while the Project site is
included on several databases for its operation as a small quantity generator of hazardous
waste, the Zoo is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5. Alternative 1.5 would include the reconfiguration of
Crystal Springs Drive along the periphery of the Zoo parking lots, which would potentially
affect the area adjoining a listed leaking UST site. As such, ground-disturbing activities
associated with grading for the reconfigured road would increase the risk of disturbing
potentially contaminated soil. Similar to the Project, MM HAZ-2 would be implemented to
ensure any contaminated soils are properly removed, handled, and transported to an
appropriately licensed disposal facility, in accordance with local and state regulations. With
implementation of MM HAZ-2, near-term and long-term construction activities would have
a less than significant impact to sites included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5, and as such, would not create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment, similar to the Project.
HAZ-5:

Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

The Zoo maintains emergency preparedness procedures in the event of an emergency and/or
evacuation in accordance with the AZA accreditation standards. Similar to the proposed
Project, all buildings and structures under Alternative 1.5 would be constructed in compliance
with the applicable state and City building, fire, and emergency access codes to meet current
fire protection standards. Alternative 1.5 does not propose changes, obstructions, or
reconfigurations to public evacuation routes, so Alternative 1.5 would not result in physical
interference or impairment to implementation of this existing emergency and evacuation
plan. While construction activities associated with Alternative 1.5 would add vehicles (e.g.,
construction equipment, worker vehicles, etc.) to regional and local roads that could increase
congestion, emergency access would be maintained during construction with implementation
of MM T-1, which would require preparation and implementation of a Construction Traffic
& Access Management Plan for each phase of Alternative 1.5 (refer to Section 3.15,
Transportation). Therefore, similar to the Project, Alternative 1.5 would not impair
implementation or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan and impacts would be less than significant.
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Hydrology and Water Quality
HYD-1:

Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements or otherwise degrade water quality?

Alternative 1.5 would reduce ground disturbance by approximately 6 acres within the Africa
planning area. In addition, Alternative 1.5 would eliminate excavation and grading associated
with the multi-level parking structure and the footings of the Zoo aerial tram. As a result,
Alternative 1.5 would reduce potential for soil erosion, sediment transport, and disturbance
of soil contamination compared to the Project. However, Alternative 1.5 would still involve
substantial earthwork activities, including excavation for installation of the proposed
underground stormwater management system and excavation of California Condor Canyon,
which would disturb soils and increase the potential for soil erosion and sediment transport
into the Los Angeles River during periods of rainfall or runoff. Similar to the Project,
Alternative 1.5 would be required to implement construction BMPs to address soil erosion,
including topsoil mobilization and loss, and urban runoff in compliance with the City’s
Stormwater and Urban Runoff Pollution Control Ordinance (Chapter VI Article 4.4 of the
LAMC). All stormwater generated during construction would continue to be directed either
to the Zoo’s existing storm drain system and Zoo Wastewater Facility (or to the proposed
stormwater collection system for the respective area for each completed phase) in the nearterm phases, or the proposed stormwater capture system in the long-term phases, similar to
the proposed Project. The Zoo Wastewater Facility would continue to remove silt and grit
from the stormwater before discharging to the City’s North Outfall Sewer for treatment at the
LAGWRP, significantly reducing or eliminating any sediment and polluted runoff generated
during construction that would flow into the existing or proposed stormwater system. In
addition, implementation of MM HYD-1 through MM HYD-3 requires preparation of a
stormwater management plan to determine the appropriate sequencing of improvements,
preparation of a SWPPP, and implementation of standard construction BMPs, and timing of
construction to avoid adverse effects of seasonal storms, which would avoid potential for
mobilization of sediments and typical construction pollutants during all phases of Alternative
1.5 construction. Implementation of these measures would reduce associated impacts on
water quality from earthwork and typical construction activities similar to the Project and
would be less than significant with mitigation.
Similar to the Project, ground disturbing activities associated with improvements to Condor
West, the Construction Shop and Support area, and the Gottlieb Animal Health and
Conservation Center (Phase 4) have the potential to degrade surface water quality through
the disturbance of potentially contaminated soil (see also, Hazards and Hazardous Materials
for Alternative 1 above). Additionally, realignment of Western Heritage Way/Crystal Springs
Road and installation of traffic signals and potential intersection lane improvements (e.g.,
road widening and sidewalk improvement) during Phase 1 could disturb potential
contamination from equipment leaks or spill of stored hazardous chemicals or leaks from the
USTs located at or adjacent to the Zoo’s storage yard at the southern parking lot and Autry
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Museum (refer to Hazards and Hazardous Materials above). However, implementation of
MM HAZ-1 and MM HAZ-2 would require a Phase II ESA to evaluate the presence of
hazardous soil contamination and vapor intrusion in the vicinity of the existing fueling
station, the southern parking lot, and north of the Autry Museum, and remediation activities
if necessary to ensure no adverse impacts from exposure to soil contamination. Therefore,
with these measures, potential impacts to water quality from soil contamination would be
similar to the Project and less than significant with mitigation.
Operation of the Zoo during implementation of Phases 1 through 3 (through 2029) would
result in pollutant discharges and runoff similar to existing conditions, which would be
captured and treated by the Zoo Wastewater Facility and the LAGWRP prior to discharge to
the Los Angeles River. Following Phase 3, all surface runoff and stormwater within the Zoo
would be directed to the proposed onsite stormwater management system and proposed LID
features to capture, treat, and reuse stormwater onsite. Similar to the proposed Project, the
stormwater collection system is also proposed to allow retention and reuse of stormwater for
irrigation at the Zoo to reduce annual irrigation water demands (refer to Section 3.16,
Utilities). The stormwater capture and retention system as proposed does not include pretreatment or other LID measures to treat the runoff that would be reused for irrigation of the
Zoo, resulting in the potential to unnecessarily contribute pollutants captured within the
system back into the Zoo drainage system. Implementation of MM HYD-6 would require the
Zoo to install pre-treatment and LID features to treat water within the stormwater collection
system and remove pollutants prior to reuse for irrigation.
Similar to the proposed Project, the proposed stormwater collection system under Alternative
1.5 would be designed to capture 100 percent of stormwater runoff generated during a typical
2-year, 24-hour rainfall event. During larger storm events when capacity of the stormwater
collection system is exceeded, stormwater would overflow to the Zoo Wastewater Facility and
undergo the same level of treatment as occurs under existing conditions. Implementation of
the stormwater collection system and proposed LID features would improve the water quality
within the Zoo drainage area during operation of the Zoo to the same extent as the proposed
Project (refer to Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality). With implementation of MM
HYD-6, stormwater impacts would be similar to the Project and less than significant with
mitigation.
HYD-2:

Would the project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge, resulting in a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production
rate of pre‐ existing nearby wells would drop to a level that would not support
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)?

Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 1.5 would continue to use the LADWP water
supply and would not draw from local groundwater. As Alternative 1.5 would substantially
avoid new development within the presently undeveloped Africa planning area, this
alternative would result in a reduced footprint of impervious surfaces compared to the
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proposed Project. Therefore, Alternative 1.5 would maintain the existing rate of percolation
onsite more so than the proposed Project, and this alternative’s effects on groundwater
recharge would be incremental. Therefore, Alternative 1.5 implementation would not have an
adverse effect on groundwater recharge and impacts to groundwater infiltration would be less
than significant, similar to the Project.
Groundwater at the Project site and immediate vicinity may be contaminated due to a former
leaking UST and Superfund cleanup site in proximity to the Zoo’s parking lot and Western
Heritage Way, as well as from fueling dispensers, USTs, and associated piping within the Zoo
Construction Shop and Support area and existing storage yard (refer to Section 3.9, Hazards
and Hazardous Materials, for further discussion of the potential groundwater contamination
onsite). Implementation of MM HAZ-1 would require the City to prepare a Phase II ESA to
determine whether contamination exists and, if so, the extent of contamination within the
Project site. If contaminants are detected in soil at or above regulatory levels, then the results
of the soil sampling shall be reviewed and acted upon by the LAFD and other regional or state
regulatory agencies as needed. Therefore, Alternative 1.5 impacts to groundwater
contamination on- and offsite would be similar to the Project and less than significant with
mitigation.
The potential to encounter groundwater under Alternative 1.5 is limited, similar to the
Project, particularly on hillsides in the Africa planning areas where depth to groundwater is
greater than interior canyon areas of the existing Zoo. As no development is proposed within
the hillsides in the Africa planning area, the potential for groundwater intrusion or
contamination is very low in this area. Groundwater dewatering may still be necessary for the
construction of subterranean structures in areas with a high groundwater table (e.g., Treetops
Terrace subterranean kitchen). Without the parking structure or Zoo aerial tram footings, the
potential to encounter groundwater is reduced. In cases where there is a high or perched
groundwater table where the floor of subterranean structure encounters the groundwater
table, ongoing groundwater dewatering may be necessary to prevent the percolation or inflow
of groundwater into excavation pits and future basement levels. If dewatering is necessary,
the City would obtain a dewatering permit from the Los Angeles RWQCB in compliance with
existing RWQCB regulations and the requirements of the NPDES permit program. A
geotechnical report for each phase (required under MM GEO-1) would be required to
identify known historic groundwater levels onsite and identify measures to address
groundwater impacts such as dewatering during construction as needed to protect against
water contact and to minimize the seeping of water into the subterranean structure. All
recommendations and design features in the geotechnical report are required to be
incorporated into the final building design. Therefore, impacts on groundwater quality and
recharge from Alternative 1.5 implementation would be similar to the Project and less than
significant with mitigation.
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HYD-3:

Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a
manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation onsite or offsite?
Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that
would result in flooding onsite or offsite?

As Alternative 1.5 would substantially avoid new development within the undeveloped Africa
planning area and would eliminate construction of the multi-level parking structure, this
alternative would reduce alteration of the onsite drainage pattern as compared to the
proposed Project. Nevertheless, alteration of the onsite drainage pattern would still occur
through excavation, grading, and installation of the proposed stormwater collection system
within existing developed areas of the Zoo, and minor increases in development and
impervious surfaces. Generally, all Alternative 1.5 construction activities, particularly those
involving substantial soil excavation, would result in exposure of soils and would cause minor
alterations to onsite drainage, including the potential for temporary ponding during storm
events. However, all Alternative 1.5 components would be required to comply with the
Stormwater and Urban Runoff Pollution Control Ordinance (Chapter VI Article 4.4 of the
LAMC) to address soil erosion, including topsoil mobilization and loss, and urban runoff.
Further, all stormwater generated during construction would continue to be directed either
to the Zoo’s existing storm drain system in the near-term phases, or the proposed stormwater
capture system in the long-term phases. Compliance with existing City regulations as well as
implementation of MM HYD-1 through MM HYD-3 would reduce soil erosion impacts of
Alternative 1.5 to less than significant with mitigation.
While not expected, if dewatering of groundwater is required based on onsite groundwater
depth in some phases, it would be accomplished in accordance with Los Angeles RWQCB’s
Project Dewatering to Surface Waters in Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura
Counties (refer to Impact HYD-2). Construction activities would alter onsite drainage, subject
to requirements to control water quality and stormwater flows but would not alter drainage
patterns or amounts offsite to the Zoo Wastewater Facility or the Los Angeles River; therefore;
similar to the Project, construction activities associated with Alternative 1.5 would result in a
less than significant impact.
Following construction, Alternative 1.5 would not increase the potential for soils to be subject
to wind or water erosion. Implementation of MM HYD-4 through MM HYD-6 would
require preparation of an O&M Plan, application of gorilla mulch over landscaped areas, and
pre-treatment, filtering, and other LID features as part of the stormwater collection system
to ensure continued water quality benefits from the LID features and the stormwater
collection system. Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 1.5 would result in beneficial
impacts to soil erosion associated with reducing surface runoff and directing all stormwater
runoff into the proposed stormwater collection system, rather than conveying runoff to the
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Los Angeles River. With adherence to existing state and local regulations and mitigation
measures that address soil erosion, impacts to receiving waters potentially resulting from
erosion would be similar to the Project and less than significant with mitigation.
Alternative 1.5 would result in a smaller increase in impervious surfaces onsite as compared
to the proposed Project due to avoidance of development of 6 acres of undeveloped hillside
area in the Africa planning area. However, similar to the Project, Alternative 1.5 would include
substantial stormwater retention and treatment facilities onsite to accommodate stormwater
runoff and avoid on and offsite increases in flooding, consistent with the requirements of the
City’s Stormwater and Urban Runoff Pollution Control Ordinance (LAMC Article 4.4) and the
SWRCB’s Post-Construction Requirements. Similar to the Project, the proposed onsite
stormwater management system under Alternative 1.5 would be designed to capture
stormwater runoff, reduce peak flows, and reduce flow to the Zoo Wastewater Facility and
ultimately the Los Angeles River. The remaining runoff not captured by the stormwater
management system would be from the parking lots, which drain into existing LID features
for onsite treatment prior to flowing to the Los Angeles River. The increase in pervious
surfaces under Alternative 1.5 and additional point and non-point source water retention
features (e.g., vegetated retention basins and pervious paving) would further slow and retain
surface flows. Overflows of the stormwater management system would be directed to the Zoo
Wastewater Facility. Following desilting and grit removal at the Zoo Wastewater Facility,
stormwater would continue to be discharged to the North Outfall Sewer, which would direct
water to the LAGWRP, similar to existing conditions for all stormwater within the Zoo. Since
the volume of stormwater directed to the Zoo Wastewater Facility would be substantially
reduced when compared to existing conditions, the Zoo Wastewater Facility's total capacity
of 1.8 million gallons would be adequately sized to accommodate overflow runoff from the
Zoo. As such, stormwater would be adequately managed, maintained, and attenuated through
on- and offsite stormwater control features, which are designed consistent with the
requirements of the City Stormwater and Urban Runoff Pollution Control Ordinance and
SWRCB Post Construction Requirements. Therefore, similar to the proposed Project,
Alternative 1.5 impacts to onsite and offsite flooding would be less than significant.
HYD-4:

Would the project create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

Alternative 1.5 would result in a smaller increase in impervious surfaces due to the avoidance
of new development of 6 acres within the Africa planning area, thereby resulting in a smaller
increase in stormwater runoff at the Zoo. The reduction in new development on presently
undeveloped areas would increase infiltration and reduce surface runoff onsite. Additionally,
implementation of the proposed stormwater collection system would substantially reduce
stormwater runoff and peak flow by capturing and storing all rainfall from the Zoo and the
79.7-acre hillside area adjacent to the Zoo for reuse onsite as irrigation water. Additional LID
features, such as bioretention cells and vegetated bioswales, would be incorporated during
4-134

Focused Recirculated EIR

4.0 Alternatives
final design of the planning areas to retain runoff and increase infiltration. The substantial
reduction in surface runoff and peak flow would result in beneficial impacts to water quality,
as the reduced volume and velocity of stormwater flows would reduce the rate of soil erosion
and sedimentation.
Implementation of the proposed stormwater collection system would reduce the volume of
discharge to the Zoo Wastewater Facility; therefore, this system would not be exceeded during
the 2-year or the 100-year storm events. Implementation of the proposed stormwater
collection system would also reduce the volume of discharge from the Zoo Wastewater Facility
to the City’s North Outfall Sewer. The Zoo Wastewater Facility would continue to hold animal
pond water and overflow stormwater from the Zoo until the demand for wastewater discharge
is low (i.e., nighttime). Thus, the Zoo Wastewater Facility would prevent exceedance of the
North Outfall Sewer’s capacity. Therefore, similar to the proposed Project, implementation of
the stormwater collection system would result in beneficial and less than significant impacts
to existing stormwater drainage systems.
Land Use and Planning
LU-1:

Would the project cause a significant environmental impact due to conflict with
any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?

Alternative 1.5 would not cause a significant environmental impact due to conflict with any
land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect. Similar to the proposed Project, this alternative would promote energy
conservation and efficiency, develop photovoltaic energy and water recycling (see Impact En1, Impact En-2 and Impact AQ-1). With implementation of MM TRANS-2, Alternative 1.5
would include TDM measures and improvements to transit and active transportation services
and infrastructure that would better align with the VMT reduction and land use planning
goals of the SCAG 2016 RTP/SCS. Alternative 1.5 would protect native vegetation
communities and hundreds of native trees due to the avoidance of 6 acres of development on
the Africa planning area hillsides. Further, Alternative 1.5 would develop and implement a
new set of design guidelines that include landscape design guidelines prioritizing the use of
native plant species, preserving existing specimens and habitats with protected status and
significant ecological function/importance, and planting additional native plants species.
These guidelines would support native habitat restoration and ecosystem health. As a result,
Alternative 1.5 would preserve an estimated 135 native trees and 66 native shrubs protected
and regulated under the existing City Tree Preservation Ordinance and Protected Tree Code
Amendment (refer to Urban Forestry Resources). Implementation of required mitigation
measures, proposed additional design guidelines, and elimination of the multi-story parking
structure and Zoo aerial tram would help ensure Alternative 1.5’s consistency with the SCAG
RTP/SCS, Los Angeles General Plan, Hollywood Community Plan, L.A.’s Green New Deal,
and LAMC, as well as the Vision Plan for Griffith Park as it applies to areas outside of Zoo
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property. Therefore, similar to the proposed Project, land use impacts from Alternative 1.5
would be less than significant with mitigation.
Noise and Vibration
NOI-1:

Would the proposed Project result in generation of a substantial temporary or
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in
excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?

Alternative 1.5 construction would generate reduced noise levels as compared to the proposed
Project due to avoidance of development of the Africa planning area hillside and elimination
of the multi-level parking structure and Zoo aerial tram as major development projects. The
most perceptible levels of construction noise would likely occur during Phase 1 when the Zoo
Entry and California planning area improvements are underway, including grading,
excavation, potential blasting, and building construction, concurrent with improvements to
the Zoo’s southern parking lot, realignment of Western Heritage Way/Crystal Springs Road,
and the Zoo Drive & Western Heritage Way intersection. Similar to the proposed Project,
there are no residential sensitive receptors in the vicinity. The building construction activity
would be the loudest phase of construction and would generate a noise level of approximately
86.2 dBA Leq at 50 feet. Equipment noise levels during general construction activities would
exceed 75 dBA Leq at nearby sensitive receptors during Phases 1, 2, 3, 5, and 6. During Phase
1, the Zoo Magnet Center and the Wilson and Harding Golf Courses would experience noise
level above 75 dBA Leq (Table 3.12-9). However, without the potential pile driving activity
associated with the aerial tram, the Wilson and Harding Golf Courses would not experience
noise levels above 75 dBA Leq, resulting in reduced noise levels under Alternative 1.5.
Similar to the Project, MM NOI-1 through MM NOI-5 would substantially reduce
construction noise levels. The equipment mufflers associated with MM NOI-1 would reduce
construction noise levels by approximately 3 dBA. MM NOI-2 through MM NOI-4,
although difficult to quantify, would also reduce and/or control construction noise levels.
MM NOI-4 would require coordination with the construction contractor and the coordinator
of the Zoo Magnet Center to avoid disruption to classroom instruction. MM NOI-5 would
reduce construction noise levels by approximately 10 dBA at the Zoo Magnet Center by
installing temporary noise barriers around the facility. Similar to the proposed Project, with
implementation of these measures, noise levels would be reduced to approximately 66 dBA
Leq at the exterior of the school, which would be below the 75 dBA Leq standard. Therefore,
Alternative 1.5 impacts related to construction noise would be similar to the Project and less
than significant with mitigation.
Stationary noise sources introduced under Alternative 1.5 would be similar to existing noise
sources. Stationary noise sources include Zoo visitors conversing in the park, noise from
animals, noise related to special events, mechanical equipment noise within the park, service
vehicles, the PA system, parking noise, and background music. Zoo attendance and special
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events would decrease under Alternative 1.5 compared to the Project. The increased
attendance due to Zoo expansion, new Zoo facilities, and Zoo programming may result in
increased noise levels and expanded duration of operational noise, including after-hours
noise from evening special events or extended hours and noise from vehicle traffic in the
Project vicinity. The increase in visitation and associated operational noise impacts under
Alternative 1.5 would be slightly less than the proposed Project. MM NOI-6, which would
require the Zoo to orient shop faces inwards toward Zoo property, is intended to reduce
service area noise through thoughtful design. Therefore, Alternative 1.5 impacts related to
operational noise from stationary and mobile sources would be slightly less than the proposed
Project and less than significant with mitigation.
NOI-2:

Would the proposed Project result in generation of excessive groundborne
vibration or groundborne noise levels?

Alternative 1.5 would implement similar construction and blasting activities as the proposed
Project. However, Alternative 1.5 would not involve development of a parking structure or
new Zoo aerial tram and would completely avoid the need for pile driving activities and avoid
vibration impacts associated with this construction of this feature. As a result, construction
associated with Alternative 1.5 would result in reduced vibration levels from the use of typical
construction equipment, and impacts would be less than significant, similar to the Project.
Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 1.5 does not include stationary sources of
vibration, such as heavy-duty industrial equipment. Regarding additional traffic, the FTA has
stated that rubber-tired vehicles do not typically generate perceptible vibration levels outside
of the right-of-way. Additionally, Alternative 1.5 would result in reduced vehicle traffic to the
Project site, as compared to the proposed Project. There are no operational sources of
vibration that would generate vibration levels that exceed 75 VdB. Therefore, impacts
associated with operational vibration would be similar to the Project and less than significant.
Reduced construction vibration under Alternative 1.5 would also result in reduced potential
disturbance of Zoo animals, particularly elephants. As the Zoo has done in the past during
construction, measures to protect these animals may include temporary relocation away from
construction activities, closure of exhibits, or even the transfer of animals to other zoos.
Accommodations specific to each animal would be developed during the planning process for
each phase and details would be included in final construction plans. With continued
management of each species of animal exhibited or rehabilitated at the Zoo and required
compliance with the AWA, there would be no adverse effects on Zoo animals from vibration
during construction of Alternative 1.5.
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Public Services
PS-1:

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated
with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for
new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for fire
protection?

Due to the reduction in new development in currently undeveloped hillsides within the Africa
planning area, this alternative would reduce the potential for ignition risks during
construction. While reduced, Alternative 1.5 construction would continue to introduce a
potential ignition source for fires (e.g., flammable materials, sparks), particularly within the
California planning area, and may create hazardous conditions requiring EMS; however,
LAFD maintains fire response and EMS at adequate levels to respond to incidents at the Zoo
during Project construction. Construction contractors and work crews would employ “good
housekeeping” procedures (e.g., proper maintenance of mechanical equipment and proper
storage of flammable or other hazardous materials) and would comply with Cal/OSHA,
LAMC Fire Code, and CBC regulations to reduce risk of potential fires, hazardous spills of
other conditions during construction that would require fire protection and EMS. Therefore,
Alternative 1.5 construction would not require additional firefighting or EMS personnel or
new or expanded facilities.
Similar to the proposed Project, construction activities under Alternative 1.5 would result in
temporary changes to roadways, access points, and staging areas currently used by LAFD to
respond to incidents in the Zoo and nearby areas in Griffith Park. However, Alternative 1.5
would not directly impair designated County or City Disaster Routes along I-5, SR-134, and
San Fernando Road, as all development would be contained to the Zoo and roadways serving
the Zoo. Implementation of MM T-1, requiring a Construction Traffic & Access Management
Plan with measures for controlling and ensuring continued access to the Zoo and through the
interior of the Zoo circulation system, would address impacts from construction of proposed
improvements on emergency access and response.
Under Alternative 1.5, reduced amount of development in the Africa planning area and
implementation of the PVMP would reduce increased annual Zoo attendance compared to
the proposed Project. The anticipated increase in annual visitation to 2.5 million guests and
the hiring of approximately 291 additional staff by 2038 (approximately 22 percent less than
under the proposed Project) has the potential to result in increases in the frequency of
incidents with commensurate increases in demand for fire protection and EMS from LAFD.
Compared to the Project, this alternative would result in reduced potential for emergency
incidents. Due to the acceptable response times from Station No. 56, which currently serves
the Project site, the LAFD would have adequate resources and personnel to continue to serve
the Zoo without needing to expand any facilities or personnel. All Alterative 1.5 components
would be constructed in accordance with applicable sections of the LAMC Fire Code and CBC,
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which require the provision of adequate emergency access, use of ignition-resistant
construction materials, installation of automated fire suppression systems, emergency water
supply, and adequate fire flow rates, and appropriate defensible space requirements.
Alternative 1.5 would also include emergency evacuation plans, similar to the Project,
allowing for quick and safe evacuation of Zoo guests, employees, and Zoo animals in the event
of an emergency. Consistent with LAFD standards, this combination of development
standards for new development and existing LAFD service capabilities would ensure
demands for fire protection and EMS would continue to be met under Alternative 1.5.
Therefore, no additional LAFD facilities or personnel would be required to serve Alternative
1.5.
Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 1.5 would include roadway and circulation
improvements (i.e., intersection improvements at Zoo Drive & Western Heritage Way,
realignment of Western Heritage Way/Crystal Springs Road, increased parking) to reduce
vehicle congestion in the Project vicinity and improve direct access to the Zoo for firefighters
and EMS. Improvements to the secondary/exhibit pathway would continue to occur under
Alternative 1.5, including the Primary Path Loop for intuitive circulation throughout the Zoo
and a new vehicle service entrance and service road, improving service access to and around
the perimeter of the Zoo.
Similar to the Project, Alternative 1.5 would not increase demand for LAFD response or
require new firefighting equipment or facilities. Further, there would be no significant
increase in risk for ignition or reduction in response times or evacuation planning. Therefore,
impacts to fire protection and emergency response services would be less than significant,
similar to the Project.
PS-2:

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated
with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for
new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for police
protection?

As Alternative 1.5 is anticipated to result in 500,000 fewer annual visitors compared to the
proposed Project, the increase in demand for additional police protection at the Zoo would be
less than the proposed Project. To address anticipated increases in demand for law
enforcement services, Alternative 1.5 would include construction of a new 13,000 sf singlestory security and first aid center, located within the proposed entry plaza where it would be
easily accessible to Zoo guests, and the hiring of additional security personnel to
accommodate such needs. Zoo security staff would continue to respond to most incidents at
the Zoo, limiting the increased demand for LAPD services. Because Zoo security is provided
onsite and would not regularly necessitate responses from community LAPD stations,
Alternative 1.5 would not substantially interfere with LAPD response times. Further,
Alternative 1.5 would result in reduced impacts to the resident-to-officer ratio of the LAPD.
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Further, most jobs associated with the proposed Project are anticipated to be filled by the
existing local or regional labor force within the City, surrounding cities, and surrounding Los
Angeles region. Therefore, any net population increase spurred by Alternative 1.5 is
anticipated to be nominal and would not substantially affect LAPD officer-to-resident ratios.
As described in Section 3.13, Public Services, while the Project site is in an area with
comparatively low crime rates, has an adequate officer-to-resident ratio, and provides
adequate response times, the Zoo currently experiences a relatively high number of vehicle
theft/break ins. Similar to the Project, this trend is expected to continue since Alternative 1.5
would maintain the open, publicly accessible parking lot and does not propose measures to
limit access or increase patrol or parking lot security. Implementation of MM PS-1, requiring
the Zoo implement measures to increase security of the Zoo’s parking lot areas such as
frequent patrolling and installation of additional surveillance cameras, would help to reduce
vehicle theft/break in and manage crime within the Zoo, thereby reducing LAPD and Zoo
security demands. Further, improvements to Zoo facilities would include modernization of
security systems such as access control to buildings, secured parking facilities, walls/fences
with key systems, and well-illuminated spaces designed with a minimum of dead space to
eliminate areas of concealment.
Existing resources of the LAPD and Northeast Community Police Station are adequate to
continue providing acceptable levels of service to the Zoo with Alternative 1.5, similar to the
Project. With implementation of MM PS-1 to address increased law enforcement issues from
vehicle theft/break ins, impacts to public safety and police protection services would be
similar to the Project and less than significant with mitigation.
PS-3:

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated
with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for
new or physically altered school facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts?

Alternative 1.5 is anticipated to result in a smaller increase in annual visitation and fewer new
jobs compared to the proposed Project, which would reduce overall demands for
governmental facilities, including schools. Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 1.5
would not include residential development, and therefore, would not result in an increased
number of school-aged children in the LAUSD. New jobs created under Alternative 1.5 would
be filled by the existing local workforce, and, therefore, would not create population growth
in the area, thereby increasing demand for public school services. Alternative 1.5 would not
result in physical changes to existing LAUSD facilities, including the Zoo Magnet Center, since
most Alternative 1.5 improvements would occur within Zoo planning areas inside the Zoo and
away from the Zoo Magnet Center campus. However, similar to the Project, Alternative 1.5
would realign Western Heritage Way/Crystal Springs Drive to the perimeter of the southern
parking lot and would add approximately 300 guest surface parking spaces in the southern
parking lot, immediately adjacent to the Zoo Magnet Center through removal of existing Zoo
uses and restriping of parking spaces. While there has historically not been significant conflict
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in parking availability for Zoo Magnet Center and Zoo guests, Alternative 1.5 implementation
is anticipated to increase daily attendance to the Zoo and substantially increase demand for
Zoo parking (refer to Section 3.15, Transportation). To ensure parking availability remains
for Zoo Magnet Center students and staff and avoid the need for additional facilities to serve
school operations, MM PS-2 would require improvements to the southern parking lot to
include designated parking spaces for Zoo Magnet Center school buses and implement
parking hour limitations to accommodate 10 teachers, the office administrator, and campus
counselor, with an additional reserve space for visitors. Reserved parking stalls would be in
effect during hours of Zoo Magnet Center operation. With implementation of this measure,
Alternative 1.5 impacts on schools would be similar to the Project and less than significant
with mitigation.
Recreation
REC-1:

Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks
or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of
the facility would occur or be accelerated?

Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 1.5 would upgrade the Zoo Drive/Western
Heritage Way intersection with a new signal in Phase 1. The signalization of this intersection
would not affect the mobility of pedestrians, bicyclists, and equestrians along the Main Trail
or affect their safety. Therefore, implementation of Alternative 1.5 would result in similar
impacts to mobility and safety along the Main Trail compared to the proposed Project and
impacts associated with accessibility to recreational resources would be less than significant.
Alternative 1.5 would increase Zoo visitation and increase visitor-serving spaces within the
Project area, but to a lesser extent than the proposed Project. Expansions and improvements
to Zoo facilities under Alternative 1.5 would be contained within existing Zoo boundaries.
Thus, Alternative 1.5 would result in no net loss of recreational lands and would not cause
direct impacts to recreational facilities within Griffith Park or elsewhere, similar to the
proposed Project. Within the Zoo, the proposed Nature Play Park would replace the existing
children’s playground within the Zoo, named the Papiano Play Park, increase the playground
size threefold to 18,300 square feet of a natural play area equipped with play structures and
water features, and relocate the park nearby the main entrance. However, under Alternative
1.5, the proposed 2-acre public park to the north of the surface parking lot and therefore
would not expand recreational amenities within Griffith Park to the same extent as the
Project.
Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 1.5 would not facilitate indirect population or
economic growth within the City or greater region that would place demand on recreation
and park services compared to the existing level of service available. New jobs generated by
Alternative 1.5 implementation are anticipated to be supplied by the existing local or regional
labor force within the City, surrounding cities, and surrounding Los Angeles region.
Therefore, any net population increase spurred by Alternative 1.5 is anticipated to be less than
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under the proposed Project and nominal. As such, no additional demand on existing
recreational facilities or for new recreational amenities is anticipated as a result of Alternative
1.5 implementation, similar to the Project. Therefore, Alternative 1.5 impacts would be less
than significant.
REC-2:

Would the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect
on the environment?

Under Alternative 1.5, redevelopment and expansion of existing facilities and the construction
of new facilities within the Zoo would improve the recreational value and opportunities
provided by the Zoo, to a lesser degree than the proposed Project. Alternative 1.5
implementation would result in impacts to the environment, including adverse effects on air
quality, biological resources, cultural and tribal resources, the City’s urban forest, geology and
soils, hazards and hazardous materials, and transportation. However, Alternative 1.5 would
result in reduced impacts due to avoidance of new development within presently undeveloped
areas of the Zoo and elimination of the proposed 2-acre public park within the Zoo’s northern
parking lot. Where potentially significant impacts are identified as they relate to the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities, applicable existing regulations or
appropriate mitigation is identified which would reduce associated Alternative 1.5 impacts.
With implementation of the regulations and required mitigation measures, impacts from the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities would be similar to the Project and less
than significant.
Transportation
T-1:

Would the project cause a significant environmental impact due to conflict with
a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system,
including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?

With implementation of a comprehensive TDM Program (MM T-2), Alternative 1.5 would
align with the VMT reduction goals and objectives within the SCAG’s 2016 RTP/SCS, Los
Angeles General Plan, Mobility Plan 2035, Hollywood Community Plan, Griffith Park Vision
Plan, Green New Deal Plan, and Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles. In addition, implementation
of the PVMP would substantially reduce visitation and associated increases in VMT,
consistent with the objectives of the above-referenced plans. Alternative 1.5 would be
consistent with the plans listed above to a greater extent than the proposed Project due to
overall substantial reduction in VMT but would be similar to the proposed Project in terms of
multi-modal local and regional transportation policies. Alternative 1.5 would not cause
significant environmental impacts due to conflicts with any transportation plan, policy, or
regulation, and impacts would be similar to the proposed Project and less than significant
with mitigation.
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T-2:

Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section
15064.3, subdivision (b)?

The analysis within this EIR of Alternative 1.5 would be consistent with the requirements of
CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, which requires using VMT as a measure for transportation
impacts based on the City’s adopted TAG thresholds for increases in VMT for regional uses.
Under Alternative 1.5, construction activities would result in additional VMT in the Project
vicinity and on the I-5 and SR-134 freeways, associated with construction materials deliveries,
soil import and export, export of demolition debris, and construction workers trips.
Construction-related increases in VMT would occur intermittently and would be lower in
volume than the construction vehicle trips and VMT associated with the proposed Project.
The Construction Traffic & Access Management Plan required under MM T-1 would further
reduce construction VMT impacts through provisional measures to reduce construction
traffic and associated VMT.
As described in Section 3.15, Transportation, the Zoo is currently isolated from regional and
local transit hubs, with only two transit lines (i.e., the new Parkline Shuttle and Metro Line
96) currently serving the Project site. Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 1.5 would
include TDM measures to expand transit service to serve the Project site and encourage the
use of transit and active transportation modes by visitors and employees. However,
Alternative 1.5 would substantially reduce daily VMT when compared to the proposed Project
due to elimination of the parking structure and implementation of the PVMP, which would
cap the number of visitors/reservations at the Zoo during peak times. As a result, Alternative
1.5 is estimated to result in an approximately 16.7 percent reduction in total annual Zoo
visitation, for a total of 2,500,000 visitors per year, and an approximately 21.8 percent
reduction in total Zoo employees, or a total of 861 employees, by buildout in 2038. Based on
these percent reductions in visitation and employment, daily visitor VMT on weekends (the
highest attendance days) in 2038 is anticipated to be reduced from 136,287 under the
proposed Project to approximately 113,527 under Alternative 1.5, prior to mitigation. Daily
employee VMT on Mondays and Fridays in 2038 would also be reduced from 24,436 under
the proposed Project to 19,109 under Alternative 1.5, prior to mitigation. While the reduced
visitation and implementation of MM T-2 under Alternative 1.5 would result in a reduction
in operational visitor and employee VMT when compared to the proposed Project, this
alternative’s VMT estimates would still exceed the TAG’s established net-zero VMT threshold
for event centers and regional-serving entertainment venues. Therefore, Alternative 1.5,
similar to the proposed Project, would have significant and unavoidable impacts related to
increased VMT.
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T-3:

Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses
(e.g., farm equipment)?

Due to the reduced area of development under Alternative 1.5, construction would be reduced
in scope and duration, resulting in fewer trucks trips, construction worker vehicle trips, and
other construction-related trips along the surrounding street network and I-5 and SR-134
freeways. Therefore, Alternative 1.5 would result in more limited increases in hazards due to
a geometric design feature with vehicle, pedestrian, and bicycle safety due to construction
traffic. Further, implementation of MM T-1 would require preparation of a Construction
Traffic & Access Management Plan to address construction traffic routing and control, safety,
construction parking, and vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian safety. The Construction Traffic &
Access Management Plan would require haul trips to be restricted between 9:00 AM and 2:00
PM to avoid pedestrian safety impacts associated with pick-up and drop-off at the Zoo Magnet
Center, and would require construction flaggers, as necessary, to maintain the flow of traffic
and allow safe passage for pedestrians across crosswalks and along the Main Trail. Within the
Zoo each phase of Alternative 1.5 would be fenced for safety and security, and all construction
equipment would be staged within the fenced area. Therefore, Alternative 1.5 construction
activities would not result in safety hazards within the Zoo. With the implementation of MM
T-1, construction-related hazards would be similar to the Project and less than significant
with mitigation.
Similar to the proposed Project, each development phase under Alternative 1.5 would be
required to undergo review by City agencies regarding potential increases in hazards due to
geometric design feature of the generally narrow roads and limited capacity intersections
within Griffith Park. This would include a review of roadway improvements and operations
so that vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian access are protected while accommodating safe
vehicular access. Proposed roadway improvements would protect views of other vehicles,
people walking, or people bicycling on the same street and/or restricting the ability of a driver
to stop a motor vehicle without danger of an ensuing collision. Design of each development
phase would need to be consistent with Mobility Plan 2035 policies, Walkability Checklist
standards, and Vision Zero policies, which focus on eliminating existing hazards and
designing the transportation network so as to enhance safety of all travel modes. Although
Alternative 1.5 implementation would add vehicle trips to the surrounding roadways, this
would be a substantial decrease from the proposed Project. Trips would be distributed among
multiple streets in the transportation study area, and therefore, would not be considered a
traffic hazard.
Similar to the Project, the proposed realignment of Western Heritage Way/Crystal Springs
Drive would improve pedestrian safety associated with Zoo Magnet Center students and staff
crossing this roadway. The existing driveway serving the overflow parking lot and the Zoo
Magnet Center would be eliminated, thereby reducing the potential vehicle and bicycle
conflicts at that location. The realigned roadway and south driveway would be engineered to
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comply with LADOT standards and designed to intersect the roadway at a right angle to
address line of sight, turning radii, spacing, etc. The roadway would also provide necessary
sidewalks, crosswalks, and pedestrian movement controls to meet the City’s requirements to
protect vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian safety. The overall reduction in vehicle trips and
vehicle congestion under operation of Alternative 1.5 compared to the Project would improve
safety for bicycles and pedestrians in the Project vicinity. Therefore, impacts related to driving
hazards would be similar to the proposed Project and less than significant.
Alternative 1.5 would also include beneficial circulation and safety improvements associated
with provision of the Primary Path Loop for pedestrians and the separated pedestrian and
service roads in the Condor Canyon area. Alternative 1.5 would also eliminate the aerial tram
and associated safety impacts. Similar to the Project, Alternative 1.5 improvements to the
Zoo’s internal circulation would result in reduced beneficial and less than significant
operational impacts to safety hazards.
T-4:

Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?

While Alternative 1.5 would involve demolition, excavation, and construction of roadways,
pathways, and access routes both internal and external to the Zoo, construction activities
would not disrupt access to primary or secondary designated Disaster Routes along I-5, SR134, and San Fernando Road. Further, this alternative’s phasing plan would limit disruption
or obstruction of access and evacuation routes within the Zoo (refer to Public Services).
Implementation of MM T-1, requiring a Construction Traffic & Access Management Plan
with measures for controlling and ensuring continued access to the Zoo and through the
interior of the Zoo circulation system, would address impacts from construction of proposed
improvements on emergency access and evacuation Alternative 1.5 operation would also not
impair adopted County or City mapped Disaster Routes along I-5, SR-134, and San Fernando
Road, as all development would be contained within and immediately adjacent to the Zoo.
Alternative 1.5 would include improvements to existing roadways and intersections
surrounding the Zoo that would improve emergency response and access (refer to Public
Services). Alternative 1.5 would also include looping circulation system improvements within
the Condor Canyon area, creating a beneficial impact but less than significant impacts to
emergency access, similar to the Project.
Utilities
UT-1:

Would the project result in the construction of new water facilities or expansion
of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects? Would the project have sufficient water supplies
available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, or
would new or expanded entitlements be needed?

Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 1.5 construction would require water for dust
control, equipment cleaning, soil excavation and export, and re-compaction and grading
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activities. Water use is conservatively estimated at 2,000 gpd during construction, which
would be substantially less than existing water consumption at the Project site, which is
estimated to be approximately 107,508,000 gallons per year (approximately 294,542 gpd)
and could be accommodated by the existing water infrastructure onsite. Further, due to the
reduced extent and duration of construction activities under Alternative 1.5, there would be a
reduction in potable water demand as compared to proposed Project construction. Therefore,
temporary construction-related impacts associated with water demand and water
infrastructure would be less than the Project and less than significant.
Alternative 1.5 would require installation of new water lines to replace existing lines and
expand to undeveloped areas of the Zoo in the California and Africa planning areas.
Alternative 1.5 would connect to the City’s water supply system with new laterals installed
within the Project site and existing outdated water mains within the Project site would remain
protected, capped, and abandoned in place during construction. Construction impacts
associated with the installation of laterals, and installation of a new recycled water connection
would primarily involve minor trenching onsite. Prior to ground disturbance, all proposed
work associated with the water laterals would be subject to review and approval by the City
Department of Public Works and all appropriate permits (e.g., public right-of-way permits)
would be obtained, as necessary. The construction contractor would be required to notify the
City Public Works Department in advance of ground disturbance activities to avoid existing
water lines and/or disruption of water service to offsite properties. Therefore, impacts on
water infrastructure from construction activities would be similar to the Project and less than
significant.
During operation, water demand would be less compared to the proposed Project due to the
reduced development and associated decreases in annual visitation. Based on the anticipated
reduced growth (16.7 percent) that would occur under Alternative 1.5, Alternative 1.5 would
increase annual demand for potable water to 120,758,342 gallons per year (371 AFY), which
would be 13,250,342 gallons per year (40.7 AFY) over existing conditions. This increase would
be approximately 24,209,655 gallons per year less than the proposed Project.
Similar to the Project, the proposed stormwater management system would substantially
offset the increased water demand and virtually eliminate the Zoo’s irrigation water demand.
As described under Hydrology and Water Quality, the proposed stormwater management
system would be designed to retain 100 percent of flows generated under a 2-year, 24-hour
storm event. Based on historic precipitation data for the Los Angeles area, the proposed
stormwater system once completed in Phase 3 of Alternative 1.5 would be capable of capturing
and retaining 35,000,000 gallons per year (107 AFY) (refer to Section 3.16, Utilities) for
irrigation of landscaping and exhibit areas, further offsetting increases in annual potable
water demand under Alternative 1.5.
Following the completion of Alternative 1.5 construction in 2038, the operational water
demand would constitute less than 1 percent of the City’s total water supply. The City would
be able to serve Alternative 1.5 without additional unplanned new or expanded entitlements
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and Alternative 1.5 implementation would not affect the ability of the City to meet its goal to
source 70 percent of water locally by 2035 under the Green New Deal pLAn. Potable water
demand would be further reduced through compliance with City’s Water Efficiency
Requirements and Green Building Code (LAMC Chapter XII, Article 5 and Chapter IX, Article
9), MM UT-1, and MM HYD-7, which would require the use of highly efficient plumbing
fixtures, irrigation, and landscaping for new construction, expanded use of recycled water,
and installation of efficient irrigation systems for all existing and proposed new landscaped
areas within the Zoo. While not required to further reduce impacts from the Zoo’s water
demand, MM UT-2 is recommended to include all recommended civil engineering and water
efficiency measures recommended in the Appendix (New Infrastructure: Plumbing) of the
draft Vision Plan.
Though the City’s recycled water system has adequate capacity to serve the increase in Zoo
recycled water use for irrigation of the parking lot areas, in accordance with the One Water
L.A. Plan, MM UT-1 would require the Zoo to extend recycled water lines throughout the
interior areas of the Zoo to provide recycled water for washdown of the animal holding areas,
irrigation, and power washers, in the Zoo’s exhibits (e.g., treatment systems, ponds,
aesthetics/water features, etc.) where feasible, as well as for fire suppression where feasible.
Based on the City’s current recycled water production capacity of 649,600 AFY and objectives
for expanding opportunities for use of recycled water supplies, the City's recycled water
system has available capacity to adequately serve the recycled water demands of the Project.
Further, those demands would be slightly reduced with the exclusion of 6 acres of exhibit and
visitor spaces in the Africa planning area and the 2-acre public park. Expansion of the Zoo’s
non-potable water use as required by MM UT-1 would require an additional connection to
the City’s water recycling system at the existing 8-inch recycled water main at the west end of
the Zoo parking lot. The expanded use of recycled water for Zoo operations that do not require
potable water quality would further reduce the Zoo’s dependence on potable water supplies
and implement the Green New Deal pLAn and One Water L.A. Plan. Therefore, similar to the
Project, impacts on the City’s non-potable (recycled or reclaimed) water supplies would be
less than significant with mitigation.
UT-2:

Would the project result in the construction of new stormwater drainage
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?

Similar to the Project, the proposed stormwater management system would result in
environmental impacts associated with excavation and trenching of underlying soils,
emissions from construction equipment and fugitive dust, construction vehicle traffic,
construction stormwater runoff, potential disturbance of archaeological and paleontological
resources, and construction-related noise. Detailed analysis of the potential impacts
associated with installation of the proposed stormwater system is analyzed in each of the
respective resources sections of Section 4.5.3, Alternative 1.5 – California Focused
Conservation. Alternative 1.5 implementation, along with installation of the stormwater
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collection system would also result in or contribute to construction-related impacts to those
resources. Mitigation measures necessary to reduce Alternative 1.5 impacts associated with
installation of the new stormwater collection system are also identified therein and would be
capable of reducing environmental impacts to less than significant with mitigation. With
regard to impacts from hydrology and water quality, the stormwater collection system would
result in beneficial drainage impacts associated with stormwater reuse, similar to the Project.
UT-3:

Would the project require or result in the construction of new wastewater
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental effects? Would the project result in a
determination by the wastewater treatment provider that serves or may serve
the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand
in addition to the provider’s existing commitments? Would the project exceed
wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality
Control Board?

Similar to the Project, the proposed stormwater collection system would capture, convey, and
store rainfall from the Zoo and the 79.7-acre hillside area adjacent to the Zoo for reuse onsite
as irrigation water. Therefore, while Alternative 1.5 implementation would generate increased
stormwater within the Zoo property due to the addition of impervious surfaces, the proposed
stormwater collection system would substantially reduce flow to the Zoo Wastewater Facility.
Since the Zoo Wastewater Facility would receive only overflow stormwater from flows greater
than the 2-year, 24-hour storm event, the volume of water directed to the Zoo Wastewater
Facility would be reduced by up to 35 million gallons per year and up to 6.8 million gallons
per day. Following completion of the proposed stormwater collection system, the majority of
flows to the Zoo Wastewater Facility would include animal pond water from the Zoo’s
exhibits. Similar to the Project, there is no proposed increase in the total number of pools
requiring periodic draining and refilling, requiring water demand and treatment at the Zoo
Wastewater Facility. Any additional animal pools and other water features that would be
constructed under Alternative 1.5 would be installed with Life Support Systems (i.e.,
recirculating water treatment systems), which require a much lower frequency of draining
and filling. Proposed expansion of the animal exhibits under the proposed Project would
increase generation of animal pond water to the Zoo Wastewater Facility by an estimated
11,939 gpd, for a total of 41,939 gpd based on Alternative 1.5’s 8.8 percent reduction in total
area of new animal welfare areas when compared to the proposed Project. Due to the
reduction in stormwater flows that would be conveyed to the Zoo Wastewater Facility, an
incremental increase in the generation of animal pond water would not exceed the 1.8million-gallon maximum capacity of the Zoo Wastewater Facility.
Based on reduced visitation and employment, Alternative 1.5 would generate an increase of
approximately 28,341 gpd (of 100,606 gpd total) of sewage flows within the Zoo’s sewer
system and the City’s North Outfall Sewer due to the addition of a new employees and an
annual increase of approximately 1,165,203 million new visitors (approximately 7.2 percent
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less than under the proposed Project). Additionally, proposed expansion of the animal
exhibits would increase generation of animal pond water within the North Outfall Sewer by
approximately 11,939 gpd, for a total of 41,939 gpd. Increases in wastewater flows under
Alternative 1.5 would represent less than 1 percent of the LAGWRP’s approximately 2.8 mgd
of additional full tertiary treatment capacity. Given that the increased wastewater flow would
be a de minimus incremental increase, the LAGWRP would have sufficient capacity to serve
Alternative 1.5’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments and no
new or expanded water or wastewater treatment facilities would be required to serve
Alternative 1.5. Further, Alternative 1.5 proposes a new plumbing system within the Zoo to
replace the existing outdated sewer pipes and connect to new restrooms. The proposed new
plumbing systems at the Zoo would be installed in accordance with the current California
Building Code and Plumbing Code (CCR Title 24), Green Building Code (CCR Title 24, Part
11), State Water Conservation Guidelines, and Green Building Standards. In accordance with
Section 64.15 of the LAMC, the Zoo would be required to submit a Sewer Capacity Availability
Review (SCAR) request to the BOE and pay a SCAR Fee prior to building plan approval to
evaluate the capacity of the existing North Outfall Sewer to convey the projected wastewater
generation from the Zoo through 2038. With assurance of adequate planning-level surveys of
the existing North Outfall Sewer per existing City regulations, impacts to the LAGWRP and
the North Outfall Sewer would be similar to the Project and less than significant.
Implementation of the proposed stormwater collection system would reduce the volume of
discharge from the Zoo Wastewater Facility to the City’s North Outfall Sewer by 56 percent
during and following storm events (refer to Section 3.16, Utilities). Additionally, the Zoo
Wastewater Facility would continue to hold animal pond water and overflow stormwater from
the Zoo until periods of low flow to avoid overloading the North Outfall Sewer. Therefore,
implementation of the stormwater collection system would result in beneficial and less than
significant impacts to the North Outfall Sewer, similar to the Project.
UT-4:

Would the project be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs? Would the project
comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid
waste?

Alternative 1.5 construction would generate similar C&D waste to the proposed Project since
Alternative 1.5 would demolish and redevelop existing areas of the Zoo. In accordance with
the City’s C&D Waste Recycling Ordinance, all mixed C&D waste generated during
construction and not reused onsite would be hauled to a City-certified C&D waste processor.
Therefore, solid waste impacts from C&D waste would be similar to the Project.
Alternative 1.5 would not substantially increase disposal of animal bedding and waste at the
Griffith Park Compost Facility due to the limited new development and expansion of animal
exhibits. Based on the proposed increase in Zoo animal space, Alternative 1.5 would increase
disposal of animal bedding and waste at the Griffith Park Compost Facility by less than the
Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
City of Los Angeles

4-149

4.0. Alternatives
proposed Project. Therefore, future solid waste generation would remain below the Griffith
Park Compost Facility’s total permitted capacity of 156 tons per day.
Although Alternative 1.5 would also increase operational solid waste generation at the Zoo,
including trash and recycling, this increase would be less compared to the proposed Project
due to the limited new development and associated increase in annual visitation. Based on
the projected annual visitation growth, the estimated increase in solid waste generation under
Alternative 1.5 in 2040 would comprise less than 1 percent of the total daily permitted
capacity of Sunshine Canyon Landfill (8,300 tons of solid waste per day). Further, the Zoo
would manage trash and recycling generated by animal care, dining facilities, restrooms, and
other visitor-serving facilities within the Zoo campus in accordance with all applicable state
and local requirements. Therefore, similar to the Project, Alternative 1.5 would not conflict
with federal, state, or local statutes and regulations related to solid waste disposal. Similar to
the Project, Alternative 1.5 would be served by solid waste facilities that maintain an adequate
capacity. Therefore, Alternative 1.5 would have a less than significant impact related to solid
waste, similar to the Project.
Wildfire
WF-1:

Would the project impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

While Alternative 1.5 would involve demolition, excavation, and construction of roadways,
pathways, and access routes both internal and external to the Zoo, construction activities
would not disrupt access to primary or secondary designated Disaster Routes along I-5, SR134, and San Fernando Road and this alternative’s phasing plan would limit disruption or
obstruction of access and evacuation routes within the Zoo (refer to Public Services).
Implementation of MM T-1, requiring a Construction Traffic & Access Management Plan
with measures for controlling and ensuring continued access to the Zoo and through the
interior of the Zoo circulation system, would address impacts from construction of proposed
improvements on emergency access and evacuation of the Zoo in response to a wildfire.
Impacts associated with increased risk of wildfire during Alternative 1.5 construction would
be similar to the Project and less than significant with mitigation.
As discussed in Public Services for Alternative 1.5 above, operation of Alternative 1.5 would
not impair adopted County or City mapped Disaster Routes along I-5, SR-134, and San
Fernando Road, as all development would be contained within the Zoo and bordering areas
of Griffith Park. Alternative 1.5 would include improvements to existing roadways and
circulatory systems both within and surrounding the Zoo that would improve emergency
response and access, emergency evacuation, and sheltering in place (refer to Public Services).
Therefore, Alternative 1.5 would not impair emergency response or evacuation, similar to the
Project, and impacts would be less than significant.
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WF-2:

Would the project exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project
occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled
spread of a wildfire due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors?

The Project site is located within a Very High FHSZ at the base of steep vegetated slopes
within Griffith Park with onsite and adjacent fire-prone vegetation, steep slopes, limited
perimeter access, and annual Santa Ana winds. However, existing Zoo operations and Project
standards are designed to minimize or avoid exacerbating wildfire risks, and thereby expose
project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a
wildfire due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors.
Alternative 1.5 construction would introduce new potential ignition sources over the course
of 18 years, such as the use of heavy machinery and fuels, which create the potential for
sparking and could exacerbate wildfire risk. Major construction of the new California
planning areas in Phases 1 would occur within areas that currently support flammable native
and non-native vegetation and are located on steep slopes adjacent to wildlands in Griffith
Park. However, unlike the proposed Project, Alternative 1.5 would avoid construction on
hillsides in the Africa planning area, which similarly supports flammable native and nonnative vegetation located on steep slopes adjacent to wildland areas, thereby reducing
potential for spark of a wildfire during construction. Vegetation clearing, grubbing, grading,
and facility construction for service facilities, and the California and Africa exhibits along
Zoo’s perimeter would similarly occur within and adjacent to areas that support flammable
vegetation. Major excavation, including potential blasting, for Condor Canyon in the
California planning area, could also add to construction-related fire ignition risks. Although
all construction would be performed in a fire-safe manner consistent with existing
regulations, potential for accidental ignition of onsite or adjacent wildland vegetation would
remain.
Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 1.5 would involve tree and vegetation removal,
including hundreds of highly flammable eucalyptus trees, as well as over 13 acres of
flammable native chaparral. Construction in these areas would remove unmaintained
flammable native and nonnative vegetation and replace it with irrigated native and
ornamental vegetation, potentially reducing the extent of onsite flammable vegetation.
Additionally, Alternative 1.5 construction would be implemented in compliance with all
applicable requirements of the City’s Fire Code and NFPA 241 Standards for Safeguarding
Construction, Alteration, and Demolition Operations. With implementation of existing
regulations, risks associated with Alternative 1.5 construction would be reduced such that
Alternative 1.5 construction impacts associated with increased risk of wildfire during Project
construction would be the same as the Project and less than significant.
While changes in the interior of the Zoo may reduce risk of onsite vegetation ignition,
increased visitation and new exhibits may provide new ignition sources, which could also
incrementally increase risk of wildfire occurring within Griffith Park. For instance, similar to
the proposed Project, Alternative 1.5 would expand nighttime activities, including additional
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special events throughout the year. These new activities may involve potential ignition
sources ranging from regulated electric wiring and unpermitted smoking. The projected
increase in visitor attendance would increase the total and density of people within a
designated Very High FHSZ. In the event of a wildfire incident, Zoo visitors and animal
residents would also be exposed to increased risk of fire-created pollutant emissions (smoke).
Similar to the proposed Project, the Zoo would continue to implement procedures for
managing fuels, ensuring adequate evacuation of the Zoo, and providing appropriate forms
of access to the Zoo and surrounding WUI, as required in the City’s Fire Code and by LAFD,
and preparation and application of emergency management and evacuation plans per both
City and AZA regulations. In addition, all development would undergo plan review by the
LAFD to ensure appropriate designs for access and fire flow as required under Chapter 5 of
the City Fire Code. Per MM WF-2, the Zoo would be required to update these plans as
appropriate based on proposed improvements and changes in site access and circulation
through Alternative 1.5 implementation. Therefore, with the application of existing
regulations and requirements to update wildfire management and evacuation plans,
Alternative 1.5 would not significantly exacerbate wildfire risks resulting in the exposure of
Zoo staff and visitors to wildfire hazards, and impacts would be the same as the Project and
less than significant with mitigation.
WF-3:

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

Alternative 1.5 would include the installation and maintenance of new or improved/realigned
roads, emergency water sources, power lines, or other utilities throughout the Zoo within
existing developed/disturbed areas, as well as implementation of well-planned fuel
management. The risks associated with installation, operation, and maintenance of these
facilities is discussed in detail under Impact WF-2 above. Though Alternative 1.5 would not
develop the Africa planning area hillside areas within the Zoo, which currently acts as fuel
break between the Zoo and wildland areas, this alternative would develop hillside areas within
the California planning area that currently provide the same benefit. Expansion or
reestablishment of existing fuel breaks in the California planning area elsewhere around these
proposed areas of development would reduce fire hazards, but potentially result in loss of
sensitive natural communities, species, and protected trees (see Biological Resources above).
Vegetation within portions of these undeveloped hillsides is currently managed through
clearing, mowing, or trimming by the Zoo and LAFD as a fuel break between the Zoo and
surrounding Griffith Park and WUI. It is likely new fuel breaks would be located along the
perimeter of the California and limited portions of the Africa planning areas in compliance
with existing City Fire Code and LAFD regulations. The installation and maintenance of new
or expanded fire buffer and fuel breaks would require mowing, substantial trimming, or
complete removal of almost all vegetation within up to a 100-foot buffer area around the Zoo
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perimeter, including native chaparral and oak woodland habitats, as well as nonnative grasses
and scattered invasive species (e.g., eucalyptus). Precise measurements of habitat loss are
difficult to calculate due to the conceptual nature of Project plans and are also contingent
upon LAFD direction, which is provided annually based on site inspections. However,
installation and maintenance of this fuel buffer under Alternative 1.5 is likely to result in less
than the 6 acres of disturbance or loss of native chaparral and oak woodland habitat within
Griffith Park estimated for the proposed Project. With implementation of MM UF-1, MM
UF-2, and MM WF-1, adverse impacts to biological resources as a result of installation and
maintenance of these fuel breaks would be reduced through maximum avoidance of native
vegetation and appropriate restoration offsite. Therefore, Alternative 1.5 impacts would be
the same as the Project and less than significant with mitigation.
WF-4:

Would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire
slope instability, or drainage changes?

Alternative 1.5 development would occur downslope or downstream of steep hillsides and
three small drainages within Griffith Park. There are no creeks or rivers mapped within the
Project site, but stormwater flows from the hillsides through the Zoo’s stormwater
management system, which removes silt and grit from stormwater before it flows to the
LAGWRP. If a wildfire burned large areas within Griffith Park adjacent to the Zoo, post-fire
runoff from a major storm event, slope instability, landslides, drainage changes, and limited
flooding or sedimentation could occur within the Zoo. The relatively small size of the
watershed draining into the Zoo (~80-acres) would potentially limit problems. If wildfiredenuded surrounding hillsides were subjected to a high-intensity rain event, new
development within the Zoo, especially new development at the base of the hillsides, has
limited potential to experience damage from sedimentation. Sediment and debris could plug
existing and planned drainage improvements, including the proposed stormwater collection
system (refer to Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality). Two of the proposed
subsurface cisterns serving the Bird Show and Animal Programs amphitheater and the Nature
Play Park planning area are located on high elevation sites relative to the flat interior or the
Zoo. These new cisterns would capture all runoff, debris, and sediments conveyed through
the watershed, resulting in the potential accumulation of sediment or debris within the
system, especially in the event of high rainfall closely following burn of the watershed.
However, the small size of the existing watersheds would not create significant runoff, debris
flow, or landslides caused by post-fire slope instability that place Zoo occupants or structures
at substantial risk. Therefore, impacts would be similar to the proposed Project and less than
significant.
Conclusions and Relationship to Project Objectives
Alternative 1.5 would preserve approximately 6 acres of undeveloped hillside area within Zoo
property in its current setting. In doing so, this alternative would preserve and restore native
vegetation communities supporting a limited range of sensitive species and protected trees,
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as well as avoid visual and geologic changes to these areas. As a result, this alternative would
slightly reduce the severity of potentially significant impacts to biological and urban forestry
resources, as well as aesthetics, air quality and GHG emissions, energy, noise, transportation,
and utilities. However, while elimination of the aerial tram and multi-story parking structure
would eliminate the need for MM VIS-2 and MM VIS-3 and reduce impacts from light and
glare to a less than significant level, Alternative 1.5 would continue to result in a significant
and unavoidable impact (Impact VIS-2) related to aesthetic impacts to the visual character of
the Zoo in context of the Zoo Drive gateway to Griffith Park.
More significantly, Alternative 1.5 would substantially reduce annual Zoo visitation compared
to the proposed Project, although Alternative 1.5 would still generate increases in VMT that
exceed the City’s TAG threshold of net-zero VMT for regional attractions like the Zoo (Impact
T-2); therefore, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable under Alternative 1.5. As
such, implementation of Alternative 1.5 would not substantially lessen or avoid significant
and unavoidable impacts identified for the proposed Project.
Alternative 1.5 would continue to support long-term redevelopment of the existing Zoo to be
consistent with several of the Project objectives, including improvement of animal welfare
and care (Project Objective No. 1) though to a slightly lesser extent than the Project (refer to
Section 4.7, Changes in Animal Welfare Area Under Project and Alternatives), due to the
reduced development of new exhibit spaces and transformation of underutilized and
underdeveloped areas (Project Objective No. 2) in the Africa planning areas. Alternative 1.5
would allow for improvement of the visual appearance of the Zoo (Project Objective No. 11),
and incorporation of sustainable design practices (Project Objective No. 13). However, this
alternative would not include the expanded exhibits within the Africa planning areas
proposed under the Project, which would limit expansion within Zoo property. While this
Alternative would result in a reduced development footprint within Zoo property and a
significantly smaller increase in visitation over time, this alternative is still expected to
generate adequate visitation to support the economic viability of the Vision Plan, as analyzed
by the 2017 AECOM economic feasibility study, which informed the Vision Plan (Appendix
A). Alternative 1.5 would preserve and restore native vegetation communities of the Africa
planning area, including locally protected species. Implementation of development design
guidelines would prioritize the use and preservation of native plant species, thereby nurturing
the existing natural ecosystem, supporting regional biodiversity, and providing immersive,
safe, and dynamic habitats for Zoo animals. In addition, the new Zoo Entry Garden and Park
would support native trees, shrubs, and flowering plants designed to demonstrate wildlife
habitat gardens, provide interactive learning opportunities for children and adults, and
supplement the Zoo’s education program curricula focused on fields such as biology, wildlife,
conservation, and environmental resource stewardship would further promote the existing
ecosystem and learning and educational experiences. These three elements of Alternative 1.5,
paired with the replacement of vineyard landscape features in the California planning area
with native vegetation to showcase the value of pollinators in the ecosystem, would support
expansion of conservation efforts (Project Objective No. 3), provide for interpretive and
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educational experiences (Project Objective No 4), and further support environmentally
sustainable practices (Project Objective No. 13).
Alternative 1.5 would decrease development within the Zoo by 7.6 percent from the proposed
Project. This would be accomplished by eliminating development proposed in the Africa
planning area and relocating proposed visitor-serving areas to the Zoo Entry Garden and
Park. As such, this alternative would utilize Zoo property to enhance immersive experiences
for visitors and expand visitor-serving features (Project Objectives Nos. 5, 6, and 7) while
meeting the conservation education, and environmental sustainability objectives listed above.
Further, Alternative 1.5 would continue to include Condor Canyon circulation improvements,
which would contribute to the creation of an efficient and accessible internal loop circulation
system with a Primary Loop Path (Project Objective No. 8). This feature would improve not
only visitor experience but also visitor safety and operational excellence (Project Objective No
14). Although Alternative 1.5 would not develop the aerial tram feature, other ground-based
alternative travel options would still be provided through the proposed circulation
improvements. This alternative would include internal circulatory improvements via Condor
Canyon and the secondary/exhibit pathways and would implement the proposed funicular to
improve access including ADA access. (Project Objective No. 9). As a result, Alternative 1.5
would sufficiently meet all Project objectives.

4.5.4

Alternative 2 – Multi-modal Transportation Alternative

Under the Multi-modal Transportation Alternative, the Zoo would implement measures
that would go beyond the state and regional goals and policies for reducing VMT and
increasing multi-modal transportation. Alternative 2 would incorporate Project mitigation
measures and additional measures for reducing VMT into the design of the Project. This
would involve additional measures to increase active transportation and transit to and
from the Zoo by coordinating with local and responsible agencies, providing funding for
key improvements, and incentivizing alternative modes of travel. Alternative 2 would result
in a greater level of consistency with state and regional goals for reducing VMT and
associated vehicle GHG emissions, slightly reducing impacts compared to the Project;
however, due to the City’s adopted thresholds for regional serving retail projects, impacts
would remain significant and unavoidable. Nevertheless, Alternative 2 would achieve all of
the Project objectives.
The Multi-Modal Transportation Alternative (Alternative 2) would guide long-term
redevelopment and operations of the Zoo with an identical land use and phasing plan as the
Project but under a substantially expanded transportation and circulation plan to integrate
physical and programmatic improvements for multi-modal transportation to the Zoo. As
proposed, the Vision Plan includes improvements to roadways and parking areas, including
realignment of Crystal Springs Drive/Western Heritage Way, intersection improvements at
Zoo Drive/Western Heritage Way, increased capacity for 300 additional spaces in the
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southern parking lot, and construction of a 2,000-space parking structure in the northern
parking lot. These improvements would be needed to accommodate growth in average daily
trips to the Zoo from 1.2 million additional visitors per year and increased employees.
Improvements for non-vehicular modes are limited to relocation of an existing bus stop to be
more directly accessible to the Zoo Entry and the Autry Museum of the American West and
maintenance of bicycle parking to minimally comply with City standards.
The Zoo is set in a relatively transit poor area where one bus stop is served by two local routes
(Metro Line 96 and the Griffith Parkline) with limited services (i.e., longer headways, limited
hours of operation). There are also few direct and desirable pedestrian and bicycle facilities
connecting to surrounding communities, including Burbank, Glendale, and City
neighborhoods. For example, the Los Angeles River Bike Path is not directly connected to the
Zoo via on-road or dedicated bike paths. As a result, most trips to the Zoo are made by vehicle.
The Zoo also provides free parking to visitors and employees, which makes driving more
attractive and convenient. Without investments in multi-modal transportation infrastructure
and equipment and targeted incentives and public information to change travel behaviors,
additional trips to the Zoo under the Project would continue to be made largely by vehicle. As
discussed below, continued operation of the Zoo with limited facilities and support for multimodal transportation does not comport with adopted and emerging state, regional, and local
policies and regulation to transform travel behavior, reduce VMT, and provide non-vehicular
options for daily commuting and regional trips.
Alternative 2 would address these policies to expand multi-modal connectivity and further
reduce VMT compared to the Project. All components described in Section 2.0, Project
Description would remain exactly as described under this alternative, including all planning
area improvements, growth and attendance projections, transportation and circulation
features, utility improvements (e.g., the proposed stormwater management system), and
construction assumptions for grading, excavation, equipment, and durations. Alternative 2
would involve the same development program as the Project (20 years) occurring over seven
phases of construction. The one exception would be the proposed parking structure in the
northern parking lot, which would be reduced in size commensurate to reduced demand for
parking that may occur by Phase 7 of Vision Plan implementation. Similar to the Project,
phases of Zoo development would occur sequentially. All phases would be guided by the
Vision Plan’s guiding principles (see Sections 2.3.2, Project Objectives, and Section 2.3.3,
Vision Plan Guiding Principles). This alternative is analyzed programmatically due to the
nature of the Vision Plan and lack of detailed design and information regarding proposed
improvements.
Issue Background
In the past two decades, the state has initiated plans, strategies, and policies establishing
goals and objectives for reducing GHG emissions in an effort to slow the rate of humaninduced global climate change. With the passage of the Global Warming Solutions Act (AB
32) in 2006 and several subsequent Executive Orders and Senate Bills (SBs), the state is
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committed to reducing statewide GHG emissions to 1990 levels. In 2008, the state recognized
the connection between land use planning and reliance on vehicles as the primary mode of
transportation as a substantial source of GHG emissions, with the result being emissions from
vehicles accounting for 30 percent of GHG emissions in California. To achieve the GHG
reduction targets established under AB 32 and SB 32, the California Air Resources Board
(CARB) prepared the Climate Change Scoping Plan and updated it in 2017. The 2017 Climate
Change Scoping Plan reflects the statewide GHG emissions reduction goals and includes
various measures to reduce VMT and vehicle GHG, including a goal to reduce light duty VMT
by 15 percent by 2050.
In 2016, Governor Brown passed SB 743, after which the Office of Planning and Research
(OPR) amended to CEQA Guidelines to utilize VMT-based performance metrics for analyzing
transportation impacts under CEQA. Consistent with the 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan,
OPR has recommended a similar threshold for transportation impacts, recommending that a
residential or office project that would exceed a level of 15 percent below existing VMT per
capita may indicate a significant transportation impact. For regional serving retail projects,
OPR’s recommended that any increase in VMT may indicate a significant impact (OPR 2018).
In July 2019, the City adopted the revised City of Los Angeles CEQA Transportation
Thresholds, which adopted these same thresholds for regional attractions. As discussed in
Section 3.15, Transportation, the Project is considered a Regional-Serving Entertainment
Venue and Event Center per the City’s 2020 TAG, and impacts are evaluated against the
threshold of no net increase in VMT. However, because the Zoo is a regional destination
located in a relatively transit poor area and the nature of the Vision Plan is to increase
visitation, achieving a net-zero increase in VMT can be difficult or nearly impossible, and
impacts would be significant and unavoidable when compared to this threshold. Strategies or
mitigation for achieving VMT reductions for regional attractions can be difficult due to the
nature of the trips, large volume of visitors attracted to the use each year, and the origin of
the trip or distance traveled by visitors.
Expanded Multi-Modal Transportation Improvement & Strategies under Alternative 2
In recognition of these measures for reducing VMT and difficulties in achieve net-zero VMT,
Alternative 2 would maximize alternative modes of travel to and from the Zoo to achieve
greater reductions in VMT consistent with the goals of state and regional plans. Under
Alternative 2, all transportation, circulation, and parking improvements proposed under the
Project would continue to be implemented with the exception of the onsite parking structure,
which would be reduced in size commensurate to the reduced demand for parking resulting
from increased use of alternate modes of transportation (see discussion of Parking
Improvements below). In addition, Alternative 2 would incorporate all of the measures
identified as part of the Zoo TDM Program (MM T-2), plus additional measures necessary to
achieve a goal of reducing total Zoo VMT by 15 percent by 2040. This collection of TDM
measures would become additional components of the Vision Plan.
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Alternative 2 would include the comprehensive TDM Program overseen by a qualified TDM
Coordinator, as described in MM T-2. The TDM Coordinator would monitor visitor and
employee mode share with annual surveys, collect and analyze parking and transit use data,
and develop annual reports for submittal to BOE and LADOT. Monitoring results would be
used to determine the appropriate TDM measures to employ in the coming year to reduce
total Zoo VMT by 15 percent by 2040, champion transit and alternative modes of
transportation to the Zoo for visitors and employees, develop appropriate incentives to
increase the Zoo’s transit mode share incrementally over time, and develop effective
marketing tools to advertise transit and non-vehicular travel mode availability and incentives.
Specific VMT reduction strategies, which would be finalized during review and approval by
the City and LADOT, would meet an overall goal of reducing projected Zoo employee VMT
and visitor VMT each by 15 percent. Alternative 2 would include the improvements and
measures described below:
General Trip Reduction Measures
Alternative 2 would include general measures to increase awareness of TDM programs and
opportunities to travel to the Zoo without a car, including the following:
•

•
•
•

Offer employee TDM benefits for use of active transportation commuter modes,
including ridesharing, transit, bicycling, walking, carpool/vanpool, etc. Incentives for
Zoo employees could include flexible scheduling or options for telecommuting,
discount transit passes, discounted equipment to employees who bike to work, or
discounted equipment (e.g., walking shoes) to employees to walk to work.
Maximize opportunities for Zoo employees to telecommute as part of regular
scheduling.
Provide a transportation information center and a commuter club to support a
collaborative approach among employees to TDM.
Continue to seek grant funding to support expanded TDM measures to reduce
employee VMT per capita.

Transit and Rideshare Improvements
Alternative 2 would involve the Zoo establishing an initial transit mode share target of 5
percent by 2025, 10 percent by 2030, and 15 percent by 2040. Alternative 2 would include
the following improvements or measures to substantially increase transit ridership and
ridesharing:
Develop/expand the Zoo vanpool program and encourage employee participation in
existing vanpool programs, including City employee and Metro vanpool programs.
• Provide employee incentives to participate in a vanpool program and regularly
advertise the opportunities to vanpool through a variety of employee communication
formats.
• Partner with rideshare companies such as Uber or Lyft to guarantee availability of an
emergency ride home or provide access to City vehicles for this purpose.
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•

•

•

Offer discounted Zoo entrance tickets for patrons use transit to visit the Zoo. Visitors
must provide proof of arrival via transit to receive discounted rate. Advertise the
availability of ticket discounts for transit through social media and in coordination
with RAP, LADOT, and Metro.
Coordinate with Metro to increase bus service frequency to the Zoo bus stop, such as
advocating for the implementation of Metro’s proposed Line 501, including
proportional share funding.
Pursue proportional share funding in coordination with RAP or the development of
other alternatives to expand Parkline Shuttle service to increase access to Griffith Park
and the Zoo from nearby Metro light rail stations, as follows:
•

•

•

•

•

Expand Parkline Shuttle service to connect to the Metro B Line Vermont/Sunset
station in the south and the Metro B/G (formerly, Orange) Line North Hollywood
station in the north. Shuttle routes should be coordinated with LADOT and RAP.
Extend Parkline Shuttle service hours to begin serving the Zoo bus stop at 9:30
AM, before the Zoo opens each day, and continue to run until 10:00 PM to ensure
availability to employees and visitors. This expanded service would first be
targeted to occur during peak demand periods such as Easter, Memorial Day, and
during Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD) holidays, such as the week of
spring break.
Coordinate with RAP to monitor the success of the Parkline Shuttle during such
peak periods and to fund expansion of the service over time, as needed, to facilitate
and accommodate increased ridership. The program shall then be expanded to
broaden the hours and days of operation as needed to meet demand.
Coordinate with RAP on how best to advertise and perform outreach to user groups
regarding the availability of this transit service and methods to increase ridership
(e.g., social media outreach, print media, radio, television).

Pursue proportional share funding in coordination with Metro and LADOT or
development of other alternatives to provide an express shuttle service to and from
Los Angeles Union Station and the Zoo.
•

•

Provide Union Station shuttle during operating hours on weekends and legal
holidays. This new service would first be targeted as a pilot program to occur
during peak demand periods such as Easter, Memorial Day, and during LAUSD
holidays, such as spring break week. If successful, the program shall then be
expanded to broaden hours and days of operation.
Coordinate with Metro and LADOT on how best to advertise and perform outreach
to user groups regarding the availability of this transit service and methods to
increase ridership (e.g., social media outreach, print media, radio, television).
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements
The existing Zoo is relatively isolated from surrounding communities in the cities of Glendale
and Burbank. As such, pedestrian and bicycle access to the Zoo is limited. Alternative 2 would
include the following measures or improvements intended to improve or promote active
modes of travel to the Zoo:
•

•

•

•

Provide onsite bicycle facilities (i.e., shower, racks, and lockers) for Zoo employees in
an amount and location informed by annual employee surveys and monitoring
reports.
Encourage bicycles as a primary commute mode for employees and provide incentives
for biking to work, including providing free or discounted equipment to employees
such as helmets, locks, bicycle commuter gear, and bicycles (electric or non-electric).
Coordinate with LARiverworks, RAP, and LADOT, City of Burbank, and the City of
Glendale to identify and facilitate new bicycle and pedestrian linkages and bridges
between the Zoo and neighboring communities, particularly linkages to Los Angeles
River Bike Path. The Zoo, RAP, and LADOT in consultation with the City of Glendale
shall consider development of a new bicycle and pedestrian bridge across Colorado
Boulevard, linking neighborhoods within the City of Glendale to Griffith Park, south
of the Project site. The Zoo, RAP, and LADOT shall ensure that all bicycle and
pedestrian linkages and bridges to Griffith Park are well-signed and provide lighting,
are regularly patrolled by law enforcement.
Maintain and expand onsite bicycle parking for Zoo visitors in an amount and location
informed by visitor surveys and annual monitoring reports.
•
•
•

•
•

Maintain and expand short-term bicycle parking within the Zoo to meet changing
demands evaluated in the TDM Program annual reports.
Provide well-lit, clearly signed, bicycle parking that is convenient and in close
proximity to the Zoo Entry to encourage bicycling by visitors.
Provide secure short-term bicycle parking and/or a bicycle parking attendant,
bicycle valet, or indoor bicycle parking facility, or other measures to prevent theft
and ensure parking availability for Zoo visitors.
Design bicycle racks with space-efficient configurations, such as vertically
staggered racks and two-tier racks.
Provide a bike share station at the Zoo as a part of the Metro Bike Share, Ofo, or a
new bike share program specific to Griffith Park. The provision of funds for the
bike share station may be determined based on the area required for the bike
station. The bike share station shall be well-lit and located at a safe and convenient
location adjacent to the Zoo entrance.

Parking Management
Alternative 2 would involve all of the same parking improvements proposed under the Project
with a new parking program to manage employee and visitor demand and generate a funding
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source for the Zoo. A paid parking program in concert with the expansions in transit and
active transportation modes would help to encourage traveling to the Zoo without a car for
employees and visitors. Alternative 2 includes the following measures to discourage driving
and parking at the Zoo:
•

•

Implement a paid parking program to discourage employee vehicle trips to the Zoo
and generate revenue that the Zoo may use to expand transit ridership for employee
trips. Pricing options of onsite employee parking spaces include pay-per-use passes.
Develop and implement a paid parking program for Zoo visitors to discourage
personal vehicle trips to the Zoo and identify possible funding source to help subsidize
TDM, transit improvements, and other trip reduction measures, considering the
following options:
•

•
•

•
•

A Peak Period Parking Program would charge for preferred parking during the
highest visitation periods, including all weekends (Saturdays and Sundays),
holidays, the spring months (April and May), and December, collecting fees for
preferred parking on approximately 170 days of the year (based on the 2020
calendar year).
An Everyday Parking Program would charge for preferred parking 363 days of the
year (every day the Zoo is open).
Maintain at least 15 percent of parking spaces as free parking to meet the needs of
disadvantaged households and ensure that low-income visitors may continue to
visit the Zoo.
The Zoo’s TDM Coordinator shall prepare a quarterly report on the effectiveness
of the Paid Parking Program and monthly revenue generated.
Continue to seek grant funding to support expanded TDM measures to reduce
visitor VMT per capita.

Potential Impacts to Resources
Aesthetics and Visual Resources
VIS-1:

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

Alternative 2 would result in identical impacts on scenic views as the proposed Project. The
built environment within the Zoo’s interior is not easily visible from surrounding vistas due
to the dense tree canopy and the Zoo’s setting within a canyon bottom surrounded by elevated
hillsides and ridgelines. Similar to the proposed Project, impacts to scenic vistas and
viewsheds under Alternative 2 would relate to proposed taller structures such as the three
proposed visitor centers, including the ridgetop California Visitor Center, and the aerial tram,
which would extend above the urban forest canopy within the Zoo, adding structural features
not currently visible from surrounding areas. For example, the Treetops Terrace Visitor
Center would reconstruct the iconic spires that are intended to be highly visible as a
wayfinding beacon. These changes would manifest in the Asia and Africa planning areas.
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Construction associated with Alternative 2 would occur in sequential phases in different areas
of the Zoo over the course of the 20-year implementation timeline and would involve the
presence of large construction equipment and activities that could diminish scenic views of
or across the Zoo. Construction activities, particularly grading and the clearing of trees and
vegetation, may be visible from the existing Griffith Park public trails where overlooks are
provided due to the temporary loss of tree canopy that blocks views of the Zoo’s interior and
maintains a more natural view of adjacent Griffith Park features. Similar to the proposed
Project, construction activities have the potential to create a temporary and adverse change
in the existing scenic views or viewsheds; however, adverse changes in the quality of views
across the Zoo from local trails would be limited to the duration of construction and shortterm. Impacts to views from the removal of vegetation and tree cover are temporarily adverse,
and extensive landscaping and tree replanting would restore the existing canopy through each
phase of implementation. Therefore, it is anticipated that the dense tree canopy and
associated views of the Zoo would return to a condition similar to that which currently exists
at the Zoo following implementation.
Similar to the Project, Alternative 2 would not substantially adversely affect scenic vistas or
views from trails in Griffith Park. Despite the addition of several taller structures or features,
such as the reconstructed Treetops Visitor Center, the ridgetop California Visitor Center, and
the aerial tram and associated towers, existing distant views of Griffith Park or urban
environment from surrounding trails would not be substantially altered or intruded into.
Proposed structures would blend into the Zoo topography and urban forest landscape and
would not substantially intrude into or interrupt more distant scenic vistas. Because these
scenic vistas are more distant and higher in elevation than the Zoo, obstruction or
interference of views by proposed development would be minimal, and scenic vistas of distant
prominent features would not be substantially altered. Therefore, existing distant views of
Griffith Park or urban environment would be maintained similar to the Project, and
implementation of Alternative 2 would have a less than significant impact on existing scenic
views and vistas.
VIS-2:

Would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations
governing scenic quality?

Within the Zoo, Alternative 2 would facilitate substantial redevelopment, including expanded
animal care and visitor-serving uses into 33 acres of currently undeveloped area within the
Zoo property, similar to the Project. Given the existing developed nature of the site as a
regional Zoo, additional Zoo development would not result in a drastic transition in use or
visual character of the site. The greatest change in visual character within the Zoo would result
from development of the undeveloped hillsides within the California and Africa planning
areas within the interior canyon portions of the Zoo, including tree removal and terrain
changes. Similar to the proposed Project, MM UF-1 and MM UF-2 would mitigate impacts
related to tree removal. As described above, views of the interior of the Zoo from surrounding
public viewing areas are largely obstructed by existing vegetation, ridgelines, or the Zoo’s
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existing tree canopy. The majority of development would continue to be obstructed by or
occur below the Zoo’s urban tree canopy, which would be maintained through extensive
landscaping and tree replanting as each phase of Alternative 3 is implemented. The proposed
visible features, including the Zoo aerial tram, California Visitor Center, and Treetops Visitor
Center, would not substantially alter views of the topography and natural resources within
Griffith Park. Therefore, interior Zoo improvements under Alternative 2 would be consistent
with the City’s General Plan Conservation Element, Framework Element, 1988 Hollywood
Community Plan, and Griffith Park Vision Plan, and impacts would be less than significant
with mitigation.
Alternative 2 would likely reduce the need for parking with a reduction in vehicle trips from
increased TDM measures, and, therefore, the size, bulk, and scale of the parking structure
would be reduced when compared to the proposed Project, although the exact size and design
is not known at this time. Alternative 2 would reduce impacts on the Zoo’s existing visual
character as viewed from Zoo Drive and Western Heritage Way due to the reduced parking
structure in the northern parking lot. The reduced-size parking structure would be subject to
MM VIS-2 to further reduce visibility and screen the parking structure from view from public
roadways, thereby reducing the effect on visual character compared to the Project.
Alternative 2 would install traffic signals at the Zoo Drive/Western Heritage Way intersection,
rather than the potential roundabout or below-grade crossing analyzed under the proposed
Project. While this alternative would continue to require signalization of the Zoo
Drive/Western Heritage Way intersection and realignment of Crystal Springs Drive, these
roadway improvements would not substantially alter the existing character of this area with
implementation of MM VIS-1, which would ensure roadway design is sensitive to the Griffith
Park setting and designed to maintain the existing character. Therefore, Alternative 2 would
not modify the existing visual character of the Zoo Drive gateway to Griffith Park or detract
from the urban wilderness identity of the park. Further, implementation of the intersection
improvements proposed under Alternative 2 (i.e., traffic signals) would not affect views of the
topography or natural resources across Griffith Park and would be consistent with the
Conservation Element, Framework Element, 1988 Hollywood Community Plan, and Griffith
Park Vision Plan. Therefore, impacts to consistency with applicable zoning and regulations
governing scenic quality would be reduced compared to the Project and less than significant
with mitigation.
VIS-3:

Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare that would
adversely affect daytime or nighttime views in the area?

Alternative 2 would involve new development that would potentially produce glare during the
daytime from reflective building materials or lighting spillover at night from special event and
security lighting. Development would include structures that would protrude above the tree
canopy within the Zoo such as the California Visitor Center, Treetops Visitor Center, and the
Zoo aerial tram. However, there are no residential or other uses in the vicinity of the Project
site that are sensitive to light or glare, and these features would only be visible in the distance
Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
4-163
City of Los Angeles

4.0. Alternatives
from public trails and viewpoints within Griffith Park. Similar to the Project, the Zoo would
remain shielded from direct views from the Griffith Observatory and Greek Theater,
minimizing potential light spillover and glare effects to these light-sensitive uses.
Similar to the Project, Alternative 2 would result in an increase in lighting produced from the
Project site associated with increased special events held at nighttime. While lighting used
during such events may be visible from surrounding trails and roadways, hiking trails in
Griffith Park are closed at sunset and, therefore, would not be in use during hours when night
lighting is used. Further, given the distance between trail overlooks and event centers, lit
buildings or structures, such as the California Visitor Center, would not be highly intrusive in
context of the overall urbanized landscape view available from the Condor Trail, North Trail,
and Skyline Trail. New lighting would also not adversely affect surrounding roadways, as the
additional lighting would be similar in context and intensity of after-hour lighting that
currently occurs at the Zoo, as well as offsite lighting sources such I-5 and SR-134 and security
lighting used at nearby industrial buildings to the east.
Under Alternative 2, structures and features may have reflective surfaces (e.g., large windows,
polished surfaces), similar to the Project. For example, proposed aerial tram gondolas are
typically constructed with large, rounded glass panels to allow 360° views for riders or include
other reflective features that could generate glare that would be visible from nearby public
trails. The glare generated from the gondolas could create a nuisance and distract from the
scenic views of the Los Angeles Basin from these areas. Similar to the proposed Project,
Alternative 2 would require implementation of MM VIS-3, which would require the Zoo
utilize tram gondolas that would have matte finishing and earth tone colors to blend with the
landscape and reduce or eliminate glare. In addition, the measure would require all glass
features of the gondolas to utilize non-reflective glass or film covers to reduce reflectivity.
Similar to the Project, Alternative 2 would not generate substantial light and glare impacts
with implementation of MM VIS-3 to ensure no substantial glare from the proposed Zoo
aerial tram. Therefore, Alternative 2 impacts from generation of glare would be less than
significant with mitigation.
Air Quality
AQ-1:

Would the proposed Project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?

Impacts associated with construction of Alternative 2 would be similar to construction
impacts on air quality of the proposed Project. Similar to the Project, construction activities
associated with Alternative 2 would not introduce population or employment growth to the
SCAG region and would have no impact related to underlying assumptions factored into the
AQMP inventories. Since construction activities associated with implementation of
Alternative 2 would be largely similar to the proposed Project, air pollutant emissions during
construction are anticipated to be similar to the proposed Project. Implementation of
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Alternative 2 would require implementation of MM AQ-1 to reduce air pollutant emissions
from off-road equipment during construction to less than significant levels. The mitigated
emissions would not have the potential to conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
2016 AQMP by exacerbating air quality violations or delaying attainment of the air quality
standards. Therefore, Alternative 2 construction impacts related to the applicable air quality
plan would be similar to the Project.
Operation of Alternative 2 would result in substantially reduced air quality impacts associated
with reduced vehicle trips and associated VMT. While expansion of animal exhibits and
enhancement of visitor-serving facilities would generate increased visitor attendance and
employee growth at the Zoo, the multi-modal transportation improvements (i.e., expansion
of transit routes to the Project site, bicycle and pedestrian connections, visitor and employee
incentives for transit use) would allow reduced vehicle trips to the Zoo and substantially
reduced VMT compared to the Project. Alternative 2 would reduce visitor and employee VMT
by at least 15 percent less than projected VMT levels under the proposed Project, which would
be consistent with state, regional, and local plans and goals for air quality. Similar to the
proposed Project, the incremental change in operational emissions with implementation of
long-term improvements would not exceed any applicable SCAQMD mass daily threshold of
significance. Operation of Alternative 2 would not have the potential to exacerbate air quality
violations in the SCAB or possibly delay attainment of the air quality standards as set forth in
the 2016 AQMP. The VMT reduction measures included as a part of Alternative 2 would be
consistent with the goals and objectives of the 2016 AQMP. Furthermore, operation of
Alternative 2 implementation would not conflict with land use policies promulgated by
SCAQMD and SCAG.
Similar to the Project, Alternative 2 would not generate construction or operation emissions
that exceed regional thresholds and would not conflict with or obstruct the AQMP or other
applicable air quality plan. Therefore, Alternative 2 impacts would be similar to the Project
and less than significant with mitigation.
AQ-2:

Would the proposed Project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase
of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under
an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard?

Without mitigation, construction of Alternative 2 would generate emissions of NOX, an O3
precursor, in excess of the applicable SCAQMD regional mass daily threshold. Similar to the
proposed Project, mitigated emissions of pollutants generated by construction activities
would not generate emissions of pollutants exceeding project-level significance thresholds.
Implementation of MM AQ-1 would ensure that maximum daily pollutant emissions
generated by construction of Alternative 2 would not result in a significant increase in
emissions of O3 precursors or particulate matter at either the regional or local assessment
scale. Therefore, impacts related to cumulatively considerable net increases in nonattainment
pollutants would be less than significant with mitigation, similar to the Project.
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Compared to the Project, Alternative 2 would reduce operation vehicle trips and VMT by 15
percent compared to the Project, with corresponding reducing in mobile emissions.
Emissions sources located on the Project site, including facility operations, would result in
incremental increases in daily air pollutant emissions during all stages of operations
throughout Alternative 2 improvements, similar to the Project, and would remain below
applicable SCAQMD mass daily thresholds of significances. In accordance with SCAQMD
guidance, operational emissions of O3 precursors and particulate matter would be below
project-level thresholds and would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutants for which Los Angeles County is currently designated nonattainment.
Further, due to the multi-modal improvements included as a part of Alternative 2, Zoo
visitors and employees would be encouraged to use alternative transportation to get to the
Zoo. Therefore, this alternative would result in substantially reduced operational air quality
impacts associated with VMT. Operational impacts on air quality related to cumulatively
considerable emissions of nonattainment pollutants would be less than significant.
AQ-3:

Would the proposed Project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

The sensitive receptors with greatest susceptibility to air quality impacts from
implementation of Alternative 2 would be visitors and employees of the Zoo, as well as
receptors at the Zoo Magnet Center located in the southern parking lot on the Project site.
Similar to the proposed Project, sources of pollutant emissions involved in construction
activities under Alternative 2 would at times be in close proximity to Zoo visitors and
employees, as Zoo operations would continue throughout implementation of the Vision Plan.
Alternative 2 components that would be implemented in the immediate vicinity of the Zoo
Magnet Center are the circulation and parking improvements and Zoo Entry renovation in
Phase 1. Similar to the proposed Project, at no time during construction of Alternative 2 would
maximum daily emissions from sources located on the site meet or exceed applicable LST
screening values (refer to Tables 3.2-9 through 3.2-12 for the proposed Project). Furthermore,
implementation of MM AQ-1 would substantially reduce on-site emissions of NOX and diesel
particulate matter from off-road equipment by requiring the use of construction equipment
that meets Tier 4 Final emissions standards. Implementation of MM AQ-1 and compliance
with SCAQMD BMPs would ensure that Alternative 2 construction would not expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Further, construction activities would be
conducted in accordance with the California Code of Regulations related to lead and asbestos
exposure in the event that materials potentially containing these contaminants are
encountered during demolition or renovation activities. Impacts related to sensitive receptor
exposures would be less than significant with mitigation.
After construction associated with each phase of Alternative 2 is complete and the heavy
equipment is removed from the Project site, the operational emissions sources on the Project
site would be similar to existing conditions. There would be no substantial stationary source
of air pollutant emissions associated with operation of Alternative 2. Increases in landscaped
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and building areas would primarily produce minor increases in VOC, NOX, and CO emissions
from maintenance sources and consumer products use that would be spread throughout the
142-acre Project site. Operation of Alternative 2 would not result in a land use change or
alteration to the site that would place sensitive receptors in closer proximity to substantial
sources of air pollutant emissions. Further, the multi-modal transportation improvements
included in Alternative 2 would significantly reduce visitor and employee VMT by 15 percent
and associated air pollutant emissions would be reduced compared to the proposed Project.
Therefore, operational impacts related to exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations would be less than the Project and less than significant.
Air pollutant emissions generated by construction may also be disruptive to Zoo animals.
Captive animal species may have a unique sensitivity to the air quality setting of an urban
environment. The Zoo is dedicated to the health and welfare of all its animals. Zookeepers
and animal caretakers are trained in the monitoring of the Zoo’s animals and implement
measures appropriate for each individual species to ensure their safety and welfare in
accordance with the AZA accreditation and the AWA, which governs the care, handling, and
transport of zoo animals. As the Zoo has done in the past during construction of prior
improvements, measures to protect these animals may include their temporary relocation
away from construction activities, closure of exhibits, or even the transfer of animals to other
zoos. Similar to the proposed Project, accommodations specific to each animal would be
developed during the planning process for each phase and details would be included in final
construction plans. With continued management of each species of animal residing or being
rehabilitated at the Zoo and required compliance with the AWA, there would be no adverse
effects on Zoo animals from air pollutant emissions generated during construction of
Alternative 2.
AQ-4:

Would the proposed Project result in other emissions (such as those leading to
odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of people?

Alternative 2 would result in similar temporary, construction-related odors as those described
for the proposed Project. Therefore, air quality impacts related to construction odors and dust
would be similar to the Project and less than significant.
As described for the proposed Project, operational odors under this alternative would be
associated animal habitats. Due to the reduced scope of expansion of animal exhibits and
enclosures, Alternative 2 would generate an incrementally reduced source of odors as
compared to the proposed Project. The Zoo would continue to engage in composting for green
waste and herbivore animal wastes in Griffith Park. Similar to the proposed Project,
Alternative 2 implementation would not place sensitive receptors in closer proximity to
sources of odors or other emissions that could create nuisance conditions. Therefore, impacts
related to other emissions would be similar to the Project and less than significant.
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Biological Resources
BIO-1:

Would the Project result in the loss of individuals, or the reduction of existing
habitat, of a state or federal listed endangered, threatened, rare, protected, or
candidate species, or a Species of Special Concern or federally listed critical
habitat?

Similar to the Project, Alternative 2 would impact known or potentially suitable habitat for
several special-status plant and wildlife species through direct removal, construction of new
exhibits and facilities, or vegetation management for fire protection, particularly in the
undeveloped areas of the proposed California and Africa planning areas. Similar to the
proposed Project, Alternative 2 would potentially result in the removal and direct disturbance
of more than 19 acres of native vegetation communities and hundreds of native and nonnative trees. Disturbance, alteration, or removal of these habitats would result in the loss or
damage (take) of sensitive wildlife and plant species, particularly bats and potentially avian
species that use these trees for roosting, nesting, or foraging, to the same degree as the
proposed Project. These species could be accidentally harmed or forced to abandon habitats
that are disturbed or removed during construction and move into adjacent areas in the
vicinity (e.g., Griffith Park), increasing competition for available resources in those areas.
This could result in indirect impacts to and the loss of additional special-status wildlife
species outside of the Project site, including sensitive species that may not be able to survive
with increased competition.
Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 2 would impact onsite native vegetation
communities and associated special-status species, primarily related to development within
the proposed California and Africa planning areas. Development would occur within mapped
native habitats, including the laurel sumac shrubland, coast live oak woodlands, adjacent
eucalyptus/mixed woodlands, coast live oak woodland, and California sage coastal sage scrub
habitats, with potential for impacts to special-status species. Alternative 2 also would directly
displace or result in the loss of several special status plant species for development of the
California and Africa planning areas, including a small population of Nevin’s barberry, 24
Southern California black walnut trees, Plummer’s mariposa lily, Hubby’s phacelia, and San
Gabriel Mountains leather oak, similar to the Project.
Alternative 2 would require implementation of MM BIO-1 through MM BIO-4 to reduce
impacts to special-status plant species. These measures would require protection or
restoration of native plant communities and special-status species to the maximum extent
feasible through pre-construction surveys, fencing, capture, relocation, and replanting.
Further, with implementation of MM BIO-2 and MM WF-1, adverse impacts to biological
resources as a result of installation and maintenance of vegetation clearance from fuel breaks
would be reduced through maximum avoidance of native vegetation and appropriate
restoration offsite. Implementation of these measures would ensure impacts are less than
significant with mitigation.
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BIO-2:

Would the proposed Project interfere substantially with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife
nursery sites?

Similar to the proposed Project, development of Alternative 2 could impede, block, or disrupt
local wildlife movement within the Zoo and adjacent natural habitats in Griffith Park and the
Los Angeles River. Undeveloped coast live oak woodland, laurel sumac shrubland, coastal
sage scrub, and eucalyptus/mixed woodlands support resident wildlife that could be
disrupted or displaced by both construction and long-term habitat loss as new facilities
replace existing habitats. However, the Project site does not appear to support such regional
movement corridors or linkages that connect to larger patches of open pace. Therefore,
Alternative 2 is unlikely to affect ongoing or seasonal regional movements that are important
for the long-term genetic flow between subpopulations.
Implementation of MM BIO-1, MM BIO-2, MM BIO-4, and MM BIO-5 would require the
implementation of construction BMPs and a Worker Environmental Awareness Program
(WEAP) to reduce construction-related impacts to special-status bird species to the
maximum extent feasible. These measures would delineate vegetation communities and an
area of disturbance associated with proposed development plans by phase and preserve or
replace affected vegetation communities and sensitive species at appropriate ratios.
Implementation of MM UF-1, requiring preservation, relocation, or replacement of native
tree species onsite or at an appropriate offsite location within Griffith Park, and MM UF-2,
requiring the Zoo implement a tree and urban canopy restoration plan, would also serve to
reduce impacts associated with the loss of roosting habitat by ensuring suitable roosting
habitat is retained onsite or created or improved offsite through planting of native trees.
Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation, similar to the Project.
BIO-3:

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

Similar to the Project, Alternative 2 would require removal of protected trees and shrubs to
clear land for construction of new exhibits and facilities, or vegetation management for fire
protection, to the same degree as the proposed Project. Disturbance, alteration, or removal of
trees would result in the loss or damage of locally protected plant species, particularly within
the undeveloped areas of the proposed California and Africa planning area. Impacted locally
designated plant species could include two Southern California black walnut trees, 7 coast live
oak trees, and 4 toyon and 15 elderberries within the California planning area. In addition, 22
Southern California black walnut trees, 113 coast live oak trees, 15 toyon, and 21 elderberry
shrubs would be potentially removed or impacted within the Africa planning area. Several
small coast live oak and larger western sycamores, planted as landscape trees within Zoo
parking lots, Zoo entry, and along Western Heritage Way, may be impacted by parking lot,
transit facilities, and Western Heritage Way/Crystal Springs Road realignment and design,
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and Zoo entry redevelopment. In addition, realignment of Western Heritage Way/Crystal
Springs Road could also result in the potential loss of some small specimen oaks and
sycamore trees along its alignment behind the Zoo Magnet Center and Zoo storage areas.
These trees and shrubs are protected and regulated under the existing City Tree Preservation
Ordinance and Protected Tree Code Amendment.
As with the proposed Project, implementation of MM UF-1, requiring preservation,
relocation, or replacement of protected native tree and shrub species onsite or at an
appropriate offsite location within Griffith Park, and MM UF-2, requiring the Zoo implement
a tree and urban canopy restoration plan, would serve to reduce impacts associated with the
loss of protected native trees and shrubs. Implementation of these measures would ensure
impacts to native trees and shrubs would be similar to the Project and less than significant
with mitigation.
Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources
CUL-1:

Would the project Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5?

Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 2 would involve phased redevelopment of the
majority of the Zoo, including demolition of some structures dating from the 1960s, such as
the World Aviary exhibit. However, most original 1966 buildings are highly altered, including
the Treetops Terrace. Treetops Terrace originally featured twin 105-foot hexagonal spires that
served as a beacon and wayfinding feature visible throughout the Zoo. However, its twin
spires were removed around 2000, effectively negating this function and the building’s roof
canopy was cut back on the east side to accommodate the adjacent carousel in 2011. As a
result, the Zoo no longer represents mid-20th century zoological design or the original vision
of noted architectural firm Charles Luckman Associates. Most redevelopment under
Alternative 1 would involve the demolition of structures dating from 1990s to the 2000s,
when modifications to the Zoo’s physical campus accelerated for implementation of the Zoo’s
1992 and 1998 master plans.
As described in Section 3.4, Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources, the Zoo is not listed as
a historical resource, either as a district or as individual resources within the Zoo, in the
NRHP or CRHR. Although Griffith Park is listed on the CRHR and has been identified as a
designated Los Angeles Historical-Cultural monument, the Zoo was determined to be a noncontributing component and was built after the significance period for Griffith Park.
Therefore, the Zoo does not represent the same historical merit as Griffith Park. The historical
resources assessment prepared for the proposed Project concluded the Zoo is not eligible for
historic listing or designation at federal, state, or local level, and no buildings, structures, or
other features of the Zoo were found individually eligible for historic listing or designation
(refer to Section 3.4, Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources; see Appendix G). The Project
site does not contain any historical resources as defined by CEQA, and therefore there is no
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potential for impacts to historical resources as a result of Alternative 1, similar to the Project.
Therefore, Alternative 1 impacts to historic resources would be less than significant.
CUL-2:

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5?

No previously recorded archaeological sites occur on the Project site and intensive pedestrian
ground surface survey conducted for the Project recorded no archaeological resources or
unique geographical features (Appendix F). Therefore, the potential for prehistoric resources
is low in areas formerly developed as part of the original Zoo construction and on slopes over
20 percent.
Alternative 2 would involve grading, excavation, and earth moving activities on the Zoo’s
previously developed interior canyon areas and undeveloped hillsides, to the same extent as
the proposed Project. The undisturbed Africa and California Planning area hillsides comprise
steep slopes exceeding 20 percent, making them unlikely to have been used for prehistoric
occupation or activity. Most of the developed areas of the Zoo overlie artificial fill that was
previously graded and disturbed for the original Zoo construction in 1966. Consequently,
these interior developed areas of the Zoo are highly unlikely to contain any intact, previously
undisturbed cultural resources.
However, while highly unlikely, there is a potential for Alternative 2 improvements to impact
unknown cultural resources through discovery during construction. Alternative 2 would
implement MM CUL-1 prior to ground disturbance for each phase to ensure that, in the
unlikely event isolated unknown prehistoric and historic-period archaeological resources are
encountered during construction activities, appropriate action would be taken to prevent
adverse impacts. Any inadvertently discovered resources would be protected and curated,
through MM CUL-2. Therefore, Alternative 2 impacts on potential prehistoric resources
would be less than significant with mitigation, similar to the Project.
CUL-3:

Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred
outsides of formal cemeteries?

As described in Section 3.4, Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources, the majority of the
Project site has previously been developed/disturbed during construction of the Zoo, and
undeveloped hillsides are unlikely to have supported prehistoric activity or occupation.
Therefore, the possibility of discovering human remains during construction of Alternative 2
is very low. If, however, in the unlikely event that previously unidentified human remains are
discovered, further disturbances and construction activities shall stop in any area or nearby
area suspected to overlie remains in accordance with State Health and Safety Code Section
7050.5, and the Los Angeles County Coroner would be contacted in accordance with Title 14,
CCR, Section 15064.5(e). Pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98, if the coroner determines that
the human remains are of Native American origin, the NAHC would be notified.
Arrangements for the human remains would be made, and further provisions of PRC Section
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5097.98 are to be followed as applicable. Further, implementation of MM CUL-3 would
ensure the protection and curation of any inadvertently discovered. Alternative 2 impacts
would be the same as the proposed Project and less than significant with mitigation.
CUL-4:

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

As described in Section 3.4, Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources, there are no known
cultural resources that are eligible for listing in the CRHR or in a local register within the
Project site or that may be adversely affected by Alternative 2 implementation. However,
consultation with Native American tribal representatives conducted for the proposed Project
determined there is potential for impacts to tribal cultural resources, including buried
resources and cultural landscapes associated with village of Cahuenga located west of Griffith
Park and the rancheria of Maugna located in the vicinity of Griffith Park. Due to previous
ground disturbance and development within the interior of the Project site and the steep
slopes along undeveloped areas, there is little potential for the discovery of unknown buried
tribal cultural resources during construction activities. However, with implementation of
MM CUL-4 through MM CUL-7, requiring the monitoring of all construction activities by
an appropriate Native American representative and the management of resources in the
unlikely event that such resources are uncovered, Alternative 2 impacts would be the same as
the proposed Project and less than significant with mitigation.
Energy
EN-1:

Would the project result in potentially significant environmental impact due to
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources during
project construction or operation?

The duration and extent of construction activities for Alternative 2 would be identical to the
Project and construction-related energy impacts would be similar as compared to the
proposed Project (Section 3.5, Energy). Under Alternative 2, the proposed land uses would
also be identical to those described for the proposed Project, which would result in the same
estimated increased electricity and natural gas demands for facility operations. This
alternative would also incorporate similar energy efficiency measures into the design of the
buildings and service systems, as all new and redevelopment activities would be subject to the
provisions of the LA Green Building Code, LEED Silver design standards and best
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management practices, and LA’s Green New Deal (Sustainable City pLAn 2019) pertaining to
energy efficiency for non-residential buildings. Additionally, all new structures with rooftop
area greater than 250 sf would be considered for the feasibility of solar panel installations.
Transportation fuel demand would be reduced, however, due to the additional TDM measures
proposed under Alternative 2. Therefore, long-term operational energy impacts associated
with transportation would be reduced relative to the Project. Therefore, similar to the Project,
Alternative 2 would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy
sources and the impact would be less than significant.
EN-2:

Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable
energy or energy efficiency?

Alternative 2 would be designed to comply with the Los Angeles Green Building Code. Under
this alternative, development would include sustainability features, such as a solar PV system.
Green building elements would also increase energy efficiency by meeting LEED Silver
standards of design or better and through the use of reduced-flow plumbing fixtures and
energy-efficient appliances, solar PV systems, LED traffic lighting systems, stormwater reuse,
and use of recycled water onsite. Additionally, Alternative 2 would include TDM measures to
enhance transportation sustainability consistent with SB 375 and SCAG’s RTP/SCS when
compared to the proposed Project. As discussed for the proposed Project in Section 3.5,
Energy and Section 3.11, Land Use and Planning, Alternative 2 would be consistent with
local, regional, and state goals and policies related to energy efficiency. Therefore, as with the
proposed Project, impacts on energy under Alternative 2 would be less than significant.
Urban Forestry Resources
UF-1:

Would the project conflict with the provision of an adopted local tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

Alternative 2 would result in the direct removal, trimming, limbing, or root cuts of native and
non-native trees to the same extent as the proposed Project. Indirect impacts associated with
ground disturbance and changes to light and water availability may also affect existing
healthy trees, resulting in poor condition and potentially removal as health declines. Similar
to the Project, a total of 142 native trees and 85 native shrubs protected under the City’s
existing Tree Preservation Ordinance and proposed Protected Tree Code Amendment would
be subject to damage or removal. Additional trees considered important within developed
areas of the Zoo, including Moreton Bay figs, coral, acacia, sycamore, scrub oak, and maple
trees, are also likely be subject to damage or removal during construction associated with
Alternative 2. Thus, Alternative 2 implementation has the potential to damage or remove
hundreds of trees and shrubs protected under existing and proposed City ordinances or
warranted individual protection, as described for the proposed Project. Similar to the
proposed Project, impacts to trees would occur incrementally and overlap with
replanting/landscaping and regrowth as Alternative 2 implementation would occur
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incrementally over seven phases and 20 years, similar to the Project. Alternative 2 would
similarly implement MM UF-1 requiring replacement of removed protected and important
trees at a minimum 4:1 ratio as indicated by the City’s proposed Tree Preservation Ordinance
amendment (4:1 for oak trees less than 12 inches diameter at breast height [dbh]; 5:1 for oaks
trees between 12 to 24 inches dbh; and 10:1 for oak trees greater than 24 inches dbh),
notification of large-scale tree removal, acquisition of a necessary tree removal permit(s), and
application of City tree removal procedures. Since significant trees impacted during
Alternative 2 implementation would be protected, relocated, or replaced consistent with
applicable City tree protection policies, impacts would be the same as the proposed Project
and less than significant with mitigation.
UF-2:

Would the project result in the loss or alteration to the Los Angeles urban
forest?

Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 2 would include installation of substantial new
landscaping, including major tree planting, following removal or disturbance of trees within
the City’s and Zoo’s urban forest canopy. Additionally, Zoo botanical collections and gardens
would be protected and enhanced similarly to the proposed Project (refer to Section 3.6,
Urban Forestry Resources). Though removal of substantial numbers of trees during
construction would reduce tree cover over the near-term horizon (e.g., 10 years), following
completion of construction activities, tree cover and the urban canopy would likely be
restored as part of a major landscaping and tree planting program, which would replace or
improve the City’s urban forest over the long-term. To ensure urban forest regeneration,
Alternative 2 would similarly require implementation of MM UF-2, requiring preparation of
a detailed landscape plan as part of each proposed phase. The Project area would be
landscaped, irrigated, and maintained with a diverse mix of tree species that would
individually and cumulatively provide significant urban forest value. With implementation of
this measure, Alternative 2 would ensure recovery or even enhancement of the urban forest
such that a net loss of urban forestry resources would not occur. Impacts would be the same
as the proposed Project and less than significant with mitigation.
Geology and Soils
GEO-1:

Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known
earth fault or strong seismic ground shaking?

As described in Section 3.7, Geology and Soils, the Project site is located within the
seismically active region of Southern California and would potentially be exposed to moderate
to strong seismic ground shaking in the event of an earthquake on a nearby fault (e.g.,
Hollywood Fault, Verdugo Fault, Raymond Fault). A strong earthquake could result in
substantial damage to older existing structures and infrastructure and put visitors and
employees in danger from ground shaking and structural damage/collapse. However, all new
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structures constructed at the Zoo under Alternative 2 would be required to adhere to the most
current building standards of the LAMC and Los Angeles Building Code, which adopts CBC
standards by reference with local amendments. Adherence to seismic design and construction
parameters of the LAMC and Los Angeles Building Code requirements would ensure the
maximum practicable protection available for all structures. In addition, the City is required
to prepare and submit a site-specific geotechnical report for review and approval by the
LADBS prior to the issuance of a grading or a building permit.
Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 2 would upgrade and/replace older buildings
within the Zoo that do not meet current Los Angeles Building Code and CBC building
standards and may present a hazard to public safety during an earthquake. Alternative 2
would facilitate the construction of new buildings that meet the most current and stringent
seismic requirements, thus reducing the level of risk within each planning area and at the Zoo
as a whole, compared to existing conditions. Therefore, compliance with the Los Angeles
Building Code, CBC, and adherence to the design recommendations detailed in site-specific
geotechnical studies would reduce Alternative 2 impacts related to seismic ground shaking to
less than significant, similar to the proposed Project.
GEO-2:

Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving seismic‐related
ground failure, including liquefaction?

As described in Section 3.7, Geology and Soils, geologic hazards, including liquefaction
hazards, posed at any given development site within the Project site are dependent upon the
type of foundation, the structural design of the building, and the as-graded compaction and
stability of the soil on which a structure was built. Alternative 2 would facilitate upgrades and
replacement of older buildings throughout the Zoo that do not meet current Los Angeles
Building Code and CBC building standards and may present a hazard to public safety during
an earthquake. Redevelopment of existing outdated facilities would involve the construction
of new multi-story buildings (e.g., the California and Africa Visitor Centers), some with
subterranean structures (e.g., Treetops Visitor Center kitchen), similar to the proposed
Project. All new structures constructed in the Zoo would be required to adhere to the most
current and stringent seismic requirements building standards of the LAMC and Los Angeles
Building Code, which adopts CBC standards by reference with local amendments. Adherence
to the LAMC and Los Angeles Building Code requirements would ensure the maximum
practicable protection available for all structures constructed within the Project site. The sitespecific geotechnical report required for review and approval by the LADBS would identify
additional design requirements for structures and foundations to maintain structural
integrity during an earthquake to the maximum extent feasible. With MM GEO-1 to ensure
geotechnical investigations are completed for each phase of Alternative 2 development and
that engineering techniques and technologies are integrated into final Zoo development
plans, impacts related to ground failure would be the same as the proposed Project and less
than significant with mitigation.
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GEO-3:

Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides?

The 2019 geotechnical investigation prepared for the Project concluded that the Project site
is not located in an area considered susceptible to large-scale landslides (refer to Section 3.7,
Geology and Soils; see Appendix J). However, some slopes along the western and northern
portions of the site were observed to expose weathered and fractured bedrock and may be
subject to small to moderate sized rockfalls. Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 2
improvements within the California and Africa planning areas would be developed on sites
within and adjacent to these exposed rock slopes. Several Alternative 2 components would
involve excavation and building construction techniques that would produce vibrations, such
as jackhammering, drilling, blasting, and pile installation (refer to Section 3.7, Geology and
Soils, for a list of development components that would involve excavation activities). Per MM
GEO-1, these slopes would be observed, mapped, and further evaluated for Alternative 2
components proposed adjacent to exposed rock slopes or if cuts slopes are planned in bedrock
areas (e.g., California planning area). Therefore, Alternative 2 impacts related to landslide
risks would be the same as the proposed Project and less than significant with mitigation.
GEO-4:

Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Alternative 2 construction presents the same potential for erosion, particularly within the
existing undeveloped areas of the Zoo, as the proposed Project. Excavation activities for
construction of the California and Africa planning area and Zoo aerial tram would disturb and
loosen soils, resulting in the potential for erosion, especially during rain events. Similar to the
proposed Project, Alternative 2 would develop approximately 22 acres of undeveloped areas
with native topsoils, including 20 acres of topsoils in undeveloped areas in the California and
Africa planning areas that would be graded and developed with pavement, structures, and
landscaping. As with the proposed Project, Alternative 2 implementation would require
preparation of a SWPPP to obtain an NPDES stormwater permit from the SWRCB in
accordance with the federal Clean Water Act. All Alternative 2 components would be required
to comply with all BMPs identified within the SWPPP and the City’s Stormwater and Urban
Runoff Pollution Control Ordinance (Chapter VI Article 4.4 of the LAMC) to address soil
erosion and control the discharge of pollutants, including sediment, into the local surface
water drainages. With adherence to existing state and local regulations that address soil
erosion, Alternative 2 impacts potentially resulting from erosion or loss of topsoil would be
the same as the proposed Project and less than significant.
GEO-5:

Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or that
would become unstable as a result of the project and potentially result in an
onsite or offsite landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or
collapse?

During Alternative 2 construction phases, excavation for California’s Condor Canyon, Treetop
Terrace’s subterranean kitchen, the Africa hillside, and the aerial tram foundations may
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loosen exposed soils or slopes, potentially causing instability within the excavation site or
compromised stability for adjacent properties. Similar to the proposed Project, adequate
sloping or shoring of soils would be necessary to provide structural support for neighboring
buildings to prevent soil collapse during excavation. All excavation activities associated with
Alternative 2 would be required to adhere to mandatory regulations set forth by CalOSHA to
ensure the safety of construction workers during excavation, and the Los Angeles Building
Code, and CBC to ensure stable excavations and cut or fill slopes.
Alternative 2 would upgrade and replace outdate facilities at the Zoo that do not meet current
Los Angeles Building Code and CBC building standards and may present a hazard to public
safety during an earthquake. All new structures under Alternative 2 would be constructed to
meet the most current and stringent building safety requirements, thus reducing the level of
risk on a site and within the Zoo as a whole, compared to existing conditions. Therefore,
compliance with the Los Angeles Building Code, CBC, and adherence to the design
recommendations detailed in site-specific geotechnical studies would address potential
impacts related to unstable soils.
Similar to the proposed Project, groundwater dewatering may be necessary for construction
subterranean structures, such as the Treetops Terrace subterranean kitchen, and stormwater
collection system. In cases where the there is a high or perched groundwater table where the
floor of subterranean structure encounters the groundwater table, ongoing groundwater
dewatering may be necessary to prevent the percolation or inflow of groundwater into
excavation pits and future basement levels. If the dewatering of groundwater is necessary, a
dewatering permit from the RWQCB would be obtained (refer to Section 3.10, Hydrology and
Water Quality).
Additionally, the required site-specific geotechnical reports would evaluate site-specific
geotechnical hazards and soil stability and would be required to identify building design
requirements to ensure soil stability to the maximum extent feasible. The geotechnical reports
would also be required to identify known historic groundwater levels onsite and identify
measures to address groundwater impacts such as dewatering during construction as needed
to protect against water contact and to minimize the seeping of water into the subterranean
structure. All recommendations and design features in the geotechnical report are required
to be incorporated into the building design for Alternative 2 components. With MM GEO-1,
these required geotechnical investigations would be completed for each phase of Alternative
2 development and engineering techniques and technologies would be integrated into final
Zoo development plans. Implementation would MM GEO-1 would ensure impacts are less
than significant with mitigation, similar to the proposed Project.
GEO-6:

Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?

As described in Section 3.7, Geology and Soils, there are two sedimentary units beneath the
Project site with Moderate to High potential to contain significant paleontological resources,
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specifically within the Africa planning area. Similar to the proposed Project, phased
development under Alternative 2 would involve excavation and building construction
techniques that would potentially impact paleontological resources, such as the potential
destruction of fossil specimens, depending upon their location and depth of excavation.
Alternative 2 would similarly implement MM GEO-2 and MM GEO-3, which would include
monitoring of ground disturbing activities for discovery of fossil specimens as well as
subsequent collection, preparation, and permanent deposition in a designated repository of
fossil specimens. These actions would preserve paleontological resources that would
otherwise be permanently lost and, similar to the Project, would reduce Alternative 2 impacts
to less than significant with mitigation.
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
GHG-1:

Would the Project generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirection, that
may have a significant impact on the environment? Would the proposed
Project conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

Alternative 2 would result in reduced impacts to GHG emissions from mobile sources when
compared to the proposed Project. Unlike the proposed Project, Alternative 2 would
incorporate multi-modal improvements to encourage transit use and active transportation
and reduce VMT and associated GHG emissions. In particular, Alternative 2 would coordinate
with Metro, LADOT, and RAP to provide future connections to additional transit nodes and
develop new pedestrian and bicycle connections to the Project site. Additionally, Alternative
2 would incentivize transit use by discounting tickets to transit riders and other incentives.
Therefore, Alternative 2 would incorporate VMT reduction measures that align with GHG
reduction goals of California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan, SCAG’s RTP/SCS, and the
City’s Green LA Climate Action Plan, Sustainable City pLAn, and Green New Deal.
Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 2 implementation would not interfere with any
statewide or regional initiatives to reduce GHG emissions, and would contribute to the
expansion of renewable energy infrastructure by installing 70,000 square feet of rooftop solar
panels, in addition to the separate LADWP project that would provide up to 163,000 square
feet of solar panel coverage. Additionally, implementation of the proposed Project would
enhance transportation sustainability by providing a more efficient internal circulation
network for patrons, employees, and vendors, providing high-efficiency outdoor lighting
throughout the Zoo property and in the parking lots and parking structure, and improving
pedestrian and bicyclist safety and public transit accessibility along Western Heritage
Way/Crystal Springs Road by roadway reconfigurations and signalizing the intersection of
Zoo Drive & Western Heritage Way.
Implementation of Alternative 2 would not conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. This impact would be less
than the proposed Project and less than significant. Though not directly required to reduce
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impacts associated with GHG emissions, MM UF-1, MM UF-2, MM HYD-2, MM T-2, and
MM UT-1 would result in further reductions in overall GHG emissions generated by
Alternative 2 and/or consistency with applicable plans, policies, and regulations adopted with
the intent of reducing GHG emissions.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
HAZ-1:

Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

Construction and operation of Alternative 2 would result in similar impacts associated with
hazardous materials when compared to the proposed Project. Similar to the proposed Project,
construction for Alternative 2 implementation would result transportation, use, storage, and
disposal of small quantities of commercially available hazardous materials, which would be
handled in compliance with federal, state, and local regulations pertaining to their transport,
use, or disposal. As such, the potential for hazardous materials release would be limited to
disturbance of contaminated soil during ground-disturbing activities and accidental spill of
chemicals, petroleum, oils, and lubricants within the construction staging areas on the Project
site or transportation routes. Compliance with federal, state, and local regulations related to
the safe transportation of hazardous materials as well as oversight by the appropriate federal,
state, and local agencies would minimize the risk of hazardous materials exposure during
transport. Additionally, ACM, LBP, contaminated soils, or other hazardous material
encountered during demolition or construction activities would be disposed of in compliance
with all pertinent federal, state, and local regulations for the handling of such waste.
Therefore, construction associated with Alternative 2 implementation would result in less
than significant impacts with regard to the transport of hazardous materials and disposal of
hazardous wastes, similar to the proposed Project.
All hazardous materials used onsite for operation of Alternative 2 would be subject to all
applicable regulations and documentation for the handling, use, and disposal of such
materials consistent with all appropriate federal, state, and local regulations and standards
established by the U.S. EPA, CalEPA, SCAQMD, Los Angeles County, and the City to protect
the public health and safety. If necessary, appropriate permits, worker training, and agency
inspections would be obtained and provided. Implementation of standard good housekeeping
measures, BMPs, site maintenance, and security precautions, as well as compliance with
standards and regulations would ensure potential impacts related to the routine transport,
use, or disposal of hazardous materials are less than significant, similar to the Project.
HAZ-2:

Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involved the
release of hazardous materials into the environment?

Similar to the Project, ACM, LBP, contaminated soils, or other hazardous material
encountered during demolition or construction activities would be disposed of in compliance
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with all pertinent federal, state, and local regulations for the handling of such waste. Grounddisturbing activities (i.e., excavation, trenching, grading) during proposed improvements to
Condor West, the Construction Shop and Support area, and the Gottlieb Animal Health and
Conservation Center under Alternative 2 has the potential to disturb historic contaminated
soil and hazardous vapors associated with the fueling station located within the visitorrestricted Zoo Construction Shop and Support area. Alternative 2 implementation may result
in incrementally increased potential for encountering off-site contamination adjacent to the
southern parking lot and Autry Museum (refer to Section 3.9, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials) due to construction and depending on the location of off-site transportation
improvements. Similar to the proposed Project, implementation of MM HAZ-1 would
require a Phase II ESA to evaluate the presence of hazardous soil contamination and vapor
intrusion in the vicinity of the existing fueling station, the southern parking lot, and north of
the Autry Museum prior to demolition and grading activities. In the event that the Phase II
ESA identifies soil and/or groundwater contamination at or above regulatory levels,
implementation of MM HAZ-2 would require remediation activities prior to the issuance of
grading permits to ensure no adverse impacts from exposure to soil contamination. With
mitigation to address potential soil contamination and ACM and LBP within older structures
during demolition and excavation, impacts to hazardous materials would be similar to the
Project and less than significant with mitigation.
HAZ-3:

Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an
existing or proposed school?

Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 2 would include construction involving the use of
commercially available potentially hazardous materials in the immediate vicinity of the Zoo
Magnet Center (i.e., circulation and parking improvements and Zoo Entry renovation in
Phase 1). Alternative 2 implementation would result in incrementally increased construction
impacts to the school and additional construction in the immediate vicinity for the multimodal improvements (e.g., pedestrian and bicycle connections, transit facilities). However,
all construction activities associated Alternative 2 would comply with applicable federal,
state, and local regulations relating to protection of the public and the environment from
exposure to hazardous materials. Further, MM HAZ-1 would require the preparation of a
Phase II ESA to ensure no adverse impacts related to hazardous emissions or spills would
occur during implementation of Alternative 2. As such, construction impacts related to
hazardous emissions and hazardous materials, substances, and waste within 0.25 miles of a
school would be the same as the Project and less than significant with mitigation. After
construction is complete and the heavy equipment is removed from the Project site, the
potential for hazardous spills would be low and similar to existing conditions at the Project
site. Therefore, operational impacts related to hazardous emissions and hazardous materials,
substances, and waste within 0.25 miles of a school would be less than significant, similar to
the Project.
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HAZ-4:

Would the project be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous
materials sites complied pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and,
as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?

As described in Section 3.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, while the Project site is
included on several databases for its operation as a small quantity generator of hazardous
waste, the Zoo is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5. Alternative 2 would include the reconfiguration of Crystal
Springs Drive along the periphery of the Zoo parking lots, which would potentially affect the
area adjoining a listed leaking UST site, and development of a reduced-size parking structure
and improvements to the Zoo Drive/Western Heritage Way intersection, which may
encounter contaminated soils from an offsite site cleanup. Similar to the Project, MM HAZ2 would be implemented to ensure any contaminated soils are properly removed, handled,
and transported to an appropriately licensed disposal facility, in accordance with local and
state regulations. With implementation of MM HAZ-2, near-term and long-term
construction activities would have a less than significant impact to sites included on a list of
hazardous materials sites complied pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5, and as
such, would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment, similar to the
Project.
HAZ-5:

Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

The Zoo maintains emergency preparedness procedures in the event of an emergency and/or
evacuation in accordance with the AZA accreditation standards. Similar to the proposed
Project, all buildings and structures under Alternative 1 would be constructed in compliance
with the applicable state and City building, fire, and emergency access codes to meet current
fire protection standards. Alternative 2 does not propose changes, obstructions, or
reconfigurations to public evacuation routes, so Alternative 2 would not result in physical
interference or impairment to implementation of this existing emergency and evacuation
plan. While construction activities associated with Alternative 2 would add vehicles (e.g.,
construction equipment, worker vehicles, etc.) to regional and local roads that could increase
congestion, emergency access would be maintained during construction with implementation
of MM T-1, which would require preparation and implementation of a Construction Traffic
& Access Management Plan for each phase of Alternative 2 (refer to Section 3.15,
Transportation). Therefore, similar to the Project, Alternative 2 would not impair
implementation or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan and impacts would be less than significant.

Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
City of Los Angeles

4-181

4.0. Alternatives
Hydrology and Water Quality
HYD-1:

Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements or otherwise degrade water quality?

Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 2 would involve earthwork activities, including
excavation, that would disturb soils and increase the potential for soil erosion and sediment
transport into the Los Angeles River during periods of rainfall or runoff. Larger
improvements such as excavation of Condor Canyon, installation of new exhibits within
hillside areas, installation of the Zoo’s proposed subterranean stormwater management
system, and development of the reduced-size multi-story parking structure would result in
the greatest amount of earthwork and soil disturbance across the Project site. Alternative 2
could result in additional impacts to the Los Angeles River during construction of additional
bicycled and pedestrian improvements, which may include additional bridges across the
river. Similar to the Project, Alternative 2 would be required to implement construction BMPs
to address soil erosion, including topsoil mobilization and loss, and urban runoff in
compliance with the City’s Stormwater and Urban Runoff Pollution Control Ordinance
(Chapter VI Article 4.4 of the LAMC). All stormwater generated during construction would
continue to be directed either to the Zoo’s existing storm drain system and Zoo Wastewater
Facility (or to the proposed stormwater collection system for the respective area for each
completed phase) in the near-term phases, or the proposed onsite stormwater management
system in the long-term phases, similar to the proposed Project. The Zoo Wastewater Facility
would continue to remove silt and grit from the stormwater before discharging to the City’s
North Outfall Sewer for treatment at the LAGWRP, significantly reducing or eliminating any
sediment and polluted runoff generated during construction that would flow into the existing
or proposed stormwater system. In addition, implementation of MM HYD-1 through MM
HYD-3, requiring preparation of a stormwater management plan to determine the
appropriate sequencing of improvements, preparation of a SWPPP, and implementation of
standard construction BMPs, and timing of construction to avoid adverse effects of seasonal
storms would reduce potential for mobilization of sediments and typical construction
pollutants during all phases of Alternative 2 construction. Therefore, implementation of these
measures would reduce associated impacts on water quality from earthwork and typical
construction activities to less than significant with mitigation, similar to the Project.
Ground disturbing activities associated with construction of the Africa planning area (Phase
3) and improvements to Condor West, the Construction Shop and Support area, and the
Gottlieb Animal Health and Conservation Center (Phase 4) have the potential to degrade
surface water quality through the disturbance of historic contaminated soil. Additionally,
realignment of Western Heritage Way/Crystal Springs Road, installation of traffic signals and
potential intersection lane improvements (e.g., road widening and sidewalk improvement),
and installation of other multi-modal improvements (e.g., transit connections, bicycle and
pedestrian facilities) could disturb potential contamination from equipment leaks or spill of
stored hazardous chemicals or leaks from the USTs located at or adjacent to the Zoo’s storage
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yard at the southern parking lot and Autry Museum (refer to Hazards and Hazardous
Materials). However, implementation of MM HAZ-1 and MM HAZ-2 would require a
Phase II ESA to evaluate the presence of hazardous soil contamination and vapor intrusion
in the vicinity of the existing fueling station, the southern parking lot, and north of the Autry
Museum, and remediation activities if necessary to ensure no adverse impacts from exposure
to soil contamination. Therefore, with these measures, potential impacts to water quality
from soil contamination would be less than significant with mitigation, similar to the Project.
Operation of the Zoo during implementation of Phases 1 through 3 (through 2030) would
result in pollutant discharges and runoff similar to existing conditions. However, following
Phase 3, all stormwater within the Zoo would be directed to the proposed onsite stormwater
management system and proposed LID features. Similar to the proposed Project, the
proposed stormwater collection system under Alternative 2 would be designed to capture 100
percent of stormwater runoff generated during a typical 2-year, 24-hour rainfall event.
During larger storm events when capacity of the stormwater collection system is exceeded,
stormwater would overflow to the Zoo Wastewater Facility and undergo the same level of
treatment as occurs under existing conditions. Implementation of the stormwater collection
system and proposed LID features would improve the water quality within the Zoo drainage
area during operation of the Zoo to the same extent as the proposed Project (refer to Section
3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality).
Similar to the proposed Project, the proposed stormwater collection system under Alternative
1 would be designed to capture 100 percent of stormwater runoff generated during a typical
2-year, 24-hour rainfall event. During larger storm events when capacity of the stormwater
collection system is exceeded, stormwater would overflow to the Zoo Wastewater Facility and
undergo the same level of treatment as occurs under existing conditions. Implementation of
the stormwater collection system and proposed LID features would improve the water quality
within the Zoo drainage area during operation of the Zoo to the same extent as the proposed
Project (refer to Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality). With implementation of MM
HYD-6, stormwater impacts would be similar to the Project and less than significant with
mitigation.
HYD-2:

Would the project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge, resulting in a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production
rate of pre‐ existing nearby wells would drop to a level that would not support
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)?

Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 2 would continue to use the LADWP water supply
and would not draw from local groundwater. Alternative 2 would expand the existing animal
exhibits and develop currently undeveloped portions (i.e., California and Africa planning area
hillsides) of the Zoo, which would increase impervious surfaces from 51 percent to
approximately 70 percent in the near-term (i.e., by 2030). No increase in impervious surfaces
would occur during the long-term (i.e., by 2040) development as long-term improvements
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would involve redevelopment of currently paved and developed areas. Permeable pavements
and other LID features would be included in the final design of Alternative 2 components to
facilitate onsite percolation where feasible. As described for the proposed Project, Alternative
2 effects on amount of percolation and groundwater recharge would be incremental relative
to the 144,640-acre San Fernando Valley Groundwater Basin (SFVGB) area. Therefore,
Alternative 2 would not have an adverse effect on groundwater recharge, and impacts to
groundwater infiltration would be less than significant, similar to the Project.
Groundwater at the Project site and immediate vicinity may be contaminated due to a former
leaking UST and Superfund cleanup site in proximity to the Zoo’s parking lot and Western
Heritage Way, as well as from fueling dispensers, USTs, and associated piping within the Zoo
Construction Shop and Support area and existing storage yard (refer to Section 3.9, Hazards
and Hazardous Materials, for further discussion of the potential groundwater contamination
onsite). Implementation of MM HAZ-1 would require the City to prepare a Phase II ESA to
determine whether contamination exists and, if so, the extent of contamination within the
Project site. If contaminants are detected in soil at or above regulatory levels, then the results
of the soil sampling shall be reviewed and acted upon by the LAFD and other regional or state
regulatory agencies as needed. Therefore, Alternative 2 impacts to groundwater
contamination on- and offsite would be similar to the Project and less than significant with
mitigation.
The potential to encounter groundwater under Alternative 2 is limited, similar to the Project,
particularly on hillsides in the California and Africa planning areas where depth to
groundwater is greater than interior canyon areas of the existing Zoo. Groundwater
dewatering may still be necessary for the construction of subterranean structures in areas
with a high groundwater table (e.g., Treetops Terrace subterranean kitchen). In cases where
there is a high or perched groundwater table where the floor of subterranean structure
encounters the groundwater table, ongoing groundwater dewatering may be necessary to
prevent the percolation or inflow of groundwater into excavation pits and future basement
levels. If dewatering is necessary, the City would obtain a dewatering permit from the Los
Angeles RWQCB in compliance with existing RWQCB regulations and the requirements of
the NPDES permit program. A geotechnical report for each phase (required under MM GEO1) would be required to identify known historic groundwater levels onsite and identify
measures to address groundwater impacts such as dewatering during construction as needed
to protect against water contact and to minimize the seeping of water into the subterranean
structure. All recommendations and design features in the geotechnical report are required
to be incorporated into the final building design. Therefore, impacts on groundwater quality
and recharge from Alternative 2 implementation would be similar to the Project and less than
significant with mitigation.
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HYD-3:

Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a
manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation onsite or offsite?
Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that
would result in flooding onsite or offsite?

Alternative 2 would alter the onsite drainage pattern to the same extent as the proposed
Project through excavation, grading, and development of the undeveloped California and
Africa hillsides, installation of the proposed stormwater collection system, and increases in
development and impervious surfaces. Generally, all Alternative 2 construction activities,
particularly those involving substantial soil excavation, would result in exposure of soils and
would cause minor alterations to onsite drainage, including the potential for temporary
ponding during storm events. However, all stormwater generated during construction would
continue to be directed either to the Zoo’s existing storm drain system in the near-term
phases, or the proposed onsite stormwater management system in the long-term phases.
Alternative 2 would also be required to comply with the Stormwater and Urban Runoff
Pollution Control Ordinance (Chapter VI Article 4.4 of the LAMC) to address soil erosion,
including topsoil mobilization and loss, and urban runoff. Compliance with existing City
regulations and implementation of MM HYD-1 through MM HYD-3 would reduce soil
erosion impacts of Alternative 2 to the same extent as the Project and would be less than
significant with mitigation.
While not expected, if dewatering of groundwater is required based on onsite groundwater
depth in some phases, it would be accomplished in accordance with Los Angles RWQCB’s
Project Dewatering to Surface Waters in Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura
Counties (refer to Impact HYD-2). Construction activities would alter onsite drainage, subject
to requirements to control water quality and stormwater flows, but would not alter drainage
patterns or amounts offsite to the Zoo Wastewater Facility or the Los Angeles River; therefore;
similar to the Project, construction activities associated with Alternative 2 would result in a
less than significant impact.
Following construction, Alternative 2 would not increase the potential for soils to be subject
to wind or water erosion. Implementation of MM HYD-4 through MM HYD-6 would
require preparation of an O&M Plan, application of gorilla mulch over landscaped areas, and
pre-treatment, filtering, and other LID features as part of the stormwater collection system
to ensure continued water quality benefits from the LID features and the stormwater
collection system. Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 2 would result in beneficial
impacts to soil erosion associated with reducing surface runoff and directing all stormwater
runoff into the proposed stormwater collection system, rather than conveying runoff to the
Los Angeles River. With adherence to existing state and local regulations and mitigation
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measures that address soil erosion, impacts to receiving waters potentially resulting from
erosion would be the same as the proposed Project and less than significant with mitigation.
Alternative 2 would result in the same increase in impervious surfaces onsite as compared to
the proposed Project. Similar to the Project, Alternative 1 would include substantial
stormwater retention and treatment facilities onsite to accommodate stormwater runoff and
avoid on and offsite increases in flooding, consistent with the requirements of the City’s
Stormwater and Urban Runoff Pollution Control Ordinance (LAMC Article 4.4) and the
SWRCB’s Post-Construction Requirements. Similar to the Project, the proposed onsite
stormwater management system under Alternative 1 would be designed to capture
stormwater runoff, reduce peak flows, and reduce flow to the Zoo Wastewater Facility and
ultimately the Los Angeles River. The remaining runoff not captured by the stormwater
management system would be from the parking lots, which drain into existing LID features
for onsite treatment prior to flowing to the Los Angeles River. The increase in pervious
surfaces under Alternative 1 and additional point and non-point source water retention
features (e.g., vegetated retention basins and pervious paving) would further slow and retain
surface flows. Overflows of the stormwater management system would be directed to the Zoo
Wastewater Facility. Following desilting and grit removal at the Zoo Wastewater Facility,
stormwater would continue to be discharged to the North Outfall Sewer, which would direct
water to the LAGWRP, similar to existing conditions for all stormwater within the Zoo. Since
the volume of stormwater directed to the Zoo Wastewater Facility would be substantially
reduced when compared to existing conditions, the Zoo Wastewater Facility total capacity of
1.8 million gallons would be adequately sized to accommodate overflow runoff from the Zoo.
As such, stormwater would be adequately managed, maintained, and attenuated through onand offsite stormwater control features, which are designed consistent with the requirements
of the City Stormwater and Urban Runoff Pollution Control Ordinance and SWRCB Post
Construction Requirements. Therefore, similar to the Project, Alternative 2 impacts to onsite
and offsite flooding would be less than significant.
HYD-4:

Would the project create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

Alternative 2 would result in a 19 percent increase (51 percent to 70 percent) in impervious
surfaces that would occur primarily from development of the California and Africa planning
areas (Phases 1 and 3, respectively), which would decrease water infiltration and increase
stormwater runoff at the Zoo. However, implementation of the proposed stormwater
collection system would substantially reduce stormwater runoff and peak flow by capturing
and storing all rainfall from the Zoo and the 79.7-acre hillside area adjacent to the Zoo for
reuse onsite as irrigation water. Additional LID features, such as bioretention cells and
vegetated bioswales, would be considered during final design of the planning areas to retain
runoff and increase infiltration. The substantial reduction in surface runoff and peak flow
would result in minor beneficial impacts on water quality, as the reduced volume and velocity
4-186

Focused Recirculated EIR

4.0 Alternatives
of stormwater flows would reduce the rate of soil erosion and sedimentation. Therefore,
implementation of the stormwater collection system would result in beneficial and less than
significant impacts to polluted runoff, similar to the Project.
The proposed stormwater collection system would reduce the volume of discharge to the Zoo
Wastewater Facility by up to 35 million gallons per year (see also, Utilities below) and up to
95,890 gallons per day; therefore, this system would not be exceeded during the 2-year or the
100-year storm events (refer to Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality). The proposed
stormwater collection system would also subsequently reduce the volume of discharge from
the Zoo Wastewater Facility to the City’s North Outfall Sewer. The Zoo Wastewater Facility
would continue to hold animal pond water and overflow stormwater from the Zoo until the
demand for wastewater discharge is low (i.e., nighttime). Thus, the Zoo Wastewater Facility
would prevent exceedance of the North Outfall Sewer’s capacity. Therefore, implementation
of the stormwater collection system would result in beneficial and less than significant
impacts to existing stormwater drainage systems, similar to the proposed Project.
Land Use and Planning
LU-1:

Would the project cause a significant environmental impact due to conflict with
any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?

Alternative 2 would include TDM measures and improvements to transit and active
transportation services and infrastructure that would better align with the VMT reduction
and land use planning goals of the SCAG 2016 RTP/SCS. Alternative 2, with implementation
of required mitigation measures and required consistency with existing regulations, would be
consistent with the SCAG RTP/SCS, Los Angeles General Plan, Hollywood Community Plan,
L.A.’s Green New Deal, and LAMC, as well as the Vision Plan for Griffith Park as it applies to
areas outside of Zoo property. Therefore, similar to the proposed Project, land use impacts
from Alternative 2 would be less than significant with mitigation.
Noise and Vibration
NOI-1:

Would the proposed Project result in generation of a substantial temporary or
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in
excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?

Similar to the proposed Project, construction activities associated with Alternative 2 would
generate noise levels typical of construction. The most perceptible levels of construction noise
would likely occur during Phase 1 when the Zoo Entry and California planning area
improvements are underway, including excavation, blasting of Condor Canyon, and building
construction, concurrent with improvements to the Zoo’s southern parking lot, realignment
of Western Heritage Way/Crystal Springs Road, the Zoo Drive & Western Heritage Way
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intersection, and additional multi-modal improvements proposed under Alternative 2.
Similar to the proposed Project, the building construction activity would be the loudest phase
of construction and would generate a noise level of approximately 86.2 dBA Leq at 50 feet.
Equipment noise levels during general construction activities would exceed 75 dBA Leq at
nearby sensitive receptors during Phases 1, 2, 3, 5, and 6. During Phase 1 the Zoo Magnet
Center and the Wilson and Harding Golf Courses would experience noise level above 75 dBA
Leq (Table 3.12-9). For Phases 2, 3, 5, and 6 the only sensitive receptor that would experience
noise levels above 75 dBA Leq is Wilson and Harding Golf Courses. Pile driving activity related
to the Zoo aerial tram would result in a noise level of 77.4 dBA Leq at the Wilson and Harding
Golf Courses. However, golfers would move further away from the noise source as they play
through each hole resulting in reduced noise levels. Furthermore, the existing ambient noise
levels are elevated at the golf course due to the presence of the I-5 freeway to the east. Blasting
activity associated with the proposed Condor Canyon would also result in the exceedance of
75 dBA Lmax at the Skyline Trail in Griffith Park. Blasting noise would be an instantaneous
event and would not result in extended noise impacts over the duration of construction
activity.
MM NOI-1 through MM NOI-5 would substantially reduce construction noise levels. The
equipment mufflers associated with MM NOI-1 would reduce construction noise levels by
approximately 3 dBA. MM NOI-2 through MM NOI-4, although difficult to quantify, would
also reduce and/or control construction noise levels. MM NOI-4 would require coordination
with the construction contractor and the coordinator of the Zoo Magnet Center to avoid
disruption to classroom instruction. MM NOI-5 would reduce construction noise levels by
approximately 10 dBA at Zoo Magnet Center by installing temporary noise barriers around
the property boundary. Similar to the proposed Project, with implementation of these
measures, noise levels would be reduced to approximately 66 dBA Leq at the exterior of the
school, which would be below the 75 dBA Leq standard. Therefore, Alternative 2 impacts
related to construction noise would be less than significant with mitigation, similar to the
Project.
Stationary noise sources introduced under Alternative 2 would be similar to existing noise
sources. Stationary noises sources include Zoo visitors conversing in the park, noise from
animals, noise related to special events, mechanical equipment noise within the park, service
vehicles, the PA system, parking noise, and background music. However, increased
attendance due to Zoo expansion, new Zoo facilities, and Zoo programming may result in
increased noise levels and expanded duration of operational noise, including after-hours
noise from evening special events, similar to the proposed Project. While additional transit
service to the Zoo may result in increased operational noise levels from buses, Alternative 2
would also incorporate active transportation improvements to encourage bicycling and
walking to the Project site, which would reduce operational noise from vehicle traffic and
parking. MM NOI-6, which would require the Zoo to orient shop faces inwards toward Zoo
property, is intended to reduce service area noise through thoughtful design. Therefore,
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Alternative 2 impacts related to operational noise from stationary and mobile sources would
be similar to the proposed Project and less than significant with mitigation.
NOI-2:

Would the proposed Project result in generation of excessive groundborne
vibration or groundborne noise levels?

Alternative 2 would implement similar construction and blasting activities as the proposed
Project. Therefore, construction associated with Alternative 2 would result in similar shortterm, intermittent, and localized vibration levels from the use of typical construction
equipment, pile driving, and blasting activity, and impacts would be less than significant.
Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 1 does not include stationary sources of vibration,
such as heavy-duty industrial equipment. Regarding additional traffic, the FTA has stated
that rubber-tired vehicles do not typically generate perceptible vibration levels outside of the
right-of-way. Additionally, Alternative 1 would result in reduced vehicle traffic to the Project
site, as compared to the proposed Project. There are no operational sources of vibration that
would generate vibration levels that exceed 75 VdB. Therefore, impacts associated with
operational vibration would be similar to the Project and less than significant.
Reduced construction vibration under Alternative 1 would also result in reduced potential
disturbance of Zoo animals, particularly elephants. As the Zoo has done in the past during
construction, measures to protect these animals may include temporary relocation away from
construction activities, closure of exhibits, or even the transfer of animals to other zoos.
Accommodations specific to each animal would be developed during the planning process for
each phase and details would be included in final construction plans. With continued
management of each species of animal exhibited or rehabilitated at the Zoo and required
compliance with the AWA, there would be no adverse effects on Zoo animals from vibration
during construction of Alternative 2.
Public Services
PS-1:

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated
with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for
new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for fire
protection?

Construction of Alternative 2 would introduce a potential ignition source for fires (e.g.,
flammable materials, sparks) and may create hazardous conditions requiring EMS; however,
LAFD maintains fire response and EMS at adequate levels to respond to incidents at the Zoo
during Project construction. Construction contractors and their work crews would employ
“good housekeeping” procedures (e.g., proper maintenance of mechanical equipment and
proper storage of flammable or other hazardous materials) to reduce risk of potential fires,
hazardous spills of other conditions during construction that would require fire protection
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and EMS. Further, construction of Alternative 2 would comply with CalOSHA, LAMC Fire
Code, and CBC regulations pertaining to application of BMPs and other measures for
reducing risks associated with construction. Therefore, Alternative 2 construction would not
require additional firefighting or EMS personnel or new or expanded facilities.
Construction activities would result in temporary changes to roadways, access points, and
staging areas currently used by LAFD to respond to incidents in the Zoo and nearby areas in
Griffith Park. However, Alternative 2 would not directly impair designated County or City
Disaster Routes along I-5, SR-134 and San Fernando Road, as all development would be
contained to the Zoo and roadways serving the Zoo. Implementation of MM T-1, requiring a
Construction Traffic & Access Management Plan with measures for controlling and ensuring
continued access to the Zoo and through the interior of the Zoo circulation system, would
address impacts from construction of proposed improvements on emergency access and
response. Therefore, impacts associated with hinderance of emergency response times during
Alternative 2 construction would be less than significant with mitigation.
Under Alternative 2, the anticipated increase in annual visitation to 3,000,000 guests and
the hiring of approximately 531 additional staff by 2040 has the potential to result in increases
the frequency of incidents with commensurate increases in demand for fire protection and
EMS from LAFD. Due to the acceptable response times from Station No. 56, which currently
serves the Project site, the LAFD would have adequate resources and personnel to continue
to serve the Zoo without needing to expand any facilities or personnel. Similar to the proposed
Project, Alterative 2 components would be constructed in accordance with applicable sections
of the LAMC Fire Code and CBC, which require the provision of adequate emergency access,
use of ignition-resistant construction materials, installation of automated fire suppression
systems, emergency water supply and adequate fire flow rates, and appropriate defensible
space requirements. Alternative 2 would also include emergency evacuation plans allowing
for quick and safe evacuation of Zoo guests, employees, and Zoo animals in the event of an
emergency. Consistent with LAFD standards, this combination of development standards for
new development and existing LAFD service capabilities would ensure demands for fire
protection and EMS would continue to be met under Alternative 2. Therefore, no additional
LAFD facilities or personnel would be required to serve Alternative 2, and impacts related to
fire response and EMS demand would be less than significant.
In addition to the roadway and circulatory improvements proposed by the Project (i.e.,
intersection improvements at Zoo Drive & Western Heritage Way, realignment of Western
Heritage Way/Crystal Springs Road, increased parking), Alternative 2 would further reduce
vehicle congestion through the expansion of transit service and bicycle connections to the
Project site. These additional improvements under Alternative 2 would reduce congested
circulation and improve direct access to the Zoo for firefighters and EMS. Similar to the
proposed Project, emergency vehicle access to the interior of the Zoo would be expanded and
enhanced by the reconfiguration of internal roads, installation of a perimeter ground tram
road, and improved service roads with access to high fire hazard areas along the Zoo’s
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perimeter. Proposed improvements to site circulation and access under Alternative 2 would
maintain or improve emergency access to the site to a greater extent than the proposed
Project. Therefore, impacts to fire protection and emergency response services would be less
than the proposed Project and less than significant.
PS-2:

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated
with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for
new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for police
protection?

As Alternative 2 is anticipated to result in the same increase in annual visitation as the
proposed Project, Alternative 2 would equally increase the demand for additional police
protection at the Zoo, with calls possibly related to theft, trespassing, car break-ins, or
vandalism, especially during highly-attended special events. To address anticipated increase
in demand for law enforcement services, Alternative 2 would include construction of a new
13,000 sf single-story security and first aid center, located within the proposed entry plaza
where it would be easily accessible to Zoo guests, and the hiring of additional security
personnel to accommodate such needs. Zoo Security would continue to respond to most
incidents at the Zoo, therefore, not causing a substantial increased demand for LAPD services.
Because Zoo Security is provided onsite and would not regularly necessitate responses from
community LAPD stations, Alternative 2 would not substantially interfere with LAPD
response times.
As described in Section 3.13, Public Services, while the Project site is in an area with
comparatively low crime rates, has an adequate officer-to-resident ratio, and provides
adequate response times, the Zoo currently experiences a relatively high number of vehicle
theft/break ins. Similar to the Project, this trend is expected to continue since Alternative 2
would maintain the open, publicly accessible parking lot and does not propose measures to
limit access or increase patrol or parking lot security. However, Alternative 2 would
encourage other modes of transportation to the Zoo through expansion of transit facilities
and service lines to the Zoo, construction of additional bicycle connections to Griffith Park,
and employee and visitor incentives for transit use. Therefore, Alternative 2 would result in
slightly reduced impacts to vehicle safety when compared to the proposed Project.
Implementation of MM PS-1, requiring the Zoo implement measures to increase security of
the Zoo’s parking lot areas such as frequent patrolling and installation of additional
surveillance cameras, would help to reduce the likelihood of vehicle theft/break in and
manage crime within the Zoo, thereby reducing LAPD and Zoo Security demands. Further,
improvements to Zoo facilities would include modernization of security systems such as
access control to buildings, secured parking facilities, walls/fences with key systems, and
well-illuminated spaces designed with a minimum of dead space to eliminate areas of
concealment.
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If all 531 new jobs anticipated to be created under Alternative 2 were also new residents, this
growth would represent less than a 0.02 percent increase in the existing service population
and would not measurably affect the resident-to-officer ratio of the LAPD. Further, most jobs
associated with the proposed Project are anticipated to be filled by the existing local or
regional labor force within the City, surrounding cities, and surrounding Los Angeles region.
Therefore, any net population increase generated by Alternative 2 is anticipated to be nominal
and would not substantially affect LAPD officer-to-resident ratios. Existing resources of the
LAPD and Northeast Community Police Station are adequate to continue providing
acceptable levels of service to the Zoo with Alternative 2 implementation. As discussed above,
with implementation of MM PS-1 to address increased law enforcement issues from vehicle
theft/break ins, impacts to public safety and police protection services would be similar to the
proposed Project and less than significant with mitigation.
PS-3:

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated
with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for
new or physically altered school facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts?

Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 2 would not include residential development, and
therefore, would not result in an increased number of school-aged children in the LAUSD.
Alternative 2 would create approximately 531 new jobs, but it is anticipated that these jobs
would be filled by the existing local workforce, and, therefore, would not create population
growth in the area, thereby increasing demand for public school services.
Alternative 2 would not result in physical changes to existing LAUSD facilities, including the
Zoo Magnet Center, since most Alternative 2 improvements would occur within Zoo planning
areas inside the Zoo and away from the Zoo Magnet Center. However, Alternative 2 would
realign Crystal Springs Drive to the perimeter of the southern parking lot and would add
approximately 300 guest surface parking spaces in the southern parking lot, immediately
adjacent to the Zoo Magnet Center through removal of existing Zoo uses and restriping of
parking spaces. While there has historically not been significant conflict in parking
availability for Zoo Magnet Center and Zoo guests (refer to Section 3.13, Public Services),
Alternative 2 implementation is anticipated to increase daily attendance to the Zoo and
substantially increase demand for Zoo parking (refer to Section 3.15, Transportation). Even
with the additional 300 parking spaces to the southern parking lot during Phase 1, the
construction of a new parking structure during Phase 7, and the implementation of the TDM
Program, the potential remains for an increased demand for parking to reduce parking
availability for Zoo Magnet Center visitors, staff, and buses. To ensure parking availability
remains for Zoo Magnet Center students and staff and avoid the need for additional facilities
to serve school operations, MM PS-2 would require improvements to the southern parking
lot to include designated parking spaces for Zoo Magnet Center school buses and implement
parking hour limitations to accommodate 10 teachers, the office administrator, and campus
counselor, with an additional reserve space for visitors. Reserved parking stalls would be in
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effect during hours of Zoo Magnet Center operation. With implementation of this measure,
Alternative 2 impacts to schools would be less than significant with mitigation, similar to the
Project.
Under Alternative 2, expansion of resources available to Zoo Magnet Center students,
including animal observation space, may improve the quality or quantity of educational
opportunities for students. Under Alternative 2, expanded Zoo facilities would aid in the Zoo’s
mission of expanding animal conservation programs and expand the Zoo’s capacity to provide
care for additional animals. As such, Alternative 2 could increase both the number of
zookeepers employed by the Zoo and animals under their care, which in turn, could expand
educational programs available to Zoo Magnet School students.
Recreation
REC-1:

Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks
or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of
the facility would occur or be accelerated?

Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 2 would upgrade the Zoo Drive/Western Heritage
Way intersection with a new signal in Phase 1. The signalization of this intersection would not
affect the mobility of pedestrians, bicyclists, and equestrians along the Main Trail or affect
their safety. Therefore, implementation of Alternative 2 would substantially reduce impacts
to mobility and safety along the Main Trail as compared to the proposed Project, and impacts
associated with accessibility to recreational resources would be less than significant.
Alternative 2 would increase Zoo visitation and increase visitor-serving spaces within the
Project area to the same extent as the proposed Project. Expansions and improvements to
Zoo facilities under Alternative 1 would be contained within existing Zoo boundaries. Thus,
Alternative 1 would result in no net loss of recreational lands and would not cause direct
impacts to recreational facilities within Griffith Park or elsewhere, similar to the proposed
Project. Further, the addition of a 2-acre public park to the north of the proposed parking
structure would slightly expand recreational amenities within Griffith Park. Within the Zoo,
the proposed Nature Play Park would replace the existing children’s playground within the
Zoo, named the Papiano Play Park, increase the playground size threefold to 18,300 square
feet of a natural play area equipped with play structures and water features, and relocate the
park nearby the main entrance.
Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 2 would not facilitate indirect population or
economic growth within the City or greater region that would place demand on recreation
and park services compared to the existing level of service available. The approximately 513
new jobs generated by Alternative 1 implementation are anticipated to be supplied by the
existing local or regional labor force within the City, surrounding cities, and surrounding Los
Angeles region. Therefore, any net population increase spurred by Alternative 1 is anticipated
to be less than under the proposed Project and nominal. As such, no additional demand on
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existing recreational facilities or for new recreational amenities is anticipated as a result of
Alternative 1 implementation, similar to the Project. Therefore, Alternative 2 impacts would
be less than significant.
REC-2:

Would the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect
on the environment?

Under Alternative 2, redevelopment and expansion of existing facilities and the construction
of new facilities within the Zoo would improve the recreational value and opportunities
provided by the Zoo. Alternative 2 would include the public park in the northern parking lot
as proposed for the Project. Alternative 2 would also involve the construction of additional
bicycle and pedestrian enhancements and connected in the Project vicinity, which may serve
as a recreational resource as well as additional connections to Griffith Park. These
recreational improvements would result in impacts to the environment, including adverse
effects to air quality, biological resources, cultural and tribal resources, the City’s urban forest,
geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, and transportation, as described in this
EIR similar to the Project. Where potentially significant impacts are identified as they relate
to the construction or expansion of recreational facilities, applicable existing regulations or
appropriate mitigation is identified which would reduce associated Alternative 2 impacts.
With implementation of the regulations and required mitigation measures, impacts from the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities would be similar to the Project and less
than significant.
Transportation
T-1:

Would the project cause a significant environmental impact due to conflict with
a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system,
including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?

Alternative 2 would include a comprehensive TDM program that expands multi-modal
transportation to the Zoo and would align with the VMT reduction goals and objectives within
the SCAG’s 2016 RTP/SCS, Los Angeles General Plan, Mobility Plan 2035, Hollywood
Community Plan, Griffith Park Vision Plan, Green New Deal Plan, and Plan for a Healthy Los
Angeles. As described for the proposed Project, Alternative 2 would be consistent with the
plans listed above to a greater extent than the proposed Project due to overall reduced VMTs,
and multi-modal local and regional transportation policies. Alternative 2 would not cause
significant environmental impacts due to conflicts with any transportation plan, policy, or
regulation, and impacts would be similar to the Project and less than significant with
mitigation.
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T-2:

Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section
15064.3, subdivision (b)?

Alternative 2 construction activities would result in additional VMT in the Project vicinity and
on the I-5 and SR-134 freeways, associated with construction materials deliveries, soil import
and export, export of demolition debris, and construction worker trips. Construction-related
increases in VMT would occur intermittently and would be lower in volume than the
construction vehicle trips and VMT associated with the proposed Project. The Construction
Traffic & Access Management Plan required under MM T-1 would further reduce
construction VMT impacts through provisional measures to reduce construction traffic and
associated VMT.
As described in Section 3.15, Transportation, the Zoo is currently isolated from major and
local transit hubs, with only two transit lines (i.e., Parkline Shuttle and Metro Line 96)
currently serving the Project site. Alternative 2 would include comprehensive TDM measures
associated with the expansion of transit services to serve the Project site and encourage the
use of transit by visitors and employees. While Alternative 2 implementation would increase
daily VMT over existing conditions due to the addition of new employees and an increase of
approximately 1.2 million new annual visitors, Alternative 2 would meet an overall goal of
reducing projected Zoo VMT by 15 percent (5 percent greater than MM T-2 under the
proposed Project). As such, daily visitor VMT on weekends (the highest attendance days) in
2040 would be reduced from 136,287 under the proposed Project to approximately 115,844
under Alternative 2. Daily employee VMT on Mondays and Fridays in 2040 would be reduced
from 24,436 under the proposed Project to 20,771 under Alternative 2. While Alternative 2
would result in a significant reduction in operational visitor and employee VMT when
compared to the proposed Project without additional mitigation, this alternative’s VMT
estimates would still exceed the TAG’s established net-zero VMT threshold for event centers
and regional-serving entertainment venues. Therefore, Alternative 2, similar to the Project,
would have significant and unavoidable impacts related to increased VMT.
T-3:

Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses
(e.g., farm equipment)?

Alternative 2 construction would increase construction traffic and congestion associated with
truck trips, construction worker vehicle trips, and other construction-related trips on the
surrounding street network and I-5 and SR-134 freeways throughout the construction period.
Heavy truck traffic entering and exiting the intersection of Zoo Drive & Western Heritage Way
could interfere with pedestrian and bicycle flows along both streets, particularly during
periods of high pedestrian activity such as events and festivals within Griffith Park and at the
Zoo. Other potential construction-related impacts include idling and parked or queued heavy
trucks that could potentially obstruct visibility. Specific construction access points and haul
routes would be determined during the pre-construction design and permitting associated
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with each individual construction phase. Further, implementation of MM T-1 would require
preparation of a Construction Traffic & Access Management Plan to address construction
traffic routing and control, safety, construction parking, and vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian
safety. The Construction Traffic & Access Management Plan would require haul trips to be
restricted between 9:00 AM and 2:00 PM to avoid pedestrian safety impacts associated with
pick-up and drop-off at the Zoo Magnet Center, and would require construction flaggers, as
necessary, to maintain the flow of traffic and allow safe passage for pedestrians across
crosswalks and along the Main Trail. With the implementation of MM T-1, constructionrelated hazards would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.
Similar to the proposed Project, each phase of development under Alternative 2 would be
required to undergo review by City agencies, including a review of roadway improvements
and operations so that vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian access are adequately accommodated
without obstructing, hindering, or impairing drivers’ reasonable and safe views of other
vehicles, people walking, or people bicycling on the same street and/or restricting the ability
of a driver to stop a motor vehicle without danger of an ensuing collision. Design features of
individual development projects would need to be consistent with Mobility Plan 2035
policies, Walkability Checklist standards, and Vision Zero policies, which focus on eliminating
existing hazards and designing the transportation network so as to enhance safety of all ways
of travel. Although Alternative 2 implementation would add vehicle trips to the surrounding
roadways, this general increase in vehicle traffic volumes would be less than the proposed
Project and distributed among multiple streets in the transportation study area, and
therefore, would not be considered a traffic hazard.
Similar to the Project, the proposed realignment of Western Heritage Way/Crystal Springs
Drive would improve pedestrian safety associated with Zoo Magnet Center students and staff
crossing this roadway. The existing driveway serving the overflow parking lot and the Zoo
Magnet Center would be eliminated, thereby reducing the potential vehicle and bicycle
conflicts at that location. The realigned roadway and south driveway would be engineered to
comply with LADOT standards and designed to intersect the roadway at a right angle to
address line of sight, turning radii, spacing, etc. The roadway would also provide necessary
sidewalks, crosswalks, and pedestrian movement controls to meet the City’s requirements to
protect vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian safety. The overall reduction in vehicle trips and
vehicle congestion under operation of Alternative 2 would improve safety for bicycles and
pedestrians in the Project vicinity. Therefore, impacts related to driving hazards would be
similar to the proposed Project and less than significant.
Similar to the Project, Alternative 2 would result in beneficial circulation and safety impacts
associated with provision of the Primary Path Loop for pedestrians and the separated
pedestrian and service roads. As described for the proposed Project, The proposed Zoo aerial
tram would comply with the current applicable safety regulations (i.e., Safety Requirements
for Passenger Tramways [ANSI B77.1] and CCR Title 8, Subchapter 6.1, Article 8 Wire Rope
And Strand Requirements). Implementation of the current engineering design and
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operational standards for the proposed Zoo aerial tram would ensure there are no near-term
or long-term safety impacts associated with operation of these structures. Similar to the
Project, Alternative 1 improvements to the Zoo’s internal circulation would result in reduced
beneficial and less than significant operational impacts to safety hazards.
T-4:

Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?

While Alternative 2 would involve demolition, excavation, and construction of roadways,
pathways, and access routes both internal and external to the Zoo, construction activities
would not disrupt access to primary or secondary designated Disaster Routes along I-5, SR134 and San Fernando Road. Further, this alternative’s phasing plan would limit disruption
or obstruction of access and evacuation routes within the Zoo (refer to Public Services).
Implementation of MM T-1, requiring a Construction Traffic & Access Management Plan
with measures for controlling and ensuring continued access to the Zoo and through the
interior of the Zoo circulation system, would address impacts from construction of proposed
improvements on emergency access and evacuation Alternative 2 operation would also not
impair adopted County or City mapped Disaster Routes along I-5, SR-134, and San Fernando
Road, as all development would be contained within and immediately adjacent to the Zoo.
Alternative 2 would include improvements to existing roadways and intersections
surrounding the Zoo that would improve emergency response and access and improve
internal circulation, wayfinding, and emergency access within the Zoo (refer to Public
Services). Therefore, Alternative 2 would result in beneficial and less than significant impacts
to emergency access, similar to the Project.
Utilities
UT-1:

Would the project result in the construction of new water facilities or expansion
of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects? Would the project have sufficient water supplies
available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, or
would new or expanded entitlements be needed?

Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 2 construction would require water for dust
control, equipment cleaning, soil excavation and export, and re-compaction and grading
activities. Water use is conservatively estimated at 2,000 gpd during construction, which
would be substantially less than existing water consumption at the Project site, which is
estimated to be approximately 107,508,000 gallons per year (approximately 294,542 gpd)
and could be accommodated by the existing water infrastructure onsite. Therefore, temporary
construction-related impacts associated with water demand and water infrastructure would
be similar to the Project and less than significant.
Alternative 2 would require installation of new water lines to replace existing lines and expand
to undeveloped areas of the Zoo in the California and Africa planning areas. Alternative 2
would connect to the City’s water supply system with new laterals installed within the Project
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site and existing outdated water mains within the Project site would remain protected,
capped, and abandoned in place during construction. Construction impacts associated with
the installation of laterals, and installation of a new recycled water connection would
primarily involve minor trenching onsite. Prior to ground disturbance, all proposed work
associated with the water laterals shall be subject to review and approval by the City
Department of Public Works and all appropriate permits (e.g., public right-of-way permits)
would be obtained, as necessary. The construction contractor would be required to notify the
City Public Works Department in advance of ground disturbance activities to existing avoid
water lines and/or disruption of water service to offsite properties. Therefore, impacts on
water infrastructure from construction activities would be less than significant.
Based on the anticipated amount of growth to occur under Alternative 2, primarily as a result
of expansion of visitor-serving and animal exhibit areas into existing undeveloped areas and
increases in annual visitation, Alternative 2 implementation is expected to increase annual
demand for potable water to 144,967,997 gallons per year (444.9 AFY), a 35 percent increase.
The proposed stormwater management system would substantially offset the increased water
demand and virtually eliminate the Zoo’s irrigation water demand. As described under
Hydrology and Water Quality, the proposed stormwater management system would be
designed to retain 100 percent of flows generated under a 2-year, 24-hour storm event
(equivalent to 2.44 inches of rainfall) or approximately 6.8 million gallons (20.9 AF). Based
on historic precipitation data for the Los Angeles area, the proposed stormwater system once
completed in Phase 3 of Alternative 2 implementation would be capable of capturing and
retaining 35,000,000 gallons per year (107 AFY) (refer to Section 3.16, Utilities) for irrigation
of landscaping and exhibit areas. With this offset in annual irrigation water demands,
Alternative 2 is anticipated to increase annual potable water demand by 2,459,997 gallons
per year (7.5 AFY), a 2.2 percent increase over existing water demands.
Following the completion of Alternative 2 construction in 2040, the operational water
demand (144,967,997 gallons per year or 444.9 AFY) would constitute less than 1 percent of
the City’s total water supply. The City would be able to serve Alternative 2 without additional
unplanned new or expanded entitlements and Alternative 2 implementation would not
adversely affect the ability of the City to meet its goal to source 70 percent of water locally by
2035 under the Green New Deal pLAn. Potable water demand would be further reduced
through compliance with the City’s Water Efficiency Requirements and Green Building Code
(LAMC Chapter XII, Article 5 and Chapter IX, Article 9), MM UT-1, and MM HYD-7, which
would require the use of highly efficient plumbing fixtures, irrigation, and landscaping for
new construction, expanded use of recycled water, and installation of efficient irrigation
systems for all existing and proposed new landscaped areas within the Zoo. While not
required to further reduce impacts from the Zoo’s water demand, MM UT-2 is recommended
to include all recommended civil engineering and water efficiency measures recommended in
the Appendix (New Infrastructure: Plumbing) of the Vision Plan.
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Though the City’s recycled water system has adequate capacity to serve the increase in Zoo
recycled water use for irrigation of the parking lot areas and proposed public park, in
accordance with the One Water L.A. Plan, MM UT-1 would require the Zoo to extend recycled
water lines throughout the interior areas of the Zoo to provide recycled water for washdown
of the animal holding areas, irrigation, and power washers, in the Zoo’s exhibits (e.g.,
treatment systems, ponds, aesthetics/water features, etc.) where feasible, as well as for fire
suppression where feasible. Based on the City’s current recycled water production capacity of
649,600 AFY and objectives for expanding opportunities for use of recycled water supplies,
the City recycled water system has available capacity to adequately serve the recycled water
demands of the Project. Expansion of the Zoo’s non-potable water use as required by MM
UT-1 would require an additional connection to the City’s water recycling system at the
existing 8-inch recycled water main at the west end of the Zoo parking lot. The expanded use
of recycled water for Zoo operations that do not require potable water quality would further
reduce the Zoo’s dependence on potable water supplies and implement the Green New Deal
pLAn and One Water L.A. Plan. Impacts on the City’s non-potable (recycled or reclaimed)
water supplies would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation, similar to the
Project.
UT-2:

Would the project result in the construction of new stormwater drainage
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?

Similar to the Project, the proposed stormwater management system would result in
environmental impacts associated with excavation and trenching of underlying soils,
emissions from construction equipment and fugitive dust, construction vehicle traffic,
construction stormwater runoff, potential disturbance of archaeological and paleontological
resources, and construction-related noise. Detailed analysis of the potential impacts
associated with installation of the proposed stormwater system is analyzed in each of the
respective resources sections of Section 4.5.3, Alternative 2 – Multi-Modal Transportation
Alternative. Alternative 2 implementation, along with installation of the stormwater
collection system would also result in or contribute to construction-related impacts on those
resources. Mitigation measures necessary to reduce Alternative 2 impacts associated with
installation of the new stormwater collection system are also identified therein and would be
capable of reducing environmental impacts to less than significant with mitigation. With
regard to impacts from hydrology and water quality, the stormwater collection system would
result in beneficial drainage impacts associated with stormwater reuse, similar to the Project.
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UT-3:

Would the project require or result in the construction of new wastewater
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental effects? Would the project result in a
determination by the wastewater treatment provider that serves or may serve
the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand
in addition to the provider’s existing commitments? Would the project exceed
wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality
Control Board?

Similar to the Project, the proposed stormwater collection system would capture, convey, and
store rainfall from the Zoo and the 79.7-acre hillside area adjacent to the Zoo for reuse onsite
as irrigation water. Therefore, while Alternative 2 implementation would generate increased
stormwater within the Zoo property due to the addition of impervious surfaces, the proposed
stormwater collection system would substantially reduce flow to the Zoo Wastewater Facility.
Since the Zoo Wastewater Facility would receive only overflow stormwater from flows greater
than the 2-year, 24-hour storm event, the volume of water directed to the Zoo Wastewater
Facility would be reduced by up to 35 million gallons per year and up to 6.8 million gallons in
one day. Following completion of the proposed stormwater collection system, the majority of
flows to the Zoo Wastewater Facility would be comprised of animal pond water from the Zoo’s
exhibits. There is no proposed increase in the total number of pools requiring periodic
draining and refilling, requiring water demand and treatment at the Zoo Wastewater Facility.
Any additional animal pools and other water features that would be constructed under
Alternative 2 would be installed with Life Support Systems, which require a much lower
frequency of draining and filling. Proposed expansion of the animal exhibits would increase
generation of animal pond water within the Zoo Wastewater Facility by approximately 13,091
gpd, for a total of 43,091 gpd. Due to the substantial reduction in stormwater flows that would
be conveyed to the Zoo Wastewater Facility, an incremental increase in generation of animal
pond water would not exceed the 1.8-million-gallon maximum capacity of the Zoo
Wastewater Facility.
Similar to the Project, Alternative 2 implementation would generate an increase of
approximately 30,606 gpd (of 100,606 gpd total) of sewage flows within the Zoo’s sewer
system and the City’s North Outfall Sewer due to the addition of a new employees and an
annual increase of approximately 1.2 million new visitors. Additionally, proposed expansion
of the animal exhibits would increase generation of animal pond water within the North
Outfall Sewer by approximately 13,091 gpd, for a total of 43,091 gpd. Alternative 2 proposes
a new plumbing system within the Zoo to replace the existing outdated sewer pipes and
connect to new restrooms. The proposed new plumbing systems at the Zoo would be installed
in accordance with the current California Building Code and Plumbing Code (CCR Title 24),
Green Building Code (CCR Title 24, Part 11), State Water Conservation Guidelines, and Green
Building Standards. In accordance with Section 64.15 of the LAMC, the Zoo would be required
to submit a SCAR request to the BOE and pay a SCAR Fee prior to building plan approval to
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evaluate the capacity of the existing North Outfall Sewer to convey the projected wastewater
generation from the Zoo through 2040. If deemed necessary, replacement of several sewer
mains in the North Outfall Sewer could also create secondary short-term periodic
construction impacts, such as air emissions, noise, and disruption of traffic flows. However,
with assurance of adequate planning-level surveys of the existing North Outfall Sewer per
existing City regulations, impacts to the North Outfall Sewer associated with sanitary sewer
water would be reduced to less than significant, similar to the Project.
Implementation of the proposed stormwater collection system would reduce the volume of
discharge from the Zoo Wastewater Facility to the City’s North Outfall Sewer by 56 percent
during and following storm events (refer to Section 3.16, Utilities). Additionally, the Zoo
Wastewater Facility would continue to hold animal pond water and overflow stormwater from
the Zoo until periods of low flow to avoid overloading the North Outfall Sewer. Therefore,
implementation of the stormwater collection system would result in beneficial and less than
significant impacts to the North Outfall Sewer.
Alternative 2 would increase wastewater generation at the Project site by up to 43,697 gpd,
which would be less than 1 percent of the LAGWRP’s approximately 2.8 mgd of additional full
tertiary treatment capacity. Given that the increased wastewater flow from implementation
of the proposed Vision Plan would be a de minimus incremental increase, the LAGWRP would
have sufficient capacity to serve Alternative 2’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s
existing commitments and no new or expanded water or wastewater treatment facilities
would be required to serve Alternative 2. Therefore, Alternative 2 impacts to the LAGWRP
would be the same as the Project and less than significant.
UT-4:

Would the project be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs? Would the project
comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid
waste?

Alternative 2 construction would generate similar C&D waste to the proposed Project with
demolition and redevelopment of existing areas of the Zoo. In accordance with the City’s C&D
Waste Recycling Ordinance, all mixed C&D waste generated during construction and not
reused onsite would be hauled to a City-certified C&D waste processor. Therefore, solid waste
impacts from C&D waste would be similar to the Project.
Based on the proposed increase in Zoo animal space, Alternative 2 would increase disposal of
animal bedding and waste at the Griffith Park Compost Facility by up to 81.39 tons per day
(refer to Section 3.16, Utilities). Therefore, future solid waste generation would remain below
the Griffith Park Compost Facility’s total permitted capacity of 156 tons per day.
Alternative 2 would also increase operational solid waste generation at the Zoo due to the
limited new development and associated increase in annual visitation, similar to the Project.
Based on the projected annual visitation growth, the estimated increased solid waste
generation under Alternative 2 is 6.19 tons per day. Assuming the existing diversion rate of
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76.4 percent, this would result in up to 1.46 tons per day. The additional 1.46 tons of solid
waste per day that is anticipated to be generated by Alternative 2 implementation in 2040
would comprise less than 1 percent of the total daily permitted capacity of Sunshine Canyon
Landfill (8,300 tons of solid waste per day). Further, the Zoo would manage trash and
recycling generated by animal care, dining facilities, restrooms, and other visitor-serving
facilities within the Zoo campus in accordance with all applicable state and local
requirements. Therefore, similar to the Project, Alternative 2 would not conflict with federal,
state, or local statutes and regulations related to solid waste disposal. Similar to the Project,
Alternative 2 would be served by solid waste facilities that maintain an adequate capacity.
Therefore, Alternative 2 would have a less than significant impact related to solid waste.
Wildfire
WF-1:

Would the project impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

While Alternative 2 would involve demolition, excavation, and construction of roadways,
pathways, and access routes both internal and external to the Zoo, construction activities
would not disrupt access to primary or secondary designated Disaster Routes along I-5, SR134 and San Fernando Road and this alternative’s phasing plan would limit disruption or
obstruction of access and evacuation routes within the Zoo (refer to Public Services).
Implementation of MM T-1, requiring a Construction Traffic & Access Management Plan
with measures for controlling and ensuring continued access to the Zoo and through the
interior of the Zoo circulation system, would address impacts from construction of proposed
improvements on emergency access and evacuation of the Zoo in response to a wildfire.
Impacts associated with increased risk of wildfire during Alternative 2 construction would be
less than significant with mitigation.
As discussed in Public Services for Alternative 2 above, Alternative 2 operation would not
impair adopted County or City mapped Disaster Routes along I-5, SR-134 and San Fernando
Road, as all development would be contained within the Zoo and bordering areas of Griffith
Park. Alternative 2 improvements would include improvements to existing roadways and
circulatory systems both within and surrounding the Zoo that would improve emergency
response and access, emergency evacuation, and sheltering in place (refer to Public Services).
Therefore, Alternative 2 would not impair emergency response or evacuation, similar to the
Project, and impacts would be less than significant.
WF-2:

Would the project exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project
occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled
spread of a wildfire due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors?

The Project site is located within a Very High FHSZ at the base of steep vegetated slopes
within Griffith Park, with onsite and adjacent fire-prone vegetation, steep slopes, limited
perimeter access, and annual Santa Ana winds. Alternative 2 construction would introduce
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new potential ignition sources over the course of 20 years, such as the use of heavy machinery
and fuels, which create the potential for sparking and could exacerbate wildfire risk. Major
construction of the new California and Africa planning areas in Phases 1 and 3 would occur
within areas that currently support flammable native and non-native vegetation and are
located on steep slopes adjacent to wildlands in Griffith Park. Vegetation clearing, grubbing,
grading, and facility construction, for the planned tram road, service facilities, and the
California and Africa exhibits along Zoo’s perimeter would similarly occur within and
adjacent to areas that support flammable vegetation. Major excavation, including potential
blasting, for Condor Canyon in the California planning area, could also add to constructionrelated fire ignition risks. Although all construction would be performed in a fire-safe manner
consistent with existing regulations, potential for accidental ignition of onsite or adjacent
wildland vegetation would remain.
Similar to the proposed Project, Alternative 2 would involve tree and vegetation removal,
including hundreds of highly flammable eucalyptus trees, as well as over 13 acres of
flammable native chaparral and up to 7 acres of oak woodland. Construction in these areas
would remove unmaintained flammable native and nonnative vegetation and replace it with
irrigated native and ornamental vegetation, potentially reducing the extent of onsite
flammable vegetation. Additionally, Alternative 2 construction would be implemented in
compliance with all applicable requirements of the City’s Fire Code and NFPA 241 Standards
for Safeguarding Construction, Alteration, and Demolition Operations. With
implementation of existing regulations, risks associated with Alternative 2 construction
would be reduced such that Alternative 2 construction impacts associated with increased risk
of wildfire during Project construction would be the same as the Project and less than
significant.
While changes in the interior of the Zoo may reduce risk of onsite vegetation ignition,
increased visitation and new exhibits may provide new ignition sources, which could also
incrementally increase risk of wildfire occurring within Griffith Park. For instance, similar to
the proposed Project, Alternative 2 would expand nighttime activities, including campouts in
the Africa and California planning areas, and additional special events throughout the year.
These new activities may involve potential ignition sources ranging from regulated campfires,
cooking/BBQ, electric wiring, and unpermitted smoking. The projected increase in visitor
attendance would increase the total and density of people within a designated Very High
FHSZ. In the event of a wildfire incident, Zoo visitors and animal residents would also be
exposed to increased risk of fire-created pollutant emissions (smoke). Similar to the proposed
Project, the Zoo would continue to implement procedures for managing fuels, ensuring
adequate evacuation of the Zoo, and providing appropriate forms of access to the Zoo and
surrounding WUI, as required in the City’s Fire Code and by LAFD, and preparation and
application of emergency management and evacuation plans per both City and AZA
regulations. In addition, all development would undergo plan review by the LAFD to ensure
appropriate designs for access and fire flow as required under Chapter 5 of the City Fire Code.
Per MM WF-2, the Zoo would be required to update these plans as appropriate based on
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proposed improvements and changes in site access and circulation through Alternative 2
implementation. Therefore, with the application of existing regulations and requirements to
update wildfire management and evacuation plans, Alternative 2 would not significantly
exacerbate wildfire risks resulting in the exposure of Zoo staff and visitors to wildfire hazards,
and impacts would be the same as the Project and less than significant with mitigation.
WF-3:

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

Alternative 2 would include the installation and maintenance of new or improved/realigned
roads, emergency water sources, power lines, or other utilities throughout the Zoo within
existing developed/disturbed areas. The risks associated with installation, operation, and
maintenance of these facilities are discussed in detail under Impact WF-2 above. However,
Alternative 2 would develop hillside areas within the Zoo that currently act as fuel breaks
between the Zoo and wildland areas. Expansion or reestablishment of these fuel breaks
elsewhere around these proposed areas of development would potentially result in loss of
sensitive natural communities, species, and protected trees. Vegetation within portions of
these undeveloped hillsides is currently managed through clearing, mowing, or trimming by
the Zoo and LAFD as a fuel break between the Zoo and surrounding Griffith Park and WUI.
It is likely new fuel breaks would be located along the perimeter of the California and Africa
planning areas in compliance with existing City Fire Code and LAFD regulations. The
installation and maintenance of new or expanded fire buffer and fuel breaks would require
mowing, substantial trimming, or complete removal of almost all vegetation within up to a
100-foot buffer area around the Zoo perimeter, including native chaparral and oak woodland
habitats, as well as nonnative grasses and scattered invasive species (e.g., eucalyptus). Precise
measurements of habitat loss are difficult to calculate due to the conceptual nature of Project
plans and are also contingent upon LAFD direction, which is provided annually based on site
inspections. However, in total, installation and maintenance of this fuel buffer could result in
up to 6 acres of disturbance or loss of native chaparral and oak woodland habitat within
Griffith Park. With implementation of MM UF-1, MM UF-2, and MM WF-1, adverse
impacts to biological resources as a result of installation and maintenance of these fuel breaks
would be reduced through maximum avoidance of native vegetation and appropriate
restoration offsite. Therefore, Alternative 2 impacts would be the same as the Project and less
than significant with mitigation.
WF-4:

Would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire
slope instability, or drainage changes?

Alternative 2 development would occur downslope or downstream of steep hillsides and three
small drainages within Griffith Park. There are no creeks or rivers mapped within the Project
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site, but stormwater flows from the hillsides through the Zoo’s stormwater management
system, which removes silt and grit from stormwater before it flows to the LAGWRP. If a
wildfire burned large areas within Griffith Park adjacent to the Zoo, post-fire runoff from a
major storm event, slope instability, landslides, drainage changes, and limited flooding or
sedimentation could occur within the Zoo. The relatively small size of the watershed draining
into the Zoo (~80-acres) would potentially limit problems. If wildfire-denuded surrounding
hillsides were subjected to a high-intensity rain event, new development within the Zoo,
especially new development at the base of the hillsides, has limited potential to experience
damage from sedimentation. Sediment and debris could plug existing and planned drainage
improvements, including the proposed stormwater collection system (refer to Section 3.10,
Hydrology and Water Quality). Two of the proposed subsurface cisterns serving the Bird
Show and Animal Programs amphitheater and the Nature Play Park planning area are located
on high elevation sites relative to the flat interior or the Zoo. These new cisterns would capture
all runoff, debris, and sediments conveyed through the watershed, resulting in the potential
accumulation of sediment or debris within the system, especially in the event of high rainfall
closely following burn of the watershed. However, the small size of the existing watersheds
would not create significant runoff, debris flow, or landslides caused by post-fire slope
instability that place Zoo occupants or structures at substantial risk. Therefore, impacts would
be similar to the proposed Project and less than significant.
Conclusion and Relationship to Project Objectives
Alternative 2 would substantially expand multi-modal transportation opportunities for the
Zoo to give visitors and employees the option to use transit, bicycles, walking, and ridesharing
as a viable and attractive travel mode. In doing so, Alternative 2 would substantially reduce
total Zoo VMT to a greater extent than the Project. As a result, this alternative would reduce
potentially significant impacts to aesthetics, air quality and GHG emissions, energy, land use
and planning, and transportation. VMT is the metric by which transportation impacts are
measured in the City, per the 2020 TAG and consistent with state law. Reducing VMT through
Alternative 2 aims to substantially reduce the significant transportation impact of the Project.
However, given that the 2020 TAG’s VMT threshold for regional attractions and event centers
is net-zero new VMT, Alternative 2 would not result in zero new VMT. Therefore,
transportation impacts would remain significant and unavoidable, even with TDM
components that would reduce VMT consistent with the 2017 Scoping Plan and the 2035
Mobility Element.
Alternative 2 would guide redevelopment of the Zoo consistent with all of the Project
objectives. Since Alternative 2 would include all of the same development components
included in the proposed Project, this alternative would provide the same benefits to the Zoo
associated with expanded animal exhibits, enhanced visitor-serving areas, improved
circulation, and updated facilities. However, the possibility of funding from multiple
stakeholders, and the amount of funding required for new transit facilities and services,
bicycle and pedestrian bridges and connections, and multi-modal incentives for employees
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and visitors would be costly. Therefore, Alternative 2 implementation may present challenges
in terms of economic feasibility.

4.6

ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines indicates that an analysis of alternatives
shall identify an environmentally superior alternative among the alternatives evaluated in the
EIR. In general, the environmentally superior alternative as defined by CEQA should
minimize adverse impacts to the Project site and its surrounding environment. Table 4-2
summarizes the environmental advantages and disadvantages associated with the proposed
Project and the four analyzed alternatives.
Each alternative analyzed in this section was evaluated based on significance criteria,
location, extent and magnitude of impacts, potential benefits, and relative impacts in
comparison to the Project. The alternative with the fewest adverse impacts and relatively
greatest benefits is thereby considered the Environmentally Superior Alternative. Although
the No Project Alternative would result in the least amount of impact, CEQA Guidelines
section 15126.6 states that if the environmentally superior alternative is the No Project
Alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative from among
the other alternatives.
Based on the information in this EIR, Alternative 1.5, the California Focused Conservation
Alternative, is identified as the Environmentally Superior Alternative. Alternative 1.5 was
found to generate the least adverse impacts compared to the Project, Alternative 1, and
Alternative 2 due largely to the projected reduction in visitation from implementation of the
proposed PVMP and the loss of exhibit and visitor space in the Africa planning area.
Alternative 1.5 would result in the lowest growth in visitation of any scenario analyzed in this
EIR. A reduced Zoo footprint and reduction in visitation of approximately 500,000 guests
per year compared to the Project would eliminate the multi-story parking garage, the Zoo
aerial tram, and the public park in the parking lot and would therefore reduce VMT, air
emissions and GHGs, demand for energy and water, and a direct loss of habitat areas and
protected trees. As a result, Alternative 1.5 would reduce impacts as compared to the Project
in the following resource areas: aesthetics, air quality; biological resources; energy; urban
forestry resources; greenhouse gas emissions; noise; transportation; and utilities. In addition,
implementation of design guidelines encouraging the use of California native plant species
and protection of existing sensitive species would reduce impacts to habitats onsite, including
coast live oak woodlands, eucalyptus/mixed woodlands, coast live oak woodland, and to a
lesser extent laurel sumac shrubland and California sage coastal sage scrub habitats.
Alternative 1.5 would also minimize impacts to Nevin’s barberry in the California planning
area and Southern California black walnut in the Africa planning area. Elimination of the
proposed parking structure would eliminate visual impacts to the public from roadways and
areas fronting the Zoo in Griffith Park. However, Alternative 1.5 would continue to result in
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significant and unavoidable impacts to transportation, similar to the Project, Alternative 1,
and Alternative 2.
While this alternative would result in the lower adverse impacts compared to the proposed
Project and other alternatives, Alternative 1.5 would continue to meet the Project objectives
for animal welfare and care, capital improvements, and environmental sustainability. As
described in Section 4.7 below, Alternative 1.5 would increase space dedicated to animal
welfare by 162.1 percent compared to existing conditions. All Project objectives would be
largely met by Alternative 1.5. For instance, the Zoo would continue to have the ability to
increase and modernize Zoo exhibit space, develop conservation facilities and programs,
promote learning and education, provide an immersive visitor experience, create a world class
destination, and provide visitor-serving amenities, even with a reduced development
footprint under Alternative 1.5. Unlike Alternative 1, Alternative 1.5 would retain several key
features of the Vision Plan, including the three Visitor Centers with associated restaurant,
meeting rooms, visitor shop, and restrooms, as well as Condor Canyon to support the Primary
Looping Path within the Zoo. The loss of visitor serving space in the Africa planning area
would be regained with the Zoo Entry Garden component to provide a better-located
gathering space for Zoo visitors.
Alternative 1.5 would strike a greater balance between meeting the Project objectives and
reducing environmental impacts. As noted in Table 4-2 and under the discussion of
Conclusions and Relationship to Project Objectives in Section 4.5.3, Alternative 1.5 –
California Focused Conservation Alternative, Alternative 1.5 would achieve all of the Project
objectives, more so than Alternative 1 and Alternative 2. For instance, Alternative 1.5 would
result in only a slightly reduced scale of development compared to the Project, excluding only
a few limited features or areas of development that are considered to result in some degree of
significant impacts with respect to aesthetics, biological resources, and urban forestry
resources. By avoiding development of the undeveloped hillside area in the Africa planning
area, implementation of development design guidelines prioritizing native species and
habitats, and replacing some landscaped features with native plants and habitats, Alternative
1.5 would better achieve objectives relating to conservation (Project Objective No. 3), learning
and education (Project Objective No. 4), visual appearance (Project Objective No. 11), and
environmental sustainability (Project Objective No. 13).
Alternative 1.5 would substantially reduce impacts and better achieve the Project objectives
when compared to Alternative 1 and would reduce impacts when compared to the proposed
Project and Alternative 2. Therefore, given that Alternative 1.5 would result in a lesser degree
of impacts, Alternative 1.5 is identified as the Environmentally Superior Alternative.

4.7

CHANGES IN ANIMAL WELFARE AREA UNDER THE PROJECT AND
ALTERNATIVES

As provided in Appendix O, the Zoo analyzed the potential changes to the approximate area
dedicated to animal care and welfare under the Project and the alternatives analyzed in this
Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
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EIR. As discussed in the EIR, Zoo animals are protected under the Animal Welfare Act
(AWA), are exempt from the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) and California
Endangered Species Act (CESA), and are not considered resources subject to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and City of Los Angeles (City) L.A. CEQA Thresholds
Guide, so the EIR does not include an assessment of the change in space dedicated to animal
welfare as part of the impact analysis. Animal welfare is a fundamental planning issue for the
Zoo and a key aspect of the Project objectives. As such, this section summarizes a GIS-based
analysis of proposed changes in the area of spaces dedicated to animal welfare to support the
presentation and adoption of the Zoo’s proposed Vision Plan to City decision-makers and the
public.
Consistent with the Project’s objectives, the Project and each alternative would result in an
increase in animal welfare areas within the Zoo, but the total amount would vary depending
on the degree to which each scenario balances the preservation of existing undeveloped areas
with the provision of animal welfare spaces. While the 142-acre Project site encompasses the
Zoo and surrounding roadways that would serve the Project, all animal welfare areas would
be provided within the 133-acre Zoo. Please see Appendix O for a detailed assessment of
animal welfare space under each scenario summarized below.
Under existing conditions, approximately 20.8 acres, or 14.7 percent of the Zoo area, is
developed with habitats, exhibit spaces, barns, and other facilities dedicated to the care and
wellbeing of animals. The largest percentage of animal welfare areas within the Zoo currently
is located in the Asia and Africa planning areas; however, animal welfare space accounts for
only a small percentage of the actual planning area across all Vision Plan planning areas
(between 0.0 and 5.1 percent), an issue that stems primarily from antiquated design
standards which existed at the time of development of the Zoo in 1966.
Under the proposed Project, the Zoo would undergo large-scale redevelopment of the Zoo
property to increase both the number of exhibits and the total area dedicated to animal
welfare. Based on the GIS analysis, Project implementation would increase the total area
dedicated to animal welfare from 20.8 acres to 59.7 acres (approximately 42.3 percent of the
Zoo area), an increase of approximately 187.5 percent compared to existing conditions, nearly
tripling the area of existing animal welfare space. This increase in animal welfare areas under
Alternative 2, the Multi-modal Transportation Alternative, would be identical to the proposed
Project since Alternative 2 would retain all improvements proposed under the Project.
Alternative 1 would include a major reconfiguration of the proposed land use plan and
conceptual plan to substantially avoid the development of approximately 21 acres of existing
undeveloped hillsides within the California and Africa planning areas within the Zoo
boundary. Based on the GIS analysis, implementation of Alternative 1 would increase the total
area dedicated to animal welfare from 20.8 acres to 45.0 acres (approximately 31.0 percent
of the Zoo area), an increase of approximately 116.6 percent compared to existing conditions.
Alternative 1.5 would include a focused reconfiguration of the proposed land use plan and
conceptual plan to avoid the development of approximately 6 acres of existing undeveloped
4-208
Focused Recirculated EIR

4.0 Alternatives
hillsides within the Africa planning area. Based on the GIS analysis, implementation of
Alternative 1.5 would increase the total area dedicated to animal welfare from 20.8 acres to
54.5 acres (approximately 38.5 percent of the Zoo area), an increase of approximately 162.1
percent compared to existing conditions.
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