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NOTICE OF PREPARATION
To:

Responsible Agencies, Trustee Agencies, Stakeholders and Interested Persons

From:

City of Los Angeles
Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering
Environmental Management Group
1149 S. Broadway, 6th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90015-2213

Subject:

Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Griffith
Park Crystal Springs New Baseball Fields Project
- State Clearinghouse No. (SCH#): Pending Assignment by OPR -

The City of Los Angeles (City), Bureau of Engineering (BOE) is the Lead Agency and will prepare an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the project identified below. The City is requesting input from
responsible agencies, trustee agencies, stakeholders, and other interested parties on the scope and
content of the environmental information relevant to the statutory responsibilities of responsible and
trustee agencies and to the concerns of interested organizations and persons. Using the information
obtained through this public process, the City will prepare an EIR to analyze the environmental impacts
of the proposed project and alternatives. The contents of this Notice of Preparation have been prepared
in accordance with Section 15082 of the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines.
Project Location
The proposed project would be located in Griffith Park in the City of Los Angeles (see attached Figure
1, Project Location Map). Griffith Park is a 4,200 acre municipal park located north of downtown Los
Angeles that is operated by the City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks and provides a
wide range of recreational uses within urban Los Angeles. The project would be located on the eastern
edge of Griffith Park adjacent to the Golden State (I-5) Freeway (Figure 1). Current park facilities in
the project area include the Pote Baseball field, the Crystal Springs Picnic Area, and, North Atwater
Park, which is east of the Golden State (I-5) Freeway but within the boundaries of Griffith Park.
Proposed Project
The City is proposing to construct two new youth baseball fields within the existing Crystal Springs
Picnic Area. The fields would be constructed in the northern part of the picnic area which is northeast
of the existing Pote Baseball Field, south of the Wilson Municipal Golf Course and east west of the
Golden State (I-5) Freeway. Each baseball field would consist of a natural grass and dirt playing
surface, two dugouts, bleachers, outfield/perimeter fencing, a press box, sports field lighting and a
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scoreboard. Landscaping and irrigation systems would also be installed. The northeast segment of the
access loop driveway which currently allows circulation around the Crystal Springs Picnic Area would
be eliminated and a cul de sac would be constructed at each terminus of the impacted loop driveway
segment. Construction of the northern cul de sac would eliminate five (5) parking spaces and
construction of the southern cul de sac would eliminate one sand volleyball court.
To accommodate the proposed project, approximately forty-four trees would be affected. Thirty-two
(32) trees may be removed and twelve (12) trees with trunks less than five (5) inches in diameter may
be relocated. Removed trees would be replaced in accordance with City policy. The replacement and
relocated trees would be planted at appropriate locations within Griffith Park as determined by the
Department of Recreation and Parks. Additionally, approximately seven (7) picnic tables would be
relocated.
Project Alternatives: Layout B and North Atwater Location
Two alternative locations for the baseball fields, both within Griffith Park, are being considered. The
first alternative, Layout B would be within the Crystal Springs Picnic Area southeast of Pote Field. The
second alternative location is at North Atwater Park, across the Golden State Freeway and the Los
Angeles River (see Figure 1).
Layout B Alternative
The baseball fields for the Layout B alternative would contain the same elements as the proposed
project. One field would be located just southeast of Pote Field in the southern end of the Crystal
Springs picnic area and the second would be located southeast of the first field on the grassy area across
the loop driveway and parking area.
To accommodate this alternative, fifty-six (56) picnic tables would be relocated within the Park
(location to be determined) and several trees would be removed and replaced in accordance with City
policy. No changes in circulation or parking are anticipated under this alternative.
North Atwater Park Alternative
The North Atwater Park alternative would involve retrofitting of an existing softball field and
constructing one new youth baseball field just north of the existing softball field. The existing
backstop, bleachers and player benches at the softball field would remain; the backstop, bleachers and
benches at the new field would match the structures at the existing softball field.
To accommodate this alternative, approximately fifteen (15) trees would be removed and an existing
basketball court would be displaced.
Potential Environmental Effects
Potential impacts associated with the proposed project include:










Aesthetics
Air Quality
Biological Resources
Cultural Resources
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Noise
Recreation
Transportation/Traffic
Mandatory Findings of Significance
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An analysis of potential environmental effects is provided in an Initial Study Checklist, which can be
viewed or obtained at the following locations:
1. Bureau of Engineering, Environmental Management Group, 1149 S. Broadway, 6th Floor, Los
Angeles, CA 90015. Contact: Maria Martin at (213) 485-5753, fax: (213) 847-0656.
2. BOE website: http://eng.lacity.org/techdocs/emg/projects.htm.
3. Atwater Village Branch, Los Angles Public Library, 3379 Glendale Blvd., Los Angeles, CA 90039.
(323) 664-1353.
4. Silver Lake Branch, Los Angeles Public Library, 2411 Glendale Blvd. Los Angeles, CA, 90039.
(323) 913-7451.
5. Hollywood Field Office, Councilmember Tom LaBonge, CD #4, 6501 Fountain Ave., Los Angeles,
CA, 90028. (323) 957-6415.
6. Glassell Park Satellite Office, Councilmember Eric Garcetti, CD #13, 3750 Verdugo Rd., Los
Angeles, CA, 90065. (323) 478-9002.
Scoping Meeting
In addition, a scoping meeting will be held to obtain input on the scope and contents of the EIR, at the
following date, time and location:
Thursday, January 24, 2013
4:00 – 6:00 p.m.
Wilson/Harding Golf Course Banquet Room
Griffith Park
Los Angeles, CA 90027
(Follow the signs to the Wilson/Harding Golf Course; access to parking lot is
from Griffith Park Drive.)
Responses/Comments
Due to the time limits mandated by state law, your response must be sent at the earliest possible date,
but not later than 30 days after receipt of this notice.
Please send your response to:
Ms. Maria Martin
City of Los Angeles
Public Works, Bureau of Engineering
Environmental Management Group
1149 S. Broadway, 6th Floor, Mail Stop 939
Los Angeles, CA 90015-2213
Comments may also be submitted by e-mail to Maria.Martin@lacity.org (please include “Griffith Park
Crystal Springs New Baseball Fields” in the subject line). We would appreciate the name, telephone
number, and e-mail address of a person to contact if we have any questions regarding your comment.
If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Maria Martin at (213) 485-5753.
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

INITIAL STUDY
(Article I - City CEQA Guidelines)

Council District:
Lead City Agency:
Project Title:

4 and 13

Date:

January 7, 2013

Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering
GRIFFITH PARK CRYSTAL SPRINGS NEW BASEBALL FIELDS
(W.O. E170110B)

I. INTRODUCTION
A. Purpose of an Initial Study
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) was enacted in 1970 for the purpose
of providing decision-makers and the public with information regarding environmental
effects of proposed projects; identifying means of avoiding environmental damage; and
disclosing to the public the reasons behind a project’s approval even if it leads to
environmental damage. The Bureau of Engineering Environmental Management Group
(EMG) has determined the proposed project is subject to CEQA and no exemptions
apply. Therefore, the preparation of an initial study is required.
An initial study is a preliminary analysis conducted by the lead agency, in consultation
with other agencies (responsible or trustee agencies, as applicable), to determine
whether there is substantial evidence that a project may have a significant effect on the
environment. If the initial study concludes that the project, with mitigation, may have a
significant effect on the environment, an environmental impact report (EIR) should be
prepared; otherwise the lead agency may adopt a negative declaration or mitigated
negative declaration.
This Initial Study (IS) has been prepared in accordance with CEQA (Public Resources
Code §21000 et seq.), the State CEQA Guidelines (Title 14, California Code of
Regulations, §15000 et seq.), and the City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines (1981,
amended July 31, 2002).
B. Document Format
This Initial Study is organized into eight sections as follows:
Section I, Introduction:

provides an overview of the project and the CEQA
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environmental documentation process.
Section II, Project Description: provides a description of the project location, project
background, and project components.
Section III, Existing Environment: provides a description of the existing environmental
setting with focus on features of the environment which could potentially affect the
proposed project or be affected by the proposed project.
Section IV, Potential Environmental Effects: provides a detailed discussion of the
environmental factors that would be potentially affected by this project as indicated by
the screening checklist in Appendix A.
Section V, Mitigation Measures: provides the mitigation measures that would be
implemented to ensure that potential adverse impacts of the proposed project would be
reduced to a less than significant level.
Section VI, Preparation and Consultation: provides a list of key personnel involved in
the preparation of this report and key personnel consulted.
Section VII, Determination – Recommended Environmental Documentation: provides
the recommended environmental documentation for the proposed project; and,
Section VIII, References:
preparation of this report.

provides a list of reference materials used during the

C. CEQA Process
To begin the CEQA process, the lead agency identifies a proposed project. The lead
agency then prepares an initial study to identify the preliminary environmental impacts
of the proposed project. The Initial Study for the Griffith Park Crystal Springs project
determined that the proposed project could have significant environmental impacts that
would require further study and/or the implementation of mitigation measures and the
lead agency has decided to prepare an EIR. A Notice of Preparation is prepared to
notify public agencies and the general public that the lead agency is starting the
preparation of an EIR for the proposed project. The Notice of Preparation and initial
study are circulated for a 30-day review and comment period. During this review period,
the lead agency requests comments from agencies, interested parties, stakeholders,
and the general public on the scope of the environmental issues presented in the initial
study and to be evaluated in the EIR.
After the close of the 30-day review and comment period, the lead agency continues the
preparation of the Draft EIR and associated technical studies (if any). Once the Draft
EIR is complete, a Notice of Availability is prepared to inform the public agencies and
the general public of the document and the locations where the document can be
reviewed. The Draft EIR and Notice of Availability are circulated for a 45-day review and
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comment period. The purpose of this review and comment period is to provide public
agencies and the general public an opportunity to review the Draft EIR and comment on
the adequacy of the analysis and the findings of the lead agency regarding potential
environmental impacts of the proposed project. After the close of the 45-day review and
comment period, responses to all comments received on the Draft EIR are prepared.
The lead agency prepares a Final EIR, which incorporates the Draft EIR or a revision to
the Draft EIR, Draft EIR comments and list of commentors, and response to comments
discussion. In addition, the lead agency must prepare the findings of fact for each
significant effect identified, a statement of overriding considerations if there are
significant impacts that cannot be mitigated, and a mitigation monitoring and reporting
program to ensure that all proposed mitigation measures are implemented.
The Board of Recreation and Parks will consider the Final EIR, together with any
comments received during the public review process, and may certify the Final EIR and
approve the project or refer the Final EIR and project with a recommendation to the City
Council on whether or not to certify the Final EIR and approve the project. If referred to
Council, one or more Council committees may then review the proposal and documents
and make its own recommendation to the full City Council. The full City Council would
consider the Final EIR, together with any comments received during the review and
comment process, in the decision to certify the Final EIR and approve or disapprove the
project. During the project approval process, persons and/or agencies may address
either the Board of Recreation and Parks or the City Council regarding the project.
Public notification of agenda items for the Board of Recreation and Parks, Council
committees and City Council is posted 72 hours prior to the public meeting. The Board
of Recreation and Parks agenda can be obtained via internet at
http://www.laparks.org/commissionerhtm/2012/12agendas.htm.The Council agenda can
be obtained by visiting the Council and Public Services Division of the Office of the City
Clerk at City Hall, 200 North Spring Street, Suite 395; by calling 213/978-1047, 213/9781048 or 213/978-1055 (hearing impaired); or via the internet at
http://www.lacity.org/CLK/index.htm.
If the project is approved, the City will file a Notice of Determination with the County
Clerk within 5 days. The Notice of Determination will be posted by the County Clerk
within 24 hours of receipt. This begins a 30-day statute of limitations on legal
challenges to the approval under CEQA. The ability to challenge the approval in court
may be limited to those persons who objected to the approval of the project, and to
issues which were presented to the lead agency by any person, either orally or in
writing, during the public comment period.
As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act, the City of Los
Angeles does not discriminate on the basis of disability and, upon request, will provide
reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to its programs, services, and
activities.
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II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
A. Location
The location of the proposed project is 4730 Crystal Springs Drive within the Crystal
Springs Picnic Area of Griffith Park (Park) in the Hollywood community of the City of Los
Angeles. The Park is located northwest of downtown Los Angels just west of the Golden
State (I-5) Freeway, roughly between Los Feliz Boulevard on the south and the Ventura
Freeway (SR 134) on the north 1 .
The project site is approximately 4.0 acres and is located at the northeast section of the
Crystal Springs Picnic Area just northeast of the Pote Baseball Field, south of the
Harding Municipal Golf Course, and west of the I-5 Freeway. Refer to Figures 1 and 2
for the regional location and the project site location, respectively.
B. Purpose
The City has identified several objectives of the proposed action, including:
x

x

x
x

Restoring baseball/softball fields to the Griffith Park area which were removed
when the I-5 Freeway was routed through the area and required the removal of
the previously existing baseball fields that served the area.
Increasing access to high quality, affordable recreational programs for youths in
the area, especially at-risk boys and girls ranging in age from 6 to 12 years of
age,
Providing area residents with team-sports programming opportunities,
Helping the City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks
(Recreation and Parks) meet their five-year planning goal to elevate the 1
baseball field per 15,449 persons to 1 baseball field per 12,000 persons by 2012.

C. Description
The City is proposing to construct two new youth baseball fields within the north Crystal
Springs Picnic Area northeast of the existing Pote Baseball Field. Each baseball field
would include a home plate, bases, pitcher’s mound, batters’ and catcher’s boxes, two
dugouts (with two benches with approximately twenty-seats each), two bleachers,
outfield/perimeter fencing, natural grass, press box, sports field lighting, and
scoreboard. Refer to Figure 3 for the proposed conceptual project layout (Layout A).
Landscaping and an irrigation system would also be installed.
To accommodate the proposed project, approximately forty-four trees would be
affected. Thirty-two (32) trees may be removed and twelve (12) trees with trunks less
than five (5) inches in diameter may be relocated. Removed trees would be replaced in
1 A small portion of Griffith Park known as North Atwater Park is located east of the I-5 Freeway at 3900 W.
Chevy Chase Drive.
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accordance with City policy. The replaced and relocated trees would be planted at
appropriate locations within Griffith Park as determined by Recreation and Parks.
Additionally, approximately seven (7) picnic tables would be relocated
The northeast segment of the access loop driveway which currently allows circulation
around the Crystal Springs Picnic Area would be taken out and a cul de sac would be
constructed at each terminus of the impacted loop driveway segment (refer to Figure 3).
Construction of the northern cul de sac would eliminate five (5) parking spaces and
construction of the southern cul de sac would eliminate one sand volleyball court.
Project Alternatives: Layout B and North Atwater Location
Two alternate locations for the baseball fields, both within Griffith Park, are being
considered. Layout B would be within Crystal Springs in an area southeast of Pote
Field. The other location would be at North Atwater Park, across the I-5 Freeway and
the Los Angeles River.
Layout B
The baseball fields for Layout B would contain the same elements as the proposed
project. One field would be located just southeast of Pote Field and the other would be
located southeast of this field on the grassy area across the loop driveway and parking
(Figure 4).
To accommodate this alternative, fifty-six (56) picnic tables would be relocated (location
to be determined) and several trees would be removed and relocated (number of
affected trees to be determined). No changes in circulation or parking are anticipated.
North Atwater Location
At the North Atwater location, an existing softball field would be retrofitted and a new
youth baseball field would be constructed (Figure 5). The existing backstop, bleachers,
and player benches would remain and the rest of the softball field would be upgraded.
The new youth baseball field would be constructed just north of the existing softball
field. The new bleachers, backstop, and player’s benches would match those of the
existing field.
To accommodate this alternative, approximately fifteen (15) trees would be removed
and a basketball court would be displaced.
Figures 3, 4, and 5, are conceptual for discussion purposes. The proposed project and
alternate layouts are subject to minor modification during the design process.
Construction
Construction is anticipated to last approximately twelve (12) months. Currently, it is
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anticipated that Pote Field and portion of the Crystal Springs Picnic Area would remain
open under the proposed project and Layout B alternative. Portion of North Atwater
Park would also remain open during construction at this alternate site.
The analysis in this document assumes that, unless otherwise stated, the project will be
designed, constructed and operated following all applicable laws, regulations,
ordinances and formally adopted City standards including but not limited to:
x
x
x
x
x

Los Angeles Municipal Code (Reference 18)
Bureau of Engineering Standard Plans (Reference 24)
Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction (Reference 1)
Work Area Traffic Control Handbook (Reference 2)
Additions and Amendments to the Standard Specifications for Public Works
Construction (Reference 23).

III. EXISTING ENVIRONMENT
Griffith Park, one the largest municipal parks in the nation, approximately 4,200 acres in
size, was established in 1896 by the donation of private land owned by Colonel Griffith J.
Griffith. The Park is owned and operated by the City and is located within the eastern
edge of the Santa Monica Mountains at elevations ranging from approximately 384 to
1,625 feet above mean sea level (msl) and includes much rugged terrain consisting of
rocky hills, canyons, and gullies. The project site is located within an area of gentle
rolling hills at elevations ranging from approximately 408 to 420 feet above msl.
Griffith Park is located within the Hollywood Community Plan area of the City of Los
Angeles and the Griffith Park Master Plan. The City of Los Angeles General Plan
designates the project site for open space land uses. The project site is zoned Open
Space (OS-1XL), which allows for the development of parks and recreational facilities,
natural resource preserves for the managed production of resources, marine and
ecological preserves, public water supply reservoirs, water conservation areas and
sanitary landfill sites that have received certificates of closure in compliance with federal
and state regulations. The project site is located within Height District No. 1, which is
designated as being an Extra Limited (XL) Height District. Height District 1-XL allows for
the development of buildings or structures that are no more than two stories or 30 feet in
height.
Griffith Park is classified as being in a very high fire hazard severity zone due to its high
percentage of brush. In 2007, a fire burned a large segment, approximately 817 acres,
within the central wilderness portion of the Park. Although most of the structures within
the impacted area survived, the majority of the plant life was burned.
Plant communities within the Park include chaparral, oak and walnut woodland, coastal
sage scrub, riparian, grassland, ruderal, and lawn and parkland. The Crystal Springs
area contains lawn areas and 358 trees, including mature as well as young trees. The
project site consists of four-acres of parkland containing grassy areas and forty-four (44)
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trees, including the following species:
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

Arizona ash (Fraxinus velutina)
California sycamore (Platanus racemosa)
Camphor tree (Cinnamomum camphora)
Canary Island palm (Pinus canariensis)
Chitalpa (Chitalpa tashkentensis)
Coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia)
Lavender trumpet tree (Tabebuia avellanadae)
White mulberry (Morus alba)

Alternate Layout B location includes the following tree species:
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

California sycamore (Platanus racemosa)
Chinese pistache (Pistacia chinensis)
Coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia)
Chitalpa (Chitalpa tashkentensis)
Deodar cedar (Cedrus deodara)
Fremont cottonwood (Populus fremontii)
Goldenrain tree (Koelreuteria paniculata)
London plane (Platanus acerifolia)
Shamel ash (Fraxinus uhdei)

Alternate North Atwater location includes the following tree species:
x
x
x
x
x
x

California sycamore (Platanus racemosa)
Canary Island palm (Pinus canariensis)
Chitalpa (Chitalpa tashkentensis)
Italian stone pine (Pinus pinea)
London plane (Platanus acerifolia)
Modesto ash (Fraxinus velutina modesto)

Several protected and heritage trees are located within the project site and the Alternate
Layout B area. California sycamores and coast live oaks 2 are protected under the City’s
Native Tree Protection Ordinance. Various types of trees, including heritage trees, are
also protected by Recreation and Parks Tree Preservation Policy. The heritage tree
classification includes individual trees of any size or species that are specially designated
because of their historical, commemorative, or horticultural significance. Refer to Section
IV.D, Discussion, for potential environmental effects.
Birds are among the most numerous and conspicuous wildlife species in the Park 3 .
2 Which measure four (4) inches or more in cumulative diameter and four and one-half (4.5) feet above the
ground level at the base of the tree, except any tree grown or held for sale by a licensed nursery, or trees
planted or grown as a part of a tree planting program.
3 Cooper, Daniel and Mathewson, P. Draft Griffith Park Wildlife Management Plan, 2008. Available at
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Approximately 200 bird species have been recorded. Some lizards and snakes, including
the western fence-lizard, the western whiptail, and Pacific rattlesnake are also known to
occur at the Park. Mammals, including, coyotes, raccoons, striped skunks, mule deer,
and rabbits also occur at the Park. Refer to Section IV.D discussion on potential
environmental effects.
Griffith Park is within the Los Angeles River Watershed. The Los Angeles River
Watershed is approximately 834 square miles in area and extends from the eastern
potions of the Santa Monica Mountains, Simi Hills, and Santa Susana Mountains to the
San Gabriel Mountains on the west. The Los Angeles River Watershed encompasses
and is shaped by the path of the Los Angeles River, which flows from its headwaters in
the mountains eastward to the northern corner of Griffith Park where the channel turns
southward through the Glendale Narrows before it flows across the coastal plain toward
Long Beach. 4
Griffith Park is located in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), within the South Coast Air
Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The SCAQMD has established standards for
air quality constituents generated by construction and by operational activities for such
pollutants as ozone (O3), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxides (NOx), sulfur dioxide
(SO2), and particulate matter (PM). The SCAQMD maintains an extensive air quality
monitoring network to measure criteria pollutant concentrations throughout SCAB. The
SCAB is designated a severe non-attainment area for O3, a serious non-attainment area
for particulate matter less than 10 microns in size (PM10), and a non-attainment area for
particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in size (PM2.5). The SCAB is a maintenance area
for CO and nitrogen dioxide (NO2) and is in attainment for SO2.
Existing Park facilities within the vicinity of the project site include the Park Ranger’s
Headquarters, the Harding and Wilson Golf Courses, Shane’s Inspiration Universally
Accessible Playground, the Merry-go-Round, Tennis Courts, the Los Angels Zoo, the
Train and Pony Rides, and equestrian center trails. Refer to Figure 6 for a map with
locations of these and other existing facilities within Griffith Park. Specifically, within the
Crystal Springs area are two restrooms, Pote Baseball Field (unlighted), 119 picnic
tables, barbeque pits (outdoor grills), a children’s play area, volleyball courts (no nets and
unlighted), a storage shed, a paved access loop driveway that surrounds the picnic
areas, and several parking areas, adjacent to the access driveway, which provide 265
parking spaces.
In 2009, the City designated Griffith Park as Historic-Cultural Monument (HMC) No. 942.
Features contributing to this designation include numerous buildings and structures that
represent various architectural styles including Spanish Colonial Revival, Moderne, and
Second Greek Revival, as well as infrastructure elements designed in the “Park Style”.
Natural wilderness areas and designated landscapes also contribute to the Park’s
designation. The project site is not identified as a contributing feature of the Griffith Park
http://www.laparks.org/dos/parks/griffithpk/wildlife/index.html
4 Source: City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, Watershed Management – Los Angeles River
Watershed at http://ladpw.org/wmd/watershed/LA/
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Figure 6
Griffith Park Facilities
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HCM. However, the site lies within the vicinity of two contributing features: the Feliz
Adobe, which houses the Park Ranger Headquarters and Visitor Center, and the Wilson
and Harding Golf Courses.
Potable water is provided by the Department of Water and Power and an existing 10-inch
sanitary sewer line that traverses the Crystal Springs Picnic area serves the area.
The Park is open to the public from 5:00 a.m. to 10:30 p.m. daily. Recreational activities
conducted at the park include hiking, jogging, cycling, camping, golf, horseback riding,
swimming, tennis, soccer, and picnicking. Bridle trails, hiking paths, and mountain roads
are closed at sunset.
IV. POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project,
involving at least one impact as indicated by the checklist in Appendix A. A detailed
discussion of these potential environmental effects follows.
Aesthetics

Agriculture and Forestry
Resources

Air Quality

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Geology /Soils

Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

Hazards & Hazardous
Materials

Hydrology / Water
Quality

Land Use / Planning

Mineral Resources

Noise

Population / Housing

Public Services

Recreation

Transportation/Traffic

Utilities / Service
Systems

Mandatory Findings
of Significance

A. Aesthetics
The Crystal Springs Picnic Area has partial views of the Santa Monica Mountains to the
south and west. The Crystal Springs area is located within parkland developed with two
restrooms, a baseball field (unlighted), 119 picnic tables, barbeque pits (outdoor grills),
a children’s play area, volleyball courts (no nets and unlighted), a storage shed, a paved
access loop driveway that surrounds the picnic areas, and several parking areas
adjacent to the access driveway. Specifically within the project site are seven picnic
tables, thirty-two (32) mature trees, twelve (12) young oak trees, a volleyball court, a
segment of the access driveway, and five parking spaces. The project proposes to
remove and replace mature trees, relocate the young oak trees (five inches or less in
diameter), relocate the picnic tables and construct two youth baseball fields within the
project site. Similarly, Alternate Layout B proposes to remove and relocate trees,
relocate picnic tables, and construct two youth baseball fields.
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The North Atwater location has views of a riparian creek and the Los Angeles River to
the west. Within the vicinity of the North Atwater Park, the Los Angeles River is
concrete-lined with a soft bottom and riparian vegetation.
No changes to the view of the Santa Monica Mountains or the Los Angeles River are
anticipated as a result of the project or project alternatives. Although the project site
and alternate sites are not identified as contributing features of the Griffith Park HCM,
the proposed project site and the Layout B area lie within the vicinity of the Feliz Adobe
and the Wilson and Harding Golf Courses, which are identified as contributing features.
Construction activities would temporarily degrade the scenic quality of the project site
from vantage points within the Park. Additionally, the project would change the visual
character of the project site with the removal of mature trees and the construction and
operation of the youth baseball fields. Project design would be subject to review by the
Board of Cultural Affairs Commissioners to ensure that the project is designed to be
aesthetically compatible with its surroundings. These issues will be further evaluated in
an EIR.
B. Agriculture and Forestry Resources
Initial screening determined that the proposed project and alternatives would cause
no impacts. These issues will not be discussed in the EIR. (See Appendix A.)
C. Air Quality
As indicated above, the SCQMD has established standards for air quality constituents
generated by construction and operational activities. Construction emissions may be
generated by grading activities, construction workers traveling to and from the project
site, delivery and hauling of construction supplies and debris, and fuel combustion by
on-site construction equipment. Construction emissions would be short-term in nature
and would be limited only to the time period when construction activity is taking place.
Due to the nature of the project, construction emissions are anticipated to be below
SCAQMD thresholds. However, an evaluation is needed to determine if constructionrelated emissions are potentially significant. This issue will be evaluated further in the
EIR.
Operation emissions would be primarily generated by vehicle trips associated with the
operation of the baseball fields. Although not anticipated to increase significantly,
depending upon proposed trip generation (of the proposed project or alternatives), the
proposed project or alternatives may increase vehicular traffic in the vicinity of the
project site or alternate sites. This issue will be further evaluated in the EIR.

CEQA_Initial_Study_Final_Draft_130104 Page 10 of 38
Griffith Park Crystal Springs New Baseball Fields

01/07/13

INITIAL STUDY

PUBLIC WORKS – BUREAU OF ENGINEERING
D. Biological Resources
The City of Los Angeles has a Native Tree Protection Ordinance that protects native
oak species, black walnut, California bay, and California sycamore which measure four
inches or more in cumulative diameter, and four and one-half feet above the ground
level at the base of the tree. The project site includes areas of grass and trees that may
potentially provide habitat for sensitive species, especially nesting birds. The proposed
project and alternatives would remove both young and mature trees, including several
protected California sycamores and heritage trees. Heritage tree removal must follow
the Recreation and Parks Tree Removal Procedure. Construction activities, especially
tree removal, may impact sensitive species. This issue will be further evaluated in the
EIR.
E. Cultural Resources
As indicated above, in 2009, the City designated the Park as HCM No. 942. Although
the project site and alternate project locations are not identified as contributing features
of the HCM, Crystal Springs lies within the vicinity of two contributing features, the Feliz
Adobe, which houses the Park Ranger Headquarters and Visitor Center, and the Wilson
and Harding Golf Courses. Additionally, a significant archaeological site is located
within Griffith Park and the general area between Griffith Park and the Los Angeles
River is considered a potential area in which Native American village(s) was/were
located. These issues will be further evaluated in the EIR.
F. Geology and Soils
Initial screening determined that the proposed project would cause no impact or less
than significant impact. (See Appendix A.)
G. Greenhouse Gas Emissions
SCAQMD has recommended a greenhouse gas significance threshold of 10,000 metric
tons per year of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2) for assessing the significance of
potential GHG emissions. Greenhouse gas emissions may be generated by grading
activities, construction workers traveling to and from the project site, delivery and
hauling of construction supplies and debris, and fuel combustion by on-site construction
equipment. Construction emissions would be short-term in nature and would be limited
only to the time period when construction activity is taking place. Due to the nature of
the project, construction emissions are anticipated to be below SCAQMD recommended
threshold. However, an evaluation is needed to determine if construction-related
emissions are potentially significant. This issue will be evaluated further in the EIR.
Operation emissions would be primarily generated by vehicle trips associated with the
operation of the baseball fields. Although not anticipated to increase significantly,
depending upon proposed trip generation (of the proposed project or alternatives), the
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proposed project or alternatives may increase vehicular traffic in the vicinity of the
project site or alternate sites. This issue will be further evaluated in the EIR.
H. Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Initial screening determined that the proposed project would cause no impact or less
than significant impact. (See Appendix A.)
I. Hydrology and Water Quality
Initial screening determined that the proposed project would cause no impact or less
than significant impact. (See Appendix A.)
J. Land Use and Planning
The project site is within the Hollywood Community Plan area and the Griffith Park
Master Plan. The City of Los Angeles General Plan designates the project site for open
space land uses. The project site is zoned Open Space (OS-1XL), which allows for the
development of parks and recreational facilities. The proposed project and project
alternatives would not alter the land use. The location of the proposed project and the
alternate locations are consistent with Griffith Park facility planning guidelines that call
for new projects to be sited within already developed areas.
Initial screening determined that the proposed project would cause no impact or less
than significant impact. (See Appendix A.)
K. Mineral Resources
Initial screening determined that the proposed project would cause no impact or less
than significant impact. (See Appendix A.)
L. Noise
Noise within the vicinity of the project site and alternate sites is dominated by traffic
noise, especially from the adjacent I-5 Freeway. Construction and operation of the
proposed project could potentially expose nearby Park users to increased noise levels.
Construction of the baseball fields would create noise on a short-term basis due to the
use of construction equipment. Long-term operational impacts could be associated with
potential increase of traffic in the area and operation of the baseball fields. Analysis of
the proposed project’s consistency with local noise ordinances and guidelines based on
existing and proposed uses within and surrounding the project site and alternate sites
will be completed. This issue will be further evaluated in the EIR.
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M. Population and Housing
Initial screening determined that the proposed project would cause no impact or less
than significant impact. (See Appendix A.)
N. Public Services
Initial screening determined that the proposed project would cause no impact or less
than significant impact. (See Appendix A.)
O. Recreation
The proposed project would construct two youth baseball fields in an area currently
used for picnicking or passive recreation, thus converting a passive recreation area to
an active recreation area. To accommodate the proposed project, several mature trees
would be removed. These issues will be further evaluated in the EIR.
P. Transportation/Traffic
The proposed project would result in increased vehicular trips during construction and
operation which could have potentially significant impacts on the capacity of the existing
circulation system. During construction, these would primarily be the private vehicles of
construction workers, and the use of heavy trucks and equipment for earthwork and
other activities. Operation of the proposed project could also increase the number of
trips to the project site.
The access loop driveway that currently allows circulation around the perimeter of the
Crystal Springs Picnic area is shared by automobiles and cyclists. The proposed
project would remove the northeast segment of the access loop driveway modifying
circulation.
These issues, as well as consistency with the Los Angeles County Congestion
Management Program, will be further evaluated in the EIR.

Q. Utilities and Service Systems
Initial screening determined that the proposed project would cause no impact or less
than significant impact. (See Appendix A.)
R. Mandatory Findings of Significance
See Appendix A.
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V. MITIGATION MEASURES
Any applicable mitigation measures are to be identified in the EIR.
VI.

NAME OF PREPARER
Maria Martin, Environmental Supervisor II
Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering
Environmental Management Group
In coordination or consultation with:
Cathie Santo Domingo, Project Manager
Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering
Recreational and Cultural Facilities Division
Paul Davis, Environmental Specialist III
Department of Recreation and Parks

VII. DETERMINATION - RECOMMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION
A. Summary
As described in this Initial Study, the environmental factors listed below would be
potentially affected by the proposed Griffith Park Crystal Springs Baseball Fields project
and will be further evaluated in the EIR.
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

Aesthetics
Air Quality
Biological Resources
Cultural Resources
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Noise
Recreation
Transportation/Traffic
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APPENDIX A
ENVIRONMENTAL SCREENING CHECKLIST

No Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mi i i
Less Than
Significant

Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

A brief explanation is provided for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately
supported by the information sources cited following each question. A “No Impact” answer is
adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does
not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A
“No Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as
general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on
a project-specific screening analysis).

1. AESTHETICS – Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project introduces incompatible visual elements
within a field of view containing a scenic vista or substantially alters a view of a scenic vista. Reference:
18(Thresholds A.1 & A.2)
Explanation: Refer to Section IV.A of the Initial Study.
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees,
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?









Standard: A significant impact may occur where scenic resources within a state scenic highway would be
damaged or removed as a result of the proposed project. Reference: 18(Thresholds A.1 & E.3), 18(General
Plan)
Explanation: No state-designated scenic highways are located within the vicinity of the project site or
alternate sites.
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and
its surroundings?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project introduces incompatible visual elements
to the project site or visual elements that would be incompatible with the character of the area surrounding
the project site. Reference: 18(Thresholds A.1 and A.3)
Explanation: Refer to Section IV.A of the Initial Study.
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect
day or nighttime views in the area?









Standard: A significant impact would occur if the proposed project caused a substantial increase in
ambient illumination levels beyond the property line or caused new lighting to spill-over onto light-sensitive
land uses such as residential, some commercial and institutional uses that require minimum illumination
for proper function, and natural areas. Reference: 18(Thresholds A.4)
Explanation: Sports field lighting is proposed and may cause changes to ambient illumination levels.
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2. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES – Would the project:
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources
Agency, to non-agricultural use?









Standard: In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects,
lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997)
prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on
agriculture and farmland. Reference: 14) A significant impact may occur if the proposed project were to
result in the conversion of state-designated agricultural land from agricultural use to another nonagricultural use. Reference: 4(Ag. Land Eval.)
Explanation: The project site and alternate sites do not contain Farmland. Reference: 8(Farmland Map)
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project were to result in the conversion of land
zoned for agricultural use, or indicated under a Williamson Act contract, from agricultural use to another nonagricultural use.
Explanation: The project site and the alternate sites are not zoned for agricultural uses and not subject to
a Williamson Act contract.
c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as
defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined
by Public Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by Government Code section 51104(g))?









Standard: In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range
Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement
methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. Reference: 8)
Explanation: There is no forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production on or near
the project site and alternate sites. Reference: 10(BIOS)
d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?









Standard: In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range
Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement
methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. Reference:
Explanation: There is no forest land on or near the project site. Reference: 10(BIOS)
e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their
location or nature, could result in conversion of farmland, to non-agricultural
use?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if a project results in the conversion of farmland to another non-
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agricultural use.
Explanation: Refer to discussion under 2 (a) and 2 (b) above.
3. AIR QUALITY – Would the project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the project was inconsistent with or obstruct the
implementation of the Air Quality Element of the City’s General Plan or the Air Quality Management Plan
(AQMP). Reference: 18(Thresholds B.1 to B.3), 31(AQMD Handbook)
Explanation: Refer to Section IV.C of the Initial Study.
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing
or projected air quality violation?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project violated any SCAQMD air quality
standard. The SCAQMD has set thresholds of significance for reactive organic gases (ROG), nitrogen
oxides (NOx), carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (S02), and particulate matter (PM10) emissions
resulting from construction and operation in the South Coast Air Basin. Reference: 18(Thresholds B.1,
B.2), 31(AQMD Handbook)
Explanation: Refer to Section IV.C of the Initial Study.
c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant
for which the project region is in non-attainment under an applicable federal
or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions that
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project would result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase of a criteria pollutant for which the South Coast Air Basin exceeds federal and
state ambient air quality standards and has been designated as an area of non-attainment by the USEPA
and/or California Air Resources Board. The South Coast Air Basin is a non-attainment area for carbon
monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, ozone, particulate matter (PM10), and fine particulate matter (PM2.5).
Reference: Reference: 18(Thresholds B.1, B.2), 31(AQMD Handbook)
Explanation: Refer to Section IV.C of the Initial Study.
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if construction or operation of the proposed project generated
pollutant concentrations to a degree that would significantly affect sensitive receptors. Reference: 18
(Thresholds B.1 to B.3)
Explanation: Refer to Section IV.C of the Initial Study.
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?









Standard: During construction, sources of odor are diesel emissions form construction equipment and
volatile organic compounds from sealant applications or paving activities. However, these odors would be
temporary and localized. Nonetheless, applicable best management practices such as those in SCAQMD
Rule 431 (Diesel Equipment) would, in addition to minimizing air quality impacts, also help minimize
potential construction odors. Reference: 18 (Thresholds B.1 & B.2)
Explanation:
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4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES – Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project would remove or modify habitat for any
species identified or designated as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional
plans, policies, or regulation, or by the state or federal regulatory agencies cited. Reference: 18
(Thresholds C)
Explanation: Reference: 9(CNDDB), 10(BIOS). See discussion in Section IV.D.
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, and
regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if riparian habitat or any other sensitive natural community were to
be adversely modified. Reference: 18(Thresholds C)
Explanation: See discussion in Section IV.D.
c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if federally protected wetlands, as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act would be modified or removed. Reference: 18(Thresholds C), 32(Nat. Wetlands Map)
Explanation: There are no wetlands within or adjacent to the project site.
d) 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?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project interferes or removes access to a
migratory wildlife corridor or impedes the use of native wildlife nursery sites. Reference: 10(BIOS),
18(Thresholds C)
Explanation: See discussion in Section IV.D.
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project would cause an impact that is
inconsistent with local regulations pertaining to biological resources. Reference: 10 (CDFG), 27(Tree
Policy), 28(Urban Forest Program), 25(PW Tree Policy), 18(Thresholds C)
Explanation: Heritage and protected tree species are present within the boundaries of the proposed
project. Removal of these trees would be in accordance with City policy. Although no conflict is
anticipated with local policies, this issue will be evaluated further in the EIR.
f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or
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state habitat conservation plan?
Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project would be inconsistent with mapping or
policies in any conservation plans of the cited type. Reference: 9(CNDDB), 18(Thresholds C)
Explanation: No habitat conservation plan, or any plan as cited above, is known to exist for the project
site or immediate vicinity.
5. CULTURAL RESOURCES – Would the project:



a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource as defined in California Code of Regulations Section 15064.5?







Standard: A significant impact may result if the proposed project caused a substantial adverse change to
the significance of a historical resource (as identified above). Reference: 14(Guidelines 15064.5), 18
(Thresholds D.3), 12(CHRIS)
Explanation: See discussion in Section IV.D.



b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to California Code of Regulations Section 15064.5?







Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project were to cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of an archaeological resource which falls under the CEQA Guidelines section
cited above. Reference: 14(Guidelines 15064.5), 18 (Thresholds D.2), 12(CHRIS)
Explanation: See discussion in Section IV.D.



c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or
unique geologic feature?







Standard: A significant impact may occur if grading or excavation activities associated with the proposed
project would disturb unique paleontological resources or unique geologic features. Reference:
14(Guidelines 15064.5), 18(Thresholds D.1), 30(Diblee), 12(CHRIS), 20(ZIMAS)
Explanation: See discussion in Section IV.D.



d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?







Standard: A significant impact may occur if grading or excavation activities associated with the proposed
project would disturb interred human remains. Reference: 14(Guidelines 15064.5), 18(Thresholds D.2),
12(CHRIS)
Explanation: See discussion in Section IV.D.



6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS – Would the project:
a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State
Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known
fault?























Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project were located within a statedesignated Alquist-Priolo Zone or other designated fault zone and appropriate building practices were
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not followed. References: 6(CDC Publ. 42), 18(Thresholds E.1)
Explanation: The project site and alternate sites are not located within a State of California Earthquake
Fault Zone (formerly known as an Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone). The City of Los Angeles Safety
Element (1990), however, indicates that the site is located in a fault rupture study area, associated with
the Benedict Canyon fault and the Hollister fault. As part of building code and BOE Standard Project
Specifications, construction measures are prescribed that enable safe and efficient project
implementation within areas subject to seismic movement. Per standard practice, site-specific
geotechnical and geological investigations that focus on these potential hazards are performed as part
of project design studies. 
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project design did not comply with building code
requirements intended to protect people from hazards associated with strong seismic ground shaking.
Reference: 6(Seismic Hazard Map Burbank Quad.), 18(Thresholds E.1)
Explanation: In general, the Los Angeles region is subject to the effects of seismic activity. The
proposed project will construct two baseball fields. The project does not involve “structures” within the
meaning of this section and construction will comply with applicable requirements. See explanation
6(a)(i). 
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?









Comment: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project would be located in an area
identified as having a high risk of liquefaction and appropriate design measures required within such
designated areas were not incorporated into the project. Reference: 6(Seismic Hazard Map Burbank
Quad.), 18(Thresholds E.1)
The project site is in an area identified as being susceptible to liquefaction. However, construction
would have to comply with Best Management Practices. Therefore, the proposed project would not
create any new impacts related to liquefaction beyond those that already exist.
iv) Landslides?









Comment: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project were located in a hillside area with
soil conditions that would suggest high potential for sliding and appropriate design measures were not
implemented. Reference: 6(Seismic Hazard Map Burbank Quad.), 18(Thresholds E.1)
The project site is not located in an area identified as being susceptible to landslides.
a) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?







Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project were to expose large areas to the
erosion effects of wind or water for a prolonged period of time. Reference: 18(Thresholds E.2)
Explanation: The project site and alternate project locations contain grassy areas and trees and would
contain the baseball fields, including natural grass turf after the project is completed. The sites are not
located in high wind areas. Construction would result in ground surface disruption, such as grading and
excavation. These activities could result in potential erosion at the proposed project site and alternate
project locations. However, soil exposure would be temporary and short-term and applicable Department
of Building and Safety erosion control techniques would limit potential erosion. All future construction
would need to comply with Best Management Practices to prevent erosion or loss of topsoil.
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Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project were built in an unstable area without
proper site preparation or design features to provide adequate foundations for project buildings, thus
posing a hazard to life and property. Reference: 6(Seismic Hazard Map Burbank Quad.), 18(Thresholds
E.2)
Explanation: See 6 (a) (iii) and (iv) above.
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform
Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?









Standard: Reference:
Explanation: The proposed project and alternate sites are located in areas identified as having quaternary
alluvium, stream channel gravel and sand sediments. These soils typically have low expansive potential.
Prior to construction and as a standard practice, a geotechnical evaluation and report would be prepared
which would provide conclusions and recommendations to be used for methods and techniques for: site
preparation, treatment of site of soils, fill placement on sloping ground, fill characteristics, fill placement
and compactions, temporary excavations and shoring, permanent slopes, treatment of expansive soils,
and treatment of corrosive soils, as applicable. Design and construction of the proposed project would
conform to recommendations in the geotechnical evaluation; therefore, impacts from potentially expansive
soil would not be significant. Reference: 18(Thresholds E.2), 30(Diblee)
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for
the disposal of wastewater?









Comment: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project were built on soils that were incapable of
adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal system, and such a
system was proposed. Reference: 18(Thresholds E.3)
The project area is served by the City’s wastewater collection, conveyance, and treatment systems.
Reference: 26(NavigateLA wye map)
7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS – Would the project:
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that
may have a significant impact on the environment?

















Standard: Reference:
Explanation: See discussion in Section IV.G.
b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?
Standard: Reference:
Explanation: Both the state and the City have adopted targets for limiting greenhouse gas emissions over
the next few decades. Neither construction nor operation of the baseball fields is expected to conflict with
any of these targets or other applicable plans, policies, or regulations related to reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gas. Although a less than significant impact is anticipated, this issue will be further evaluated
in the EIR.
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8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS – Would the project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project involved the use or disposal of
hazardous materials as part of its routine operations and would have the potential to generate toxic or
otherwise hazardous emissions. Reference: 18(Thresholds F.1, F.2)
Explanation: Construction activities would be short-term and limited in nature and may involve limited
transport, storage, use or disposal of hazardous materials. Some examples of hazardous materials
handling include fueling and servicing construction equipment on-site, and the transport of fuels,
lubricating fluids, and solvents. These types of materials are not acutely hazardous, and all storage,
handling, and disposal of these materials are regulated.
No sites with known hazardous materials releases were identified within the project area or vicinity. A site
with a solvent release case under assessment is located within the vicinity of North Atwater Park. The
nature or extent of the release is unknown. However, if unknown contamination were identified during
project construction or a spill were to occur during construction, agencies with jurisdiction would be
notified and immediate measures would be taken to ensure the health and safety of the public and
workers and to protect the environment. Any excavation, treatment, and/or disposal of contaminated soils
would be conducted to the satisfaction of the applicable regulatory agencies, which could include LAFD,
LACoFD, LARWQCB and/or DTSC. Adherence to regulations set forth by local, state, and federal
regulatory agencies would reduce the potential for hazardous materials impacts to less than significant
levels.
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through




reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the environment?
Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project involved a risk of accidental explosion or
utilized substantial amounts of hazardous materials as part of its routine operations that could potentially
pose a hazard to the public under accident or upset conditions. Reference: 15(Geotracker), 16(LAMC),
18(Thresholds F.1, F.2), 33(USGS Burbank Quad)
Explanation: The proposed project is not anticipated to emit hazardous emissions or handle acutely
hazardous materials. Refer to discussion under 7 (a) above.
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project were located within one-quarter mile of
an existing or proposed school site and were projected to release toxic emissions which pose a hazard
beyond regulatory thresholds. Reference: 18(Thresholds F.2)
Explanation: There is no school within one quarter mile of the project site or alternate sites. The project
site does not contain hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste. Construction and
operation of the project will not involve substantial quantities of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste. Reference: 15(Geotracker), 13(Envirostor), 26(NavigateLA Schools)
d) 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?
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Reference: 18(Thresholds F.2), 15(Geotracker), 13(Envirostor), 37(Transaction Screen)
Comment: In June 2009, Recreation and Parks conducted an environmental screening analysis which
included a “Transaction Screen” (Initial Site Investigation for Hazardous Materials) that found no
recognized environmental conditions associated with the property at 430 N. Crystal Springs Drive, which
includes the Crystal Springs Picnic Area. As of September 10, 2012, neither the project site nor the
alternate sites is listed in the State Water Resources Control Board GeoTracker system which includes
leaking underground fuel tank sites and Spills, Leaks, Investigations, and Cleanups sites; or the
Department of Toxic Substances Control EnviroStor Data Management System which includes
CORTESE sites, or the Environmental Protection Agency’s database of regulated facilities.
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan
has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use
airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project site were located within a public airport land
use plan area, or within two miles of a public airport, and would create a safety hazard. Reference:
18(Thresholds F.1, K.2)
Explanation: The project is not located within a public airport land use plan area, or within two miles of a
public airport. Reference: 20(ZIMAS), 15(Geotracker), 13(Envirostor), 26(NavigateLA)
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result
in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the project would result in a safety hazard for people residing
or working in the project area because of its location near a private airstrip. Reference: 18(Thresholds
F.1, K.2)
Explanation: No private airstrip is located within the vicinity of the project site. Reference: 26(NavigateLA)
g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project were to substantially interfere with
roadway operations used in conjunction with an emergency response plan or evacuation plan or would
generate sufficient traffic to create traffic congestion that would interfere with the execution of such plan.
Reference: 18(Thresholds F.1, K.2)
Explanation: The proposed project would not alter the adjacent street system. As applicable, any traffic
detour plans during construction would address emergency response or emergency evacuation for
implementation during construction.
h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project were located in a wild land area and
poses a significant fire hazard, which could affect persons or structures in the area in the event of a fire.
Reference: 18(Thresholds K.2)
Explanation: Most of Griffith Park, including the Crystal Springs Picnic Area, is located in a very high fire
hazard severity zone. Although Crystal Springs is located within a very high fire hazard severity zone, the
project site consists of lawn and trees and not the brush that characterize other areas in the Park. There
is no housing within the vicinity of the project site. The project would remove several trees and construct
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two baseball fields, including natural grass; it does not construct any habitable structures.
26(NavigateLA Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone)
9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY – Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project discharged water which did not meet the
quality standards of agencies which regulate surface water quality and water discharge into storm-water
drainage systems. Reference: 18(Thresholds G.2)
Explanation: The proposed project will comply with applicable storm water management requirements for
pollution prevention (for example, compliance with the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan
(SUSMP) requirements to reduce potential water quality impacts). Short-term impacts to water quality
due to construction activities would be regulated under California State Water Resources Control Board
Water Quality Order No. 99-08-DWQ (General Construction Permit). Under this permit, the City of Los
Angeles would implement a stormwater pollution prevention plan and Best Management Construction
Practices would be implemented to ensure no significant impacts to water quality occur during
construction.
b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there would be 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 which
would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits
have been granted)?









Standard: A project would normally have a significant impact on groundwater supplies if it were to result
in a demonstrable and sustained reduction of groundwater recharge capacity or change the potable water
levels sufficiently that it would reduce the ability of a water utility to use the groundwater basin for public
water supplies or storage of imported water, reduce the yields of adjacent wells or well fields, or adversely
change the rate or direction of groundwater flow. Reference: 18(Thresholds G.2, G.3)
Explanation: The proposed project would not utilize existing groundwater resources nor would it interfere
with groundwater recharge. Changes to the groundwater supply are not anticipated as a result of the
proposed project.
c) 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 which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or offsite?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project resulted in a substantial alteration of
drainage patterns that resulted in a substantial increase in erosion or siltation during construction or
operation of the project. Reference: 18(Thresholds G.1, G.2)
Explanation: The proposed project would not alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area. No
streams or rivers cross the proposed project site or alternate locations. The project would not substantially
alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area. As discussed in comment 8 (a), the project would
result in temporary soil disturbance activities during construction during which time a storm water pollution
prevention plan for the control of soil erosion and sediment runoff would be implemented. The project
would be constructed in accordance with applicable requirements of the municipal code, including grading
requirements.
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Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project resulted in increased runoff volumes
during construction or operation of the proposed project that would result in flooding conditions affecting the
project site or nearby properties. Reference: 18(Thresholds G.1)
Explanation: The proposed project would not alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area. See
comments for 8 (a) and 8 (c) above.
e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the volume of runoff were to increase to a level which
exceeded the capacity of the storm drain system serving a project site. A significant impact may also
occur if the proposed project would substantially increase the probability that polluted runoff would reach
the storm drain system. Reference: 18(Thresholds G.2)
Explanation: The proposed project would not change the volume of storm water runoff. See comment
8(a) above. 
f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?









Comment: A significant impact may occur if a project included potential sources of water pollutants and
potential to substantially degrade water quality. Reference: 18(Thresholds G.3)
No potential sources of water quality degradation are anticipated.
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other
flood hazard delineation map?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project placed housing within a 100-year flood
zone. Reference: 18(Thresholds G.1 to G.4)
Explanation: The proposed project does not include housing.
h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would impede
or redirect flood flows?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project were located within a 100-year flood
zone and would impede or redirect flood flows. Reference: 18(Thresholds G.4)
Explanation: The project site is not located within a 100-year flood zone. Reference: 34( FIRM Panel
060137 0056C), 26(NavigateLA Flood Plains)
i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or
dam?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project were located in an area where a dam or
levee could fail, exposing people or structures to significant risk of loss, injury or death. Reference:
18(Thresholds E.1, G.3)
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Explanation: The project site is not located in an area subject to this risk. Reference: 19[Los Angeles City
General Plan. Safety Element. Inundation and Tsunami Hazard Areas map (Exhibit G)], 26(NavigateLA
Inundation Areas)
j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project were located in an area with inundation
potential due to seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. Reference: 18(Thresholds E.1)
Explanation: The project site is not located in an area subject to this risk. Reference: 19[Los Angeles City
General Plan. Safety Element. Inundation and Tsunami Hazard Areas map (Exhibit G)], 26(NavigateLA
Tsunami Area and Landslides)
10. LAND USE AND PLANNING – Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project were sufficiently large or otherwise
configured in such a way as to create a physical barrier within an established community. Reference:
18(Thresholds H.2)
Explanation: The proposed project would not introduce a physical barrier. The project site is confined to
approximately four acres within Griffith Park and no large structures are planned.
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an
agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the
general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance)
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effect?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project were inconsistent with the General Plan, or
other applicable plan, or with the site’s zoning if designated to avoid or mitigate a significant potential
environmental impact. Reference: 18(Thresholds H.1, H.2)
Explanation: The City of Los Angeles General Plan designates the project site for open space land uses.
The project site is zoned Open Space (OS-1XL), which allows for the development of parks and
recreational facilities. The proposed project and project alternatives would not alter the land use. The
location of the proposed project and the alternate locations are consistent with Griffith Park facility
planning guidelines that call for new projects to be sited within already developed areas. Reference:
20(ZIMAS), 18(General Plan)
c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project were located within an area governed by a
habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan and would conflict with such plan.
Reference: 18(Thresholds H.1, H.2)
Explanation: See discussion under 4(f) above.
11. MINERAL RESOURCES – Would the project:
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be
of value to the region and the residents of the state?







Standard: A significant impact may occur if the project were located in an area used or available for
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extraction of a regionally important mineral resource, if the project converted an existing or potential
present or future regionally-important mineral extraction use to another use, or if a project affected access
to such a site. Reference: 18(General Plan), 18(Thresholds E.4)
Explanation: The project site is not located within an area that contains known mineral resources.
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other
land use plan?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if a project were located in an area used or available for
extraction of a locally-important mineral resource and the project converted such a resource to another
use or affected access to such a site. Reference: 18(General Plan), 18(Thresholds E.4)
Explanation: The project site is not located within an area that contains known mineral resources.
12. NOISE – Would the project result in:
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of
standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the project generated noise levels exceeding the standards
for ambient noise as established by the General Plan and Municipal Code or exposed persons to that
increased level of noise. Reference: 18 (General Plan Noise Element), 18(Thresholds Section I)
Explanation: Refer to Section IV.L of the Initial Study.
b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ground-borne vibration
or ground-borne noise levels?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the project were to expose persons to or generate excessive
ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise levels. Reference: 18 (General Plan Noise Element),
18(Thresholds Section I)
Explanation: Construction activities associated with the project could generate ground-borne vibration
from use of heavy equipment. These effects would be temporary and short-term in nature and would
comply with applicable noise standards. Excavation is anticipated to be shallow. Construction is not
anticipated to require blasting or pile driving, which could potentially cause significant vibration impacts at
close distances.
c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the project were to substantially and permanently increase the
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the proposed project. Reference:
18 (General Plan Noise Element), 18(Thresholds Section I)
Explanation: Refer to Section IV.L of the Initial Study.
d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?







Standard: A significant impact may occur if the project were to create a substantial temporary or periodic
increase in the ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the proposed
project. Reference: 18 (General Plan Noise Element), 18(Thresholds Section I)
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Explanation: Refer to Section IV.L of the Initial Study.
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public
use airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise levels?























Standard: Reference: 18(Thresholds Section I), 26(NavigateLA)
Explanation: The project is not located within two miles of an airport.
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project
expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise
levels?
Standard: Reference: 18(Thresholds Section I), 26(NavigateLA)
Explanation: No private airstrips are located within the vicinity of the project area.
13. POPULATION AND HOUSING – Would the project:
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for
example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for
example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?



Standard: A significant impact may occur if population growth is induced in an area, either directly or
indirectly, such that the population of the area may exceed the planned population of that area.
Reference: 18(Thresholds Section J.1)
Explanation: Population density is managed by the City’s land use and planning designations (see
above) and building codes. The proposed project will not involve changing the City’s land use and
planning designations to a more intense use and therefore will not induce substantial population growth.
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?









Standard: Normally, there would be no significant impact if the project will not result in a net loss of 15
single-family dwellings or 25 dwellings in multi-family housing. Reference: 18(Thresholds J.1 and J.2)
Explanation: The proposed project will not displace any housing.
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?









Standard: Normally, there would be no significant impact if the project will not result in a net loss of 15
single-family dwellings or 25 dwellings in multi-family housing. Reference: 18(Thresholds J.2)
Explanation: The proposed project will not displace any housing.
14. PUBLIC SERVICES –
a) 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 any of the public services:
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Standard: A significant impact may occur if the City of Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) could not
adequately serve the proposed project based on response time, access, or fire hydrant/water
availability. Reference: 18(Thresholds K.2)
Explanation: The Crystal Springs Picnic Area is served by the City of Los Angeles Fire Station 56,
located at 2759 Rowena Avenue, about 1.6 miles away. North Atwater Park is served by Fire Station
50, located at 3036 Fletcher Drive, about 2.3 miles away The proposed project would not result in an
increase in population and thus would not generate a need for new or altered fire protection facilities.
The proposed project would be constructed in accordance with all applicable fire codes set forth by the
state Fire Marshall and Los Angeles Fire Department. Therefore, the proposed project would not be
considered a fire hazard and would not exceed the capacity of the Los Angeles Fire Department to
serve the site or other areas with existing fire protection services. The nearest local fire responders
would be notified, as appropriate, of traffic control plans during construction so as to coordinate
emergency response routing during construction work.
ii) Police protection?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project were to result in an increase in
demand for police services that would exceed the capacity of the police department responsible for
serving the site. Reference: 18(Thresholds K.1)
Explanation: Neither the proposed project nor alternatives would require additional police protection
beyond what is currently provided. The Crystal Springs area and the North Atwater site are both
served by the Northeast Community Police Station at 3353 San Fernando Rd. This police station
would be notified, as appropriate, of traffic control plans during construction so as to coordinate
emergency response routing during construction work.
iii) Schools?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project includes substantial employment or
population growth that could generate demand for school facilities that exceeded the capacity of the
school district responsible for serving the project site. Reference: 18(Thresholds K.3)
Explanation: Construction o f the baseball fields would not induce growth, either directly or indirectly,
and would therefore not increase the demand for schools in the area
iv) Parks?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the recreation and park services available could not
accommodate the population increase resulting from the implementation of the proposed project.
Reference: 18(Thresholds K.4)
Explanation: The proposed project will not cause a population increase. (see Item 13 above)
v) Other public facilities?









Standard: Projects that do not result in a net increase of 75 residential units normally would not have a
significant impact on public libraries. Reference: 18(Thresholds K.5)
Explanation: The project would not result in a net increase of 75 residential units or more. No increase
in residential units is anticipated.
15. RECREATION –
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a) 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?
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Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project includes substantial employment or
population growth that may generate demand for public park facilities that exceed the capacity of existing
parks. Reference: 18(Thresholds K.4)
Explanation: Refer to Section IV.O of the Initial Study.
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction
or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical
effect on the environment?

















Standard: Reference: 18(Thresholds K.4)
Explanation: Refer to Section IV.O of the Initial Study.
16. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC – Would the project:
a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing
measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system,
taking into account all modes of transportation including mass transit and
non-motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system,
including but not limited to intersection, streets, highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?

Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project causes an increase in traffic that is
substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system. Reference: 18(Thresholds
L.1 to L.4, L.8)
Explanation: Refer to Section IV.P of the Initial Study.
b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including,
but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures,
or other standards established by the county congestion management
agency for designated roads or highways?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project causes a conflict with an applicable
congestion management program. Reference: 18(Thresholds L.1 to L3)
Comment: Refer to Section IV.P of the Initial Study.
c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in
traffic levels or a change in location that result in substantial safety risks?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project changed air traffic patterns, including
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location the resulted in substantial safety risks.
Explanation: There would be no impact to air traffic patterns.
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves
or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project substantially increased road hazards due
to a design feature or incompatible uses. Reference: 18(Thresholds L.5)
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Explanation: The project is compatible with the land use and would not include any design features that
would result in a safety hazard to pedestrians, personnel, visitors, or nearby neighbors.
e) Result in inadequate emergency access?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project resulted in inadequate emergency access.
Reference: 18(Thresholds L.5, L.8, and J2)
Explanation: The proposed project does not propose any permanent changes to the surrounding street
system and would not introduce incompatible vehicles to surrounding roadways. The proposed project
would modify the northeast segment of the access loop driveway that currently allows circulation around
the Crystal Springs Picnic Area. However, access would be maintained. Temporary traffic control
elements during construction would be subject to review, including safety, and approval by Los Angeles
Department of Transportation.
f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public
transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the
performance or safety of such facilities?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project conflicts with adopted policies, plans, or
programs supporting alternative transportation. Reference 18(Thresholds L.6)
Explanation: Refer to Section IV.P of the Initial Study.
17. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS – Would the project:
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional
Water Quality Control Board?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project exceeds wastewater treatment
requirements of the local regulatory governing agency. Reference: 18(Thresholds M.2), 40(Hansen Dam
Baseball Field Renovation Draft Environmental Assessment)
Explanation: The project site and alternate sites are located within the Hyperion Treatment Plant (HTP)
service area, which is approximately 328,000 acres in size. The project site and alternate sites are not
located within a sewer capacity threshold area. The proposed project is anticipated to generate minimal
amounts of wastewater and the existing restroom facilities are anticipated to serve the proposed project.
In the absence of a site- or land use-specific wastewater usage factor associated with the baseball fields,
the area associated with each baseball field that would be designated for spectator/public use (i.e.,
bleacher area) was used as the area that would generate wastewater (approximately 500 square feet
assumed for each of the three baseball fields, for a total of 1,000 square feet). Using the City of Los
Angeles usage factors, the most similar usage factor associated with the baseball fields was the
“gymnasium” land use type, which considers recreational activity that includes large open space with low
occupational density (i.e., the baseball fields). Based on the City’s usage factor (average daily flow of 250
gallons per day per 1,000 square feet), and the area being used by the public, the estimated wastewater
generation associated with the proposed project (or alternatives) is an average daily flow of 250 gallons
per day. This generation rate does not include any off-sets due to passive recreation use that would be
displaced. The HPT and associated sewer system would have the capacity to accommodate the
proposed project.
b) Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project resulted in the need for new construction or
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expansion of water or wastewater treatment facilities that could result in an adverse environmental effect that
could not be mitigated. Reference: 18(Thresholds G.1, M.1 and M.2), 40(Hansen Dam Baseball Field
Renovation Draft Environmental Assessment)
Explanation: As indicated in 17(a), the proposed project would not generate additional wastewater that
would exceed existing capacity as such no new water or wastewater treatment facilities would be
required.
c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the volume of storm water runoff from the proposed project
increases to a level exceeding the capacity of the storm drain system serving the project site. Reference:
18(Thresholds G.1 and M.2)
Explanation: The storm water facilities in the area are adequate to serve the proposed project. The
proposed project would not increase the volume of storm water runoff. 
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing
entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements
needed?









Standard: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project’s water demands would exceed the
existing water supplies that serve the site. Reference: 18(Thresholds M.1)
Explanation: The City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power provides potable water to the
project area and vicinity. In the absence of site-specific water usage factors, or standard water usage
factors for specific on-site uses, current water consumption estimates were assumed to be about 10
percent greater than wastewater for an estimated average of 275 gallons per day of water consumption
for the new restrooms. During construction, there would be a temporary minor increase in water usage.
This increase in water consumption would be minor and would not substantially affect potable water
resources in the area. 
e) 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?









Comment: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project would increase wastewater generation
to such a degree that the capacity of facilities currently serving the project site would be exceeded.
Reference:
Explanation: See 17 (a) above.
f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate
the project’s solid waste disposal needs?









Comment: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project were to increase solid waste generation
to a degree that existing and projected landfill capacities would be insufficient to accommodate the
additional waste. Reference: 18(Thresholds M.3), 29(Countywide Siting Report)
Explanation: City standard for public works require demolition debris to be recycled where feasible;
therefore, impacts associated with construction debris would be less than significant. After construction,
the project may result in minor increase in solid waste generation. However, the project would not
generate substantial amounts of solid waste to a degree that existing and projected landfill capacities
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would be insufficient to accommodate the additional waste.
g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to
solid waste?









Comment: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project would generate solid waste that was in
excess of or was not disposed of in accordance with applicable regulations. Reference: 18(Thresholds
M.3), 29(Countywide Siting Report)
Explanation: The project will be designed, constructed and operated following all applicable laws,
regulations, ordinances and formally adopted City standards
18. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE -a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species,
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate
important examples of the major periods of California history or
prehistory?









Comment: 
Explanation: The proposed project has the potential to degrade the quality of the environment during
construction and operation with regard to several resource areas as indicated in Section IV of the Initial
Study. These issues will be further evaluated in the EIR. 
b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable? (“cumulatively considerable” means that the
incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in
connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?









Comment:
Explanation: The proposed project, in conjunction with other related projects, has the potential to result in
significant cumulative impacts. The potential for cumulative impacts will be further evaluated in the EIR. 
c) Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term environmental
goals to the disadvantage of long-term environmental goals?









Reference:
Explanation: The proposed project has the potential to degrade the quality of the environment during
construction and operation with regard to several resource areas as indicated in Section IV of the Initial
Study. The project’s potential to achieve short-term environmental goals to the disadvantage of long-term
environmental goals will be further evaluated in the EIR. 
d) Does the project have environmental effects that will cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?







Comment:
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Explanation: The proposed project has the potential to degrade the quality of the environment during
construction and operation with regard to several resource areas as indicated in Section IV of the Initial
Study. The proposed project could have environmental effects that have the potential to cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either indirectly or directly. This issue will be further
evaluated in the EIR.
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Following are the comments received in response to the
Notice of Preparation. In addition to these written
comments, numerous form letters were received without
any written comment beyond the text of the form letter
itself. For convenience, the letters without written
comments are not included, but samples of each form
letter received are included.

Comments throguh S Mendez (p. 197) sent
to CSD and Sean Phan on 2/12/13

2/8/13

City of Los Angeles Mail - Griffith Park Crystal Springs New Ball Fields

Maria Martin <maria.martin@lacity.org>

Griffith Park Crystal Springs New Ball Fields
1 message
Al Moggia <almog@dslextreme.com>
To: maria.martin@lacity.org

Fri, Feb 1, 2013 at 2:29 PM

Ms. Maria Martin
City of Los Angeles
Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering
Environmental Management Group
1149 S Broadway, 6th Floor, Mail Stop 939
Los Angeles, CA 90015-2213
February 1, 2013
Re: Griffith Park Crystal Springs New Baseball Fields.
Dear Staff of Environmental Management Group
I am opposed to locating two Little League ball fields in Griffith Park’s Crystal Spring picnic area.
In terms of environmental impacts:
Aesthetics: The loss of approximately 45 trees is significant. The open space and viewscape would be marred by the visual
effect of two ball field surround by fences, each will have two dugouts, bleachers, press boxes, lighting and scoreboards.
One only has to visit Crystal Springs to understand just how significantly the aesthetic quality would be degraded.
Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Transportation/Traffic:
Conversion of the circular road around Crystal Springs into a dead end “cul de sac” will result in added traffic congestion.
With the current circular roadway, autos enter and leave from either end of the road. During the weekends when the
weather is good Crystal Springs is filled to capacity and the parking spaces are all taken. Now add two ball fields with four
teams and spectators, in addition to picnic parking, then remove some parking spaces, this is not a workable plan. Idling
autos waiting to park degrades air quality.
Recreation: The conversion of the circular road around Crystal Springs into a cul de sac, will impact the bike rentals.
Presently people can rent bikes and take a pleasant ride around the picnic area. A cul de sac will effectively eliminate this
bike path.
Crystal Springs is the premiere picnic area in Griffith Park. It serves a large number of families, many are low income
families. One only has to observe a typical spring weekend in Crystal Springs to understand what a significant loss to
aesthetic and functionality of Crystal Spring will be if ball fields are located in this unique area. As a small place in the large
city, Crystal Springs has provided many people with enjoyable picnic experiences for generations.
Al Moggia

https://mail.google.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=42bca99cdd&view=pt&q=Moggia&qs=true&search=query&th=13c97e0e0e9de8c7

1/1

1/31/13

City of Los Angeles Mail - La Misión Vieja: First LA European Settlement: The Kizh/Gabrieleño People and Misión Vieja

Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

La Misión Vieja: First LA European Settlement: The Kizh/Gabrieleño People
and Misión Vieja
1 message
andysalas <gabrielenoindians@yahoo.com>
Wed, Jan 30, 2013 at 10:07 PM
Reply-To: gabrielenoindians@yahoo.com
To: norman.mundy@lacity.org, ADavies@parks.lacounty.gov, Heather.Gibson@aecom.com,
Laurie.Aubuchon@cardno.com, victoria.rojo@cardno.com, robert.wilkens@ivi-intl.com, HDuke@cogstone.com,
sjacobs@sfcconsultants.com, towernotifyinfo@fcc.gov, Carolyn.Yee@dtsc.ca.gov, nicole.cobleigh@lacity.org, NAHC
Dave Singleton <ds_nahc@pacbell.net>, "Tim Miguel.Kizh Gabrieleno" <timmiguel@sbcglobal.net>, "Christina
Swindall Martinez. Kizh Gabrieleno" <christinaswindall@yahoo.com>
True History and the true Identity of the Natives of the Los Angeles Basin.
http://www.misionvieja.blogspot.com/2012/12/the-kizhgabrieleno-people-and-mision.html?m=1
Chairman Andrew Tautimez Salas
Kizh(kitc)Nation Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians
Sent from my BlackBerry® by Boost Mobile

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=bc83aa72d1&view=pt&search=inbox&th=13c8f376b57f9f67
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La Misión Vieja: First LA European
Settlement
FRIDA Y , DECEMB ER 21, 2012

The Kizh/Gabrieleño People and Misión Vieja
While this blog refers to the specific place name of Misión Vieja or Old Mission as the first
European site established in Los Angeles County, there was thousands of years of habitation
in the area by the native indigenous peoples. While these first settlers are often called
Gabrieleño (or Gabrieliño), because of their "association" with the Mission San Gabriel,
which started at Misión Vieja in 1771 but relocated to the current site within a few years
because of flooding from the San Gabriel River, a more recent appellation has been Tongva.
This latter term, however, has no real historical basis, whereas the name Kizh does have a
legitimacy in the record and will be used here.
For example, in William McCawley's 1996 book, The First Angelinos, he cites the statement
of Raimundo Yorba, who was a consultant to the archaeologist John P. Harrington stated to
him that the natives living in the Old Mission area were "what they called a Kichireño, one of
a bunch of people that lived at that place just this side of San Gabriel which is known as the
Misión Vieja. Kichireño is not a placename, but a tribename, the name of a kind of people."
While the Kizh/Gabrieleño, like most so-called pre-literate peoples throughout the world,
did not have a written language, they, naturally, had an oral one. This, in turn, meant that
there was a vast oral record passed down through the generations among the
Kizh/Gabrieleño, having to do with their religious beliefs, history, cultural and
social practices, and much else. The fact that these attributes were not written down do
not, in any way, make them subordinate to the written word—it is simply a different way of
recording.

This 1925 United States Bureau of Ethnology map (click on it for a larger view in a separate window,) made by
the United States Geological Survey, shows "Gabrielino" tribal villages in the broader Los Angeles region. Note
"Hout" in the upper center, corresponding with the term Houtg-na identified by Hugo Reid in 1852 as on
www.misionvieja.blogspot.com/2012/12/the-kizhgabrieleno-people-and-mision.html?m=1
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"Ranchito de Lugo," probably Rancho Potrero de Felipe Lugo within the general Misión Vieja area. While Reid
also identified Isanthcag-na as specifically in Misión Vieja, it does not appear on this map, which was provided
courtesy of the Workman and Temple Family Homestead Museum, City of Industry.

This makes documenting the history of native peoples anywhere on the planet troublesome
for those who need written sources to determine what is valid. When it comes to the
Kizh/Gabrieleño and their thousands of years of residence in the Old Mission area, it has
been reported that there were at least two or three villages. One was noted as Isanthcag-na
at "Misión Vieja" by Hugo Reid, a Scotchman who was married to Victoria Comacrabit, a
native from the Mission San Gabriel and published 21 letters, the first written analysis, about
the "Los Angeles County Indians" in the Los Angeles Star newspaper in 1852. Notably, while
Reid provided names for 28 villages and their 1852 locations, he also observed that "there
were a great many more villages . . . probably some forty."
McCawley cited another source who claimed that the name, rendered as 'Iisanchanga,
derived from a name for wolf, this being 'isawt, though Harrington considered this
linkage "not clear." McCawley, however, stated that "it is curious that 'Iisanchanga does not
appear as a recognizable name in the mission registers" and, therefore, wondered if it "was a
small settlement consisting of a few families, or simply a geographical placename."
Bernice Eastman Johnson's 1962 publication for the Southwest Museum, California's
Gabrieliño Indians, states, however, that near the first mission site, "perhaps on the rounded
hills where oil wells now pump day and night, lay the Gabrielino village of Isantcangna. Men
from this settlement helped the soldiers and the muleteers to raise the first rude structures
of poles and 'tules' and gave their attention to the religious observance."
There are several questionable aspects to this statement, one being that the natives would
settle on bare hills rather than in the fertile lowlands closer to water, game and usable plant
material. Another is the inference that the Kizh/Gabrieleño were as helpful in work and
dutiful in the Spaniards' religious ceremonies as Eastman described. Her statement,
however, that the original 1771 mission structures "were built of materials as flimsy as those
from which were formed the huts of neighboring Isantcangna," is notable for two reasons.
First, the demeaning use of "flimsy" (as opposed to, say, "flexible"?) and the suggestion that
the Spanish were willing to copy native building materials for their new facility.
Johnson also mischaracterized the later settlement of Old Mission, writing that "years later a
little Mexican village of adobe buildings grew up nearby and took the name 'Old Mission,' but
this was destroyed in the floods of 1867 and now lies in the rubble behind the new floodcontrol dam." This last statement about the 1867 floods is simply untrue: the Temple adobe
of 1851, built just a few hundred yards from the river and which was flooded in 1862,
survived into the 20th-century and two years after the 1867 deluge, Rafael Basye built an
adobe house adjacent to the Rio Hondo. Moreover, the Old Mission community existed for
decades beyond that flood.
Archaeological investigation, however, as pointed out in early posts on this blog, have not
www.misionvieja.blogspot.com/2012/12/the-kizhgabrieleno-people-and-mision.html?m=1
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been able, with certainty, to establish this site, primarily because of the total disturbance of
the area from flooding, ranching and farming, oil and gas development and the like. It is
thought, though, that a site just to the west of the Rio Hondo, the old course of the San
Gabriel River prior to 1867, and north of San Gabriel Boulevard, which is roughly along the
old road between the old and new mission sites, is the likeliest spot.

This map from William McCawley's The First Angelinos purports to show Gabrielino villages in the San Gabriel
Valley, but does not show any in the vicinity of Old Mission, at the lower center, despite Reid's identification of
two, one of which, Houtg-na (or Huunang-na/Hout) appears on the 1925 U.S. Bureau of Ethnology map above.

McCawley also discussed "the community of Wiichinga [which] was also located in the
Whittier Narrows area" and which was said to have been a "ranchería, that is to the east of
this Mission on a plain closed by water on all sides." According to McCawley, "this may have
been a small settlement rather than a large community" and reported that there was only one
entry in the mission records, from the earliest baptism recorded from Mission San Gabriel in
1771.
The other mentioned village was Huunang-na, although McCawley makes no mention of this
site. Johnson, however, cited Hugo Reid in noting "Houtg-na" as being on the "Ranchito de
Lugo," which, stated Johnson, "lay in the vicinity of El Monte." She linked that name with
the term "hukngna" offered by Harrington as meaning willow trees, but then stated that "the
Gabrielino word for willow is saxat and a village in the San Bernardino area, Saxangna, was
based on that root."
Confusingly, Johnson went on to say that, "here only the Spanish name El Monte refers to the
thickets that bordered the swamps and streams." She continued with a reference to an "old
man who recalled this place [and] seemed to be referring to an incident which had occurred
in his father's time," this being a lashing of Indians with willow switches. On the 1925 map
included in this post, there is a placename of "Hout" that appears to conform with the
location of the Rancho Potrero de Felipe Lugo and it has been said that the village was
located just north of today's Whittier Narrows Nature Center, south of the 60 Freeway and
west of today's San Gabriel River.
There is another notable place associated in the general area surrounding Misión Vieja worth
www.misionvieja.blogspot.com/2012/12/the-kizhgabrieleno-people-and-mision.html?m=1
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noting. According to an account compiled by Harrington, the oral tradition of the natives
cited a place called Xarvo, Xarvat, or Qarvat, where sorcerers were said to engage in
witchcraft and the locale is also said to be connected to the oft-cited tale of
Chengiichngech, in that this supernatural figure sent avenging creatures, such as bears, vipers
and dog-like animals, to punish those people who did not obey his commands. Another
tradition related that shamans in this area called up windstorms to fight their enemies from
the coastal areas and that this occurred "near Punta de la Loma [a hilltop] by old S. G.
Mission and Xarvut."
In any case, this site was said to be in "a deep gulch back of Petissier's [Pellissier's] place,
opening to the west (near Bartolo Station)" and that "there is a big canyada opening through
the hills. Indians used to live there." To McCawley, the likely location is Sycamore Canyon
at the west end of the Puente Hills in Whittier, now a natural preserve managed by the
Puente Hills Landfill Native Habitat Preservation Authority.
Despite what is probably inevitable differences and contradictions in available written
sources, some of what appears in print clearly showed that native peoples lived in the
Whittier Narrows area when the Spaniards arrived to establish the first Mission San Gabriel
there in 1771. Why Reid would acknowledge two villages in his 1852 work, being much
closer to the period of their existence, and McCawley choose not consider them as true
villages is curious.
There are, however, many descendants of the Kizh/Gabrieleño in the area and their oral
traditions are there, as well. This confirms their sense of place in Misión Vieja relating to
their presence there for thousands of years regardless of inconsistencies in the written
historical record.
el zorro at 1:36 PM
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City of Los Angeles Mail - Re: City of LA Project - Griffith Park Crystal Springs New Baseball Fields

Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Re: City of LA Project - Griffith Park Crystal Springs New Baseball Fields
1 message
andysalas <gabrielenoindians@yahoo.com>
Tue, Jan 29, 2013 at 11:42 PM
Reply-To: gabrielenoindians@yahoo.com
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>, "Christina Swindall Martinez. Kizh Gabrieleno"
<christinaswindall@yahoo.com>, "Tim Miguel.Kizh Gabrieleno" <timmiguel@sbcglobal.net>
Dear Mr. Mundy
This email is in response to your letter dated Jan 24 , 2012 in regards to the
above subject project. We Are the Documented & Certified Kizh/ Gabrieleno descendants of the first indigenous
Native people who inhabited the entire Los Angeles Basin, Orange county and the Channel islands.
The proposed project is within a highly culturally
sensitive area. The Village of Maaw'nga now known as Los Feliz or Griffith park was one of the largest known
Kizh/Gabrieleno villages within the project site. Therefore in order to protect our resources we're requesting one of
our
experienced & certified Native American monitors to be on site during all ground
disturbances.
In all cases, when the NAHC states there are “no records of sacred sites” in the subject area; they always refer
the contractors back to the Native American Tribes whose tribal territory the project area is in. This is due to the
fact, that the NAHC is only aware of general information on each California NA Tribe they are NOT the “experts”
on our Tribe. Our Elder Committee & Tribal Historians are the experts and is the reason why the NAHC will
always refer contractors to the local tribes.
Please contact our office regarding this project to coordinate a NA monitor to
be present. Thank You
Sincerely,
Andy Salas
Chairman Of Gabrieleno Band Of Mission Indians/Kizh Tribe
Of the Los Angeles Basin, Orange county and the Channel islands.
www.gabrielenoindians.org
Sent from my BlackBerry® by Boost Mobile
From: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>
Date: Thu, 24 Jan 2013 09:11:05 -0800
To: Andrew Salas, Chairperson<gabrielenoindians@yahoo.com>; Anthony Morales,
Chairperson<GTTribalcouncil@aol.com>; Bernie Acuna, Chairperson<bacuna1@gabrielinotribe.org>; Cindi M.
Alvitre, Chairwoman<calvitre@yahoo.com>; John Tommy Rosas, Tribal Admin.<tattnlaw@gmail.com>; Linda
Candelaria, Chairwoman<palmsprings9@yahoo.com>; Robert F. Dorame, Tribal Chair/Cultural
Resources<gtongva@verizon.net>; Ron Andrade, Director<randrade@css.lacounty.gov>; Sam Dunlap, Cultural
Resources Director<samdunlap@earthlink.net>
Subject: City of LA Project - Griffith Park Crystal Springs New Baseball Fields
Attached is a Notice of Preparation of an Draft Environmental Impact Report for a project proposed by the City of
Los Angeles, the Griffith Park Crystal Springs New Baseball Fields. I am contacting you at the suggestion of the
California Native American Heritage Commission and would like your input and recommendations regarding the
impact of the project on Native American cultural resources. Please submit any comments in writing, either by
e-mail or US mail.
Thank you,
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=bc83aa72d1&view=pt&search=inbox&th=13c8a68cb469a1c6
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City of Los Angeles Mail - Re: City of LA Project - Griffith Park Crystal Springs New Baseball Fields

-Norman Mundy
Environmental Specialist
Environmental Management Group
Bureau of Engineering
Department of Public Works
City of Los Angeles
1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600
Los Angeles, CA 90015
phone: (213) 485-5737
fax:
(213) 847-0656
Norman.Mundy@lacity.org

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=bc83aa72d1&view=pt&search=inbox&th=13c8a68cb469a1c6
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City of Los Angeles Mail - La Misión Vieja: First LA European Settlement: The Kizh/Gabrieleño People and Misión Vieja

Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

La Misión Vieja: First LA European Settlement: The Kizh/Gabrieleño People
and Misión Vieja
1 message
andysalas <gabrielenoindians@yahoo.com>
Wed, Jan 30, 2013 at 10:07 PM
Reply-To: gabrielenoindians@yahoo.com
To: norman.mundy@lacity.org, ADavies@parks.lacounty.gov, Heather.Gibson@aecom.com,
Laurie.Aubuchon@cardno.com, victoria.rojo@cardno.com, robert.wilkens@ivi-intl.com, HDuke@cogstone.com,
sjacobs@sfcconsultants.com, towernotifyinfo@fcc.gov, Carolyn.Yee@dtsc.ca.gov, nicole.cobleigh@lacity.org, NAHC
Dave Singleton <ds_nahc@pacbell.net>, "Tim Miguel.Kizh Gabrieleno" <timmiguel@sbcglobal.net>, "Christina
Swindall Martinez. Kizh Gabrieleno" <christinaswindall@yahoo.com>
True History and the true Identity of the Natives of the Los Angeles Basin.
http://www.misionvieja.blogspot.com/2012/12/the-kizhgabrieleno-people-and-mision.html?m=1
Chairman Andrew Tautimez Salas
Kizh(kitc)Nation Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians
Sent from my BlackBerry® by Boost Mobile

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=bc83aa72d1&view=pt&search=inbox&th=13c8f376b57f9f67
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City of Los Angeles Mail - Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Griffith Park Crystal Springs New Baseball fields Project

Maria Martin <maria.martin@lacity.org>

Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Griffith
Park Crystal Springs New Baseball fields Project
andysalas <gabrielenoindians@yahoo.com>
Wed, Jan 30, 2013 at 10:16 PM
Reply-To: gabrielenoindians@yahoo.com
To: Maria.Martin@lacity.org, "Christina Swindall Martinez. Kizh Gabrieleno" <christinaswindall@yahoo.com>, NAHC
Dave Singleton <ds_nahc@pacbell.net>
Dear Maria Martin
This email is in response to your letter dated Jan 24 , 2012 in regards to the
above subject project. We Are the Documented & Certified Kizh/ Gabrieleno descendants of the first indigenous
Native people who inhabited the entire Los Angeles Basin, Orange county and the Channel islands.
The proposed project is within a highly culturally
sensitive area. The Village of Maaw'nga now known as Los Feliz or Griffith park was one of the largest known
Kizh/Gabrieleno villages within the project site. Therefore in order to protect our resources we're requesting one
of our
experienced & certified Native American monitors to be on site during all ground
disturbances.
In all cases, when the NAHC states there are “no records of sacred sites” in the subject area; they always refer
the contractors back to the Native American Tribes whose tribal territory the project area is in. This is due to the
fact, that the NAHC is only aware of general information on each California NA Tribe they are NOT the “experts”
on our Tribe. Our Elder Committee & Tribal Historians are the experts and is the reason why the NAHC will
always refer contractors to the local tribes.
Please contact our office regarding this project to coordinate a NA monitor to
be present. Thank You
Sincerely,
Andy Salas
Chairman Of Gabrieleno Band Of Mission Indians/Kizh Tribe
Of the Los Angeles Basin, Orange county and the Channel islands.
www.gabrielenoindians.org
http://www.misionvieja.blogspot.com/2012/12/the-kizhgabrieleno-people-and-mision.html?m=1
Sent from my BlackBerry® by Boost Mobile

https://mail.google.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=42bca99cdd&view=pt&search=inbox&msg=13c8f4009da81032
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City of Los Angeles Mail - Re: City of LA Project - Griffith Park Crystal Springs New Baseball Fields

Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Re: City of LA Project - Griffith Park Crystal Springs New Baseball Fields
1 message
Linda Candelaria <palmsprings9@yahoo.com>
Reply-To: Linda Candelaria <palmsprings9@yahoo.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>
Cc: "bwa1tongva@gmail.com" <bwa1tongva@gmail.com>

Mon, Jan 28, 2013 at 5:19 AM

Hello Mr. Mundy,
Thank you for taking the time to speak with me last week. As I stated we are the largest faction of the
Gabrielino-Tongva Tribes.
We have over 1800 members and are growing.
We are very concerned about any human remains and/or artifacts that are discovered while working on your
project.
Please keep us in mind when selecting monitors for your Griffith Park Crystal Springs project.
Thank you.
Bernie Acuna, Councilman
Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe
310-428-5690
Linda Candelaria, Councilwoman
Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe
626-676-1184

From: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>
To: "Andrew Salas, Chairperson" <gabrielenoindians@yahoo.com>; "Anthony Morales, Chairperson"
<GTTribalcouncil@aol.com>; "Bernie Acuna, Chairperson" <bacuna1@gabrielinotribe.org>; "Cindi M. Alvitre,
Chairwoman" <calvitre@yahoo.com>; "John Tommy Rosas, Tribal Admin." <tattnlaw@gmail.com>; "Linda
Candelaria, Chairwoman" <palmsprings9@yahoo.com>; "Robert F. Dorame, Tribal Chair/Cultural Resources"
<gtongva@verizon.net>; "Ron Andrade, Director" <randrade@css.lacounty.gov>; "Sam Dunlap, Cultural
Resources Director" <samdunlap@earthlink.net>
Sent: Thursday, January 24, 2013 9:11 AM
Subject: City of LA Project - Griffith Park Crystal Springs New Baseball Fields

Attached is a Notice of Preparation of an Draft Environmental Impact Report for a project proposed
by the City of Los Angeles, the Griffith Park Crystal Springs New Baseball Fields. I am contacting you at
the suggestion of the California Native American Heritage Commission and would like your input and
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=bc83aa72d1&view=pt&search=inbox&th=13c815077b45276b
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recommendations regarding the impact of the project on Native American cultural resources. Please submit
any comments in writing, either by e-mail or US mail.
Thank you,
-Norman Mundy
Environmental Specialist
Environmental Management Group
Bureau of Engineering
Department of Public Works
City of Los Angeles
1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600
Los Angeles, CA 90015
phone: (213) 485-5737
fax: (213) 847-0656
Norman.Mundy@lacity.org

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=bc83aa72d1&view=pt&search=inbox&th=13c815077b45276b
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City of Los Angeles Mail - Griffith Park Crystal Springs new baseball fields

Maria Martin <maria.martin@lacity.org>

Griffith Park Crystal Springs new baseball fields
1 message
Craig Olsson <bustedbicycle@gmail.com>
To: Maria.Martin@lacity.org

Sat, Feb 2, 2013 at 9:16 AM

Dear Ms. Martin:
Please do your part to disallow the creation of baseball fields in Crystal Springs Picnic Facility in Griffith Park.
Further destruction of habitat and natural and arboreal areas of Griffith Park is detrimental to the nature of the
Park. Adding baseball fields to the park will contribute to the commercialization of the park, attract more vehicular
traffic, require more parking, increase the need for park maintenance, and generally diminish the natural
experience that park users appreciate. A ball field's public address system is noisy, as are ball field crowds. This
kind of noise extends far beyond ball fields and will be considered noise pollution by park users seeking
relaxation and peaceful communing in the out of doors. For a long while I have perceived the drive to build ball
fields in Griffith Park as driven by political agendas. Please do not allow political short term gains to permanently
damage Griffith Park's Crystal Springs Picnic Facility, which already has a defined use and a devoted public.
Thank you.
Craig Olsson
818 288 2690

https://mail.google.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=42bca99cdd&view=pt&search=inbox&th=13c9be87b7f67958
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City of Los Angeles Mail - Comments on Little League Proposal

Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Comments on Little League Proposal
1 message
Carolyn West <mjpcomacho@yahoo.com>
Reply-To: Carolyn West <mjpcomacho@yahoo.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Fri, Jan 25, 2013 at 12:18 PM

1. The analyses fail to account for the PERMANENT traffic and vehicle parking increases that will be generated.
2. We are especially concerned due to the fact that the present law enforcement for Griffith Park is unable to get vehicles to obey
such basic laws as: 25 mph, no passing across double yellow line, no use of bike lane for passing, no use of left turn lanes for
passing, honking and flashing lights at vehicles that drive in the 25 - 30 mph range, not yielding to people / horses in crosswalks, etc.
3. The increase in traffic will make it more dangerous for everyone: motorists, bikers, joggers, pedestrians, park animals, etc.
4. There are a large number of vehicles generated by a Little League Game, be it a practice game or competition game.
It is not acceptable for them to overwhelm existing parking. It may be necessary for them to park offsite.
One suggestion was that the games be held at night, after other park users are gone.
5. All park roads will be affected by the traffic increases due to the fact that people will take whatever route works best for them
on a given date.
6. There is an urgent need for an official crosswalk at the Pecan Grove Picnic Area. People and families who walk or bike there
often have a very difficult time crossing Zoo Drive to go back in the direction from which they came. I have watched children
nearly hit and I find it unacceptable. This crosswalk need becomes greater due to increased temporary and permanent traffic
that would be generated by the Little League Fields.
7. The existing crosswalks a. across Zoo Dr. at Live Steamers & b. across Griffith Park Dr. just below Travel Town Parking
need improvement. The lines need to be boldly repainted and added signage is needed to advise motorists that pedestrians, dogs,
and bike riders will also be crossing at those locations - not solely horses. Signs for "Yielding" to pedestrians, etc. are also
needed as vehicles often just rush past without stopping.
8. The basic concepts of the above suggestions are applicable to all three proposed locational alternatives.
Quite unfortunately, I was unable to be at the meeting yesterday.

The preceding opinions are intended for the person to whom addressed only.
This email is not for resending, duplication, printing, or related.
Sent by: Carolyn West, Member Glendale Rancho Neighborhood Association

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=bc83aa72d1&view=pt&search=inbox&th=13c735d26883e675
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City of Los Angeles Mail - Added Traffic Comment (Re Little League)

Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Added Traffic Comment (Re Little League)
1 message
Carolyn West <mjpcomacho@yahoo.com>
Sun, Jan 27, 2013 at 5:25 PM
Reply-To: Carolyn West <mjpcomacho@yahoo.com>
To: "cathie.santodomingo@lacity.org" <cathie.santodomingo@lacity.org>, "norman.mundy@lacity.org"
<norman.mundy@lacity.org>

My comments centered around traffic issues. I made mention of the "wild" way that motorists drive in
Griffith Park.
Please read about some accidents below.
1. Late Tuesday afternoon 1-15-13 I saw badly wrecked car at very north end of Zoo Parking Lot - along
with emergency vehicles.
2. Saturday afternoon 1-26-13 I saw that a long stretch of park concrete fence was all wrecked and broken
up from a traffic collision.
This is located where Zoo Drive stops running parallel to Rt. 134 and turns south. (It goes south a short
ways to intersection
located in front of the entrance to Train Museum Parking Lot.) The wrecked fence is on the outside of
the curve - westerly
side of the roadway.
3. Sunday afternoon 1-27-13 I saw where a wreck had broken down chain link fencing and post and
pushed some of it onto the
horse trail. This wreck took place on the freeway - right where I-5 starts to split off from Rte. 134. The
wreck took place shortly
after 4 PM on Saturday 1-26-13 - I heard several waves of sirens while walking the dog up the hill and
away from the site.
I had check an internet site when I got home - they had the accident in the wrong place (farther west at
Forest Lawn Drive) and
they had the time later than it occurred. I only mention this because the horse trail is impacted. All the
waving yellow caution tape
would frighten most horses.
4. I would also like to mention that in past years I have seen 2 head on crashes on park roads. One was
around Pecan Grove
Picnic area. I was on a bus that had to stop. I got off and proceeded home on foot. I would like to
have you review accident
statistics for Griffith Park and consider that in your report.
5. Please be
advised that park-users (people & animals) are endangered by wreckless
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=bc83aa72d1&view=pt&search=inbox&th=13c7ec2a6106024d
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driving and collisions. Statistics show that
wrecks cost the taxpayers money to attend to, clean up after, and for repairs of damaged facilities.

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=bc83aa72d1&view=pt&search=inbox&th=13c7ec2a6106024d
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City of Los Angeles Mail - Comments to BOE Griffith Park Crystal Springs New Baseball Fields due 2.8.2013

Maria Martin <maria.martin@lacity.org>

Comments to BOE Griffith Park Crystal Springs New Baseball Fields due
2.8.2013
1 message
Joyce Dillard <dillardjoyce@yahoo.com>
Fri, Feb 8, 2013 at 3:56 PM
Reply-To: Joyce Dillard <dillardjoyce@yahoo.com>
To: Maria Martin <Maria.Martin@lacity.org>, The Honorable Carmen Trutanich <CTrutanich@lacity.org>

At any proposed location, what is the effect on water quality and TMDLs Total Daily Maximum
Loads? Landscaping, fertilizer and people are issues that should be addressed both for wet
and dry weather.
What effect would there be on data for the LA Basin Stormwater Conservation Study from the
Bureau of Reclamation and the LA County Flood Control District.

What fiscal effect would there be on the cultural and tourism industry.
Would there be a group in control of allocating use of these fields or will it comply with the terms
of the Indenture by Colonel Griffith.
What migratory bird or wildlife would be effected, not only within the project, but within the
ecosystems.
Joyce Dillard
P.O. Box 31377
Los Angeles, CA 90031

https://mail.google.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=42bca99cdd&view=pt&search=inbox&th=13cbc3ccca2c1f96
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City of Los Angeles Mail - Re: City of LA Project - Griffith Park Crystal Springs New Baseball Fields

Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Re: City of LA Project - Griffith Park Crystal Springs New Baseball Fields
1 message
Johntommy Rosas <tattnlaw@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>
Cc: Dave Singleton <ds_nahc@pacbell.net>

Thu, Jan 24, 2013 at 10:09 AM

thanks \
I will review the doc and our files for my response
at this point -TATTN OBJECTS AND OPPOSES THE PROJECTS on grounds that City of L A
will further violate our rights and negatively affect our cultural resources
that park has been located on a TONGVA village site area and numerous recorded sites are there
exhibit -

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=bc83aa72d1&view=pt&search=inbox&th=13c6dc050109e947
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On Thu, Jan 24, 2013 at 9:11 AM, Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org> wrote:
Attached is a Notice of Preparation of an Draft Environmental Impact Report for a project proposed by the City of Los Angeles, the Griffith Park Crystal Springs New Baseball
Fields. I am contacting you at the suggestion of the California Native American Heritage Commission and would like your input and recommendations regarding the impact of
the project on Native American cultural resources. Please submit any comments in writing, either by e-mail or US mail.
Thank you,
-Norman Mundy
Environmental Specialist
Environmental Management Group
Bureau of Engineering
Department of Public Works
City of Los Angeles
1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600
Los Angeles, CA 90015

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=bc83aa72d1&view=pt&search=inbox&th=13c6dc050109e947
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phone: (213) 485-5737
fax:
(213) 847-0656
Norman.Mundy@lacity.org

-JOHN TOMMY ROSAS
TRIBAL ADMINISTRATOR
TRIBAL LITIGATOR
TONGVA ANCESTRAL TERRITORIAL TRIBAL NATION
OFFICIAL TATTN E-MAIL CONFIDENTIAL
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED
TATTN / TRIBAL NOTICE OF CONFIDENTIALITY:
Confidentiality Notice:
This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and/or privileged information,attorney-client
privileged Any review, use, disclosure, or distribution by unintended recipients is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and
destroy all copies of the original message.
TRUTH IS OUR VICTORY AND HONOR IS OUR PRIZE >TATTN ©

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=bc83aa72d1&view=pt&search=inbox&th=13c6dc050109e947
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City of Los Angeles Mail - Proposed Ball Field Construction in Griffith Park

Maria Martin <maria.martin@lacity.org>

Proposed Ball Field Construction in Griffith Park
1 message
Lynnette Kampe <lynnette.kampe@gmail.com>
To: maria.Martin@lacity.org, cathie.santodomingo@lacity.org
Cc: laura.bauernfiend@lacity.org

Fri, Feb 8, 2013 at 7:37 AM

I am writing to oppose the proposed project location and request a full assessment of impacts as well as
alternatives.
The removal in particular, of what may be the oldest native sycamore in Los Angeles would be a irreplaceable
loss. The Tongva people had a tradition of gathering under a Sycamore tree as a "Council Tree," the last known
one was located near Downtown and died in 1892 as reported in the LA Times: http://articles.latimes.com/20
02/sep/08/local/me. The magnificent Sycamore threatened by the proposed ball field may well be a sister to that
tree, and deserving of historical/cultural status. Further it would provide a genetic resource of a non-hybridized
specimen of a species that readily hybridizes with European Sycamores.
I urge you to protect the trees that are entitled to protection, in particular the key Sycamore, consider the health
of the children impacted by air quality immediately adjacent to a heavily traveled freeway, and the loss of existing
picnic use that must be evaluated as a setting, not just number of tables.
Thank you,
Lynnette Kampe
4232 Glenwood Ave.
Los Angeles, CA 90065.

https://mail.google.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=42bca99cdd&view=pt&search=inbox&th=13cba751a5a25619
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Marian Dodge
2648 N. Commonwealth Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90027
323-663-1031
smdodge@earthlink.net

Cathie Santo Domingo
Bureau of Engineering
January 24, 2013
Re:

LVNOC for baseball fields in Crystal Springs

Dear Ms. Santo Domingo:
While I think that baseball fields in Griffith Park are a good idea, I do not think that the Crystal Springs
Picnic Area is the best place to locate them.
It is my understanding that Proposition K funds are to be used to increase outdoor recreation. Crystal
Springs Picnic Area is already heavily used year around by picnicking families and large groups. Indeed it
is the only place in Griffith Park where large groups can reserve an area for their picnics. If the baseball
fields are placed in Crystal Springs, picnickers would lose access to that type of recreation. Baseball fields
are only used in the summer and only for a few hours a week. Little League fields are locked the rest of
the time so no one can use the area. This would represent a net loss of recreational opportunities.
Furthermore, Crystal Springs Picnic Area is full of large trees that provide welcome shade for picnickers.
Some of the sycamores are estimated to be more than 100 years old. What a shame it would be to remove
these 44 graceful trees.
It would be more prudent to locate the baseball fields in another area where they will neither displace
picnickers nor destroy heritage trees. Another possible site in Griffith Park is the North Atwater area
which is adjacent to a residential area full of youth who would enjoy a baseball field. Or they could be
located in the Headworks area of Griffith Park which will be relandscaped by DWP.
I encourage you to find a more suitable location than the Crystal Spring Picnic Area for the baseball
fields.
Thank you for all you do for the city and the environment.
Sincerely,
Marian Dodge

2/8/13

City of Los Angeles Mail - "Griffith Park Crystal Springs New Baseball Fields"

Maria Martin <maria.martin@lacity.org>

"Griffith Park Crystal Springs New Baseball Fields"
1 message
MaryJane Mitchell <mjmitchelldesigns@gmail.com>
To: Maria.Martin@lacity.org

Sat, Feb 2, 2013 at 12:36 PM

Dear Maria Martin,
I am writing this email to you to protest the idea of Baseball Fields being built at Crystal Springs in
Griffith Park.
The Crystal Springs area has long been an area used for celebrations and picnics for families and for
organizations, such as the Sierra Club end of the year picnic. The area also is a place where families
can interact with each other through play and relaxation.
I have learned that the plan to build the new Baseball Fields involves the removal of 44 trees, including
many native “protected species” and that the removal of these trees will also be a loss to the wildlife in
the area.
As Griffith Park was intended to provide a place for all people to enjoy, I find the idea of trading trees for
hundreds of linear feet of barrier fencing hung with banners and signing offensive.
Yesterday I found out that these baseball fields would bring the destruction of the “Heritage Tree” the
native sycamore that is on the area earmarked for these fields.
As the New Baseball fields can be built in another area, other than Crystal Springs and I believe these
other areas have been discussed, I see no reason to just barge ahead with the destruction of this area
that has been loved and enjoyed by the people of Los Angeles since 1936.
Sincerely,
MaryJane Mitchell
323 224 8377
mitchelldesigns@ymail.com

https://mail.google.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=42bca99cdd&view=pt&search=inbox&th=13c9c9fb7794f161
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City of Los Angeles Mail - Prop K Ballfields Crystal Springs Picnic Area

Maria Martin <maria.martin@lacity.org>

Prop K Ballfields Crystal Springs Picnic Area
Robert Donaldson <donaldson6883@yahoo.com>
Reply-To: Robert Donaldson <donaldson6883@yahoo.com>
To: "Maria.Martin@lacity.org" <Maria.Martin@lacity.org>
Cc: "gerryhans51@gmail.com" <gerryhans51@gmail.com>

Mon, Feb 4, 2013 at 11:33 AM

Miss Martin
We're writing you to express our opposition to the proposal of building two new ballfields in the Crystal
Springs Picnic Facility.
Two new ballfields would certainly cause a reduction in size of available space for individual play and
picniking and would reduce the shade and coolness mature tress provide by their most certain removal to
build the ballfields.
Ballfields would bring more cars to the park, necessitating the destruction of lawn for more parking spaces.
The building of the ballfields would destroy a part of the Park enjoyed and appreciated by many for the
enjoyment of a few select people.
We oppose the proposal!
Sincerely;
Robert and Anna Donaldson

https://mail.google.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=42bca99cdd&view=pt&search=inbox&msg=13ca6b30468b13c5
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Maria Martin <maria.martin@lacity.org>

Griffith Park Crystal Springs New Baseball Fields
1 message
Steven Barrett <steven.f.barrett@lacity.org>
To: Maria Martin <maria.martin@lacity.org>

Tue, Jan 29, 2013 at 9:59 AM

Hello Ms. Martin I would be opposed to reducing the current space available in Crystal Springs for "at will" use
by the general public by adding an activity specific (baseball) area. The Crystal Springs area receives a lot of use
currently and those users would be forced into other already crowded areas of Griffith Park. In his book "Parks
and Boulevards" Col. Griffith envisioned a great city where "the common man" would need a place to commune
with nature and escape the pressure of a busy city environment. Col. Griffith in his gift of the park to the City
restricted some uses of the land so as to preserve it for the use of all its citizens and yet we all ready see large
parts of it given over to activity specific uses such as golf. Crystal springs already offers baseball so I believe
any additional fields would be better situated at the North Atwater location. Thank you for your time. Steven
Barrett

https://mail.google.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=42bca99cdd&view=pt&search=inbox&th=13c8776ddb650caf
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This comment and above sent to
CSD and Sean Phan on 2/12/13
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Maria Martin <maria.martin@lacity.org>

Griffith Park Crystal Springs New Baseball Fields
1 message
meberts@glendale.edu <meberts@glendale.edu>
To: maria.martin@lacity.org

Tue, Feb 12, 2013 at 12:45 PM

[Ms. Martin, I recently received a copy of the Notice of Preparation.
Please accept my comments.]
I oppose Options 1 and 2 for the proposed baseball fields, but could
support an altered version of Option 3.
I am saddened by the thought of diminishing much-used public open space in
the Crystal Springs Picnic Facility. It is obviously much-loved by a broad
cross section of Los Angeles residents. Fencing part of it off into a
narrowly-defined facility that will be used by only a few makes no sense
to me. This appears to be a particularly dubious use of land given that
nearby Pote Field is often empty and off-limits to general park users.
Furthermore, I do not see the baseball fields as consistent with the
growing appreciation that the picnic area's eastern edge is historically
significant as part of the de Anza Trail.
Option 3 has more merit, but I think it should be scaled down. I would be
in favor of upgrading the softball field in North Atwater Park to be a
high-quality Little League field, but I do not see the necessity for a
second field. I prefer that funding for the second field be allocated to a
renovation of the free public tennis courts near the Merry-Go-Round, and
for revitalization of the volleyball area at Crystal Springs.
My overall philosophy is that Griffith Park is at its best when it
provides open space that is free and accessible to all. While there is a
place for sports fields and courts in the park, I think preference should
be given to maintaining and perhaps improving the fields and courts that
already exist.
Mike Eberts
Los Feliz

https://mail.google.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=42bca99cdd&view=pt&search=inbox&th=13cd027ded1a5ca8
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Maria Martin <maria.martin@lacity.org>

Griffith Park Crystal Springs Baseball Fields
1 message
Mary Button <marybutton59@gmail.com>
To: maria.martin@lacity.org
Cc: Mary Button <marybutton59@gmail.com>

Wed, Feb 13, 2013 at 2:48 PM

Maria Martin
City of Los Angeles
Public Works, Bureau of Engineering
1149 S Broadway, 6th Floor
Los Angeles CA 90015-2213
Dear Ms. Martin,
I am writing to let you know I am opposed to the proposed ball fields in the Crystal Springs area of Griffith Park.
There are many reasons why I am against ball fields in this location, but the primary reason is I don't think the
ball fields in Crystal Springs serves the purpose of the Prop K funding. The purpose of Prop K projects is to
increase and enhance recreational opportunities for kids. Due to the displacement of a huge user group of
passive recreational users, picnickers, that would result if the Crystal Ball Fields were to be built, there would
actually be a net decrease in recreational opportunities! Even on a cold wintery day, families go to historic
Crystal Springs for picnic gatherings. In the summertime on any given weekend there are hundreds of families
and groups that picnic here!
As others have said, the loss of trees to build the fields would be tragic. Under the proposal, 44 trees would be
cut down, including the gigantic ancient sycamore tree. Although 12 of the trees would be transplanted, it would
still be a substantial loss of trees.
Please, do consider other alternatives for ball fields. Griffith Park was designated as City of Los Angeles
Historical Cultural Monument No. 942 in 2008. Let us honor and respect this important status which should offer
a layer of protection for Crystal Springs against the proposed ball fields.
Thank you.
Sincerely,
Mary J Button

https://mail.google.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=42bca99cdd&view=pt&search=inbox&th=13cd5be9794a0a83
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GREATER ECHO PARK ELYSIAN
NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL
Cathie Santo Domingo, P.E.
Recreational and Cultural Facilities Program
200 N. Spring Street, Room 2305
Los Angeles, CA 90012
VIA E-MAIL
March 11, 2013
Re: Griffith Park Crystal Springs New Baseball Fields
Dear Ms. Santo Domingo,
On behalf of the Greater Echo Park Elysian Neighborhood Council (GEPENC), I am writing to
officially rescind the letter of support for the Griffith Park Crystal Springs New Baseball Fields
Project previously submitted by the former GEPENC Board of Governors. It has been brought to
our attention that the Environmental Impact Report has not yet been completed, and until that
time we do not feel that it is appropriate that our Board either support or oppose the proposed
ball fields. We would appreciate it if you could confirm receipt of this letter. Please contact me
should you have any questions regarding the above.
Kind regards,
/s/
Ari Bessendorf
President
Greater Echo Park Elysian Neighborhood Council
Office: (213) 221-7052
Mobile: (213) 399-4005
ari.bessendorf@gepenc.org

4/2/13
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Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Fwd: Griffith Park Crystal Springs New Baseball Fields
1 message
Maria Martin <maria.martin@lacity.org>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Mon, Apr 1, 2013 at 10:23 AM

Norman,
Please review and process the attached letter.
Thanks,
---------- Forwarded message ---------From: Cathie Santo Domingo <cathie.santodomingo@lacity.org>
Date: Thu, Mar 28, 2013 at 2:52 PM
Subject: Fwd: Griffith Park Crystal Springs New Baseball Fields
To: "Drucker, Neil" <neil.drucker@lacity.org>, Maria Martin <maria.martin@lacity.org>, Sean Phan
<sean.phan@lacity.org>

FYI.
---------- Forwarded message ---------From: Ari Bessendorf <ari.bessendorf@gepenc.org>
Date: Mon, Mar 11, 2013 at 6:39 PM
Subject: Griffith Park Crystal Springs New Baseball Fields
To: cathie.santodomingo@lacity.org
Cc: jtoddwalker@gmail.com

Ms. Santo Domingo,

Please see our letter attached re: the Crystal Springs Baseball fields. We are withdrawing our letter of support
for the project.

I am copying the chair of our Planning and Land Use Committee, Todd Walker.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Kind regards,

Ari L. Bessendorf
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=bc83aa72d1&view=pt&search=inbox&th=13dc6a06a2ecdbe4

1/2

4/2/13

City of Los Angeles Mail - Fwd: Griffith Park Crystal Springs New Baseball Fields

President
Greater Echo Park Elysian Neighborhood Council
Office: (213) 221-7052
Mobile: (213) 399-4005
ari.bessendorf@gepenc.org

-Cathie Santo Domingo, P.E.
Planning, Construction, and Maintenance
Department of Recreation and Park s
Phone: 213 202-2668

-Maria Martin, Environmental Supervisor
Department of Public Works
Bureau of Engineering, EMG
1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Tel. (213) 485-5753 / Fax (213) 847-0656
Maria.Martin@lacity.org
GEPNEC Correspondence 2013-3-11 Re Griffith Park Ball Fields.pdf
45K

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=bc83aa72d1&view=pt&search=inbox&th=13dc6a06a2ecdbe4
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This version received from Prop K on 4/4/13

Original will be sent via US mail - per L. Demmers
e-mail of 2/22/13
See also e-mail below
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Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Re: Crystal Springs Ball Fields
1 message
Maria Martin <maria.martin@lacity.org>
Tue, Apr 2, 2013 at 10:07 AM
To: Linda Demmers <linda.demmers@gmail.com>
Cc: Neil Drucker <neil.drucker@lacity.org>, Sean Phan <sean.phan@lacity.org>, Norman Mundy
<norman.mundy@lacity.org>
Good Morning Linda,
I don't understand why these were returned. The address appears to be correct. Please note we did receive both
your January 17, 2013 and February 19, 2013 letters previously and have included them with our comments
received during the scoping process.
Regarding your question, our solicitation for comments is broad, and any relevant issues or concerns related to
environmental impacts that interested parties feel should be included in the draft Environmental Impact Report
(EIR), including alternatives, can be raised during this process.
Through our January 10, 2013 notice of preparation (NOP) of a draft EIR, we specifically requested "input from
responsible agencies, trustee agencies, stakeholders, and other interested parties on the scope and content of
the environmental information relevant to the statutory responsibilities of responsible and trustee agencies and to
the concerns of interested organizations and persons."
During the scoping meeting we held on January 24, 2013, we provided an opportunity for both verbal and written
comments from interested parties regarding potential environmental impacts that should be evaluated in the draft
EIR.
Please don't hesitate to call me if this is not clear or if you need additional information.
Regards,

On Fri, Mar 29, 2013 at 3:19 PM, Linda Demmers <linda.demmers@gmail.com> wrote:
Dear Ms. Martin,

Hard-copy versions of two draft EIR Scoping requests were returned by the U.S. Postal
Service undelivered (see attached).

Both were also previously sent electronically (copying in Neil Drucker), and the first was
submitted at the scoping meeting held in January 2013. We want to ensure both these
documents are part of the project comment file.

Also, we now believe we may have been operating under incorrect advisement regarding
scoping submissions of alternative site locations for the ball fields. Could you please clarify
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=bc83aa72d1&view=pt&search=inbox&th=13dcbb867bb4d745
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whether the L.A. Bureau of Engineering and Dept. of Recreation and Parks are now (or
were) soliciting alternative site locations in addition the Crystal Springs options and North
Atwater Park as part of the draft EIR process?

Please advise, so I may update our Governing Board.

Thank you.

Linda Demmers

Linda Demmers
Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council
President
District A Representative
323-428-8248
ldemmers@ggpnc.org

-Maria Martin, Environmental Supervisor
Department of Public Works
Bureau of Engineering, EMG
1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Tel. (213) 485-5753 / Fax (213) 847-0656
Maria.Martin@lacity.org

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=bc83aa72d1&view=pt&search=inbox&th=13dcbb867bb4d745
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