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Summary
The City is proposing the construction of two new youth baseball fields in one of three locations
being considered within Griffith Park. Under Alternative 1, Options A and B, the proposed project
would result in noticeable changes to visual setting as a result of the proposed alterations to the
physical landscape within a significant historic‐cultural landscape setting possessing moderately
high to high visual quality and a reduction of visual quality from moderately high to moderate. After
factoring in the compensatory design features proposed as part of the project—including project
siting on the periphery rather than the core of picnic areas, siting to avoid certain trees, and the
planting of new trees at a ratio of two to one to replace affected mature trees, etc.—the impact on
aesthetics would be significant and unavoidable.
Under Alternative 2, the proposed project changes to the physical landscape at the North Atwater
Park location would occur in a setting that does not possess significant historic‐cultural landscape
attributes, is adjoined by industrial uses, and possesses only moderate visual quality. Hence, there
would be no impact to aesthetics under Alternative 2.
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Introduction and Project Description
Introduction
The City is proposing the construction of two new youth baseball fields in one of three locations
being considered within Griffith Park (see Figures 1 and 2). An Initial Study was completed by the
City in January 2013, which concluded that additional technical studies and preparation of a Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) be initiated. These studies are being prepared with the City’s
Bureau of Engineering (LABOE) as the Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). The purpose of this visual impact analysis is to analyze the potential for project impacts
related to aesthetics.

Alternatives
Three alternatives are being considered as part of this technical study. Alternative 1 would locate
the proposed baseball fields within the Crystal Springs Picnic Area of the Park and include two
options (Option A, referred to as Alternative 1A, and Option B, referred to as Alternative 1B) for
placement of the fields. Alternative 2 would locate the baseball fields immediately across the I‐5
and the Los Angeles River, within the North Atwater Park area of Griffith Park. The alternatives are
described in more detail below.

Alternative 1, Option A – Crystal Springs North
The City is proposing to construct two youth baseball fields within the north Crystal Springs Picnic
Area of Griffith Park. Each baseball field would include a home plate, bases, a pitcher’s mound,
batters’ and catchers’ boxes, two dugouts (with two benches, approximately 20 seats each), two
bleachers, 16‐foot‐high outfield/perimeter fencing, natural grass, warm‐up areas, and a scoreboard
(refer to Figure 3 for the conceptual project layout under Alternative 1A). Landscaping and an
irrigation system would also be installed as would limited security lighting that would be
appropriately shielded and directed to avoid glare and spillover light effects. In addition, Alternative
1A would involve upgrades to the existing restroom facility. Restroom upgrades would be limited to
interior remodeling and measures to increase access for those with disabilities.
Under this alternative, seven picnic tables would be relocated within Griffith Park and within or near
the Crystal Springs Picnic Area. The northeast segment of the loop driveway, which currently
supports vehicle circulation around the Crystal Springs Picnic Area, would be removed to
accommodate the baseball fields (see Figure 3). As a result, five parking spaces would be removed
and two “hammerhead” turning circles would be created, replacing the existing access loop.

Alternative 1, Option B – Crystal Springs South
The baseball fields proposed under Alternative 1B would include the same elements proposed
under Alternative 1A. One baseball field would be located just southeast of Pote Field; the second
would be located southeast of the first field, in the area across from the loop driveway and parking
lot (see Figure 4). Alternative 1B would also involve upgrades to the existing restroom facility.
Restroom upgrades would be limited to interior remodeling and measures to increase access for
those with disabilities.
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To accommodate this alternative, 56 picnic tables would be relocated within Griffith Park within or
near the Crystal Springs Picnic Area. No changes to existing circulation or parking are anticipated
under this alternative. Limited security lighting that would be appropriately shielded and directed
to avoid glare and spillover lighting effects is also proposed.

Alternative 2 – North Atwater Park
Under Alternative 2, an existing softball field would be retrofitted to accommodate youth baseball
and a new youth baseball field would be constructed (see Figure 5). The existing backstop,
bleachers, and players’ benches would remain; 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 players’ benches would match those of the existing field. In addition,
limited security lighting that would be appropriately shielded and directed to avoid glare and
spillover lighting effects is proposed.
To accommodate this alternative, an existing basketball court and sand volleyball court would be
removed. In contrast with Alternative 1, Alternative 2 would displace only two picnic tables and one
barbeque unit. However, new picnic tables would be added to the area as part of the project.

Construction
Construction is anticipated to begin in the summer of 2015 and be completed in the summer of 2016
(approximately 12 months). Post‐construction activities (e.g., finalizing as‐built plans, training the
maintenance and operations staff regarding the use of the scoreboard, irrigation systems, security
lights, and other systems) would occur in the fall and winter of 2016–2017. The baseball fields would
be fully operational in the spring of 2017.
Currently, it is anticipated that Pote Field and a portion of the Crystal Springs Picnic Area would
remain open during construction of Alternative 1. Under Alternative 2, a portion of the North Atwater
Park area would also remain open during construction.
The analysis in this document assumes that, unless otherwise stated, the project would be designed,
constructed, and operated in compliance with all applicable laws, regulations, ordinances, and
formally adopted City standards, including, but not limited to:


Los Angeles Municipal Code



Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety Code



Bureau of Engineering Standard Plans



Urban Forest Program/Tree Care Manual



Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction



Work Area Traffic Control Handbook



Additions and Amendments to the Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction
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Regulatory Setting
This section summarizes all relevant City of Los Angeles (City) general plan, specific plan, and site‐
specific master plan policies governing aesthetics at Griffith Park, the Los Angeles River, and within
the Atwater neighborhood.

City of Los Angeles General Plan
The Los Angeles General Plan is comprised of a large number of elements, including both the
traditional state‐mandated elements (e.g., transportation, housing, conservation, etc.) that address
citywide topics, as well as several dozen community plans that serve, in essence, as the land use
element for that specific Los Angeles community. Griffith Park is located within both the Hollywood
Community Plan and Northeast Los Angeles Plan areas. A summary follows of the germane
aesthetics‐related planning policies presented in both these community plans.

Hollywood Community Plan
The Hollywood Community Plan (2013) provides a planning policy framework for the Hollywood
and Los Feliz communities, as well as the larger 25‐square‐mile area, which lies south of the U.S.
Highway 101(Ventura Freeway) and west of the Interstate 5 (I‐5).
A central premise of the Plan is that of guiding and encouraging appropriate community
development, while protecting historic resources, and integrating land use and transit
infrastructure. There are a total of six overall goals; however, only three of the six are pertinent to
Griffith Park. The first goal calls for the conservation of historic‐cultural resources. (Goal
LU.1)Related policies call for the protection of identified historic resources (Policy LU.1.10) and
require that development projects affecting designated historic resources conform to the Secretary
of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (Policy LU.1.12).
The Plan contains a list of proposed bikeways in the Los Feliz neighborhood, and within Griffith
Park, and references the Los Angeles River Bike Path. These include the following:


Los Feliz Boulevard (between Crystal Springs Drive and Griffith Park Boulevard);



Crystal Springs Drive (north from Los Feliz Boulevard);



Zoo Drive (between Crystal Springs Drive and Forest Lawn Boulevard);



Forest Lawn Drive (between Zoo Drive and Barham Boulevard); and



Mulholland Drive (from the Ventura Freeway west to Laurel Canyon Boulevard).

Improvement of open space, parks, and other types of public spaces is another goal of the
Hollywood Community Plan (Goal LU.4). Related policies include the following:


coordination with Caltrans to create landscape plans for freeway rights‐of‐way to provide better
screening of outdoor recreation areas (Policy LU.4.7);



maintaining and expanding open space adjoining waterways (Policy LU.4.8);



endorsement of the policies for park, walking/bicycling trail, and public art installation improvements
proposed as part of the Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan (Policy LU.4.9);and



supporting greater connectivity between existing trail systems, including establishing new trail
connections between Griffith Park and Elysian Park (Policy LU.4.13).
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Map 39, included in the document for informational purposes though not officially adopted as part
of the Hollywood Community Plan, depicts numerous unnamed equestrian trails in the highland
interior of Griffith Park, as well as a smaller number of trails in the easterly portion of the Park, in
and around Crystal Springs Drive, and extending east, and along the Los Angeles River.
Griffith Park is also referenced in the Plan’s sustainable land use and design goals and policies (Goal
LU.5). In an effort to encourage the joint use of public facilities, it endorses plans by the Los Angeles
Department of Water and Power (LADWP) to provide parkland atop the proposed Headworks
Reservoir (Policy LU.5.20).
In the Plan’s discussion of community facilities and infrastructure, Griffith Park is rather
prominently referenced, and specific recreational facilities within the Park, including the golf
courses, picnic areas, and hiking and equestrian trails are specifically mentioned as being important
recreational resources. Related community facilities and infrastructure policies include conserving,
maintaining, and promoting better utilization of the community’s recreational facilities and parks
(Policy CF.5.52); promoting safe and well‐maintained pedestrian and bicycle access to parks (Policy
CF.5.56); and supporting the Headworks Reservoir park development proposal (Policy CF.5.64).

Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan
The Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan Area, which lies east of the Los Angeles River, generally
south of the city of Glendale, and west of the city of Pasadena, provides a planning policy framework
for seven distinct neighborhoods falling within a geographical area covering 15,000 acres. The
Atwater Village neighborhood, which borders Griffith Park along the east side of the Los Angeles
River, includes North Atwater Park, and is within the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan Area.
The Plan classifies a majority of the land abutting the Los Angeles River on the east as open space.
Key issues identified in the Plan associated with aesthetics include: the lack of strong physical sense
of community identity; the unsightly appearance of the Los Angeles River and its lack of amenities;
the loss of scenic views, open space and historic resources; and the presence of unsightly and often
outdated infrastructure. The Plan proposes increased interagency coordination and cooperation to
facilitate the implementation of the contemplated improvements, which include greenway planning,
undergrounding of utilities, trail and bikeway development, and the multi‐purpose use of
government and school properties during non‐business hours.
Aesthetics‐related Plan goals, objectives, and policies include keeping a balance between new
development and the provision of adequate new open space sufficient to meet community health
and recreation needs (Goal 5). The related objective is to conserve, expand, maintain and better
utilize existing recreation and park facilities; the related policy is that of increasing accessibility to
potential parkland along the Los Angeles River (Objective 5‐1 and Policy 5‐1.2, respectively).
Bikeways and equestrian trails are addressed in the Plan’s discussion of non‐motorized
transportation goals (Goal 13). Policies related to that goal include assuring the identification and
linkage of local bikeways with those in neighboring areas of the city (Policy 13‐1.1). The discussion
specifically references desired improvements to the bikeway bordering Griffith Park that links
Riverside Drive and Forest Lawn Drive with the Los Angeles River bikeway.
The Plan’s goal calling for the preservation of cultural and architectural resources also addresses
aesthetics (Goal 14). Urban design guidelines are also presented in Chapter 5 of the Plan; however,
these concern only individual commercial, industrial and multi‐residential projects, and streetscape
design standards, and not policy guidance on park landscape matters.
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1978 Griffith Park Master Plan (Non‐adopted Local Plan)
Although not officially adopted, the 1978 Griffith Park Master Plan established an important
informal policy framework that has helped to guide planning and facilities development actions
within the Park over the last few decades. The Plan presents two overarching goals. The first goal is
that of creating greater visual coherence and visual quality, and establishing park gateways to
provide a sense of arrival and orientation to visitors. The second goal is the establishment of a
balanced mobility system utilizing mass transit, automobile, pedestrian, and bicycle access to and
within the Park, including better connections between the existing Park parking areas.
Six focal areas are identified in the Plan. These include, from northwest to south, Valley Gateway
(Forest Lawn Drive), Toyon Meadow (Park wilderness area), Green Park Corridor (connections
between Valley Gateway and other popular attractions within the easterly portion of the Park),
Natural Zone (Park interior), Zoo Gateway, and the Los Feliz (Boulevard) Gateway. Crystal Springs
was not highlighted as a focal area in the Master Plan.
Other more specific aesthetics‐related objectives include:


enhancing the beauty and scale of the vast natural areas in order to promote the Park’s scenic and
open space values;



improving and expanding trail systems;



improving the visual and environmental quality of developed recreation areas at Park entrances as
well as around the perimeter of the Park;



making efficient use of existing facilities and developed areas prior to utilizing additional parklands
for new facilities;



integrating new facilities into the Park landscape in such a way “...as to strengthen the Park’s image
and to complement the recreational environment;”



continuing “the established civic function” of Griffith Park;



achieving better Park edge definition (use of earth berms and native and riparian landscape
elements);



rehabilitating natural vegetation; and



developing outlying parcels for use as athletic fields (e.g., north‐bound Zoo off‐ramp parcel).

Although the Plan includes an implementation program, none of its proposed actions is pertinent to
either the Crystal Springs Picnic Area or North Atwater Park location.

The 2013 Griffith Park Vision Plan (Non‐adopted Local Plan)
During 2013, the City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks released the draft “Vision
Plan for Griffith Park: An Urban Wilderness Identity.” This document has not been formally adopted.
The Vision Plan states that Griffith Park, as a whole, should retain an urban wilderness identity. The
Vision Plan states that “there is a growing recognition that one of the Park’s greatest values for 21st
century Los Angeles is its ability to reconnect people with the natural world.”
The Vision Plan calls out a variety of resources for their historic use, character, or significance. The
resources that are called out include: Fern Dell, the Feliz Adobe, Municipal Plunge, the curb systems,
the Griffith Observatory, the picnic grounds, the horse‐keeping neighborhood of Atwater Village

Visual Impact Assessment
Griffith Park Crystal Springs New Baseball Fields Project

10

October 2013
ICF 00327.13

Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering

(located outside Griffith Park), Travel Town, the Walt Disney Barn, and the Greek Theater. Although
Crystal Springs is not highlighted, overall goals for the Park’s developed picnic areas are presented,
including that of managing and protecting “the natural environment and natural open space quality”
of each picnic area.
The Vision Plan includes the following goals and objectives that are specific to aesthetics within the
Park:


improving trail linkages between Griffith Park, Elysian Park and the Los Angeles River;



restoring degraded historical features; completing the pedestrian/equestrian bridge over the Los
Angeles River to connect Atwater Village to the Park;



transitioning from existing non‐permeable parking lot surface materials to permeable materials over
time;



minimizing urban intrusions into the Park’s wilderness area; and



evaluating new uses, programs, and facilities and the expansion of existing uses against the primary
goal preserving the Park’s natural attributes and its urban wilderness identity.

The Plan presents six overall design principles. These include the following:


having new construction utilize stone and stucco with natural and mute colors appropriate to the
Park’s natural character;



sustainable development;



accessibility;



the use of park furnishings that convey a natural outdoors character;



use of lighting systems that avoid light pollution; and



the use of simple, muted wayfinding signage and graphics that employ earth tones and natural
colors.

Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan
The key premise guiding the Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan (LRRMP) is that of
enhancing the health quality for area residents by restoring the significant hydrologic, biological and
recreational resources that were lost when the river was re‐engineered in the 1930s to meet flood
control purposes to the exclusion of other needs.
Four overall goals are presented in the Plan, including the following:


revitalizing the river by creating a continuous riparian habitat corridor, and restoring the river’s
hydrologic functioning;



greening adjacent neighborhoods by establishing a river greenway, creating a stronger river design
identity, creating better public access to the river, introducing public art, and repurposing river‐
adjacent, under‐utilized property;



promoting community opportunities by establishing guidelines for environmentally sensitive urban
design, landscape, and development for the river that will create economic development
opportunities calibrated to improve river‐adjacent communities; and
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creating value by improving the quality of life of local residents, and enhancing the attractiveness of
the river through sustainable, environmentally‐sensitive urban design that also celebrates the
cultural heritage of the river.

Other more specific aesthetics‐related policies include the following:


enhancing river flood storage and water quality by implementing a landscape‐based water quality
treatment approach that includes the development of terraces within the channel and green strips
along the top of the riverbanks to treat stormwater runoff from adjacent streets (Recommendations
4.6 and 4.7, respectively);



enabling safe river public access that includes creating opportunities for temporary pools and lakes
for water‐based recreational activities (Recommendation 4:9); and



restoring a functional riparian ecosystem along the river by creating a continuous riparian corridor
and connecting the corridor to other habitat and migration routes (Recommendations 4.13 and 4.14,
respectively).

City of Los Angeles Conservation Element
The City of Los Angeles Conservation Element (2001) of the General Plan contains goals and policies
concerning equestrian trails in and adjoining Griffith Park. It notes the presence of approximately 54
miles of riding trails within the Park; the importance of the Equestrian Center as a site for major
local, national, and even international equine events; as well as the presence of a regionally
significant cluster of equine boarding facilities adjoining the Park. Related policies include the
continued expansion and maintenance of trail linkages that support equestrian use (Policy 3).
Section 15 of the Conservation Element contains goals and policies concerning scenic vistas. It
describes the Santa Monica Mountains, which define a great portion of the landscape within Griffith
Park, as the most important visible topographic feature throughout much of Los Angeles. It defines
scenic vistas as being “...panoramic public view access to natural features, including views of the
ocean, striking or unusual natural terrain, or unique urban or historic features,” with public access
occurring from parklands as well as private and publically‐owned sites, and the public right‐of‐way
(page II‐47). Related policies and programs acknowledge scenic vistas as being irreplaceable
resources and propose the protection and reinforcement of natural and scenic vistas to ensure that
roads and utility infrastructure are planned and constructed in a manner that minimizes impacts to
natural terrain and scenic areas.

County of Los Angeles General Plan
The County of Los Angeles General Plan (1993) contains goals and policies pertaining to scenic
resources and is germane to the Los Angeles River, which is under the jurisdiction of the County and
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and borders Griffith Park. One of the stated goals is that of preserving
aesthetic resources and protecting the environment. Related policies include protecting areas that
have significant natural resources and scenic values, including significant ecological areas (Policy
15); developing community parks in areas of greatest deficiency, and utilizing opportunities to
preserve large natural and scenic areas (Policy 21).
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City of Los Angeles Tree Preservation Ordinance
City Ordinance number 177404 (2006), as amended, regulates the removal of Southern California
native tree species commonly found in Griffith Park when those trees measure four inches or more
in cumulative diameter, or four and one‐half feet above the ground level at the base of the tree.
Protected tree species include: nearly all indigenous oak trees of the genus Quercus; Black Walnut
(Juglans californica); California Sycamore (Platanus racemosa), and California Bay trees
(Umbellularia californica).All trees meeting the criteria above will be considered potential visual
resources for the purposes of this analysis.
Removal or relocation of protected trees requires a permit from the Board of Public Works. Removal
or relocation are defined as “any act that will cause a protected tree to die, including but not limited
to acts that inflict damage upon the root system or other part of the tree by fire, application of toxic
substances, operation of equipment or machinery, or by changing the natural grade of land by
excavation or filling the drip line area around the trunk.”
A protected tree report must be submitted to the Board of Public Works to apply for a tree removal permit.

City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks Tree
Preservation Policy
The City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks (DRP) established the Tree
Preservation Policy as a regulatory tool to provide additional protections to urban forest trees
within parks beyond the protections regulated by the City of Los Angeles Tree Preservation
Ordinance. In addition to the trees protected by the Tree Preservation Ordinance, the Tree
Preservation Policy regulates protection of Heritage, Special Habitat Value, and Common Park trees.
Such trees are considered potential visual resources for the purposes of this analysis. The definitions
of each are included below:


Heritage trees are individual trees of any size or species that are specifically designated as
heritage because of their historical, commemorative, or horticultural significance. Heritage trees
are protected trees. The Heritage Trees list can be obtained from DRP’s Griffith
Maintenance/Forestry Division. Before a Heritage tree is pruned, damaged, relocated, or
removed, recommendations from DRP staff arborists must be obtained. The Forestry Arborist
makes a recommendation to the General Manager of Recreation and Parks for removal. The
General Manager or designee must make the final approval before the tree(s) can be removed.



Special Habitat Value trees are protected trees and include three of the tree species covered
under the City of Los Angeles Tree Preservation Ordinance, including California Black Walnut,
California Sycamore and California Bay, as well as other shrubs and trees found within the
confines of Griffith Park, such as Toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia), Hollyleaf Cherry (Prunus
ilicifolia), Catalina Cherry (Prunus lyonii), Fremont Cottonwood (Populus fremontii), and at least
four species of willow. Before a Special Habitat Value tree is pruned, damaged, relocated, or
removed, recommendations from DRP staff arborists must be obtained. The Forestry Arborist
makes a recommendation to the General Manager for removal. The General Manager or
designee must make the final approval before the tree can be removed.



Common Park Trees provide aesthetic, sentimental, economical, and environmental value. Every
tree in the city of Los Angeles’ parks is recognized as a valuable asset and must be protected.
The Forestry Arborist may recommend removal.
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Environmental Setting
Griffith Park is the largest recreational and open space area in the city of Los Angeles. Griffith Park
encompasses more than 4,200 acres of land, serving a variety of active and passive recreation
functions. Three golf courses are located within the boundaries of the Park, including the 18‐hole
Harding Municipal Golf Course and the 18‐hole Wilson Municipal Golf Course, both of which are
located on the east side of the Park, adjacent to Interstate 5 (I‐5), and the nine‐hole Roosevelt
Municipal Golf Course, located on the southern park boundary. Griffith Park also has an extensive
54‐mile network of hiking and equestrian trails, made up of wide fire roads and narrower paths,
most of which connect to undeveloped hillsides (see Figures 1 and 2).
The project area lies south of, and adjoins, the easterly portions of the Santa Monica Mountains,
which are part of the Peninsular Range extending from Southern California to the tip of Baja
California in Mexico. There is great topographic variation within Griffith Park, ranging from 384 to
1,625 feet above mean sea level (msl). Mirroring the topographic variation is a large range in plant
communities found with and adjoining the Park. Native mixed chaparral and mixed scrub growth
cover the hillsides and hilltops at the higher elevations, while lower elevations include oak and
walnut woodlands, and areas with designed landscapes featuring large areas of grass turf and
ornamental shade trees comprised of native species (e.g., California Sycamores, California Bay, and
native oaks) as well as non‐native tree species. Riparian vegetation can be found in the Park’s deep
hillside canyons as well as along portions of the Los Angeles River.
The Los Angeles River, which begins in Canoga Park at the confluence of the Arroyo Calabasas and
Bell Creek, extends approximately 51 miles east to Griffith Park and then heads south through the
Glendale Narrows, continuing southward from that location past downtown Los Angeles, eventually
emptying into Long Beach Harbor. The Glendale Narrows section of the river features both gravel
bars as well as riparian vegetation. Water flow supporting this vegetation is variable from season to
season and consists largely of reclaimed effluent during much of the year and large volumes of
runoff from winter storms during the wet season. The Park is considered to be an important stop for
migratory birds, and serves as a corridor for wildlife movement between the Santa Monica and San
Gabriel Mountains (LARRMP Final PEIR/PEIS). Therefore, birdwatchers and other wildlife
enthusiasts are among the sensitive viewing groups who patronize the Park.
Actively managed portions of Griffith Park (i.e., areas that need regular maintenance, such as grass
cutting, trash pick‐up, etc.), aside from the golf courses, include the Crystal Springs Picnic Area, Park
Center, Ferraro Athletic Fields, Griffith Park Dog Park, and North Atwater Park. Park Center features
play equipment for children, picnic tables, barbecue pits, restrooms, four tennis courts, an open
lawn, a merry‐go‐round, and equestrian and hiking trails. The Ferraro Athletic Fields complex is a
26‐acre facility with five regulation and two practice soccer and rugby fields, which are available for
City‐sponsored and independent leagues by reservation. The Griffith Park Dog Park, located
adjacent to the Ferraro Athletic Fields, is a 1.6‐acre fenced area for off‐leash dogs. The Crystal
Springs Picnic Area and North Atwater Park are described in detail below.
In addition to the more traditional park environs, Griffith Park is also home to a number of cultural
and scientific institutions, including the Griffith Observatory, Autry Museum of Western Heritage,
the Hollywood Sign, Fern Dell Nature Museum, Travel Town Museum, Greek Theatre, and a bird
sanctuary. The Los Angeles Zoo and the Los Angeles Equestrian Center, although managed
separately from Griffith Park itself, are within the Park’s boundaries.
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Crystal Springs Picnic Area
The Crystal Springs Picnic Area is located between Crystal Springs Drive and I‐5 on the eastern edge
of Griffith Park. Surrounding land uses include a pedestrian and equestrian trail, I‐5, and the
Los Angeles River to the east; Wilson and Harding Municipal Golf Courses to the north; Park Center
to the west; and undeveloped hillsides to the south and southwest. Vehicular access to/from the site
is available from Crystal Springs Drive, which extends north to Zoo Drive for I‐5 and SR‐134 access
and south to the Los Feliz Boulevard entrance. A total of 265 parking spaces are provided at the
Crystal Springs Picnic Area. A total of 357 trees are found in the Crystal Springs Picnic Area, a third
of which are 10 feet tall or less. Just under a third are between 10 and 30 feet tall, and just over a
third are more than 30 feet tall.
The Crystal Springs Picnic Area has four developed spaces, which are separated by a paved access
loop that allows for circulation on the site (see Figure 6). The area located closest to Crystal Springs
Drive is the Park Ranger Station and Visitors Center. The buildings include office space for Park
rangers as well as an auditorium, which is available for public use by reservation (see Figure 6, Area
1).
Situated just east of the Park Ranger Station and Visitors Center, is Pote Field portion of the Crystal
Springs Picnic Area, which provides a regulation baseball diamond (see Figure 6, Area 2). The area
beyond the outfield has natural turf and trees of varying sizes, most of which are 10 feet tall or less.
A mobile storage unit that advertises bicycle rentals is set up in the parking area adjacent to right
field. Pote Field is used by Los Angeles Community College baseball teams and several area high
schools for practices and games.
Located northeast and east of Pote Field, is the largest contiguous area within the Crystal Springs
Picnic Area. It contains all 119 of the site’s picnic tables, all of its outdoor grills, play equipment for
children, a volleyball court, and restrooms (see Figure 6, Area 3). This section of the park also
contains a sizable area of natural turf for passive recreation as well as a large number of mature
trees. Located to its south is a smaller grass‐covered area with numerous trees wedged between the
paved access loop, equestrian trail, and I‐5 (see Figure 6, Area 4). The only manmade elements on
the triangular site are a small abandoned building at the southern tip of the grass field; small
corrugated metal buildings located west of the field, assumed to be used by Park maintenance staff.

North Atwater Park
Officially part of Griffith Park, North Atwater Park, which is located immediately east across the I‐5
and the Los Angeles River, is approximately 0.25 mile from the Crystal Springs Picnic Area (see
Figure 5). The only access to North Atwater Park, at present, is from existing roadways on the east
side of the Los Angeles River. Adjacent land uses are dominated by industrial/facilities operations
activities, and include the Department of Recreation and Parks’ Central Service Yard to the north
and east, as well as equestrian facilities (located to the east and south), and the Los Angeles River to
the west. Farther east, a densely developed single‐family neighborhood adjoins the industrial and
equestrian uses immediately surrounding the Park.
North Atwater Park, contains a baseball/softball field, a regulation outdoor basketball court, play
equipment for children, a volleyball court, and restrooms. It is not a contributing component of the
cultural landscape defined as part of the Griffith Park HCM. The Marshall High School softball team
uses the field at North Atwater Park for practices and games. In addition, a recently completed
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expansion of North Atwater Park, in the area toward the Los Angeles River, includes an
approximately three‐acre open space with picnic areas, native landscaping, walking paths, and an
outdoor children’s classroom space. Plans to connect North Atwater Park to the rest of Griffith Park
by constructing a bridge across the Los Angeles River would allow cyclists, pedestrians, and
horseback riders to access the Los Angeles River Bike Path and the rest of Griffith Park through a
tunnel beneath I‐5.
A total of 64 trees are found in North Atwater Park, 14 percent of which are 10 feet tall or less, just
under a third are between 10 and 30 feet tall, and just over half are more than 30 feet tall.

Environmental Impact Analysis
Methodology
The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) contains some 14 screening criteria pertaining to aesthetics
(e.g., the degree of contrast between proposed and existing features in the visual setting, effects on
scenic resources, and view obstruction). It also contains specific criteria for analyzing glare and
shade/shadow effects. The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, combined with the State CEQA Guidelines'
Appendix G screening criteria, provide the key analytical framework and guide the visual impact
assessment process for the proposed project. This is augmented by the methodology developed by
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) because the FHWA methodology has become the
industry standard for performing visual impacts assessments for local government non‐highway‐
related projects, irrespective of whether there is federal project participation and a NEPA review
component. The FHWA methodology calls for analysis of the project viewshed (i.e., those areas that
can be easily seen within the project setting), using the criteria vividness, intactness, and visual unity
captured in key views to assess the level of visual quality present both before and after the project is
implemented. Photographic documentation of the Park and the project viewshed was undertaken to
support such analysis and to convey graphically the resulting with‐/without‐project implications in
visual terms.
The FHWA guidelines’ evaluative framework defines the visual setting in terms of landscape units or
key views. For ease of analysis, due to the defined, compact nature of the project area and the fairly
homogeneous character of the related viewshed(s)(e.g., the constrained sight lines from Park
Central to Crystal Springs Picnic Area due to topographic variation and landscape features, and
other obstructions), this assessment uses a key view approach in lieu of the landscape unit
approach.
A viewshed comprises all the surface areas visible from an observer’s viewpoint, and its limits are
defined as the visual limits of the views from the sites of the proposed project alternatives. The
viewshed also accounts for the locations of viewers likely to be affected by visual changes brought
about by the proposed project.
Within the evaluative framework, changes in the quality and character of visual resources in the
viewshed are assessed with respect to viewer response, as discussed in the following sections.
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Determining Visual Character and Quality
Visual Character
The visual character of a view is described by the topography, land use, form, color, line, texture, and
natural resources depicted in the view. The assessment of the visual character is intended to be
descriptive rather than evaluative based on defined attributes, such as physical traits, including
pattern character traits—the dominance, scale, and diversity or continuity of visual elements.

Visual Quality
Visual quality refers to the aesthetics of a view. Determining the quality of a view can be subjective
because it is based in part on the viewer’s values and notions about what constitutes a quality
setting. In an effort to establish a more objective framework, this assessment combines the
evaluative criteria (i.e., vividness, intactness, and unity) and qualitative rankings (low, medium, and
high) presented in the FHWA guidelines with the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide criteria.
This method is intended to correlate with public judgments of visual quality well enough to predict
those judgments. This approach to evaluating visual quality can also help identify specific methods
for mitigating each adverse impact that may occur as a result of a project. The three criteria for
evaluating visual quality are defined as follows:


Vividness is the visual power or memorability of landscape components as they combine in
distinctive visual patterns;



Intactness is the visual integrity of the natural and human‐built landscape and its freedom from
encroaching elements. It can be present in well‐kept urban and rural landscapes, as well as in natural
settings; and



Unity is the visual coherence and compositional harmony of the landscape considered as a whole. It
frequently attests to the careful design of individual human‐made components in the landscape.

Views of high quality often have topographic relief, a variety of vegetation, rich colors, impressive
scenery, and unique natural and/or built features. In addition to their use as descriptors, vividness,
unity, and intactness are used more objectively as part of a rating system to assess a landscape’s
visual quality. Visual quality is evaluated using the following equation taken from provided in the
FHWA guidelines:
Visual Quality = Vividness + Intactness + Unity
3
Utilizing a rating scale of from 0 through 7, with 0 representing low visual quality and 7
representing high visual quality, high visual quality is equivalent to visual quality rating numbers 5.5
through 7. In contrast with the descriptors of high visual quality described above, views of medium
quality may have interesting but minor landforms, some variety in vegetation and color, and/or
moderate scenery (equivalent to visual quality rating numbers 3.5 through 5.4). Views of low quality
have uninteresting features, little variety in vegetation and color, uninteresting scenery, and/or
common elements (equivalent to visual quality rating numbers 0 through 3.4).
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Viewer Response
Viewer response is comprised of two elements: viewer sensitivity and viewer exposure. These
elements combine to form a method of predicting how the public might react to visual changes
brought about by a development project.
Viewer exposure is typically assessed by measuring the number of viewers exposed to the resource
change, type of viewer activity, duration of their view, speed at which the viewer moves, and
position of the viewer. High viewer exposure heightens the importance of early consideration of
design, art, and architecture and their roles in managing the visual resource effects of a project.
Because objects in the foreground have more detail, views from nearby locations are more detailed
compared to objects that are indistinguishable in the distance. Viewers would experience visibility
of a proposed project to varying degrees in a particular viewshed, depending on distance or other
intervening structures or obstacles.
Viewer sensitivity is defined both as the viewer’s concern for scenic quality and the viewer’s
response to change in the visual resources that make up the view. Local values and goals may confer
visual significance on landscape components and areas that would otherwise appear unexceptional
in a visual resource analysis. The sensitivity of viewers in their perception of visual quality, as well
as their sensitivity to changes in visual quality, varies based on familiarity with the view, as well as
their sense of ownership of the view, and the nature of the viewer’s activity while receiving the view.
These factors, in turn, determine how much attention that person focuses on the view.
For example, residential viewers typically have a high sensitivity to visual quality and changes in
visual quality because of their familiarity with the view over a period of time, investment in the area
(e.g., homeowners or long‐time residents), and sense of ownership of the view. By contrast,
commuting motorists, if traveling simply to get from one place to another for work, or while doing
errands, normally have an average level of sensitivity. Nonetheless, those same motorists, when they
are traveling for pleasure, are more sensitive to their surroundings. The level of that sensitivity
increases based upon the degree of familiarity the viewer has with the visual setting and the
viewer’s concern for scenic quality (e.g., Griffith Park visitors who regularly visit the Park).

Recreational Viewers
Recreational viewers in Griffith Park include a wide range of Park patrons who have differing levels
of sensitivity to potential visual changes in the Park. These include occasional visitors using the
picnic areas or visiting cultural facilities, such as the Zoo, Autry National Center, and Griffith
Observatory, as well as recreationists who may visit the Park on a weekly or several‐time‐weekly
basis. Such recreationists include participants in team sports activities, runners, walkers and hikers,
bicyclists, and equestrians. Birdwatchers are also presumed to be present primarily in the
wilderness portions of the Park.
Bicyclists, runners, walkers, hikers, and equestrians are presumed to be sensitive viewing groups
because they are often frequent Park visitors and are familiar with the Park’s visual resources and
choose the locations for their activities, prompted, in part, by an appreciation for the Park’s historic‐
cultural and aesthetic character.
By contrast, participants in team sports activities (e.g., baseball, soccer) are presumed to be a less
sensitive viewing group because, as participants in fast‐moving team recreational activities, their
attention is generally intently focused on the playfield activities rather than on features outside the
field of play that are glimpsed in the broader visual setting.
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Golfers are also presumed to be a less sensitive viewing group as a whole, because although their
activities outdoors occur at a slower pace than those of team sports participants, their attention
tends to be focused on the field of play within the boundaries of the golf course. The large expanse of
the golf course ranges and the perimeter landscape elements that often define the courses’ borders
also serve to confine many close‐in and mid‐frame views to the golf range, with only especially large
tall objects (e.g., mountain ridgelines) appearing as far‐off backdrop elements.

Key Views
Because it is not feasible to analyze all the potential views of the proposed project, it is necessary to
select a number of key viewpoints that would most clearly display the visual effects of the proposed
project at representative locations within its setting. Key views also represent the primary viewer
groups that would potentially be affected by the proposed project.
For purposes of this analysis, a view is considered key if at least one of the following circumstances
applies:


Visual resources are present, regardless of the quality of the view. The sensitivity of the affected
viewer group is medium or high, and the duration of the view is long‐term.



The quality of the view is medium or high, regardless of whether visual resources are present. The
sensitivity of the viewer group is medium or high, and the duration of the view is long‐term.



The view is distinct, clear, and unobstructed from the street to adjacent businesses and is viewed
regularly by a large number of commuters. In this case, the viewer sensitivity is medium, and the
view is long‐term.

Key observation points (KOPs) identify key views that document the visual character and quality of
the Park in highly representative ways. The analysis identified three such specific views that would
be altered to some degree by the proposed project. They include the following vantages:
KOP 1: Alternative 1, Option A Location, Crystal Springs Picnic Area‐Northerly Border. The view is
looking southwest;
KOP 2: Alternative 1, Option B Location, Crystal Springs Picnic Area‐Southerly Border. The view is
looking southeast toward the far southeast corner of the Crystal Springs Picnic Area; and
KOP 3: Alternative 2, North Atwater Park. View is looking southwest across the Park toward I‐5.
These KOPs are supplemented by a series of views—29 in total—that document the visual character
of the project alternatives sites and some of the defining elements in the adjoining visual setting.
These can be found in Appendix A – Photos of Representative Views. Figure 13 in Appendix A shows
the locations and directions of views (vantages), for both the KOPs and representative views,
captured in each photograph.

Thresholds of Significance
A combination of the State CEQA Guidelines' Appendix G screening criteria and the L.A. CEQA
Thresholds Guide (2006) aesthetics‐related criteria are used as the basis for assessing significant
visual impacts.
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State CEQA Guidelines
The State CEQA Guidelines were used to determine whether the proposed project would have a
significant environmental effect. The proposed project was considered to have a significant effect on
visual resources if it would:


Cause a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista;



Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings within a state scenic highway;



Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings; or



Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views
in the area.

L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide
In addition, the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide identifies the following factors to consider when
determining the significance of impacts with respect to aesthetics, view obstruction, and nighttime
illumination. These are the following:
1. The amount or relative proportion of existing features or elements that substantially contribute
to the valued visual character or image of a neighborhood, community, or localized area, which
would be removed, altered, or demolished;
2. The amount of natural open space to be graded or developed;
3. The degree to which proposed structures in natural open space areas would be effectively
integrated into the aesthetics of the site, through appropriate design, etc.;
4. The degree of contrast between proposed features and existing features that represent the
area’s valued aesthetic image;
5. The degree to which a proposed zone change would result in buildings that would detract from
the existing style or image of the area due to density, height, bulk, setbacks, signage, or other
physical elements;
6. The degree to which the project would contribute to the area’s aesthetic value;
7. Applicable guidelines and regulations;
8. The nature and quality of recognized or valued views (such as natural topography, settings,
man‐made or natural features of visual interest, and resources such as mountains or the ocean);
9. Whether the project affects views from a designated scenic highway, corridor, or parkway;
10. The extent of obstruction (e.g., total blockage, partial interruption, or minor diminishment);
11. The extent to which the project affects recognized views available from a length of a public
roadway, bike path, or trail, as opposed to a single, fixed vantage point;
12. The change in ambient illumination levels as a result of project sources; and
13. The extent to which project lighting would spill off the project site and affect adjacent light‐
sensitive areas.; and
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14. Whether shadow‐sensitive uses would be shaded by project‐related structures for more than
3 hours between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. Pacific Standard Time (between late
October and early April), or for more than 4 hours between the hours of 9 a.m. and 5 p.m. Pacific
Daylight Time (between early April and late October).

Construction Impacts
Alternative 1
Alternative 1 includes two options for the siting of two new baseball fields in the Crystal Springs
Picnic Area of Griffith Park. Although the picnic area space, and the landscape and hardscape
elements in it that pre‐date 1959 are loosely defined as character‐defining features within the larger
park‐wide cultural landscape described in the 2009 Griffith Park Historic–Cultural Monument
(HCM) nomination, they are not specifically enumerated as significant character‐defining
components of the HCM. Mature trees are a significant landscape feature of the project area, though
it is uncertain which trees are from the HCM period of significance (i.e., pre‐1959). The Crystal
Springs Picnic Area, as defined in visual terms by road placements, topography, landscaping,
culverts and swales, and other pre‐1959 structures, is both a historic landscape as well as a visual
setting of high visual quality because the visual elements in it possess relatively high degrees of
vividness and unity.
As part of the construction of the two youth baseball fields, each would feature two dugout areas
containing two benches with approximately 20 seats each, two sets of bleachers, warm‐up areas,
new natural grass turf, a scoreboard, as well as 16‐foot‐tall fencing along the perimeter of the
outfield. Key components of the proposed project will be the re‐grading required to create new
baseball fields; the introduction of greater areas devoted to baseball fields than currently exists at
these locations; the removal of mature native trees, in accordance with City policy, and lawn space;
and relocation of picnicking‐related furniture, such as benches and tables. Some mature native trees
as well as younger trees (with trunk diameters of 5 inches or less) would be removed, and new trees
would be planted at a ratio of at least two to one to replace trees. As a result, there would be a
noticeable change to the visual setting due to the removal of mature trees and the introduction of
playfields and their related objects (e.g., perimeter fencing, bleachers), which would contrast with
the adjoining more naturalistic landscape.

Option A (Alternative 1A)
Under Alternative 1 A, seven picnic tables in the northern portion of the main picnic area (see
Figure 3) would be removed from the site of the new baseball fields at the start of construction
activities and later relocated within Griffith Park to an area yet to be determined. Construction
activities would include grass turf, re‐grading of the terrain, and the removal of 46 mature trees and
12 young oak trees (see Figures 7 and 8)—the affected trees include native species, such as
California Sycamore and Walnut trees, live oaks, as well as 11 Heritage trees. All trees slated for
permanent removal would be replaced at a ratio of at least two trees for every one removed, with
preference given to planting new trees at locations near existing locations.
The construction process would extend over a period of approximately one year, beginning during
summer 2015 and reaching completion during summer 2016. During construction, the picnic areas
and adjoining access roads and equestrian trails would be fully accessible, with the exception of the
fenced‐off construction sites for the youth baseball fields. This means that the visual changes would
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be fully evident to
visually‐sensitive park‐
goers that utilize trails
bordering Crystal
Springs Picnic Area.
Such sensitive viewers
include recreationists,
such as walkers,
runners, bicyclists, and
equestrians, who visit
the Park on a regular
basis, and who would
likely be present
throughout the
construction period.
In addition to the
removal of familiar
landscape features, the
construction process
Figure 7: Overview, Crystal Springs Picnic Area (Option A),
would include the
Looking Northeast
installation of
barricading on portions of bordering access roads, and the fencing off of the construction area,
including fencing intended to protect bordering native tree specimens from inadvertent damage.
Construction equipment such as grading excavators, scrapers, dozers, tractors, loaders, backhoes,
and forklifts, as well as portable generators needed to provide power to electrical equipment, would
also be present temporarily for periods extending over several months duration. Water trucks
would also visit the construction site on a several‐time daily basis during the excavation process to
ensure that blowing dust is suppressed.
Staging may require a small fraction of the available parking spaces (i.e., only 1.9 percent of the
existing 265 parking spaces) to be temporarily occupied by construction vehicles and equipment,
calling further attention to the visual disruptions within the viewshed associated with the
construction process. However, the small reduction in parking spaces is not expected to reduce
access for park‐goers during the construction period.

Option B (Alternative 1B)
Under Alternative 1 B, 56 of the 119 total picnic tables would be removed from the site of the new
baseball fields in the southwestern portion of the Crystal Springs Picnic Area at the start of
construction activities (Figure 4) and later relocated within Griffith Park to an area yet to be
determined. In addition to the removal of picnic tables from the area, construction activities
would include grass turf, re‐grading of the terrain, and the removal of 73 trees—some of them
juveniles, others mature—including four California Sycamores and two coastal live oaks, both
species being native trees. In addition, five of these affected trees are considered Heritage trees. .
All trees slated for permanent removal would be replaced at a ratio of at least two trees for every
one removed, with preference given to planting new trees at locations near existing locations.
Although a portion of the tables would be temporarily unavailable to picnickers, the entire Crystal
Springs Picnic Area (including both the Option A and Option B locations) contains 63 additional
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picnic tables that would continue to be available
to park‐goers for use during the construction
period, outside of the construction sites. The
Crystal Springs Picnic Area, therefore, would be
largely accessible during the construction period,
with the exception of the fenced‐off construction
sites where the new baseball fields are proposed.
This means that visually sensitive park‐goers,
including recreationists such as walkers, runners,
and equestrians, would witness the changes
throughout the construction period.
In addition to the removal of familiar landscape
features, the construction process would include
the installation of barricading on portions of
bordering access roads, and the fencing off of the
construction area, including fencing intended to
protect bordering native tree specimens from
inadvertent damage. Construction equipment,
such as grading excavators, scrapers, dozers,
tractors, loaders, backhoes, and forklifts, as well as
portable generators needed to provide power to
electrical equipment, would also be present
temporarily for periods extending over several
months duration. Water trucks would also visit the
construction site on a several‐time daily basis
during the excavation process to ensure that dust
impacts are avoided.

Figure 8: Representative California
Sycamore Tree, Crystal Springs Picnic Area

Although the small reduction in parking spaces is not expected to reduce access for park‐goers during
the construction period, staging activities may require a small fraction of the available parking spaces
(i.e., only 1.9 percent of the existing 265 parking spaces) to be temporarily occupied by construction
vehicles and equipment. This will call further Park patron attention to the visual disruptions within the
viewshed associated with the construction process.

Alternative 2
Under Alternative 2, the existing softball field would be retrofitted to accommodate youth baseball
activities and an additional youth baseball field would be constructed (see Figure 5). The existing
backstop, bleachers, and players’ benches would remain; 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 players’ benches would match those of the existing field. Only two
picnic tables would be removed from the site of the new baseball fields near the center portion of
the North Atwater Park picnic area at the start of construction activities. In addition to the removal
of two picnic tables from the area, construction activities would include grass turf, some re‐grading
of the terrain, and the removal of 28 trees (see Figure 9). Of the 28 trees, only four are protected
species; all four of which are California Sycamores. No Heritage trees are present at this location. All
trees slated for removal would be replaced in kind at a ratio of at least two trees for every one
removed, with preference given to planting new trees at locations near existing locations.
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In addition to the
removal of mature
trees, the construction
process would include
the fencing off of the
construction area,
including some fencing
intended to protect
bordering trees from
inadvertent damage.
Construction
equipment, such as
grading excavators,
scrapers, dozers,
tractors, loaders,
backhoes, and forklifts,
as well as portable
generators needed to
provide power to
electrical
equipment,
Figure 9: Overview, North Atwater Park, Looking Southwest
would also be present
temporarily for periods extending over several months duration. Water trucks would also visit the
construction site on a several‐time daily basis during the excavation process to ensure that blowing
dust impacts are avoided.
Visually sensitive park‐goers, including recreationists such as equestrians from the nearby
equestrian facilities, and bicyclists on the Los Angeles River Bikeway, would witness the changes
throughout the construction period.

Operational Impacts
Visual Impact at KOP 1: Alternative 1 A (Crystal Springs ‐ North)
Existing Condition
This key view conveys a strong visual coherence and compositional harmony (unity) that derives
from the skillfully designed contrasting components that are present together in the view (Figure 10
– Existing View). In the foreground potion of the view, the horizontality expressed by the flat
topography, the light green‐colored grass turf, grass texture is dominant. This is juxtaposed with the
upright, curvilinear forms of the trees, with their varied shapes, often darker gradations in green
coloration, and leaf patterns and textures. The placement of the trees also strongly focuses the
viewer’s eye across the lawn to mid‐frame design features, as well as to the foothill ridgelines in the
backdrop portion of the view, at center, creating a sense of movement and visual power (vividness).
The ridgelines provide yet another contrasting compositional element in the view, in terms of line,
color, and texture. The ridgeline line pattern is diagonal, and the hill slope scrub vegetation, with its
gray‐green coloration and rough texture, contrast with the more lush dense color and texture of the
trees found in the foreground and mid‐frame portions of the view.
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The view is also relatively free of obtrusive manmade elements that could encroach upon and clash
with the naturalistic setting (e.g., ordinary metal trash containers, signage, overhead electrical
power lines), thus, displaying a moderately high degree of intactness (Figure 10 – Existing View).
Table 1 shows existing visual quality at KOP 1.

Table 1. Existing Visual Quality at Key Observation Points (KOPs)
Key
Observation
Point

Vividness

Intactness

1

6

5

6

5.7

High

2

5

4

4

4.3

Moderate

3

4

4

3

3.7

Moderate

Average
(V+I+U/3)

Unity

Visual Quality Rating

Resource Change under the Proposed Project
As is shown in Figure 10 –Simulated View, a noticeable change to the view would occur as a result of
the proposed project. Those changes include installation of two adjoining baseball fields containing
two dugout areas each and related benches, two sets each of bleachers, warm‐up areas, scoreboards,
and new natural grass turf. The distinctive curvilinear, coved fencing that forms a dome‐like
enclosure over the batters area at home plate, as well as the 16‐foot‐tall fencing along the perimeter
of the outfield, are strongly linear pattern elements in the view that direct the viewer’s eye to mid‐
frame center of the view. The re‐grading required to create the new baseball fields alters the subtle
gradations in topography now present in the view, the loss of which gives the terrain an un‐
naturalistic, uniformly flat appearance that contrasts with the more naturalistic adjoining picnic
areas. This would reduce the degree of vividness and intactness present in the view. Nonetheless,
these same baseball field features also confer a comparable degree of visual unity, due to the
precisely delineated rectangularity of the baseball field layout. The introduction of greater areas
devoted to artificially engineered baseball fields than currently exists at this location, and the
removal of numerous mature trees diminishes some of the vividness of the view, but that loss is
partially compensated for by the greater visibility of the foothill ridgelines, which due to the removal
of dozens of trees, is a more dominant element in the backdrop portion of the view. Limited security
lighting that would be appropriately shielded and directed to avoid glare and spillover light effects
would also be added.
Table 2 shows the change in visual quality at KOP 1 as a result of the proposed project.

Table 2. Project‐related Change to Visual Quality at Key Observation Points (KOPs)
Key
Observation
Point

Vividness

Intactness

1

6

2
3

Change
in
Visual
Quality

Unity

Existing
Average

Average
(Proposed
Project)

5

6

5.7

4.7

‐1.0

Moderate

5

4

4

4.3

3.7

‐0.5

Moderate

4

4

3

3.7

3.7

‐0.0

Moderate
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Viewer Response
State CEQA Guidelines Criteria
Effect on Scenic Vistas
There are no visually accessible, recognized scenic vistas in this setting. In addition, the proposed
project includes design interventions that would occur primarily at ground level, such as team
seating, and spectator seating that extends a few feet above ground level at the point of maximum
height. See‐through fencing that may extend up to 16 feet is also proposed, however, none of the
proposed elements would have the potential to block scenic vistas. Thus, the project would not
result in an impact on scenic vistas.
Effect on Scenic Resources within a Scenic Highway
No officially recognized scenic highway exists in this setting. I‐5, which closely adjoins the project
area on the east, is elevated above the Park at this location and views by motorists into the Park are
largely precluded due to the topographic separation and highway landscape screening. Thus, the
project would not result in an impact on scenic resource within a scenic highway.
Although Crystal Springs Drive is identified in the Hollywood Community Plan as a proposed
bikeway, and is heavily used by bicyclists at present, the topographic separation of the Crystal
Springs Picnic Area from Crystal Springs Drive, landscape elements adjoining Crystal Springs Drive,
and hundreds of feet of intervening distances preclude clear, unobstructed views from that roadway
of a large majority of the Crystal Springs Picnic Area.
Effect on Visual Character and Quality of the Site and Surroundings
Notwithstanding plans to remove certain mature specimen trees and plant new replacement trees,
the proposed project would reduce the overall number of mature trees and transform a naturalistic
landscape through re‐engineering into a landscape that is flatter and smooth, and that features less
variation in texture, color, and form. Thus, the proposed features, though consistent with the
character of the Park as a whole, would result in a small reduction in visual quality. However, the
project’s impact on the overall visual character and quality of its setting would be less than
significant because project design calls for the preservation of the overwhelming majority of the
Crystal Springs Picnic Area in its current natural state, , and the planting of new replacement trees in
the setting at a minimum ratio of two new 15‐gallon trees for each one removed.
Create a Substantial New Source of Light or Glare
No lighting, other than limited security lighting, is proposed as part of the proposed project, and
other features proposed as part of the project (e.g., metal fencing, seating, scoreboard, re‐engineered
turf) would not result in adverse glare effects. The security lighting would be appropriately shielded
and directed to avoid glare and spillover lighting. Thus, the project would not produce new light or
glare‐related impacts.
Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide Criteria
The proposed project does not require a zone change or variance, but does call for the conversion of
a designed‐landscape open space currently used for passive recreation purposes for team sports‐
related recreational use. The Crystal Springs Picnic Area is a popular picnic destination, and the
redesign of the northerly portion of the area for conversion to team sports activities would result in
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a minor but noticeable visual change to the valued image of the Park and would contrast, to a minor
degree, with adjacent areas that have a more naturalistic character. Nonetheless, the project’s
impact on the overall visual character and quality of its setting would be less than significant
because project design calls for the preservation of the overwhelming majority of the Crystal Springs
Picnic Area in its current natural state, the removal of affected native and Heritage trees, and the
planting of new (15‐gallon) replacement trees in the setting at a ratio of at least two new trees for
each tree proposed for removal. The project is not proposed in a setting where significant informal
or formal scenic vistas are present and, therefore, would not obstruct such vistas. Thus, the project
would not result in an impact on scenic vistas.
Other than limited security lighting, no other lighting is proposed as part of the project; thus,
ambient illumination levels at the Crystal Springs Picnic Area would neither significantly change nor
result in glare or spillover lighting impacts on adjoining uses. In addition, the project does not call
for the construction of design elements that would have finishes that would cause glare effects, nor
would its design elements have the potential to produce shade effects on shade–sensitive viewers.
Thus, the project would not produce spill light or, glare, or shade impacts.
The proposed project and its design elements would be considered appropriate in a park setting;
however, due to some loss of mature trees and the re‐engineering of the ground surfaces within the
ball field area, visual quality would be reduced from high to moderate. Given the popularity of the
Crystal Springs Picnic Area and the presence of sensitive viewers on the adjacent equestrian trail,
the changes would be apparent to sensitive viewing groups and viewer response is expected to be
high.

Visual Impact at KOP 2: Alternative 1, Option B (Crystal Springs ‐ South)
Existing Condition
This key view possesses moderately‐high visual coherence and compositional harmony (unity) that
derives from the contrasting components that are present together in the view (Figure 11 – Existing
View). In the foreground portion of the view, the horizontality expressed by the flat topography, the
grass turf, grass texture, and its light green color are dominant. The generally large, mature trees are
arrayed around the perimeter and frame and define this outdoor space. The upright, curvilinear
forms of the trees, with their varied shapes, often darker gradations in green coloration, and leaf
patterns and textures provide a contrast to the flat, horizontally‐aligned foreground that is
moderately vivid. The trees occur in layers in the view, with the trees in the mid‐frame portion of
the view assuming more varied forms; the trees in the backdrop of the view (landscape screening
along the I‐5) assume more uniform qualities in terms of form, height, and density of foliage. Tree
placement in this portion of the viewshed blocks outward views, focusing the viewer’s eye on the
foreground features in the view.
The view also contains obtrusive manmade elements that encroach upon and clash with the
naturalistic setting, including the utilitarian corrugated metal storage building that frames the view
on the northeast, overhead electrical power lines, and ordinary metal trash containers—all of which
serve to lessen the view’s degree of intactness(Figure 11 – Existing View).Counteracting this are the
strong horizontal lines in the foreground portion of the view; the equestrian‐themed post‐and‐rail
fencing at mid‐frame; and the strong cluster of backdrop trees—all of which serve as unifying
elements in the view.
Table 1 shows existing visual quality at KOP 2.
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Resource Change under the Proposed Project
As is shown in Figure 11 – Simulated View, a noticeable change to the view would occur as a result
of the proposed project. Those changes associated with creation of the baseball field include two
dugout areas and related benches, two bleachers, warm‐up areas, new natural grass turf, a
scoreboard, the distinctive curvilinear, fencing forming a dome‐like enclosure over the batters area
at home plate, as well as the 16‐foot‐tall fencing along the perimeter of the outfield. These strongly
linear and geometric patterns in the fencing direct the viewer’s eye to the mid‐frame trees framing
the view. Approximately 10 trees (of 68 in the larger Option B location) found in the front portions
of the mid‐frame—some mature, others juvenile—would be removed, thereby reducing visual
quality slightly; however, the tree buffer in the backdrop of the view would continue to be present
and would continue to strongly frame the view. The re‐grading required to create the new baseball
field would alter the subtle gradations in topography now present in the view, the loss of which
gives the terrain an un‐naturalistic, uniformly flat appearance. However, this somewhat sheltered
segment of the Crystal Springs Picnic Area is separated by the access roadway from the larger picnic
area, which possesses a vivid, naturalistic designed landscape appearance. This separation from the
larger area would serve to reduce the degree of contrast posed by the project.
Due to the precisely delineated rectangularity of the baseball field layout, fencing, and seating
enclosure elements, the ball field would serve to sharpen views across this portion of the viewshed.
Installation of the baseball field would also serve to eliminate most of the unsightly intrusive
elements present in the current view (e.g., metal storage building, trash containers). Thus, the
degree of vividness and intactness present in the view would not be further reduced. By contrast,
the introduction of greater areas devoted to artificially engineered baseball fields than currently
exists at this location, and the removal of some mature trees would serve to diminish the vividness
of the view to some degree.
Table 2 shows the change in visual quality at KOP 2 as a result of the proposed project.

Viewer Response
CEQA Significance Criteria
Effect on Scenic Vistas
There are no visually‐accessible, recognized scenic vistas in this setting. In addition, the proposed
project includes design interventions that would occur primarily at ground level, such as team
seating, and spectator seating that extends a few feet above ground level at the point of maximum
height. See‐through fencing that may extend up to 16 feet is also proposed; however, none of the
proposed elements would have the potential to block scenic vistas. Thus, the project would have no
impact on scenic vistas.
Effect on Scenic Resources within a Scenic Highway
No officially recognized scenic highway exists in this setting. I‐5, which closely adjoins the project
area on the east, is elevated above the Park at this location and views by motorists into the Park are
largely precluded due to the topographic separation and highway landscape screening. Thus, the
project would have no impact on scenic resources within a scenic highway.
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Although Crystal Springs Drive is identified in the Hollywood Community Plan as a proposed
bikeway, and is heavily used by bicyclists at present, the topographic separation of the Crystal
Springs Picnic Area from Crystal Springs Drive, landscape elements adjoining Crystal Springs Drive,
and intervening distances preclude clear, unobstructed views from that roadway of a large majority
of the Crystal Springs Picnic Area.
Effect on Visual Character and Quality of the Site and Surroundings
Notwithstanding plans to relocate certain mature specimen trees and plant new replacement trees,
the proposed project would reduce the overall number of mature trees and transform a naturalistic
landscape through re‐engineering into a landscape that is flatter and smooth, and that features less
variation in texture, color, and form. However, the project’s impact on the overall visual character
and quality of its setting would be significant due to the removal of dozens of mature trees.
Notwithstanding the fact that the project design calls for the preservation of the overwhelming
majority of the Crystal Springs Picnic Area in its current natural state, and the planting of new
replacement trees in the setting at a two to one ratio.
Create a Substantial New Source of Light or Glare
No lighting, other than limited security lighting, is proposed as part of the proposed project, and
other features proposed as part of the project (e.g., metal fencing, seating, scoreboard, re‐engineered
turf) would not result in adverse glare effects. The security lighting would be shielded and directed
in such a way as to avoid producing spillover light and glare. Thus, the project would not produce
new light or glare impacts.
Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Screening Criteria
The proposed project does not require a zone change or variance but does call for the conversion of
a designed‐landscape open space currently used for passive recreation purposes for team sports‐
related recreational use. The Crystal Springs Picnic Area is a popular picnic destination, and the
redesign of the southerly portion of the area for conversion to team sports activities would result in
a minor but noticeable visual change to the valued image of the Park and would contrast, to a minor
degree, with adjacent areas that have a more naturalistic character. Nonetheless, the project’s
impact on the overall visual character and quality of its setting would be less than significant
because project design calls for the preservation of the overwhelming majority of the Crystal Springs
Picnic Area in its current natural state, the relocation of native and Heritage trees, and the planting
of new replacement trees in the setting at a 2 to 1 ratio. The project is not proposed in a setting
where significant informal or formal scenic vistas are present, and therefore, would not obstruct
such vistas. Hence, no impact to scenic vistas would result.
Only limited security lighting is proposed as part of the project; thus, ambient illumination levels at
the Crystal Springs Picnic Area would not change significantly nor would it cause spill lighting
impacts on adjoining uses. In addition, the project does not call for the construction of design
elements that would have finishes that would cause glare effects, nor would its design elements have
the potential to produce shade effects on shade–sensitive viewers. Thus, the project would not
produce spillover lighting or, glare, or shade impacts.
Although the proposed project and its design elements would be considered appropriate in a park
setting, because of the loss of mature trees and the re‐engineering of the ground surfaces within the
ball field area, the overall visual quality rating would be reduced (‐0.5); however, visual quality
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would remain moderate. Given the popularity of the Crystal Springs Picnic Area and the presence of
sensitive viewers on the adjacent equestrian trail, the changes will be apparent to sensitive viewing
groups and viewer response is expected to be high.

Visual Impact at KOP 3: Alternative 2 (North Atwater Park)
Existing Condition
This key view possesses moderate visual coherence and compositional harmony (unity) that derives
from the contrasting vertical and horizontal components that are present together in the view
(Figure 12 – Existing View). In the foreground portion of the view, the ground slopes downward
towards the north; however, a strong horizontality is also expressed in the center and left
(southerly) foreground and mid‐frame portions of the view. An existing softball field occupies the
left‐center portion of this view. Patches of grass turf, grass texture, and bare reddish‐colored soil are
also dominant in the foreground and serve to underscore the horizontal components in the view.
Generally large, mature trees traverse the center of the view in the back portion of the foreground.
These strongly vertically‐oriented trees consist chiefly of Canary Island and Italian stone pines, along
with a smaller number of California Sycamores, as well as Chitalpa trees that are distinguished by their
contrasting rounded form and drooping habit. Additional strongly vertically‐oriented pines and Italian
cypress trees form a non‐continuous tree row around eastern and southerly portions of the Park.
These serve to loosely frame and define this outdoor space. The upright, vertical habit of most of the
trees combined with the curvilinear forms of the other trees—and their varied gradations in green
coloration, leaf patterns, and textures—provide a contrast to the generally horizontally‐aligned
features in the foreground and the triangular forms of the foothills that frame the backdrop portion of
the view. This contrast between these elements creates a view that is moderately vivid.
The view also contains obtrusive manmade elements that encroach upon and clash with the
naturalistic setting. These include views of vehicular traffic on I‐5, overhead electrical power lines,
and ordinary metal trash containers—all of which serve to lessen the view’s degree of intactness
(Figure 12 – Existing View). In addition, industrial properties of utilitarian design, and featuring
minimal landscaping, border the Park. The strong horizontal lines in the foreground portion of the
view, which serves as a unifying element in the view, serve to somewhat counteract the obtrusive
elements found in the viewshed.
Table 1 shows existing visual quality at KOP 3.

Resource Change under the Proposed Project
As is shown in Figure 12 – Simulated View, a noticeable change to the view would occur as a result
of the proposed project. Those changes associated with the project include removal of at least two
picnic tables and a barbeque unit, sand volleyball court, and basketball court. Those actions would
be followed by the retrofit of the existing softball field into a baseball field and the construction of an
additional baseball field featuring two sets of dugout areas each and related benches, two sets of
bleachers each, warm‐up areas, new natural grass turf, and a scoreboard. The distinctive curvilinear
fencing forming a dome‐like enclosure over the batters area at home plate, and the 16‐foot‐high
fencing along the perimeter of the outfield would reframe views. Although the strongly linear and
geometric patterns in the fencing ringing the baseball field, the viewer’s eye is actually captured by
the flat uniformly green, smooth expanse of the baseball field. The re‐grading required to create the
new baseball field would alter the subtle gradations in topography now present in the view, the loss
of which would give the terrain an un‐naturalistic, uniformly flat appearance.
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Approximately 28 trees at North Atwater Park—some mature, others juvenile—would be removed
and/or replaced with trees in other locations within the Park. This tree removal action compares
with the 46 proposed for removal in the Alternative 1A location and the 73 proposed for removal in
the Alternative 1B location. The absence of tall, strongly vertically‐oriented trees newly highlights
the dramatic diagonal lines of the foothill in the backdrop of the view—a feature that strongly
frames the view—and adds a degree of compositional cohesion (unity) to the view. This is partly
offset by the somewhat increased perception of the nearby freeway.
Due to the precisely delineated rectangularity of the ball field layout, fencing, and seating enclosure
elements, the baseball field serves to sharpen views across this portion of the viewshed. However,
the degree of vividness would be reduced by the removal of numerous trees from the view and the
degree of intactness present in the view would thus be reduced (e.g., greater visibility of freeway).
Table 2 shows the change in visual quality at KOP 3 as a result of the proposed project.

Viewer Response
CEQA Significance Criteria
Effect on Scenic Vistas
There are no visually‐accessible, recognized scenic vistas in this setting. In addition, the proposed
project includes design interventions that would occur primarily at ground level, such as team
seating, and spectator seating that extends a few feet above ground level at the point of maximum
height. See‐through fencing that may extend up to 16 feet is also proposed, however, none of the
proposed elements would have the potential to block scenic vistas. Thus, the project would have no
impact on scenic vistas.
Effect on Scenic Resources within a Scenic Highway
No officially recognized scenic highway exists in this setting. Intervening distances between the Park
and I‐5 obscure views by motorists into the Park. Although adjoined by the Los Angeles River
Bikeway and equestrian facilities, North Atwater Park dates from the recent past and is not a
historic or scenic resource. Thus, the project would have no impact on scenic resources within a
scenic highway.
Effect on Visual Character and Quality of the Site and Surroundings
The proposed project calls for the retrofit of an existing softball field in a portion of the Park already
designed to accommodate team sports, with only minor accompanying changes to the passive
recreation areas in the Park. Thus, it would not result in a significant change in visual character.
Despite plans to remove certain mature specimen trees and to plant new replacement trees, the
proposed project would reduce the overall number of mature trees and transform a naturalistic
landscape through re‐engineering into a landscape that is flatter and smooth, and that features less
variation in texture, color, and form, resulting in a minimal change in visual quality. The project’s
impact on the overall visual character and quality of its setting, therefore, would be less than
significant.
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Create a Substantial New Source of Light or Glare
With the exception of limited security lighting, no lighting is proposed as part of the proposed
project, and other features proposed as part of the project (e.g., metal fencing, seating, scoreboard,
re‐engineered turf) would not result in adverse glare effects. In addition, all security lighting would
be appropriately directed and shielded to avoid spillover lighting and glare impacts. Thus, project
impacts, with reference to new sources of light and/or glare, would be less than significant.
Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Screening Criteria
The proposed project does not require a zone change or variance. Unlike the project as proposed
under Alternatives 1A and 1B, Alternative 2 essentially calls for the conversion of a softball field,
sand volleyball court, and basketball court into a baseball field, accompanied by the building of an
additional baseball field. Only a small portion of the adjoining designed‐landscape open space
currently used for passive recreation purposes would be converted for team sports‐related
recreational use. The North Atwater Park lacks the defining high‐quality aesthetic characteristics
associated with the Crystal Springs location(s), and the retrofitting and redesign of existing active
sports facilities at this location for other team sports activities would result in minor, somewhat
noticeable visual change to North Atwater Park. These would contrast with, to only a minor degree,
adjacent areas that have a more naturalistic character and the resulting impact on visual character
and quality would be less than significant. The project is not proposed in a setting where significant
informal or formal scenic vistas are present, and, therefore, would not obstruct such vistas. As a
result, there would be no impact on scenic vistas.
No lighting is proposed as part of the project and, thus, ambient illumination levels at Crystal
Springs Picnic Area would neither change nor cause spillover lighting or glare impacts to adjoining
uses. In addition, the project does not call for the construction of design elements that would have
finishes that would cause glare effects, nor would its design elements have the potential to produce
shade effects on shade–sensitive viewers. Thus, no project impacts related to spill lighting, glare, or
shade would result.
The proposed project and its design elements would be considered appropriate in a park setting
currently used for similar team sports activities. Despite some loss of mature trees and the re‐
engineering of the ground surfaces within the baseball field area, visual quality would remain
moderate. In contrast with the popular Crystal Springs Picnic Area, where highly sensitive viewers
on the adjacent equestrian trail are present and would witness the changes, North Atwater Park is
not significant for its historic or aesthetic qualities. Although it is a popular softball location, and its
children’s play and picnic areas are actively used by neighborhood residents, particularly on
weekends, the patrons are a less sensitive viewing group because North Atwater Park does not
possess high visual quality. Accordingly, viewer response is expected to be low‐to‐moderate.

Mitigation Measures
The proposed project alternatives would result in varying degrees of change to visual character and
quality and would result in significant impacts to aesthetic resources under Alternatives 1A and 1B.
However, no feasible mitigation measures were identified that would both address the resulting
impacts and meet project objectives.

Visual Impact Assessment
Griffith Park Crystal Springs New Baseball Fields Project

37

October 2013
ICF 00327.13

Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering

Significant Unavoidable Impacts
Because no feasible mitigation measures were identified that would both address resulting impacts
on aesthetics and meet the project objectives, significant unavoidable impacts to Griffith Park
aesthetic resources would occur under Alternatives 1A and 1B.

Cumulative Impacts
The study area for cumulative impacts for aesthetics resources is defined as the entirety of all
property within the present boundary of Griffith Park and the Los Angeles River where it borders
Griffith Park. The study area excludes the I‐5 and SR‐134 freeway rights‐of‐way. Within this area,
when considered together with the proposed project, additional development activities that would
convert high‐value natural open space for buildings and structures, adversely affect significant
contributing historic‐cultural features as defined in the Griffith Park HCM nomination, remove
substantial numbers of mature native or heritage trees, or which substantially reduce the size of
natural open space picnic areas would be potentially cumulatively significant due to their capacity to
adversely affect aesthetic resources.
A list of related projects was reviewed. Three related projects were identified within the boundaries
of Griffith Park. These include the proposed Autry National Center expansion, Headworks Storage
Replacement Reservoir, and the performing arts center at the Old Zoo projects.
The Autry National Center project is proposed as part of the already developed Autry Museum
facility site—a location where natural open space and significant historic‐visual resources are not
present to a significant degree. Approximately three live oak trees—a protected native tree
species—are present on the site; however, as part of the project mitigation, these trees would be
replaced in kind at a two to one ratio with the replacement trees approximating the size of the trees
slated for removal. Hence, after mitigation, there would be no residual effect on visual resources due
to the project.
The performing arts center at the Old Zoo project calls for the undergrounding of existing
overhead utilities at the Upper Zoo location and the retrofit of existing restroom facilities and
parking areas so that they are ADA‐compliant. As part of the existing performing arts center, a
new permanent 45 by 45‐foot concrete stage featuring a new ADA viewing pad and walkway to
the stage would also be constructed. At the Lower Zoo location, the existing parking lot would be
re‐surfaced and re‐striped, and walking paths would be re‐surfaced and re‐graded. Perimeter
security lighting would be installed at both the Lower and Upper portions of the Zoo sites, and a
new ADA‐compliant steel bridge. The project neither calls for the demolition of historic‐
architectural resources described in the Griffith Park HCM, removal of mature native or heritage
trees, nor the conversion of natural open space is proposed to accommodate the features
proposed as part of this related project.
Other known future projects proposed within the Los Angeles River and in the airspace above the
river, include the North Atwater pedestrian bridge and the related equestrian tunnel, as well as
improvements being considered as part of the Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan
(LARRMP). The LARRMP calls for extensive re‐landscaping and terracing of the river channel to
create a park‐like greenway that would accommodate passive recreational usage in the future.
These actions would transform the river into a more attractive natural environment, restoring some
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of the aesthetic qualities that were lost when the river was re‐engineered and channelized during
the 1930s to accommodate chiefly flood control objectives. Such river revitalization plans would at
least partially redress the substantial loss of picnic areas (e.g., Pecan Grove picnic area) and other
passive recreational acreage that occurred when I‐5 and the SR‐ 134 freeways were constructed
through portions of Griffith Park during the late 1950s period.
The Headworks Reservoir project calls for the construction of a new underground covered reservoir
on a 43‐acre site within the Headworks Spreading Grounds, located at the northwest corner of
Griffith Park, abutting the Los Angeles River. Built to bypass water storage at the existing open
reservoirs in Silver Lake and Ivanhoe, this project calls for the construction of two buried reservoirs
with 54‐ and 56‐million‐gallon storage capacity. Construction of a 4‐megawatt hydroelectric power
plant is also proposed as part of the development. A key component of the project is the restoration
of the ecosystem within the adjoining portion of the Los Angeles River. The reservoir(s) would be
covered by at least two to three feet of soil planted with native vegetation, and riparian wetlands
would be created adjoining the Los Angeles River in an effort to restore a portion of the wetlands
that were lost when the river was re‐engineered and channelized during the late 1930s. Thus,
despite the initial degree of design intervention proposed, when the project is completed in late
2018, the ultimate appearance of the project would be that of natural open space—open space that
reestablishes a portion of the riverine landscape that was lost several decades ago.
The effect of the above‐referenced cumulative study area projects on aesthetic resources is,
therefore, expected to be positive rather than adverse. Consistent with the definition of
“cumulatively considerable” effects found in CEQA Guidelines Section 15065(a)(3), it is not
anticipated, therefore, that the proposed project alternatives would result in a cumulative impact on
aesthetic resources in relation to other projects that have occurred in the past, or which can
reasonably be expected to occur in the foreseeable future.

Visual Impact Assessment
Griffith Park Crystal Springs New Baseball Fields Project

39

October 2013
ICF 00327.13

Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering

References
City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning. 2012. Hollywood Community Plan. Available:
<http://cityplanning.lacity.org/cpu/hollywood/Final%20Draft/Hollywood%20Community%20
Plan.pdf>. Accessed: August 9, 2013.
City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning. 1999. Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan.
Available: <http://cityplanning.lacity.org/complan/pdf/nlacptxt.pdf>. Accessed: August 12,
2013.
City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning. 2001. Conservation Element. Available:
<http://cityplanning.lacity.org/cwd/gnlpln/ConservElt.pdf>. Accessed: August 5, 2013.
City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks. 2013. Draft Vision Plan for Griffith Park.
City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks. 1978. Griffith Park Master Plan.
County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. 1993. County of Los Angeles General Plan.
Griffith Park City of Los Angeles Cultural‐Historic Monument Nomination. 2009
Federal Highway Administration, Office of Environmental Policy, U.S. Department of
Transportation. 1981. Visual Impact Assessment for Highway Projects. Washington D.C. March
Los Angeles River Corporation. 2007. Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan. Available:
<http://www.lariver.org/5.1_download_publications_LARRMP.htm>. Accessed: August 6, 2013.
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District. 2013. AFB Draft Los Angeles River Ecosystem
Restoration Integrated Feasibility Report. Volume I. April 19. Chapters I and II.

Visual Impact Assessment
Griffith Park Crystal Springs New Baseball Fields Project

40

October 2013
ICF 00327.13

Appendix A

Griffith Park Crystal Springs New Baseball Fields Project
Visual Impact Assessment
Photo Documentation

[this page left blank intentionally]

Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering

Visual Impact Assessment
Griffith Park Crystal Springs New Baseball Fields Project

1

September 2013
ICF 00327.13

Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering

[this page left blank intentionally]

Visual Impact Assessment
Griffith Park Crystal Springs New Baseball Fields Project

2

September 2013
ICF 00327.13

Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering

Photo 1: Southwest Border of Option A Location – Crystal Springs, Looking
Southwest Across Parking Lot and Pote Field, Towards Crystal Springs Drive

Photo 2: Southwest Corner of Option A Location – Crystal Springs, Looking
Southeast Along Parking Lot Edge
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Photo 3: Southwest Corner of Option A Location – Crystal Springs, Looking East

Photo 4: Southwest Corner of Option A Location – Crystal Springs, Looking
Northeast
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Photo 5: Adjoining North‐Central Edge of Option A Location – Crystal Springs,
Looking Northwest Across Parking Lot Edge into Wilson Golf Course

Photo 6: North‐Central Border of Option A Location –Crystal Springs, Looking
Southeast
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Photo 7: North Corner, Option A Location ‐ Crystal Springs, Looking Southwest

Photo 8: North Corner, Option A Location – Crystal Springs, Looking South
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Photo 9: North Corner, Option A Location – Crystal Springs, Looking Southeast

Photo 10: North Corner, Option A Location – Crystal Springs, Looking Eastward
and Slightly South
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Photo 11: Eastern Border, Option A Location –Crystal Springs, Looking South
Along Parking Lot Edge

Photo 12: Eastern Border, Option A Location – Crystal Springs, Looking
Southwest
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Photo 13: Eastern Border, Option A Location – Crystal Springs, Looking
Westward

Photo 14: Eastern Border, Option A Location – Crystal Springs, Looking
Southeast Along Eastern Access Road
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Photo 15: Equestrian Trail Along Crystal Springs Picnic Area Eastern Access Road,
Looking North. I‐5 Landscape Buffer Borders on the Right

Photo 16: Pote Field, Southern Edge and Crystal Springs Picnic Area Western
Access Road. View North
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Photo 17: Southwest Corner of Option B Location – Crystal Springs, Looking East
Across Picnic Area

Photo 18: Southwest Corner of Option B Location – Crystal Springs, Looking
Slightly Northeast Across Picnic Area
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Photo 19: Southwest Corner of Option B Location – Crystal Springs, Looking
Southeast Along Access Road/Parking Lot Edge

Photo 20: Southwest Corner of Option B Location – Crystal Springs, Looking
Southeast Bordering Access Road/Parking Lot
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Photo 21: Views Towards the Southeasternmost Corner of Option B Location—
Crystal Springs, Looking Southeast Across Access Road/Parking Lot

Photo 22: Southeasternmost Corner, Option B Location—Crystal Springs, View
Southeast
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Photo 23: Southern Edge, Option B Location – Crystal Springs, View Northeast
Across Parking Area

Photo 24: Alternative 2 Location – North Atwater Park, View South
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Photo 25: Alternative 2 Location – North Atwater Park, View Southwest

Photo 26: Alternative 2 Location – North Atwater Park, View West
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Photo 27: Alternative 2 Location – North Atwater Park, View Northwest

Photo 28: Alternative 2 Location – North Atwater Park, View North Showing
Children’s Play Area
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Photo 29: Adjoining Industrial Properties, Alternative 2 Location – North
Atwater Park. View Looking East From Parking Area
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