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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

8.1

INTRODUCTION

The Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) provides responses to all written comments
received on the Draft EIR during the 60-day public review period. Comments on the Draft
EIR include issues raised by the public that warrant clarification or correction of certain
statements in the Draft EIR. None of the corrections and additions constitute significant new
information or substantial changes to the Project Description as defined by California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15088.5.
Each comment letter has been assigned an abbreviation pertaining to whether the comment
was received from an organization, state agency, local agency, individual, or a verbal comment
(e.g., a state organization comment has been abbreviated as “S”). The body of each comment
letter has been separated into individual comments, which have been numbered. This results
in a numbering system whereby the first comment in the first letter from a state organization
is depicted as Comment S.1-1, and so on. These numbered comments are included in their
entirety, followed by the corresponding responses. Copies of the comment letters are included
proceeding the responses to each comment letter. Table 8-1 presents a list of all persons or
organizations who submitted written comments on the Draft EIR.

8.2

DISTRIBUTION OF THE DRAFT EIR

The Draft EIR has been distributed to federal, state, regional, and local agencies, key
stakeholders, interested parties, neighborhood groups, and Notice of Preparation (NOP)
commenters, as well as the State CEQA Clearinghouse. A physical copy of the Draft EIR was
made available at the Los Angeles Zoo and Botanical Gardens (Zoo) Administration Office
and an electronic copy was made available online on the City of Los Angeles’ (City’s) website.

8.3
8.3.1

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR
Introduction and Organization

Table 8-1 lists all agencies, organizations, and individuals that provided written and oral
comments on the Draft EIR. As described above, each comment letter was assigned a unique
nomenclature based on commenter name or organization, and each comment was assigned a
number with a corresponding letter signifying which commenter/organization the comment
letter is associated with, as detailed within the table.

8.3.2

Summary of Public Comments Received on the Draft EIR

A summary of public comments received on the Draft EIR is provided in Table 8-1.
Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
City of Los Angeles
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Table 8-1.
Comment
Set

Summary of Public Comments Received on the Draft EIR
Name of Commenter

Date Received

Number of
Comments

Response
Location

State Agencies
S.1

California Department of Fish and
Wildlife

February 19,
2021

15

8-33

S.2

Caltrans District 7

February 16,
2021

6

8-47

Local Agencies
L.1

Pala Band of Mission Indians

December 18,
2020

1

8-55

L.2

City of Burbank

February 09,
2021

7

8-59

Organizations
O.1

California Native Plant Society

February 14,
2021

4

8-65

O.2

Elephant Guardians of Los Angeles

January 14, 2021

3

8-68

O.3

Friends of Griffith Park

January 14, 2021

37

8-82

O.4

Griffith Park Advisory Board

February 12,
2021

17

8-115

O.5

Los Feliz Improvement Association

February 8, 2021

6

8-128

I.1

Dominick Falzone

December 24,
2020

14

8-138

I.2

Jamie Kiffel-Alcheh

December 23,
2020

2

8-146

I.3

Nancy Lax

December 18,
2020

1

8-148

I.4

Kim Neistadt

December 24,
2020

2

8-150

I.5

Joanne Shinozaki

January 26, 2021

4

8-152

I.6

Kate Tucci-Share

January 13, 2021

3

8-156

I.7

Steve Tunick

December 17,
2021

3

8-159

I.8

Nori Anne Walla

February 15,
2021

1

8-165

I.9

Shervin Youssefian

January 27, 2021

1

8-167

Individuals

Verbal Comments
V.1

Marian Dodge

January 13, 2021

5

8-167

V.2

Emily Gabel-Luddy

January 13, 2021

3

8-169

V.3

Michael G

January 13, 2021

3

8-172

V.4

Kiersten Cluster

January 13, 2021

1

8-174

V.5

Ethan Fine

January 13, 2021

2

8-175

8-2
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8.4

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

The following pages contain copies of the comment letters. Presented first is a copy of the
comment letter with vertical lines indicating the extent of specific numbered comments, and
on the subsequent pages are the corresponding numbered responses to individual comments.
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State of California – Natural Resources Agency

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE

GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor
CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Director

South Coast Region
3883 Ruffin Road
San Diego, CA 92123
(858) 467-4201
www.wildlife.ca.gov

February 19, 2021
Mr. Norman Mundy
City of Los Angeles
Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering
1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600, Mail Stop 939
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Norman.Mundy@lacity.org
Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Los Angeles Zoo and Botanical
Gardens Vision Plan Project, City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County
Dear Mr. Mundy:
The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) has reviewed the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) from the City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, Bureau of
Engineering (City; Lead Agency) for the Los Angeles Zoo and Botanical Gardens Vision Plan
S.1-1 Project (Project). Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and recommendations
regarding those activities involved in the Project that may affect California fish and wildlife.
Likewise, we appreciate the opportunity to provide comments regarding those aspects of the
Project that CDFW, by law, may be required to carry out or approve through the exercise of its
own regulatory authority under the Fish and Game Code.
CDFW’s Role

S.1-2

CDFW is California’s Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources and holds those resources
in trust by statute for all the people of the State [Fish & Game Code, §§ 711.7, subdivision (a) &
1802; Public Resources Code, § 21070; California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines, § 15386, subdivision (a)]. CDFW, in its trustee capacity, has jurisdiction over the
conservation, protection, and management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and habitat necessary
for biologically sustainable populations of those species (Id., § 1802). Similarly, for purposes of
CEQA, CDFW is charged by law to provide, as available, biological expertise during public
agency environmental review efforts, focusing specifically on projects and related activities that
have the potential to adversely affect State fish and wildlife resources.
CDFW is also submitting comments as a Responsible Agency under CEQA (Public Resources
Code, § 21069; CEQA Guidelines, § 15381). CDFW expects that it may need to exercise
regulatory authority as provided by the Fish and Game Code, including lake and streambed
alteration regulatory authority (Fish & Game Code, § 1600 et seq.). Likewise, to the extent
implementation of the Project as proposed may result in “take”, as defined by State law, of any
species protected under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (Fish & Game Code, §
2050 et seq.), or CESA-listed rare plant pursuant to the Native Plant Protection Act (NPPA; Fish
& Game Code, §1900 et seq.), CDFW recommends the Project proponent obtain appropriate
authorization under the Fish and Game Code.

8-5

       

 

Mr. Norman Mundy
City of Los Angeles
February 19, 2021
Page 2 of 28
Project Description and Summary
Objective: The proposed Project is intended to guide future development and modernization of
the Los Angeles Zoo (Zoo) for the next 20 years. The Project would include comprehensive
redesign and redevelopment of the Zoo to replace outdated and upgrade buildings,
infrastructure, animal care facilities, and guest amenities. The Project site refers to the entire
142-acre area subject to the Vision Plan, including 117.3 acres currently developed with Zoo
facilities and transportation infrastructure and 24.7 acres proposed for new development.
The Project provides guiding principles that would apply to future ongoing Zoo operations and
redevelopment of Zoo buildings and infrastructure within nine themed boundaries, referred to as
“planning areas” within the Project site.
For the purposes of this DEIR, Phases 1, 2, and 3 are considered near-term improvements
(within 10 years) and would be completed by 2030.

S.1-3

Phase Project Components
Zoo Entry
*Bold indicates
1
Planning Area
- Excavation of outdated utilities
- Install utility trunk lines at the Zoo Entry
- Grade entry corridor at 5 percent slope or less
- Construct a new gift shop, security and first aid center, public program space,
restaurant, and administration buildings
- Construct main ground tram station
- Expand Sea Life Cliffs
- Install water collection lines for subsurface cisterns
- Landscaping at entrance and around buildings
California Planning Area
- Demolish existing buildings
- Excavate Condor Canyon
- Construct California Condor Rescue Zone
- Construct expanded animal facilities
- Construct new California Visitor Center with funicular
- Install lower terminal for aerial tram and associated infrastructure
- Install new vegetation, including an active vineyard
Circulation and Parking
- Install signal at the intersection of I-5 and Western Heritage Way
- Demolish Zoo planning trailer in the southern parking lot
- Grading and reconfiguration of Crystal Springs Road
- Repave lot and paint parking space lines to add 300 additional parking spaces
Asia Planning Area
2
- Demolish existing outdated buildings and animal facilities
- Expand elephant space
- Construct the Asian Forest with lagoon and island
- Renovate and expand existing animal facilities and habitats
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Page 3 of 28

3

S.1-3
Cont.

- Install new underwater viewing for tiger and gharial spaces and new water
elements
- Grade and construct new pathways with neighboring animal facilities (e.g. Islands
and Nature Play Park)
- Reconstruct Treetops Visitor Center into restaurant/event center
- Install Splash Area
- Install new vegetation, including dense rainforest trees
Nature Play Park
- Relocate and renovate existing natural play areas
- Construct a new restaurant with deck and terrace
- Construct new restrooms
Africa Planning Area
- Demolish existing outdated buildings and animal facilities
- Excavate hillside for development
- Construct the Africa Visitor Center
- Construct expanded animal facilities and habitats
- Install a manmade river
- Install aerial tram
Service Areas
- Demolish outdated North America animal facility buildings
- Construct a new service area
- Paint 56 new employee parking spaces

The Vision Plan includes several long-term elements (10-20 years), including conceptual
development plans for Phases 4, 5, 6, and 7 that are expected to be implemented through the
Vision Plan’s horizon (2040).
Phase
4

5
6

Project Components
World Aviary Planning Area
*Bold indicates
Planning Area
- Renovate the existing aviary to meet ADA requirements
- Construct a new bird rearing complex
- Construct new roads connecting Rainforest and California
Bird Show and Animal Programs
- Renovate the existing amphitheater area with shade structures
- Construct specialized animal care facilities
- Renovate service space behind amphitheater for operations
Services Area (Condor West)
- Construct two aviaries and one new conservation/classroom building at the
Condor West animal facility
- Create a new animal feed storage and commissary operations structure
- Reconfigure truck access to the construction services area
- Repaint 92 employee parking spaces
Islands
- Renovate and expand the existing Australia House
- Install new pathways and landscaping
Administration Building
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Page 4 of 28
7

S.1-3
Cont.

- Construct a new Administration Building
Parking Structure and Zoo Drive Intersection Improvements
- Excavation and grading
- Construct multi-level parking structure and further intersection improvements
- Install adjacent public park
- Replacement of signalized intersection at Zoo Drive / Western Heritage Way with
either a roundabout or sub-grade bypass

The California and Africa Planning Areas may be particularly impactful as the City proposes
expansion into nearby open space that will result in the removal of significant acreage of
vegetation.
Location: The proposed Project is located at 5333 Zoo Drive in the City of Los Angeles. It is
generally bordered by the Golden State Freeway (Interstate 5) to the east and the Ventura
Freeway (California State Route 134) to the north. The 142-acre Project site if in the
northeastern portion of Griffith Park, at the base of the foothills of the Santa Monica Mountains.
Comments and Recommendations
CDFW had a meeting with representatives for the City of Los Angeles and the Los Angeles Zoo
on September 16, 2020 to discuss the proposed Project. Based on the documents provided and
previous discussions, CDFW offers the comments and recommendations below to assist the
City in adequately identifying, avoiding and/or mitigating the Project’s significant, or potentially
significant, direct and indirect impacts on fish and wildlife (biological) resources.
Project Description and Related Impact Shortcoming
Comment #1: Impacts to Aquatic and Riparian Resources
Issue: CDFW is concerned that the Project may impact streams in the canyons and open space
surrounding the LA Zoo.

S.1-4

Specific impacts: According to page 3.10-40 of the DEIR, “[s]everal specific components in the
near-term phases would result in major earthwork activities that have a higher potential for
mobilization of soils (e.g., erosion) and pollutants that could affect the quality of receiving water
bodies (e.g., Los Angeles River) and the Zoo’s storm drain system and Zoo Wastewater
Facility.” Excavation and construction of Condor Canyon through the hillside area in the
California planning area is likely to impact an ephemeral drainage located at the bottom of the
existing canyon. These Project activities are likely subject to notification under Fish and Game
Code section 1600 et seq.
Why impacts would occur: The Project’s proposal to grade and develop the Project site could
result in impacts to streams and coast live oak forest. The Project may alter, develop, and divert
ephemeral and episodic streams, resulting in permanent impacts to drainages. Altering streams
within the Project’s development, grading, and fuel modification zones could impair headwater
streams where there is hydrologic connectivity. The Project’s proposal to remove roughly 6
acres of coast live oak forest may also impact streams. Oak woodlands serve several important
ecological functions such as protecting soils from erosion and land sliding, regulating water flow
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Mr. Norman Mundy
City of Los Angeles
February 19, 2021
Page 5 of 28
in watersheds, and maintaining water quality in streams and rivers. Removing coast live oak
forest may increase sediment, debris, and pollutant input into streams. Erosion may be more
likely where Project vegetation removal would occur.
Evidence impact would be significant: Fish and Game Code section 1602 requires any
person, State or local governmental agency, or public utility to notify CDFW prior to beginning
any activity that may do one or more of the following:
x Divert or obstruct the natural flow of any river, stream, or lake;
x Change the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake;
x Use material from any river, stream, or lake; or,
x Deposit or dispose of material into any river, stream, or lake.
The Project may impact streams, which absent appropriate mitigation, could result in substantial
erosion or siltation within the Project’s development, grading, and fuel modification zones and/or
or upstream of those zones. Furthermore, the Project may result in loss of riparian habitat.
Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s):
Mitigation Measure #1: The Project may result in the alteration of ephemeral drainages, which
S.1-4 would be subject to notification for a Lake and Streambed Alteration (LSA) Agreement pursuant
Cont. under Fish and Game Code, section 1600 et seq. The Project applicant (or “entity”) must
provide notification to CDFW pursuant to Fish and Game Code, section 1600 et seq. Based on
this notification and other information, CDFW determines whether an LSA Agreement with the
applicant is required prior to conducting the proposed activities. Please visit CDFW’s Lake and
Streambed Alteration Program webpage to for information about LSA Notification and online
submittal through the Environmental Permit Information Management System (EPIMS)
Permitting Portal (CDFW 2020a). LSA Notification should occur prior to the City’s issuance of a
grading permit.
Mitigation Measure #2: The LSA Notification should include a hydrology report to evaluate
whether altering streams within the Project’s development, grading, and vegetation clearing
areas could impair headwater streams where there is hydrologic connectivity. The hydrology
report should also include a scour analysis to demonstrate that stream banks and streambed
would not erode as a result of impacts downstream.
Mitigation Measure #3: As part of the LSA Notification process, CDFW requests a map
showing features potentially subject to CDFW’s broad regulatory authority over streams. CDFW
also requests a hydrological evaluation of the 200, 100, 50, 25, 10, 5, and 2-year frequency
storm event for existing and proposed conditions.
Mitigation Measure #4: CDFW recommends the Project mitigate for impacts to streams and
riparian habitat by replacing habitat at no less than 5:1 for all temporary and permanent impacts
to streams and riparian habitat. This follows the recommendations in Table 5 of the Significant
Ecological Areas (SEA) Ordinance Implementation Guide, Effective January 16, 2020, which
applies to the adjacent open spaces in the Griffith Park SEA. Mitigation lands should support
streams and coast live oak forest of similar vegetation composition, density, coverage, and
species richness and abundance.
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Mr. Norman Mundy
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February 19, 2021
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Mitigation Measure #5: As part of the LSA Notification process, the City should identify impacts
and potential mitigation sites prior to drafting an LSA Agreement. CDFW recommends the City
acquire mitigation lands immediately adjacent to the Project as dedicated open space and
preserve in perpetuity as one contiguous parcel. Mitigation lands should be located away from
the Project’s fuel modification zone. If additional acres are not available for purchase that
support streams and coast live oak forest, CDFW recommends the City identify mitigation lands
that could expand the undisturbed natural spaces of the Griffith Park and enhance wildlife
habitat, corridors, and diversity.

S.1-4
Cont.

S.1-5

Mitigation Measure #6: Mitigation lands should be protected in perpetuity under a conservation
easement dedicated to a local land conservancy or other appropriate entity that has been
approved to hold and manage mitigation lands pursuant to Assembly Bill 1094 (2012).
Assembly Bill 1094 amended Government Code sections 65965-65968. Under Government
Code section 65967(c), the lead agency must exercise due diligence in reviewing the
qualifications of a governmental entity, special district, or nonprofit organization to effectively
manage and steward land, water, or natural resources on mitigation lands it approves. An
appropriate non-wasting endowment should be provided for the long-term management of
mitigation lands. A mitigation plan should include measures to protect the targeted habitat
values in perpetuity from direct and indirect negative impacts. Issues that should be addressed
include, but are not limited to, restrictions on access, proposed land dedications, control of
illegal dumping, water pollution, and increased human intrusion. A conservation easement and
endowment funds should be fully acquired, established, transferred, or otherwise executed prior
to the City’s issuance of a grading permit.
Recommendation #1: CDFW’s issuance of an LSA Agreement for a Project that is subject to
CEQA will require CEQA compliance actions by CDFW as a Responsible Agency. As a
Responsible Agency, CDFW may consider the CEQA document from the City for the Project. To
minimize additional requirements by CDFW pursuant to Fish and Game Code section 1600 et
seq. and/or under CEQA, the CEQA document should fully identify the potential impacts to the
stream or riparian resources and provide adequate avoidance, mitigation, monitoring, and
reporting commitments for issuance of the LSA Agreement.
Any LSA Agreement issued for the Project by CDFW may include additional measures
protective of streambeds on and downstream of the Project site. The LSA Agreement may
include further erosion and pollution control measures. To compensate for any on- and off-site
impacts to riparian resources, additional mitigation conditioned in any LSA Agreement may
include the following: avoidance of resources, on- and/or off-site habitat creation, enhancement
or restoration, and/or protection, and management of mitigation lands in perpetuity.
Comment #2: Impacts to Oak Trees and Oak Woodlands

S.1-6

Issue: Based on proposed designs for the Project, two planning areas are likely to see
expansion into the nearby open space on the hills located generally to the west of the Zoo.
These hillsides are relatively undisturbed coast live oak woodlands (Quercus agrifolia) and
coastal sage scrub. Furthermore, California black walnut (Juglans californica) were
acknowledged as “present in the oak woodland on the western boundary of the Zoo, mostly
appearing as root sprouts around older cut trees.”
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Specific impacts: According to page 2-43 of the DEIR, “[t]he 21-acre California planning area
would provide new space for California species and landscapes. The new planning area would
require development of 16.5 acres of presently undeveloped hillsides west of the Zoo Entry….
Development of California, particularly Condor Canyon would require grading and excavation to
bedrock to create the canyon. Blasting could potentially be required to create the canyon. Land
clearing would result in tree removal, including mature eucalyptus and small to mid-size native
oak trees, as well as removal of native chapparal.”
According to page 3.3-11 of the DEIR, “[t]he largest area of roughly 6 acres of coast live oak
woodlands is found on the western side of the Zoo on an undeveloped, northeast-facing hillside
surrounded by paved access roads and a retaining wall on the east side, within the proposed
Africa planning area…. A total of 120 mature coast live oak trees exist with the three areas, with
the vast majority (113) are concentrated with the 6 acres of coast live oak woodlands within the
proposed Africa planning area.”
For the Africa planning area, the Project proposes “revitalizing almost 23 acres of existing
animal facilities and new development including approximately 7 acres of undeveloped hillside
with steep grades.” To accommodate these improvements to existing facilities and expansion
into the hillside, between six and seven acres of coast live oak woodland, containing 120 mature
trees, will have to be cleared and graded.

S.1-6
Cont.

Why impacts would occur: Project implementation includes grading, vegetation clearing, trail
construction, trail maintenance, and other activities. This may result in permanent loss and
potentially decline or local extirpation of a sensitive plant community.
Evidence impacts would be significant: Coast live oak grows in riparian areas, sheltered
coves, and deep, moist, shady ravines and canyons (Tollefson 2008). Riparian habitats provide
important food, nesting habitat, cover, and migration corridors for wildlife. Only 5 to 10 percent
of California's original riparian habitat exists today and much of the remaining habitat is in a
degraded condition (NRC 2002). Additionally, oak trees and woodlands are protected by the
Oak Woodlands Conservation Act (pursuant under Fish and Game Code sections 1360-1372)
and Public Resources Code section 21083.4 due to the historic and on-going loss of these
resources. CDFW considers oak woodlands a sensitive vegetation community.
CDFW considers plant communities, alliances, and associations with a statewide ranking of S1,
S2, S3, and S4 as sensitive and declining at the local and regional level (Sawyer et al. 2008).
An S3 ranking indicates there are 21 to 80 occurrences of this community in existence in
California, S2 has 6 to 20 occurrences, and S1 has less than 6 occurrences. Impacts to
sensitive vegetation communities should be considered significant under CEQA unless they are
clearly mitigated below a level of significance. Inadequate avoidance, minimization, and
mitigation measures for impacts to sensitive plant species will result in the Project continuing to
have a substantial adverse direct, indirect, and cumulative effect, either directly or through
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by CDFW or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS).
Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s):
Mitigation Measure #1: In order to ensure no net loss of oak trees/oak woodlands, CDFW
recommends the following replacement ratios: (1) trees less than 5 inches diameter at breast
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height (DBH) should be replaced at 2:1; (2) trees between 5 and 12 inches DBH should be
replaced at 3:1; (3) trees between 12 and 24 inches DBH should be replaced at 5:1; (4) trees
greater than 24 inches DBH should be replaced at 10:1. Oak trees should be used to recreate
functioning oak woodland of similar composition, density, structure, and function to the selected
oak woodland that was impacted.
Mitigation Measure #2: Project mitigation should restore, at minimum, equivalent acreage of
impacted oak woodlands in approximately the same composition and orientation as Project
impacts. The mitigation site should mimic the pre-Project percent basal, canopy, and vegetation
cover of oak woodland impacted. Associated understory and early successional native species
should be planted and monitored along with trees to achieve viable habitat and adequately
compensate for biological functions lost.
Mitigation Measure #3: Prior to any Project ground-disturbing activities, the City should
develop and implement an Oak Woodland Mitigation Program, as a part of the Biological
Resources Mitigation and Monitoring Program (BRMMP), with the following components:

S.1-6
Cont.

1) An inventory of all oak trees removed or encroached upon during project activities,
separated by species and DBH;
2) Acres of oak woodlands impacted, and density, coverage, and abundance of understory
vegetation species impacted by life form (i.e., grass, forb, shrub, subshrub, vine);
3) Mitigation ratios applied and total number and/or area of replacement trees and
vegetation;
4) Location of restoration areas and a discussion of the adequacy of the location(s) to
serve as mitigation (e.g., would support oak trees/oak woodlands; avoid habitat type
conversion);
5) The location and assessment of appropriate reference site(s) to inform the appropriate
planting rate to recreate the pre-project function, density, percent basal, canopy, and
vegetation cover of oak woodland impacted;
6) Scientific [Genus and species (subspecies/variety if applicable)] of all plants being used
for restoration;
7) Location(s) of propagule source. Propagules should be collected or grown from on-site
sources or adjacent areas within the same watershed and should not be purchased from
a supplier. Seeds must originate from plants/trees of the same species (i.e., Genus,
species, subspecies, and variety) as the species impacted;
8) Species-specific planting methods (i.e., container or bulbs);
9) Planting schedule;
10) Measures to control exotic vegetation and protection from herbivory;
11) Measurable goals and success criteria for establishing self-sustaining populations (e.g.,
percent survival rate, absolute cover). Measurable success criteria should be based on
present site/habitat conditions and/or functional local native oak woodlands as reference
sites;
12) Contingency measures should the success criteria not be met;
13) Long-term monitoring for at least 10 years;
14) Adaptive management techniques, including replacement plants if necessary; and,
15) Annual reporting criteria and requirements.
Mitigation Measure #4: If on-site oak woodland mitigation is not feasible, CDFW recommends
the City set aside replacement habitat to be protected in perpetuity under a conservation
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S.1-6
Cont.

easement dedicated to a local land conservancy or other appropriate entity that has been
approved to hold and manage mitigation lands. Mitigation lands should be in the same
watershed as the Project site and replace at minimum the acreage of oak woodlands of similar
composition as the oak woodlands impacted. An appropriate non-wasting endowment should be
provided for the long-term management of mitigation lands. A conservation easement and
endowment funds should be fully acquired, established, transferred, or otherwise executed prior
to implementing Project-related ground-disturbing activities and prior to the City’s issuance of
grading permits.
Mitigation Measure #5: For oak and walnut tree replacement, CDFW recommends monitoring
and managing replacement trees and habitat for 10 years as opposed to the 5 years suggested
in the DEIR. Oak trees are very long-lived species and take up to 20 years to show signs of
stress and disease. The monitoring period should include a minimum of seven (7) years without
supplemental irrigation. This allows the trees to go through one typical drought cycle, as the Los
Angeles region’s climate typically runs in seven-year drought cycles on average. This should
also be the minimal time needed to see signs of stress and disease in order to determine the
need for replacement plantings.
Recommendation #1: In 2007, the State Legislature required CDFW to develop and maintain a
vegetation mapping standard for the State (Fish & G. Code, § 1940). This standard complies
with the National Vegetation Classification System, which utilizes alliance and associationbased classification of unique vegetation stands. CDFW utilizes vegetation descriptions found in
the Manual of California Vegetation (MCV) (CNPS 2020; Sawyer et al. 2008). To determine the
rarity ranking of vegetation communities on the Project site, the MCV alliance/association
community names should be provided as CDFW only tracks rare natural communities using this
classification system. This would allow CDFW to appropriately comment on potential impacts to
sensitive plants and vegetation communities.

S.1-7

Recommendation #2: CDFW recommends a phased approach to the removal of on-site trees
within each of the planning areas. Removing dozens of trees in quick succession could be
detrimental to on-site and nearby wildlife that is reliant upon that habitat. A phased approach of
removing a portion of trees at a given time allows for wildlife to seek refuge in nearby vegetation
without losing the entirety of the habitat at once.
Recommendation #3: CDFW has concerns that the remaining open space on the Zoo
property would not be sufficient in area for planting replacement trees at an effective density for
successful restoration of woodland habitat. CDFW recommends identifying off-site coast live
oak and California black walnut restoration locations in immediate proximity to the Project site.
This information should be included in the development of an Oak Woodland Mitigation Program
(as suggested in the above Mitigation Measure #3) as part of the larger Biological Resources
Mitigation and Monitoring Program (BRMMP), pursuant to MM BIO-1 of the DEIR.
Comment #3: Impacts to California Species of Special Concern
Issue: CDFW is concerned that Project-related activities may result in significant impacts to the
following Species of Special Concern (SSC):

S.1-8

x
x

Reptiles: Southern California legless lizard (Aniella stebbinsi)
Mammals: San Diego woodrat (Neotoma lepida intermedia)
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Page 3.3-37 of the DEIR states that “[t]here are multiple historic records of the species within
one to two miles of the Zoo boundary, one of which is from as recently as 2011 within oak
woodland habitat. Given that this species has been documented in the vicinity and suitable
habitat is present within the oak woodlands, there is a moderate potential for this species to
occur on site.” A review of California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) supports these
statements as there are historic records of legless lizard roughly 0.75 miles south and 1.5 miles
west of the Project site in Griffith Park.
As indicated on Page 3.3-38 of the DEIR, “[t]he presence of woodrat middens indicates that
suitable woodrat habitat is present in the scrub communities of the Project site. Thus, the
potential for occurrence of the San Diego woodrat is high.”
Specific impact: Project construction and related activities, directly or through habitat
modification, may result in direct injury or mortality of SSC.

S.1-8
Cont.

Why impact would occur: MM-BIO-2.2.a of the DEIR states that “[i]f present, special-status
animal species, such as woodrat, legless lizard, and bat species, shall be relocated from the
Project site either through direct capture or through passive exclusion prior to construction
activities.” Please visit CDFW’s Scientific Collection Permits webpage for information (CDFW
2020d).
While relocation is one option for mitigating impacts, it may not fully account for impacts to an
SSC, such as loss of individuals, loss of habitat, or loss of natal dens/middens/burrows.
Capturing, handling, or relocation are acts that may have multiple unintended negative
consequences, including increased stress and mortality of relocated animals, negative impacts
on resident animals at release sites, increased conflicts with human interests, and the spread of
diseases (Dodet el al. 2008). Attempts to avoid impacts to SSC should be the first option.
Seeking a scientific collecting permit in order to trap and relocate individuals should only be
done if impacts cannot be avoided.
Evidence impact would be significant: An SSC is a species, subspecies, or distinct
population of an animal native to California that currently satisfies one or more of the following
(not necessarily mutually exclusive) criteria:
-

is extirpated from the State or, in the case of birds, is extirpated in its primary season or
breeding role.
is listed as ESA-, but not CESA-, threatened or endangered; meets the State definition
of threatened or endangered but has not formally been listed.
is experiencing, or formerly experienced, serious (noncyclical) population declines or
range retractions (not reversed) that, if continued or resumed, could qualify it for State
threatened or endangered status.
has naturally small populations exhibiting high susceptibility to risk from any factor(s),
that if realized, could lead to declines that would qualify it for CESA status (CDFW
2020c).

Project construction and activities, directly or through habitat modification, may result in direct
mortality, reduced reproductive capacity, population declines, or local extirpation of SSC. CEQA
provides protection not only for State and federally listed species, but for any species including
but not limited to SSC which can be shown to meet the criteria for State listing. These SSC
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meet the CEQA definition of rare, threatened, or endangered species (CEQA Guidelines, §
15065). Take of SSC could require a mandatory finding of significance by the City, (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15065).
Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s):
Mitigation Measure #1: Pursuant to the California Code of Regulations, title 14, section 650,
the City/qualified biologist must obtain appropriate handling permits to capture, temporarily
possess, and relocate wildlife to avoid harm or mortality in connection with Project construction
and activities. Please visit CDFW’s Scientific Collection Permits webpage for information
(CDFW 2020d). An LSA Agreement may provide similar take or possession of species as
described in the conditions of the agreement.
CDFW has the authority to issue permits for the take or possession of wildlife, including
mammals; birds, nests, and eggs; reptiles, amphibians, fish, plants; and invertebrates (Fish & G.
Code, §§ 1002, 1002.5, 1003). Effective October 1, 2018, a Scientific Collecting Permit is
required to monitor project impacts on wildlife resources, as required by environmental
documents, permits, or other legal authorizations; and, to capture, temporarily possess, and
relocate wildlife to avoid harm or mortality in connection with otherwise lawful activities (Cal.
Code Regs., tit. 14, § 650).

S.1-8
Cont.

Mitigation Measure #2: The City should retain a qualified biologist(s) with experience surveying
for or is familiar with the life history of each of the following species: Southern California legless
lizard and San Diego woodrat. The qualified biologist should conduct focused surveys for SSC
and suitable habitat no more than one month from the start of any ground-disturbing activities or
vegetation removal where there may be impacts to SSC. In addition, the qualified biologist
should conduct daily biological monitoring during any activities involving vegetation clearing or
modification of natural habitat. Positive detections of SSC and suitable habitat at the detection
location should be mapped and photographed. The qualified biologist should provide a
summary report of SSC surveys to the City prior to implementing any Project-related grounddisturbing activities and vegetation removal. Depending on the survey results, a qualified
biologist should develop species-specific mitigation measures for implementation during the
Project.
Mitigation Measure #3: Wildlife should be protected, allowed to move away on its own (noninvasive, passive relocation), or relocated to adjacent appropriate habitat on site or to suitable
habitat adjacent to the project area. SSC should be captured only by a qualified biologist with
proper handling permits. The qualified biologist should prepare a species-specific list (or plan) of
proper handling and relocation protocols and a map of suitable and safe relocation areas. A
relocation plan should be submitted to the City prior to implementing any Project-related grounddisturbing activities and vegetation removal.
Mitigation Measure #4: The City, in consultation with a qualified biologist, should prepare a
worker environmental awareness training. The qualified biologist should communicate to
workers that upon encounter with an SSC (e.g., during construction or equipment inspections),
work must stop, a qualified biologist must be notified, and work may only resume once a
qualified biologist has determined that it is safe to do so.
Mitigation Measure #5: If any SSC are harmed during relocation or a dead or injured animal is
found, work in the immediate area should stop immediately. The qualified biologist should be
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S.1-8
Cont.

notified, and dead or injured wildlife documented. A formal report should be sent to CDFW and
the City within three calendar days of the incident or finding. Work in the immediate area may
only resume once the proper notifications have been made and additional mitigation measures
have been identified to prevent additional injury or death.
Comment #4: Impacts to Crotch’s Bumble Bee
Issue: The DEIR concluded that Crotch’s bumble bee (Bombus crotchii), an invertebrate of
conservation, has a low likelihood to be present at the Project site but acknowledges recent
observations close by but not within the site. CNDDB supports this concern showing a recent
recorded observation from 2019 roughly one mile south of the Project site in Griffith Park. The
Project has not provided mitigation for potential impacts to Crotch’s bumble bee. The DEIR has
not provided Crotch’s bumble bee survey to conclude the species is absent.
Specific impacts: The Project as proposed would grade and/or develop habitat that could
support Crotch’s bumble bee. The Project may result in temporal or permanent loss of suitable
nesting and foraging habitat for Crotch’s bumble bee. Project ground-disturbing activities and
vegetation removal may cause death or injury of adults, eggs, and larva, burrow collapse, nest
abandonment, and reduced nest success.
Why impacts would occur: The Project has not provided mitigation for potential impacts to
Crotch’s bumble bee. Ground disturbance and vegetation removal associated during the
breeding season could result in the incidental loss of breeding success or otherwise lead to nest
abandonment in areas adjacent to the Project site. The Project may result in temporal or
permanent loss of colonies and suitable nesting and foraging habitat.

S.1-9

Evidence impact would be significant: Crotch’s bumble bee is listed as an invertebrate of
conservation priority under the California Terrestrial and Vernal Pool Invertebrates of
Conservation Priority (CDFW 2017). Crotch’s bumble bee has a State ranking of S1/S2. This
means that the Crotch’s bumble bee is considered critically imperiled or imperiled and is
extremely rare (often 5 or fewer populations). Also, Crotch’s bumble bee has a very restricted
range and steep population declines make the species vulnerable to extirpation from the State
(CDFW 2017). Accordingly, Crotch’s bumble bee meets the CEQA definition of rare, threatened,
or endangered species (CEQA Guidelines, § 15380). Therefore, take of Crotch’s bumble bee
could require a mandatory finding of significance by the City (CEQA Guidelines, § 15065).
Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s):
Mitigation Measure #1: Due to suitable habitat within the Project site, within one year prior to
grading and/or vegetation removal, a qualified entomologist familiar with the species behavior
and life history should conduct surveys to determine the presence/absence of Crotch’s bumble
bee. Surveys should be conducted during flying season when the species is most likely to be
detected above ground, between March 1 to September 1 (Thorp et al. 1983). Survey results,
including negative findings, should be submitted to the City prior to implementing Project-related
ground-disturbing activities and/or vegetation removal where there may be impacts to Crotch’s
bumble bee. At minimum, a survey report should provide the following:
a) A description and map of the survey area, focusing on areas that could provide suitable
habitat for Crotch’s bumble bee;
b) Field survey conditions that should include name(s) of qualified entomologist(s) and brief
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qualifications; date and time of survey; survey duration; general weather conditions;
survey goals, and species searched;
c) Map(s) showing the location of nests/colonies; and,
d) A description of physical (e.g., soil, moisture, slope) and biological (e.g., plant
composition) conditions where each nest/colony is found. A sufficient description of
biological conditions, primarily impacted habitat, should include native plant composition
(e.g., density, cover, and abundance) within impacted habitat (e.g., species list
separated by vegetation class; density, cover, and abundance of each species).

S.1-9
Cont.

Mitigation Measure #2: If Crotch’s bumble bee is detected, the City in consultation with a
qualified entomologist should develop a plan to fully avoid impacts to Crotch’s bumble bee. The
plan should include effective, specific, enforceable, and feasible measures. An avoidance plan
should be submitted to the City prior to implementing Project-related ground-disturbing activities
and/or vegetation removal where there may be impacts to Crotch’s bumble bee.
Mitigation Measure #3: If Crotch’s bumble bee is detected and if impacts to Crotch’s bumble
bee cannot be feasibly avoided during Project construction and activities, the City/qualified
entomologist should coordinate with CDFW to obtain appropriate handling permits for incidental
take of Crotch’s bumble bee and provide appropriate mitigation for impacts to Crotch’s bumble
bee habitat. CDFW recommends the City mitigate for impacts to Crotch’s bumble bee habitat at
a ratio comparable to the Project’s level of impacts.
Comment #5: Inadvertent Wildlife Death Along Perimeter Fencing
Issue: CDFW is concerned about inadvertent loss of wildlife related to security fencing around
the Zoo property. During a meeting between LA Zoo officials and CDFW, it was mentioned that
there are regular occurrences of local wildlife, mostly birds, being caught in the security fencing
around the perimeter of the Zoo property.
Specific impacts: The Zoo is bordered by perimeter wildlife exclusion fencing intended to limit
wildlife entry into the Zoo. The type of fence being used has contributed to unexpected injuries
and deaths of local wildlife.

S.1-10

Why impacts would occur: Zoo personnel currently monitors the perimeter fence for the
purposes of security. They are primarily concerned with potential access either via gaps in
fencing or tree limbs that may provide entry over the fence. Without placing a priority on
regularly searching for trapped, injured, or stranded animals, the City is overlooking the potential
to mitigate impacts to local wildlife populations.
Evidence impact would be significant: Running animals and low-flying birds may not see a
wire fence clearly against the landscape. Birds can collide with fences, breaking wings, impaling
themselves on barbs, and tangling in wires. Large, low-flying birds such as ducks, geese,
cranes, grouse, hawks, and owls are especially vulnerable. Waterfowl fly into fences that run
near or across waterways, and low-flying hawks and owls may careen into fences when
swooping in on prey.
A study of wildlife mortality along more than 600 miles of fences in rangelands (Harrington and
Conover 2006) found:
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on average, one ungulate per year was found tangled for every 2.5 miles of fence;
juveniles are eight times more likely to die in fences than adults;
mortalities peaked during August, when fawns were weaned;
70 percent of all mortalities were on fences higher than 40 inches;
on average, one ungulate was found dead next to every 1.2 miles of fence; and
90 percent of carcasses found near fences were fawns separated from their mothers.

Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s):
Mitigation Measure #1: Perimeter fence monitoring plan. CDFW recommends the City
develop protocol for monitoring the perimeter fence for trapped, injured, or dead wildlife. To
better understand and prevent avoidable impacts to local wildlife species, it would benefit the
City to record the number and type of occurrences, develop responsive actions, and avert future
potential injuries or deaths. With these data, the City can better identify problem locations or
times of year and adjustments can be made to protocol. CDFW recommends more frequent
monitoring of the fence line to inspect for trapped animals and release any wildlife that may be
caught in the perimeter fencing.

S.1-10
Cont.

Mitigation Measure #2: Security Fencing Options. CDFW recommends the City consider
alternative design options for fencing that may be less likely to be harmful to local wildlife, such
as the removal of barbed wire or razor wire along the top. CDFW recommends more frequent
monitoring of the fence line to inspect for trapped animals and release any wildlife that may be
caught in the perimeter fencing.
Mitigation Measure #3: Perimeter Fencing. CDFW recommends that any fencing used during
and after the Project be constructed with materials that are not harmful to wildlife. Prohibited
materials should include, but are not limited to, spikes, glass, razor, or barbed wire. Use of chain
link and steel stake fence should be avoided or minimized as this type of fencing can injure
wildlife or create barriers to wildlife dispersal. All hollow posts and pipes should be capped to
prevent wildlife entrapment and mortality. These structures mimic the natural cavities preferred
by various bird species and other wildlife for shelter, nesting, and roosting. Raptor’s talons can
become entrapped within the bolt holes of metal fence stakes resulting in mortality. Metal fence
stakes used on the Project site should be plugged with bolts or other plugging materials to avoid
this hazard. Fences should not have any slack that may cause wildlife entanglement.
Mitigation Measure #4: To avoid collisions or entanglements, CDFW recommends that the
perimeter fencing be made more visible via the addition of a PVC cover, high-visibility wire,
flagging, or a top rail.
Additional Recommendations

Recommendation #1: Sensitive plant and community replacement. MM BIO-1.1.e.iii. states
that “off-site restoration of affected native vegetation communities and special-status plant
species shall occur at a minimum ratio of 3:1”. This would apply to all of the sensitive plant
S.1-11 species potentially occurring on the Project site. CDFW recommends applying species-specific
and community-specific replacement ratios based on considerations such as plant rarity, local
demographics, and location of mitigation. Depending on these characteristics, overall Projectrelated impacts and subsequent mitigation for a given sensitive plant or community may vary.
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S.1-11 For example, removal of 10 plants that have a CNPS rarity ranking of 1B.2 may be viewed as
Cont. being a greater impact than removal of 10 plants ranked 4.2.
Recommendation #2: Translocation/Salvage of Plants and Animal Species. Translocation
and transplantation is the process of moving an individual plant or animal from the Project site
and permanently moving it to a new location. CDFW generally does not support the use of
S.1-12 translocation or transplantation as the primary mitigation strategy for unavoidable impacts to
rare, threatened, or endangered plant or animal species. Studies have shown that these efforts
are experimental and the outcome unreliable. CDFW has found that permanent preservation
and management of habitat capable of supporting these species is often a more effective longterm strategy for conserving sensitive plants and animals and their habitats.
Recommendation #3: Impacts to Nesting Birds. In addition to the currently proposed
mitigation measure MM BIO-4 for nesting birds in DEIR, CDFW recommends adding language
that the City will halt work upon positive detection of an active nest. Positive detections should
be reported to CDFW prior to any Project-related ground disturbing activities or vegetation
removal.

S.1-13

Recommendation #4: Temporary Exclusion of Nesting Birds. It should be noted that the
temporary exclusion of Project activities within nesting buffers during nesting season may not
constitute effective mitigation for the purposes of offsetting Project impacts associated with loss
of breeding and nesting habitat. Effective mitigation for impacts to nesting habitat for birds
requires structurally (e.g., ground cover, subshrubs, shrubs, and trees) and species diverse
vegetation as a part of habitat restoration.
Additional mitigation, separate from impacts to vegetation communities, would be necessary to
compensate for the temporal or permanent loss of occupied nesting habitat within the Project
site. CDFW recommends the qualified biologist/City consult with CDFW to determine proper
mitigation for impacts to occupied habitat. Mitigation would be based on acreage of impact and
vegetation composition. Depending on the status of the bird species impacted, replacement of
habitat acres should increase with the occurrence of an SSC. Replacement acres would further
increase with the occurrence of a CESA-listed species.
Filing Fees

S.1-14

The Project, as proposed, would have an impact on fish and/or wildlife, and assessment of filing
fees is necessary. Fees are payable upon filing of the Notice of Determination by the Lead
Agency and serve to help defray the cost of environmental review by CDFW. Payment of the fee
is required in order for the underlying Project approval to be operative, vested, and final. (Cal.
Code Regs, tit. 14, § 753.5; Fish & Game Code, § 711.4; Pub. Resources Code, § 21089).
Conclusion

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Project to assist the City of Los Angeles in
adequately analyzing and minimizing/mitigating impacts to biological resources. CDFW requests
S.1-15 an opportunity to review and comment on any response that the City has to our comments and
to receive notification of any forthcoming hearing date(s) for the Project [CEQA Guidelines; §
15073(e)]. If you have any questions or comments regarding this letter, please contact Andrew
Valand, Environmental Scientist, at Andrew.Valand@wildlife.ca.gov or (562) 342-2142.
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Sincerely,

Erinn Wilson-Olgin
Environmental Program Manager I
South Coast Region
ec: CDFW
Victoria Tang, Los Alamitos – Victoria.Tang@wildlife.ca.gov
Andrew Valand, Los Alamitos – Andrew.Valand@wildlife.ca.gov
Felicia Silva, Los Alamitos – Felicia.Silva@wildlife.ca.gov
Ruby Kwan-Davis, Los Alamitos – Ruby.Kwan-Davis@wildlife.ca.gov
Frederic Rieman, Los Alamitos – Frederic.Rieman@wildlife.ca.gov
Susan Howell, San Diego – Susan.Howell@wildlife.ca.gov
CEQA Program Coordinator, Sacramento – CEQAcommentletters@wildlife.ca.gov
State Clearinghouse, Sacramento – State.Clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov
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GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor
CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Director

CDFW has concluded that the Project may result in the alteration
of streams. As such, CDFW concurs with the Project’s proposal to
notify CDFW pursuant under Fish and Game Code, section 1600
et seq. The Project applicant (or “entity”) must provide notification
to CDFW pursuant to Fish and Game Code, section 1600 et seq.
Based on this notification and other information, CDFW determines
whether a Lake and Streambed Alteration (LSA) Agreement with
the applicant is required prior to conducting the proposed activities.
Please visit CDFW’s Lake and Streambed Alteration Program
webpage to for information about LSA Notification and online
submittal through the Environmental Permit Information
Management System (EPIMS) Permitting Portal (CDFW 2020a).
LSA Notification shall occur prior to the City’s issuance of a
grading permit.
The LSA Notification shall include a hydrology report to evaluate
whether altering streams within the Project’s development,
grading, and vegetation clearing areas could impair headwater
streams where there is hydrologic connectivity. The hydrology
report shall also include a scour analysis to demonstrate that
stream banks and streambed would not erode as a result of
impacts downstream.
As part of the LSA Notification process, the City shall provide a
map showing features potentially subject to CDFW’s broad
regulatory authority over streams. The City shall also provide a
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CDFW recommends the following language to be incorporated into a future environmental document for the Project.

South Coast Region
3883 Ruffin Road
San Diego, CA 92123
(858) 467-4201
www.wildlife.ca.gov

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE

State of California – Natural Resources Agency
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As part of the LSA Notification process, the City shall identify
impacts and potential mitigation sites prior to drafting an LSA
Agreement. The City shall acquire mitigation lands immediately
adjacent to the Project as dedicated open space for preservation in
perpetuity as one contiguous parcel. Mitigation lands shall be
located away from any fuel modification zones. If additional acres
are not available for purchase that support streams and coast live
oak forest, the City shall identify mitigation lands that could expand
the undisturbed natural spaces of Griffith Park and enhance
wildlife habitat, corridors, and diversity.
Mitigation lands shall be protected in perpetuity under a
conservation easement dedicated to a local land conservancy or
other appropriate entity that has been approved to hold and
manage mitigation lands pursuant to Assembly Bill 1094 (2012).
Assembly Bill 1094 amended Government Code sections 6596565968. Under Government Code section 65967(c), the lead
agency must exercise due diligence in reviewing the qualifications
of a governmental entity, special district, or nonprofit organization
to effectively manage and steward land, water, or natural Prior to
construction resources on mitigation lands it approves. An
appropriate non-wasting endowment shall be provided for the longterm management of mitigation lands. A mitigation plan shall

MM-BIO-5 –
Lake and
Streambed
Alteration
Agreement

MM-BIO-6 –
Lake and
Streambed
Alteration
Agreement

hydrological evaluation of the 200, 100, 50, 25, 10, 5, and 2-year
frequency storm event for existing and proposed conditions.
The City shall mitigate for impacts to streams and riparian habitat
by replacing habitat at no less than 5:1 for all temporary and
permanent impacts to streams and riparian habitat. This follows
the recommendations in Table 5 of the Significant Ecological
Areas (SEA) Ordinance Implementation Guide, Effective January
16, 2020, which applies to the adjacent open spaces in the Griffith
Park SEA. Mitigation lands shall support streams and coast live
oak forest of similar vegetation composition, density, coverage,
and species richness and abundance.
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1) An inventory of all oak trees removed or encroached upon
during project activities, separated by species and DBH;
2) Acres of oak woodlands impacted, and density, coverage,
and abundance of understory vegetation species impacted
by life form (i.e., grass, forb, shrub, subshrub, vine);

Project mitigation shall restore, at minimum, equivalent acreage of
impacted oak woodlands in approximately the same composition
and orientation as Project impacts. The mitigation site shall mimic
the pre-Project percent basal, canopy, and vegetation cover of oak
woodland impacted. Associated understory and early successional
native species shall be planted and monitored along with trees to
achieve viable habitat and adequately compensate for biological
functions lost.
Prior to any Project ground-disturbing activities, the City shall
develop and implement an Oak Woodland Mitigation Program with
the following components:

include measures to protect the targeted habitat values in
perpetuity from direct and indirect negative impacts. Issues that
shall be addressed include, but are not limited to, restrictions on
access, proposed land dedications, control of illegal dumping,
water pollution, and increased human intrusion. A conservation
easement and endowment funds shall be fully acquired,
established, transferred, or otherwise executed prior to the City’s
issuance of a grading permit.
In order to ensure no net loss of oak trees/oak woodlands, the City
shall apply the following replacement ratios: (1) trees less than 5
inches diameter at breast height (DBH) shall be replaced at 2:1;
(2) trees between 5 and 12 inches DBH shall be replaced at 3:1;
(3) trees between 12 and 24 inches DBH shall be replaced at 5:1;
(4) trees greater than 24 inches DBH shall be replaced at 10:1.
Oak trees shall be used to recreate functioning oak woodland of
similar composition, density, structure, and function to the selected
oak woodland that was impacted.
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3) Mitigation ratios applied and total number and/or area of
replacement trees and vegetation;
4) Location of restoration areas and a discussion of the
adequacy of the location(s) to serve as mitigation (e.g.,
would support oak trees/oak woodlands; avoid habitat type
conversion);
5) The location and assessment of appropriate reference
site(s) to inform the appropriate planting rate to recreate
the pre-project function, density, percent basal, canopy,
and vegetation cover of oak woodland impacted;
6) Scientific [Genus and species (subspecies/variety if
applicable)] of all plants being used for restoration;
7) Location(s) of propagule source. Propagules shall be
collected or grown from on-site sources or adjacent areas
within the same watershed and shall not be purchased
from a supplier. Seeds must originate from plants/trees of
the same species (i.e., Genus, species, subspecies, and
variety) as the species impacted;
8) Species-specific planting methods (i.e., container or bulbs);
9) Planting schedule;
10) Measures to control exotic vegetation and protection from
herbivory;
11) Measurable goals and success criteria for establishing selfsustaining populations (e.g., percent survival rate, absolute
cover). Measurable success criteria shall be based on
present site/habitat conditions and/or functional local native
oak woodlands as reference sites;
12) Contingency measures should the success criteria not be
met;
13) Long-term monitoring for at least 10 years;
14) Adaptive management techniques, including replacement
plants if necessary; and,
Annual reporting criteria and requirements.

 

Pursuant to the California Code of Regulations, title 14, section
650, the City/qualified biologist must obtain appropriate handling
permits to capture, temporarily possess, and relocate wildlife to
avoid harm or mortality in connection with Project construction and
activities. Please visit CDFW̓s Scientific Collection Permits
webpage for information (CDFW 2020d). An LSA Agreement may
provide similar take or possession of species as described in the
conditions of the agreement.
The City shall retain a qualified biologist(s) with experience
surveying for or is familiar with the life history of each of the
following species: Southern California legless lizard and San Diego
woodrat. The qualified biologist shall conduct focused surveys for
SSC and suitable habitat no more than one month from the start of
any ground-disturbing activities or vegetation removal where there
may be impacts to SSC. In addition, the qualified biologist shall
conduct daily biological monitoring during any activities involving
vegetation clearing or modification of natural habitat. Positive
detections of SSC and suitable habitat at the detection location
shall be mapped and photographed. The qualified biologist shall
provide a summary report of SSC surveys to the City prior to

MM-BIO-11 –
SSC Reptile and
Mammal
Surveys

MM-BIO-12 –
SSC Species
Surveys

If on-site oak woodland mitigation is not feasible, the City shall set
aside replacement habitat to be protected in perpetuity under a
conservation easement dedicated to a local land conservancy or
other appropriate entity that has been approved to hold and
manage mitigation lands. Mitigation lands shall be in the same
watershed as the Project site and replace at minimum the acreage
of oak woodlands of similar composition as the oak woodlands
impacted. An appropriate non-wasting endowment shall be
provided for the long-term management of mitigation lands. A
conservation easement and endowment funds shall be fully
acquired, established, transferred, or otherwise executed prior to
implementing Project-related ground-disturbing activities and prior
to the City’s issuance of grading permits.

 

MM-BIO-10 –
Impacts to Oak
Woodlands –
Long Term
Conservation
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Wildlife shall be protected, allowed to move away on its own (noninvasive, passive relocation), or relocated to adjacent appropriate
habitat on site or to suitable habitat adjacent to the project area.
SSC shall be captured only by a qualified biologist with proper
handling permits. The qualified biologist shall prepare a speciesspecific list (or plan) of proper handling and relocation protocols
and a map of suitable and safe relocation areas. A relocation plan
shall be submitted to the City prior to implementing any Projectrelated ground-disturbing activities and vegetation removal.
The City, in consultation with a qualified biologist, shall prepare a
worker environmental awareness training. The qualified biologist
shall communicate to workers that upon encounter with an SSC
(e.g., during construction or equipment inspections), work must
stop, a qualified biologist must be notified, and work may only
resume once a qualified biologist has determined that it is safe to
do so.
If any SSC are harmed during relocation or a dead or injured
animal is found, work in the immediate area shall stop
immediately. The qualified biologist shall be notified and dead or
injured wildlife documented. A formal report shall be sent to CDFW
and the City within three calendar days of the incident or finding.
Work in the immediate area may only resume once the proper
notifications have been made and additional mitigation measures
have been identified to prevent additional injury or death.

MM-BIO-14 –
SSC Worker
Training

MM-BIO-15 –
SSC Injured or
Dead Wildlife

implementing any Project-related ground-disturbing activities and
vegetation removal. Depending on the survey results, a qualified
biologist shall develop species-specific mitigation measures for
implementation during the Project.

 

MM-BIO-13 –
SSC Protection /
Relocation Plan
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Within one year prior to grading and/or vegetation removal, a
qualified entomologist familiar with the species behavior and life
history shall conduct surveys to determine the presence/absence
of Crotch’s bumble bee. Surveys shall be conducted during flying
season when the species is most likely to be detected above
ground, between March 1 to September 1 (Thorp et al. 1983).
Survey results, including negative findings, shall be submitted to
the City prior to implementing Project-related ground-disturbing
activities and/or vegetation removal where there may be impacts to
Crotch’s bumble bee.
If Crotch’s bumble bee is detected, the City, in consultation with a
qualified entomologist, shall develop a plan to fully avoid impacts
to Crotch’s bumble bee. The plan shall include effective, specific,
enforceable, and feasible measures. An avoidance plan shall be
submitted to the City prior to implementing Project-related grounddisturbing activities and/or vegetation removal where there may be
impacts to Crotch’s bumble bee.
If Crotch’s bumble bee is detected and impacts to Crotch’s bumble
bee cannot be feasibly avoided during Project construction and
activities, the City/qualified entomologist shall coordinate with
CDFW to obtain appropriate handling permits for incidental take of
Crotch’s bumble bee and provide appropriate mitigation for
impacts to Crotch’s bumble bee habitat. CDFW recommends the
City mitigate for impacts to Crotch’s bumble bee habitat at a ratio
comparable to the Project’s level of impacts.
The City shall develop protocol for monitoring the perimeter fence
for trapped, injured, or dead wildlife. To better understand and
prevent avoidable impacts to local wildlife species, it would benefit
the City to record the number and type of occurrences, develop
responsive actions, and avert future potential injuries or deaths.
With these data, the City can better identify problem locations or
times of year and adjustments can be made to protocol. More

MM-BIO-17 –
Crotch’s
Bumble Bee
Avoidance Plan

MM-BIO-18 –
Crotch’s
Bumble Bee
Permits

MM-BIO-19 –
Perimeter Fence
Monitoring Plan
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REC-BIO-1 –
Lake and
Streambed

To avoid collisions or entanglements, the City shall put forth effort
to make the perimeter fencing more visible via the addition of a
PVC cover, high-visibility wire, flagging, or a top rail.

MM-BIO-22 –
Visibility of
Perimeter
Fencing

CDFW’s issuance of an LSA Agreement for a Project that is
subject to CEQA will require CEQA compliance actions by CDFW
as a Responsible Agency. As a Responsible Agency, CDFW may
consider the CEQA document from the City for the Project. To

Recommendations

Any fencing used during and after the Project shall be constructed
with materials that are not harmful to wildlife. Prohibited materials
shall include, but are not limited to, spikes, glass, razor, or barbed
wire. Use of chain link and steel stake fence shall be avoided or
minimized as this type of fencing can injure wildlife or create
barriers to wildlife dispersal. All hollow posts and pipes shall be
capped to prevent wildlife entrapment and mortality. These
structures mimic the natural cavities preferred by various bird
species and other wildlife for shelter, nesting, and roosting.
Raptor’s talons can become entrapped within the bolt holes of
metal fence stakes resulting in mortality. Metal fence stakes used
on the Project site shall be plugged with bolts or other plugging
materials to avoid this hazard. Fences shall not have any slack
that may cause wildlife entanglement.

frequent monitoring of the fence line to inspect for trapped animals
and release any wildlife that may be caught in the perimeter
fencing.
The City shall consider alternative design options for fencing that
may be less likely to be harmful to local wildlife, such as the
removal of barbed wire or razor wire along the top.

 

MM-BIO-21 –
Perimeter
Fencing Design
Materials

MM-BIO-20 –
Security
Fencing
Options
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In 2007, the State Legislature required CDFW to develop and
maintain a vegetation mapping standard for the State (Fish & G.
Code, § 1940). This standard complies with the National
Vegetation Classification System, which utilizes alliance and
association-based classification of unique vegetation stands.
CDFW utilizes vegetation descriptions found in the Manual of
California Vegetation (MCV) (CNPS 2020; Sawyer et al. 2008). To
determine the rarity ranking of vegetation communities on the
Project site, the MCV alliance/association community names shall
be provided as CDFW only tracks rare natural communities using
this classification system. This would allow CDFW to appropriately
comment on potential impacts to sensitive plants and vegetation
communities.
CDFW recommends a phased approach to the removal of on-site
trees within each of the planning areas. Removing dozens of trees
in quick succession could be detrimental to on-site and nearby
wildlife that is reliant upon that habitat. A phased approach of

Any LSA Agreement issued for the Project by CDFW may include
additional measures protective of streambeds on and downstream
of the Project site. The LSA Agreement may include further
erosion and pollution control measures. To compensate for any
on- and off-site impacts to riparian resources, additional mitigation
conditioned in any LSA Agreement may include the following:
avoidance of resources, on- and/or off-site habitat creation,
enhancement or restoration, and/or protection, and management
of mitigation lands in perpetuity.

minimize additional requirements by CDFW pursuant to Fish and
Game Code section 1600 et seq. and/or under CEQA, the CEQA
document shall fully identify the potential impacts to the stream or
riparian resources and provide adequate avoidance, mitigation,
monitoring, and reporting commitments for issuance of the LSA
Agreement.
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Translocation /
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Plants and
Animal Species
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Sensitive Plant
Replacement
Ratios
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Replacement
Tree Density
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removing a portion of trees at a given time allows for wildlife to
seek refuge in nearby vegetation without losing the entirety of the
habitat at once.
CDFW has concerns that the remaining open space on the Zoo
property would not be sufficient in area for planting replacement
trees at an effective density for successful restoration of woodland
habitat. CDFW recommends identifying off-site coast live oak and
California black walnut restoration locations, in immediate
proximity to the Project site that can sufficiently support adequately
spaced replacement trees in the development of a mitigation plan.
MM BIO-1.1.e.iii. states that “off-site restoration of affected native
vegetation communities and special-status plant species shall
occur at a minimum ratio of 3:1”. This would apply to all of the
sensitive plant species potentially occurring on the Project site.
CDFW recommends applying species-specific and communityspecific replacement ratios based on considerations such as plant
rarity, local demographics, and location of mitigation. Depending
on these characteristics, impacts to a given sensitive plant or
community may vary. For example, removal of 10 plants that have
a CNPS rarity ranking of 1B.2 may be viewed as being a greater
impact than removal of 10 plants ranked 4.2.
Translocation and transplantation is the process of moving an
individual plant or animal from the Project site and permanently
moving it to a new location. CDFW generally does not support the
use of translocation or transplantation as the primary mitigation
strategy for unavoidable impacts to rare, threatened, or
endangered plant or animal species. Studies have shown that
these efforts are experimental and the outcome unreliable. CDFW
has found that permanent preservation and management of habitat
capable of supporting these species is often a more effective longterm strategy for conserving sensitive plants and animals and their
habitats.
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Temporary exclusion of Project activities within nesting buffers
during nesting season may not constitute effective mitigation for
the purposes of offsetting Project impacts associated with loss of
breeding and nesting habitat. Effective mitigation for impacts to
nesting habitat for birds requires structurally (e.g., ground cover,
subshrubs, shrubs, and trees) and species diverse vegetation as a
part of habitat restoration.

REC-BIO-8 –
Nesting Bird
Buffers

Additional mitigation, separate from impacts to vegetation
communities, would be necessary to compensate for the temporal
or permanent loss of occupied nesting habitat within the Project
site. CDFW recommends the qualified biologist/City consult with
CDFW to determine proper mitigation for impacts to occupied
habitat. Mitigation would be based on acreage of impact and
vegetation composition. Depending on the status of the bird
species impacted, replacement of habitat acres shall increase with
the occurrence of an SSC. Replacement acres would further
increase with the occurrence of a CESA-listed species.

In addition to the currently proposed mitigation measure MM BIO-4
for nesting birds in DEIR, CDFW recommends adding language
that the City will halt work upon positive detection of an active nest.
Positive detections shall be reported to CDFW prior to any Projectrelated ground disturbing activities or vegetation removal.

 

REC-BIO-7 –
Nesting Birds
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8.0. Response to Comments
Comment Letter S.1 – [California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)]
Comment Response S.1-1
Thank you for your thorough review and comments on the EIR. This comment expresses
gratitude for the opportunity to provide comments towards the proposed Project that may
affect California fish and wildlife. This comment has been noted.
Comment Response S.1-2
The comment provides details of CDFW’s role in the approval process of the proposed Project.
The CDFW is California’s Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources, as well as a
Responsible Agency in implementing CEQA and the California Endangered Species Act
(CESA) for this Project. The EIR recognizes CDWF’s role and jurisdiction, including but not
limited to, impacts to California’s sensitive or endangered species and habitats resulting from
implementation of the Project (see Appendix B and Section 3.3, Biological Resources).
Comments regarding recommendations and concerns about Project-related impacts will be
included within the public record and will be made available to the City decisionmakers for
planning and policy consideration. Detailed responses to the discrete comments made by the
CDFW regarding the Project are provided below.
Comment Response S.1-3
This comment provides a summary of the proposed Project, noting the open space within the
California and Africa planning areas may be particularly impacted by implementation of the
Project. Such impacts are thoroughly described with the EIR (see Appendix B and Section 3.3,
Biological Resources). The comment has been noted.
Comment Response S.1-4
The comment expresses concern that proposed vegetation clearance, tree removal, grading,
and other earth work and construction activities could adversely affect ephemeral and
episodic steams and cause negative affects to coast live oak forests and riparian habitat within
the Zoo, including those resulting from the installation of Condor Canyon. The comment
claims that stream alterations could impair headwater streams where there is hydrologic
connectivity and that impacts to an ephemeral drainage located at the bottom of the existing
canyon within the Zoo could be subject to notification for a Lake and Streambed Alteration
(LSA) Agreement from CDFW. The comment identifies elements that could be included in a
LSA notification and recommends the Project mitigate for impacts to streams and riparian
habitat by replacing habitat at no less than 5:1 for all temporary and permanent impacts to
streams and riparian habitat and by protecting mitigation lands under a conservation
easement.
However, there are no ephemeral drainages, episodic streams, or other water bodies located
within the Project site that may be affected by Project activities, as discussed in Section 3.3,
Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
City of Los Angeles
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Biological Resources and Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality. All surface streams
and ephemeral drainages lie outside the Project site and would not be affected by Project
activities. All runoff or surface water flows within the Zoo property are conveyed to the
developed areas of the Zoo and the underlying stormwater management system. Three
canyons above the Project site support ephemeral drainages that discharge into small Zoo
catchment or sediment basins located along the Zoo perimeter that convey surface flows to
underground storm drains within the Zoo. The Zoo’s storm drains discharge all surface flows
to the Zoo’s Water Treatment Facility, and ultimately to the Los Angeles River after treatment.
The Project would not alter the three ephemeral drainages or change any hillside topography
outside the Zoo boundary that convey flows to these ephemeral drainages. As a result, the
Project would not result in the alteration of any upstream ephemeral drainages or involve any
activity that may trigger LSA notification, including:
•

Divert or obstruct the natural flow of any river, stream, or lake;

•

Change the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake:

•

Use material from any river, stream, or lake; or

•

Deposit or dispose of material into any river, stream, or lake.

Further, while construction activities would alter the existing stormwater drainage system on
site, the Project would not alter natural drainage patterns or amounts of runoff and
sedimentation offsite to the Zoo Water Treatment Facility or the Los Angeles River.
Therefore, the Project would not require an LSA notification prior to grading activities and
recommended mitigation measures #1 through #3 would not be needed to avoid impacts to
ephemeral streams and waterbodies.
The EIR identifies tree and vegetation removal, installation of storm drain systems, and
storage cisterns among other activities as sources of potential soil disturbance associated with
the proposed Project. The EIR also recognizes that “excavation and grading during
construction activities would disturb and loosen soils, increasing the potential for soil
erosion from wind and rain” (Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality). As described
under Impact HYD-3, the EIR recognizes Project development would substantially alter
existing onsite drainage patterns, which involves stormwater conveyance infrastructure,
through excavation, grading, and development of the undeveloped California and Africa
hillsides and that these changes to the topography and proposed new stormwater collection
system would substantially alter existing surface water flows through the site. However, all
stormwater generated during construction would continue to be directed either to the Zoo’s
existing storm drain system in the near-term phases, or the proposed stormwater
management system cisterns in the long-term phases.
Further, all construction activities would be required to comply with standard engineering
practices for erosion control and the Stormwater and Urban Runoff Pollution Control
Ordinance (Chapter VI Article 4.4 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code [LAMC]) to address soil
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erosion, including topsoil mobilization and loss, and urban runoff. Therefore, as described
under Impact HYD-1, the overall existing drainage pattern would be maintained during
construction and would be controlled with required best management practices (BMPs) so
substantial erosion or siltation, pollution, or alteration of existing drainages would not occur.
With regard to the removal of existing coast live oak woodlands and individual trees, the EIR
includes mitigation measures for avoiding the removal of individual oak trees and sensitive
oak woodlands to the maximum extent feasible. Where removal of oak trees and woodlands
cannot be avoided, mitigation measures and BMPs outlined in Section 3.10, Hydrology and
Water Quality would apply to address soil erosion, topsoil mobilization, and urban runoff
during Project construction to prevent or avoid impacts to receiving water bodies, including
the Zoo’s stormwater capture and conveyance system, Zoo water treatment facility, and the
Los Angeles River.
Regarding the commenter’s statement that the Project could result the loss of riparian
habitat, Section 3.3, Biological Resources concludes that no riparian habitats exist on the site.
There are no natural drainages that would be adversely affected by the Project. The Los
Angeles River is located approximately 900 feet from the Project site, but the Project proposes
no modifications to the Los Angeles River and this portion of the river is concrete-lined and
provides no riparian habitat or other sensitive communities. As such, a LSA Agreement
prepared pursuant to California Fish and Game Code Section 1600 et seq. would not be
required for Project implementation, either within the Project site or for the purpose of offsite mitigation. Therefore, the Project would not require an LSA notification prior to grading
activities and recommended mitigation measures #4 through #6 would not be needed to
avoid impacts to riparian habitat.
Comment Response S.1-5
This comment states that the CDFW could act as a Responsible Agency and issue an LSA
Agreement. The comment also states the CEQA document should fully identify the potential
impacts to streambeds, downstream, or riparian resources and provide adequate avoidance,
mitigation, monitoring, and reporting commitments. The comment also states any additional
mitigation conditioned in any LSA Agreement may include avoidance of resources, onand/or off-site habitat creation, enhancement, or restoration, and/or protection, and
management of mitigation lands in perpetuity. As established in Comment Response S.2-5
above, the proposed Project would not alter any river, stream, or lake and therefore, would
not require an LSA Agreement.
Comment Response S.1-6
This comment asserts that the proposed California and Africa planning areas contain coast
live oak woodlands, coastal sage scrub, and California black walnut trees and summarizes
development proposed in these planning areas under the Project. The comment then
recommends mitigation measures to prevent net loss of oak woodlands, including tree
Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
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replacement ratios, equivalent restoration of impacted oak woodlands, implementation of an
Oak Woodland Mitigation Program within the EIR’s required Biological Resources Mitigation
and Monitoring Plan (BRMMP), or implementation of a conservation easement if oak
woodland mitigation is not feasible. The comment also recommends monitoring and
managing replacement trees for 10 years rather than the 5 years required by the DEIR.
However, as discussed further below, a more accurate characterization of these habitats
within the proposed California and Africa planning areas is that while they do support
sensitive biological resources, they have all been subject to some degree of past disturbance
such as vegetation clearing for fire management. Similarly, the majority of black walnuts are
in various stage of resprouting from past fire management activities. Further, as detailed
below, the EIR also includes detailed mitigation measures consistent with City standards.
The EIR thoroughly evaluates impacts to biological resources present within the undeveloped
portions of the Zoo, including coast live oak woodlands, coastal sage scrub, and other sensitive
plant communities, alliances, and associations in Section 3.3, Biological Resources under
Impact BIO-1. As discussed therein, Project impacts to these resources are considered
potentially significant, including impacts to oak trees, oak woodlands, and protected trees
such as the California black walnut. The EIR identifies and requires detailed mitigation
measures which would reduce associated impacts to a less than significant level. These
measures would require protection or restoration of native plant communities and specialstatus species to the maximum extent feasible through pre-construction surveys, protective
barrier fencing, capture, relocation, and replanting protocols. Further, adverse impacts to
these biological resources as a result of installation and maintenance of vegetation clearance
from wildfire fuel breaks would be reduced through implementation of mitigation requiring
maximum avoidance of native vegetation and appropriate restoration offsite (see MM WF-1
described in Section 3.17, Wildfire for analysis of wildfire impacts). As described in Comment
Response S.1-4, there is no riparian habitat onsite or offsite that would be adversely affected
by the Project. Therefore, no mitigation for impacts to riparian habitat are required.
As required by the EIR, as all sensitive and protected tree specimens, including oaks and
California black walnuts. will be subject to the surveying, inventory, mapping and protection
(as discussed below) requirements for each phase of Project implementation, as outlined MM
BIO-1. As described in Section 3.3, Biological Resources under MM BIO-2, if determined
to the present onsite within proposed construction areas during pre-construction biological
resource surveys, native vegetation communities and special-status plant species shall be
protected and preserved in place to the maximum extent feasible. If avoidance or preservation
in place cannot be achieved, the area of disturbed native vegetation communities and the total
affected special-status species shall be mitigated onsite at a ratio of 2:1 if possible. If native
vegetation communities and/or special-status plant species cannot be protected and/or
restored onsite, affected resources shall be restored offsite at a minimum ratio of 3:1. Offsite
restoration of affected native vegetation communities and special-status plant species shall
occur at a minimum ratio of 3:1. These requirements would sufficiently mitigate potential
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impacts to oak trees, oak woodlands and special status plant species and already address the
commenter’s concerns about impacts to these resources. Therefore, recommended mitigation
measures #2 and #3 would not be needed to avoid impacts to oak trees, oak woodlands, and
other special-status trees.
As further outlined in MM UF-1, protected trees and shrubs shall be mitigated under a
similar tiered approach described above for avoidance and preservation, replacement onsite,
or replacement offsite. As discussed in the EIR, all affected trees protected under the City’s
Protected Tree Ordinance shall be replaced at a minimum ratio of 4:1. Through confirmation
with the City’s Forester on March 31, 2021, the Project’s proposed replacement ratios are in
compliance with the City’s existing Protected Tree Ordinance replacement requirements. Per
the EIR, the relocation and replacement planting program shall be informed by a Cityapproved Tree Expert, who shall identify the necessary measures to ensure the survivability
of the relocated and replaced specimens, including relocation method, placement, irrigation
method, maintenance, and monitoring program. These measures shall be developed
consistent with the requirements of the City’s Protected Tree Ordinance. Nevertheless, in
acknowledgement of CDFW’s recommended mitigation measure #1, more specific
replacement ratios for oak trees/oak woodlands have been incorporated into MM UF-1.
Specifically, MM UF-1 has been revised to require that: oak trees less than 12 inches diameter
at breast height (DBH) be replaced at 4:1; oak trees between 12 and 24 inches DBH be
replaced at 5:1; and oak trees greater than 24 inches BDH be replaced at 10:1.
Regarding the location of offsite restoration and/or relocation and monitoring requirements,
the City has and will continue to coordinate with relevant agencies and property owners,
including the City’s Recreation and Parks Department (RAP), to identify potential mitigation
sites if needed that can assure the restoration of natural communities equivalent to or
exceeding the quality of habitats and trees that may be adversely affected by proposed Project
development. Through consultation with RAP in 2020, potential restoration sites within
nearby areas of Griffith Park were identified and appear feasible and would be prioritized
given the similar habitat quality, locale, vegetation, soils, and species composition. Griffith
Park is already protected in perpetuity as a City-owned park, and as such a conservation
easement would not be necessary. Further, mitigation requirements in the EIR would ensure
restoration of vegetation in the same composition as that which is impacted. Monitoring
requirements would ensure the Zoo is responsible for restoration success over 5 years, but the
long-term success of vegetation within Griffith Park would continue to be the responsibility
of the City through RAP. As a result, MM BIO-1 and MM UF-1 mitigates impacts to
protected trees to a less than significant level, and the commenter’s recommended mitigation
measure #1 would not be required.
Comment Response S.1-7
The comment summarizes State vegetation mapping standards and recommends that the
Manual of California Vegetation (MCV) plant names should be provided and that the Project
Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
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should adopt a phased approach to the removal of trees within each planning area to allow
wildlife to seek refuge in nearby vegetation without losing the entirety of the habitat at once.
The comment also expresses concern that the remaining open space on the Zoo property
would not be sufficient in area for planting replacement trees at an effective density for
successful restoration of woodland habitat. However, as described below, the EIR employs
widely accepted mapping techniques and utilizes a mitigation approach linked to the timing
of disturbance to ensure appropriately timed habitat mitigation, including offsite locations if
needed.
Table 3.3-2, Vegetation Communities and Land Use in Section 3.3, Biological Resources has
been revised to present the most appropriate or closest MCV classification to those identified
at the site. It should be noted that the Community/Type names presented in the EIR are based
upon the MCV classification but are modified to more accurately represent the dominant
species, habitats, and community characteristics identified onsite during biological surveys,
as many MCV community names encompass broader categories of vegetation.
Regarding the phased approach, as described in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, the Project
would require the removal, relocation, of large numbers of native and non-native trees in both
developed and undeveloped sites over seven phases of the 20-year implementation period.
The EIR recognizes the Project would be implemented over a 20-year long, seven phase
construction schedule and that phases would occur sequentially, limiting the location and
amount of disturbance at any given time within the Zoo. Project improvements, grading,
construction, and impacts to biological resources would occur during each phase of proposed
improvement over this time, as opposed to mass grading and removal of trees and vegetation
in one phase. As such, impacts to trees would also occur incrementally and overlap with
replanting/landscaping and regrowth activities associated with each proposed improvement.
This implementation approach would result in Project phasing that would give wildlife
sufficient opportunities to respond to construction within specific areas of the Zoo and seek
refuge in nearby vegetation either within the Zoo or in Griffith Park.
During operation, the Zoo would continue to maintain landscaping and vegetation onsite,
including cultivating new plants installed though Project implementation and preserving
existing resources wherever feasible. As described under MM UF-2, landscaping would occur
immediately following completion of construction of a proposed area of improvement. The
text of the mitigation has been revised to specify that planting would use a combination of
smaller containers and larger containers with more mature specimens, as appropriate by
species, to ensure plant health while also expediting recovery of the urban forest.
Additionally, as described under MM BIO-1, the Zoo would prepare and implement a
BRMMP, which would require final designs for each Project phase to incorporate existing
native vegetation, special-status plant species, and mature native trees, into the Zoo
landscaping and facilities in a manner that would ensure the livelihood and biological value
of the natural community and/or individual plant. Further, MM BIO-2 requires that the Zoo
prepare and implement a Construction Management Plan (CMP) that identifies specific
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avoidance and minimization measures for construction-related impacts to biological
resources, including special-status species. The CMP shall require measures to avoid or
mitigate impacts to special-status species present or potentially present within each Project
phase; if no sensitive species are present or potentially present, the CMP shall identify
findings from the surveys. If required based on the BRMMP’s determination of biological
resource sensitivity within each phase, the CMP shall include avoidance and minimization
measures, including biological monitoring during construction, if needed. CMP avoidance
and minimization measures shall be subject to review and approval by a City-approved
biologist. This phased approach to development and mitigation would further ensure that
removal of onsite special-status plant species and native habitat occurs following a phased
approach that would allow for the removal of portions of the specimens that exist within the
Zoo at a given time, allowing for wildlife to seek refuge in nearby vegetation without losing
the entirety of the habitat at once, consistent with the recommendations of this comment.
Additionally, regarding concerns for sufficient area for tree replacement, as described under
MM UF-1, replacement of removed trees and shrubs should occur within the Zoo to the
extent feasible. If replacement within the Zoo is not feasible, the Zoo would coordinate with
RAP for replacement trees and shrubs to be planted to create replacement woodlands and
habitats on appropriate relocation or restoration sites within nearby areas of Griffith Park.
The City and Zoo have coordinated, and will continue to coordinate, with RAP to identify
preliminary offsite restoration sites within Griffith Park of adequate acreage to support
successful restoration of woodland habitat at the appropriate ratios.
Comment Response S.1-8
The comment suggests that Project construction activities, either directly or through habitat
modification, may result in direct injury or mortality of Species of Special Concern (SSC),
specifically the Southern California legless lizard and San Diego woodrat. The comment states
capturing, handling, or relocation may have negative consequences to the specimens,
including increased stress and mortality of relocated animals, negative impacts on resident
animals at release sites, increased conflicts with human interests, and the spread of diseases.
The comment also suggests attempts to avoid impacts to SSC should be the first option. As
described under MM BIO-1, if special-status animal species are present or potentially
present based on the survey, including woodrats or legless lizard species, the avoidance of any
observed specimens and their habitat should be prioritized. If avoidance is not feasible,
relocation measures would be implemented as part of a CMP under MM BIO-2 and
appropriate permits would be acquired from CDFW for the trapping, handling, and relocation
of any SSC. Additional language requiring the acquisition of appropriate permits from CDFW
has been added to MM BIO-2.
The comment also recommends several additional mitigation measures, including that the
qualified biologist must obtain appropriate handling permits, which the CDFW has authority
to issue, for the capture, temporarily possess, and relocate wildlife. The comment also
Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
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recommends the City should retain a qualified biologist(s) with experience surveying for or is
familiar with the life history of each of the following species: Southern California legless lizard
and San Diego woodrat. The qualified biologist should conduct focused surveys for SSC and
suitable habitat and daily biological monitoring during any activities involving vegetation
clearing or modification of natural habitat. The qualified biologist should prepare a speciesspecific list (or plan) of proper handling and relocation protocols, a map of suitable and safe
relocation areas, and protocol of what should happen if a dead or injured SSC is found during
relocation. This relocation plan should be submitted to the City prior to implementing any
Project-related ground disturbing activities and vegetation removal. The comment also
recommends the City, in consultation with a qualified biologist, should prepare a worker
environmental awareness training.
As described under MM BIO-2, a City-approved and qualified biologist would prepare a CMP
subject to approval by the Bureau of Engineering and Zoo planning staff prior to initiation of
construction activities. The CMP would include avoidance and minimization measures,
including biological monitoring during construction and, if necessary, description of SSC
relocation. Pre-construction clearance surveys would be completed by a City-approved
biologist as part of the CMP if presence of SSC were determined likely. Additional language
requiring the acquisition of appropriate permits from CDFW has been added to MM BIO-2.
MM BIO-1 has also been revised to specify that the City-approved biologist shall be a
qualified biologist with experience surveying for or familiar with the life history of any SSC
with potential to exist onsite. MM BIO-2 also requires the City-approved biologist conduct
additional phase-specific surveys within six months prior to start of any construction
activities to determine the presence of any resources that may be affected by proposed
development. If the phase-specific survey identifies presence or potential presence of specialstatus species, pre-construction clearance surveys much be completed. Further, pursuant to
MM BIO-2, all construction activities shall be monitored by the City-approved biologist to
ensure compliance with the CMP. Additional language has also been provided in MM BIO2 to require preparation of a list or plan identifying proper handling and relocation protocols
specific to species determined to be present or potentially present during construction
activities. The mitigation has also been revised with recommended text regarding the
discovery of harmed, injured, or dead wildlife in the immediate work area.
Regarding the comment’s recommendation to provide mitigation requiring preparation of a
worker environmental awareness training, this measure is already required in the EIR under
MM BIO-3. As required in MM BIO-3, “the Zoo shall retain a qualified, City-approved
biologist to prepare a Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) that shall be
implemented during all phases of construction. WEAP training shall be provided to all
personnel working on the site by a qualified, City-approved biologist. The training should
review the construction-related requirements of the BRMMP and the CMP, including all
special-status species that occur or have potential to occur. Training should explain all
mitigation and protection measures, responsibilities of each worker, and a reporting
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framework.” Consistent with the recommendations provided in this comment, additional
language has been included in MM BIO-3 to require that the City-approved biologist shall
communicate to all workers that upon encounter with an SCC (e.g., during construction or
equipment inspections), work must stop, a qualified biologist much be notified, and work may
only resume once a qualified biologist has determined that it is safe to do so.
Comment Response S.1-9
The comment states that the EIR has not provided Crotch’s bumble bee survey to conclude
the species is absent and has not provided mitigation for potential impacts to Crotch’s bumble
bee. The comment then suggests that a qualified entomologist should conduct surveys to
determine the presence or absence of Crotch’s bumble bee and findings should be submitted
to the City prior to implementing Project-related ground-disturbing activities and/or
vegetation removal where there may be impacts to Crotch’s bumble bee may be impacted. The
comment also provides recommendations of protocol if Crotch’s bumblebee is detected.
As described in Section 3.3 Biological Resources, Crotch’s Bumble Bee was identified as a
special-status species with potential to occur within the Project site; however, the limited
amount of coastal sage scrub and a lack of other suitable foraging habitat indicate potential is
low. Further, Wood staff conducted a thorough review of existing literature to identify
potential species of conservation importance within the region and a site reconnaissance
survey of the undeveloped areas within the Zoo and collected observational data from
developed portions of the Zoo (refer to Appendix E). Per the findings of these surveys and
literature review, Crotch’s bumble bee was determined to have low to no potential to be
present onsite during Project construction. No Crotches bumble bees were observed during a
full day of field work by two qualified biologists who were aware that there was a low potential
for occurrence of this species, Therefore, species-specific mitigation measures are not
considered necessary. Nevertheless, the EIR has identified MM BIO-1, requiring preparation
of a BRMMP requiring additional biological resource surveys of the proposed development
areas at 30 percent design plans for each Project phase. MM BIO-2 requires the Zoo prepare
a CMP. If additional species are determined to be present onsite or potentially present during
construction, including Crotch’s bumble bee, the BRMMP and CMP shall include avoidance
and minimization measures to avoid or relocate species to an appropriate offsite location.
Comment Response S.1-10
The comment expresses concern that existing security fencing surrounding Zoo property
poses potential for injury or death of wildlife that become trapped in the fencing. The
comment recommends the Zoo develop protocol for monitoring the perimeter fence for
trapped, injured, or dead wildlife and recommends the Project consider alternative design
and material options for fencing that would not harm wildlife. However, the proposed Project
would not involve any alterations to the existing perimeter fence which is part of the existing
environmental baseline. The Project does not contain plans for or contemplate replacement
or alteration to the Zoo’s perimeter security fencing. As such, alterations to the perimeter
Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
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fence are not a part of the Project which would not result in any changes to conditions relating
to the existing Zoo perimeter fencing and potential effects it may have on wildlife. Pursuant
to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2, the EIR is not required to examine effects of existing
conditions to wildlife, only those impacts of the Project resulting from changes in the existing
physical conditions in the affected area. While there is no nexus to require mitigation for
potential impacts to wildlife caused by the existing Zoo perimeter fencing because it is part of
the existing environmental baseline, these comments will be forwarded to decision makers
for review and consideration.
Further, while the City and Zoo acknowledge concerns that the existing perimeter fencing is
asserted to pose harm to wildlife, the Zoo is subject to U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA)
requirements and standards for design and maintenance of perimeter fencing around
licensed zoo facilities. The USDA regulations stipulate that perimeter fencing must be at least
8 feet in height unless special permission is given. Further, the fence must be constructed so
that it protects Zoo resident animals by restricting animals and unauthorized persons from
going through it or under it and having contact with the animals in the facility, and so that it
functions as a secondary containment system for the Zoo resident animals. The Zoo’s
perimeter fences are subject to routine inspection by the USDA, and Zoo personnel inspect
the fencing on a regular basis. In discussion with Zoo personnel, no occurrences of wildlife
mortality or harm have been observed by Zoo staff (Beth Shaefer, pers. comm., 2021).
Comment Response S.1-11
The comment recommends that replacement ratios for removed vegetation and special-status
plants should be based on considerations such as plant rarity, local demographics, and
location of mitigation. As provided in MM BIO-1, offsite restoration of affected native
vegetation communities and special-status plant species shall occur at a minimum ratio of
3:1. However, additional language has been added to MM BIO-1 requiring that the ratios for
the restoration of native vegetation communities and/or special-status species shall be based
upon the character and quality of the habitat, plant rarity, local demographics, and location
of the mitigation site, consistent with the recommendations of this comment.
Comment Response S.1-12
This comment expresses support for in-place preservation strategies before employing
translocation strategies. Such strategies are consistent with the requirements for both
biological and urban forest resource mitigation outlined in MM BIO-1 through MM BIO-5
and MM UF-1. These required measures prioritize avoidance of impacts to existing
vegetation and species within the Zoo. If protection in place is not feasible, then relocation or
restoration within the Zoo would be preferred. If relocation or restoration within the Zoo is
not feasible, then the Zoo would work with RAP for adequate offsite restoration or relocation
within Griffith Park. These requirements are consistent with the commenter’s requests.
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Comment Response S.1-13
The comment recommends that MM BIO-4 include language that specifies construction
activities would be halted upon discovery of active nests. The recommended language
provided by this comment has been added to MM BIO-4. The comment also notes temporary
exclusion of construction activities within nesting buffers may not constitute effective
mitigation relating to impacts to nesting habitat and recommends the qualified biologist
consult with CDFW to determine proper mitigation measures for impacts to occupied habitat.
The recommended language provided by this comment has been added to MM BIO-2.
Comment Response S.1-14
The comment notes the proposed Project would require an assessment of filing fees and
payment of fees is required in order for the underlying Project approval to be operative,
vested, and final. All associated fees shall be submitted at the time the Notice of
Determination is filed to the County Clerk’s office or with the State Clearinghouse, consistent
with the requirements of the California Code of Regulations.
Comment Response S.1-15
The comment requests an opportunity to review and comment on any response that the City
has provided comments and to receive notification of any forthcoming hearing dates for the
proposed Project. All comments received during the public review period and the subsequent
responses will be published with the Final EIR and made available for public review prior to
final hearing dates for the proposed Project.
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February 16, 2021
Norman Mundy
City of Los Angeles
Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering
1149 South Broadway, Suite 600, Box 939
Los Angeles, CA 90015
RE: Los Angeles Zoo and Botanical Gardens
Vision Plan Project – Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR)
SCH # 2019011053
GTS # 07-LA-2019-03454
Vic. LA-5/PM: 26.565
Dear Norman Mundy:
Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the environmental review
process for the above referenced DEIR. The proposed Project would guide future development and
modernization of the Zoo for the next 20 years. The Project would include the comprehensive redesign
and redevelopment of the Zoo to replace outdated buildings and infrastructure, as well as upgrade animal
care and guest amenities throughout the 133-acre Zoo. Improvements include new and revitalized
immersive exhibit space and animal habitats, new visitor-serving buildings, upgraded administrative and
services facilities, circulation improvements for access roads, pedestrian facilities, an enhanced entrance,
and new parking facilities. The Project is projected to increase annual visitation by approximately 1.2
million visitors per year. This projected growth in visitation and expansion of facilities within the Zoo
S.2-1 property would have commensurate increases in employment. The City of Los Angeles, Department of
Public Works is the Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
According to the Notice of Availability, “Regional vehicular access to the Zoo is provided via I-5, located
approximately 0.2 miles east of the Zoo entrance, as well as SR-134, which is located approximately 0.35
miles north of the northern boundary of the Zoo.” Caltrans wrote a letter in response to the Notice of
Preparation for this project in February 2019. Since then, the implementation deadline has passed for
Senate Bill 743, which requires that Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) rather than Level of Service (LOS) be
used as the primary metric to determine transportation impacts under CEQA. Thus, Caltrans has reviewed
this DEIR from a VMT rather than a LOS perspective.
The DEIR states that the VMT impacts of this project will be significant and unavoidable, even after the
implementation of a Transportation Demand Management Program (also referred to as Mitigation
Measure T-2), that would require the Zoo to reduce employee VMT by 10 percent below existing conditions
S.2-2 as well as reduce projected visitor VMT to the maximum extent feasible.
Caltrans recognizes the challenges in reducing employee and visitor VMT in an area that lacks transit and
that a majority of visitors as well as employees currently travel to by Single Occupancy Vehicle. We also
acknowledge the difficulty of reducing VMT while accommodating new employees and an increase of
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approximately 1.2 million annual visitors. However, Caltrans recommends that the TDM program require
that employee VMT be reduced to 15% below existing levels by 2040, rather than 10%, in order to better
align the TDM program with the VMT thresholds recommended in the Technical Advisory on Evaluating
S.2-2 Transportation Impacts in CEQA by the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR),
Cont. dated December 2018. Similarly, rather than require the TDM program to reduce visitor VMT to the
greatest extent possible by 2040, Caltrans recommends creating a more specific goal, such as requiring
that visitor VMT not experience a net increase. This change would also better align the goals of the TDM
program with OPR’s thresholds.
The DEIR contains several measures that could be potentially included in the TDM program. Below are
additional or more specific TDM measures for the City of Los Angeles to consider including in the TDM
program, in order to further decrease this project’s VMT impacts:
x
x

S.2-3

x

x
x

x

Coordinate with Metro to increase bus service frequency to the Zoo by advocating for the
implementation of Metro’s proposed Line 501.
Rather than construct the proposed parking structure to meet parking demand that would
otherwise be exceeded on certain days in 2025, 2027, and 2030, increase the incentives
to use alternative transportation modes on those days. This is based on the idea that
surplus parking can lead to increased VMT, as mentioned in the DEIR. The TDM program
already proposes implementing a Peak Period Parking Program and providing incentives
for employees to use vanpool programs. Thus, on those days that visitor and employee
attendance is expected to be highest, increase the charges and incentives associated with
these programs, to further reduce parking demand.
To incentivize employee participation in existing carpool and vanpool programs, subsidize
participant fees, offer in-kind services such as oil change discounts, and provide
preferential parking for program participants.
To increase employee transit use, provide free or discounted transit passes.
In addition to providing free or discounted equipment to employees who bike to work, also
provide free or discounted equipment to employees who walk to work, such as discounts
on walking shoes.
To decrease visitor VMT, provide accessible and intuitive traveler information tools, such
as signage and mobile applications with real-time transit information as well as bicycle and
pedestrian wayfinding signage.

If the above TDM measures are not feasible, please refer to the below resources for alternative TDM
options:
S.2-4

x

x

The 2010 Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures report by the California Air
Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA), available at http://www.capcoa.org/wpcontent/uploads/2010/11/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-9-14-Final.pdf, or
Integrating Demand Management into the Transportation Planning Process: A Desk
Reference (Chapter 8) by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), available at
https://ops.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/fhwahop12035/index.htm.

In addition, the project involves various upgrades to the Zoo Drive & Western Heritage Way intersection,
realignment of Western Heritage Way & Crystal Springs Drive, and a signal at the intersection of
S.2-5 Riverside Drive & the 134 EB Off-Ramp. The DEIR states “All such roadway improvements and
realignments would require cooperation with Griffith Park, the Autry Museum, Los Angeles Department
of Transportation, Caltrans, and other interested agencies and stakeholders.” Caltrans appreciates this
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statement. Please send us the final designs for these roadway improvements, and any others that might

S.2-5 impact Caltrans’ Right of Way, once they are ready. As mentioned in the DEIR, encroachment permits
Cont. are required for any project on or near Caltrans right-of-way. However, the final decision on whether this

project will need encroachment permits will be determined by Caltrans’ Office of Permits.
The following information is included for your consideration.
As a reminder, any transportation of heavy construction equipment and/or materials which requires use
of oversized-transport vehicles on State highways will need a Caltrans transportation permit. Caltrans
S.2-6 recommends that the project limit construction traffic to off-peak periods to minimize the potential impact
on State facilities. We support the implementation of Mitigation Measure T-1, “Construction Traffic &
Access Management Plan”. According to the DEIR, “Construction activities associated with development
of the proposed Project would result in additional construction VMT in the Project vicinity and on the I-5
and SR-134 freeways.” Please submit the Construction Traffic & Access Management Plan detailing any
potential issues on state facilities for Caltrans’ review.
If you have any questions about these comments, please contact Emily Gibson, the project coordinator,
at Emily.Gibson@dot.ca.gov, and refer to GTS # 07-LA-2019-03454.
Sincerely,
y,

MIYA EDMONSON
IGR/CEQA Branch Chief
cc: Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse
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Comment Letter S.2 – [Caltrans District 7]
Comment Response S.2-1
Thank you for your thorough review and comments on the EIR. This comment provides a
summary of the proposed Project, including an overview of regional accessibility, and
discusses Caltrans’ replacement of Level of Service (LOS) standards for review under CEQ)
with Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) pursuant to Senate Bill (SB) 743 enacted in 2013. The
summary of the proposed Project provided by Caltrans accurately reflects the proposed
Project as described in Section 2.0, Project Description. Additionally, to confirm, the City
received Caltrans’ comments dated February 21, 2019 that were submitted in response to the
NOP. These comments on the NOP directly informed the scope of and methodology employed
in the EIR and provided information was incorporated into Section 3.15, Transportation. A
copy of Caltrans’ comments on the NOP and responses to those discrete comments are
provided in Appendix C.
The City recognizes Caltrans’ replacement of LOS-based metrics for evaluating
transportation-related impacts with VMT-based metrics pursuant to SB 743. As described in
Section 3.15, Transportation, the provisions of SB743 are now also in effect in the City. The
City was among the first cities in California, almost a year ahead of the California Governor’s
Office of Planning and Research (OPR) deadline, to adopt its own local VMT-based CEQA
guidelines and thresholds for VMT in the City’s Transportation Assessment Guidelines
(TAG). The Transportation Impact Study (TIS) prepared for the Project evaluates impacts
based on VMT metrics for CEQA purposes and LOS metrics for full disclosure and planning
purposes. However, transportation-related impacts analyzed in the EIR are evaluated in the
context of VMT, consistent with SB 743, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, and the City
Department of Transportation (LADOT) TAG.
Comment Response S.2-2
The comment first summarizes the transportation-related impact findings presented in
Section 3.15, Transportation, which conclude that VMT impacts of the proposed Project
would be significant and unavoidable despite implementation of a robust Transportation
Demand Management (TDM) Program (MM T-2), and then recommends adjustments to the
performance targets of the TDM Program. As recommended by the EIR, the TDM Program
would require the Zoo to reduce employee VMT by 10 percent below existing conditions and
reduce projected visitor VMT to the maximum extent feasible. Caltrans recommends the
proposed TDM program require that employee VMT be reduced to 15 percent below existing
levels by 2040 and specify a reduction target for visitor VMT, such as requiring that visitor
VMT not experience a net increase. The comment acknowledges the difficulties in reducing
or mitigating increases in employee and visitor VMT given the Zoo’s location in an area
currently lacking strong transit and bicycle connections, but notes that increased reduction
targets would better align the TDM Program with the recommended VMT thresholds
presented in the OPR’s Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA.
Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
City of Los Angeles

8-47

8.0. Response to Comments
The City acknowledges Caltrans’ recommendation for requiring more aggressive VMT
reduction targets. However, through the analysis of Project-related VMT impacts, the City, in
its discretion, determined that the VMT reduction targets required in MM T-2 would be the
most appropriate and feasible goals that could be achieved by the Zoo as the responsible party
for TDM Program implementation and oversight. This determination was made through
substantial consultation with LADOT staff, Zoo staff, and the EIR’s transportation consulting
staff, considering several factors, as further described herein. Mitigation feasibility is a critical
consideration and the current measures are designed to go as far as the City feels is feasible
toward VMT reduction at this time.
As described in Section 3.15.2, Impact Assessment Methodology, the City’s TAG establishes
a net zero VMT threshold for event centers and regional-serving entertainment venues, such
as the proposed Project, consistent with OPR’s technical guidance (LADOT 2020, page 20).
However, given that large regional attractions typically generate many vehicle trips and
attract visitors from a wide area, this is a very challenging threshold to achieve, particularly
for the Zoo which is located in a transit poor area and which itself is not a transportation
provider. Further, the City determined a project-specific, customized approach was required
to estimate VMT and VMT mitigation reduction targets for this Project given the two separate
trip types generated by the Zoo (i.e., employees and visitors), which have differing trip rates
and trip lengths, and the unique nature of the Zoo land use. As required by the TAG, the
methodology was developed in consultation with and approved by LADOT in the Project
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). For these reasons, the City developed separate
mitigation performance standards for employee and visitor VMT which are designed to
reduce VMT to the maximum extent feasible for each different trip type.
Because the Zoo is a regional destination located in a relatively transit poor area, with Zoo
visitor mode share characterized by heavy reliance on vehicular travel, achievement of no net
increase in visitor-based VMT and a 15 percent reduction in Zoo VMT per employee may not
be feasible. As noted above, the Zoo is located in an area of Griffith Park that lacks efficient
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit connections to the regional transportation networks.
Measures to achieve these specific targets, primarily the creation of new transit connections
to the Zoo from across the region, would be subject to constraints from both an economic and
general viability perspective and are beyond the Zoo’s ability to control. Given the existing
constraints of transit connections to the Zoo, the City determined that a 10 percent reduction
in employee VMT and a reduction in visitor VMT to the maximum extent feasible are
reasonably attainable goals for the Zoo and could feasibly be achieved through the TDM
Program. The mitigation reduction targets outlined in MM T-2 represent what is considered
to be both feasible and attainable based on the robust range of viable TDM measures for
reducing visitor and employee VMT. Given the lack of feasible mitigation that could achieve
a “net zero increase in VMT”, Project impacts are determined to be significant and
unavoidable.
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Comment Response S.2-3
This comment provides suggestions for additional measures to be included in the TDM
Program to support the goal of reducing VMT impacts. The City appreciates the
recommendations and has expanded details in MM T-2 to include several recommended
additional or more specific TDM measures presented in this comment. However, the City also
notes that many of the recommended TDM measures presented in this comment are already
considered or included in the proposed TDM Program. As provided in MM T-2 described in
Section 3.15, Transportation, the TDM Program already requires measures to incentivize
non-vehicular modes for both employees and visitors, including expansion of existing transit
service connections to the Zoo (e.g., Metro Bus Line 96 and the RAP Parkline Shuttle) and
coordination with Metro to increase bus service frequency to the Zoo (which may include
Metro Line 501) to increase transit ridership. The TDM Program also includes measures to
incentivize employee rideshare/carpooling, possibly through flexible scheduling or options
for telecommuting. As described in the consistency discussion of Policy 4.8 of the City’s
Mobility Element, Zoo employees are already provided with discounted transit passes in the
form of transit subsidies through the City’s Transit Subsidy Reimbursement Program.
Further, as described in Table 3.15-5 of the EIR, the Project would be required to comply with
the regional circulation plans, policies, and programs, including the Policy 4.14. of the City’s
Circulation Element, which requires that the Project “provide widespread, user-friendly
information about mobility options and local destinations, delivered through a variety of
channels including traditional signage and digital platforms.” As such, the Project involves
several improvements to wayfinding on surrounding roadways and access points, including
improved signage on Zoo Drive and realignment of Crystal Springs Drive, which would create
a direct route for drivers and pedestrians to reach the Zoo Entry through the parking lot.
Further, proposed relocation of the bus stop is expected to foster improved wayfinding using
available transit services on Metro Bus Line 96 and the Parkline Shuttle. The TDM measures
currently proposed in MM T-2 include extending Parkline Shuttle service to provide Zoo
access during peak periods (peak attendance and parking days). Further a peak parking
program described under this measure would further incentivize employees and visitors to
utilize alternative transportation options during peak periods. The peak parking program
includes a monitoring and adaptive management component that would allow for the
expansion of the program and acquisition of additional funding to implement additional
measures to reduce visitor VMT.
Comment Response S.2-4
The comment suggests that if the recommendations described in Comment S.2-3 are not
feasible, the EIR should reference and incorporate alternative TDM options outlined in the
California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) Quantifying Greenhouse Gas
Mitigation Measures (2010) report and the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA’s)
Integrating Demand Management into the Transportation planning Process: A Deck
Reference (2012). As discussed above in Comment Response S.2-3, the recommended TDM
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measures presented by Caltrans are considered feasible and have already been incorporated
into the proposed TDM Program outlined in MM T-2 and additional details and options have
been added in response to the comment.
During preparation of the analysis of the EIR’s transportation impacts and the TIS, the two
reference documents cited in this comment were reviewed for feasible TDM measures that
could be considered in this analysis. In review of the two reference documents, no additional
feasible or applicable TDM measures beyond those outlined in MM T-2 were identified.
However, as outlined in MM T-2, the TDM Program would be prepared with the purpose of
managing transportation and circulation impacts and reducing VMT to the greatest extent
feasible. A TDM Coordinator shall oversee annual monitoring and reporting to evaluate the
effectiveness of the TDM measures being implemented at the Zoo and recommend
adjustments to the TDM Program as needed on an annual basis. Reference to the CAPCOA
and FHWA documents has been added to the text of MM T-2 to serve as reference documents
for potential future adjustments or expansion of the TDM Program in the event that any
measures identified in these reference documents are determined to be feasible based on the
effectiveness of the TDM Program and future conditions.
Comment Response S.2-5
This comment requests that the Zoo provide Caltrans with the final designs for roadway
improvements and realignments proposed under the Project that fall within or near Caltrans’
right-of-way. The comment also notes that the Caltrans’ Office of Permits determines the final
decision on whether the Project will need encroachment permits. As described under MM T-1,
the Zoo shall obtain any Caltrans permits required, for any construction work requiring
encroachment into public rights-of-way, detours, or any other work within the public right-ofway. Final designs for roadway improvements, and any others that might impact Caltrans rightof-way, shall be submitted to Caltrans as part of any and all necessary permit applications.
Comment Response S.2-6
The comment notes any transportation of heavy construction equipment and/or materials
that require use of oversized-transport vehicles on state highways will need a Caltrans
transportation permit. The comment also recommends that the Project limit construction
traffic to off-peak periods to minimize the potential impact on state facilities, and requests
that the Construction Traffic & Access Management Plan detailing any potential issues on
state facilities be submitted for Caltrans’ review. As described under Impact T-2, construction
activities associated with the proposed Project would result in additional construction-related
traffic on the I-5 and SR-134 freeways. Such traffic would include heavy haul trucks, cement
trucks, and equipment delivery trucks. MM T-1 requires that construction-related haul trips
would be restricted between 9:00 AM and 2:00 PM, thereby reducing impacts on the
surrounding transportation network during the AM and PM peak hours. The Zoo would
obtain any Caltrans permits required, including permits required for the use of oversized8-50
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transport vehicles on state highways. MM T-1 has been edited to ensure that the Construction
Traffic & Access Management Plan is submitted for Caltrans review prior to implementation.
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City of Los Angeles Mail - LA Zoo Vision Plan EIR Comments

Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

LA Zoo Vision Plan EIR Comments
1 message
Kurt Broz <kbroz@palatribe.com>
To: "Norman.Mundy@lacity.org" <Norman.Mundy@lacity.org>

Fri, Dec 18, 2020 at 1:51 PM

Please accept these comments on the LA Zoo Vision Plan EIR on behalf of the Pala Tribe, in support of the Tongva people or
other interested Tribal groups.

Sincerely,

Mr. Kurt Broz
Natural Resources Specialist
Pala Band of Mission Indians
(760) 891-3550

“A society grows great when old men plant trees in whose shade they shall never sit.” – Ancient Greek Proverb

LA Zoo EIR Comments_Pala.docx
89K
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PALA ENVIRONMENTAL DEPARTMENT
PALA BAND OF MISSION INDIANS
PMB 50, 35008 Pala Temecula Road | Pala, CA 92059
Phone 760-891-3510 | Fax 760-742-3189

RE: LA Zoo Vision Plan EIR Comments
To Whom It May Concern:
Pala supports the Los Angeles Zoo and their excellent research and outreach. Upon review of
the EIR, Pala would like to send a letter in support of other Tribes that may have an interest due
L.1-1 to cultural resources. Pala strongly urges any groundbreaking projects utilize cultural resource
monitors or archaeologists that are Tribal, ideally Tongva, whenever possible. Please direct any
questions or comments on this response to Kurt Broz, Pala’s wildlife biologist, at
kbroz@palatribe.com.
Sincerely,

Shasta Gaughen, PhD
Pala Band of Mission Indians
Environmental Director/Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
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Comment Letter L.1 – [Pala Band of Mission Indians]
Comment Response L.1-1
Thank you for your comments on the EIR. The comment expresses support for other
indigenous tribes that may have an interest in the Project and urges the use of tribal cultural
resource monitors or archaeologists during ground disturbing activities. As described in
section 3.4, Cultural and Tribal Resources, letters indicating that a formal decision to
undertake the Project had been made and identifying the opportunity to consult pursuant to
Publics Resources Code § 21089.3.1 were sent to six Native American Heritage Commissionidentified Native American contacts including:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Andrew Salas, Chairperson, Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians-Kizh Nation
Anthony Morales, Chairperson, Gabrieleño/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission
Indians
Sandonne Goad, Chairperson, Gabrieleño/Tongva Nation
Robert F. Dorame, Chairman, Gabrieleño/Tongva Indians of California Tribal Council
Linda Candelaria, Chairperson, Gabrieleño/Tongva Tribe
Charles Alvarez, Councilmember, Gabrieleño/Tongva Tribe

Through consultation with Native American tribal representatives, the EIR has incorporated
mitigation measures requiring the monitoring of ground disturbing construction activities by
an appropriate Native American representative and the management of resources in
consultation with Native American tribal agencies in the event that such resources are
uncovered.
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8.0. Response to Comments
Comment Letter L.2 – [City of Burbank]
Comment Response L.2-1
Thank you for your comments on the EIR. The comment expresses support of Project
Alternative 1 - Reduced Project Alternative of the DEIR, noting this project alternative would
avoid development in the undeveloped hillside areas inside the Zoo. Alternative 1 is identified
as the Environmentally Superior Alternative in the EIR, but it does not achieve all of the
Project objectives. This comment has been noted and will be considered by City decisionmakers.
Comment Response L.2-2
This comment requests that the Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering (BOE) install additional
construction-related noise and disturbance signage noticing the public who may use the trails
at Griffith Park and also nearby equestrian communities such as in the City of Burbank of
future Project construction activities. As described under MM T-1, at least one month prior
to the initiation of construction-related activities, the City shall prepare and distribute notices
to property owners within 500 feet of the Project site, including RAP, who manages and
maintains the surrounding trails and open space areas. These notices would inform trail users
and park visitors of the pending construction activities. Additional language has been added
to this measure to require additional signage noticing the public who may use trails at Griffith
Park and at the Los Angeles Equestrian Center located in the City of Burbank of ongoing
construction activities related to the Project.
Comment Response L.2-3
This comment expresses support of the proposed TDM program and requests the TDM
program include measures to utilize revenue collected from paid parking to fund
opportunities to increase Metro bus service frequency to the Zoo and other TDM measures.
As described under MM T-2, the proposed TDM would include a paid parking program,
which would generate revenue that the Zoo may use to implement, modify, and expand the
TDM measures outlined in MM T-2 to reduce Project-related visitor and employee VMT to
the extent feasible. Further TDM program improvements potentially supported by revenue
generated by the paid parking program and from other sources may include expansion of
existing transit service connections to the Zoo (i.e., Metro Bus Line 96 and the RAP Parkline
Shuttle).
Comment Response L.2-4
The comment requests that the City coordinate with the City of Burbank and other
neighboring cities on improving connection to the Los Angeles River Bike Path and Zoo Drive.
As described under Impact T-2 impact, the Project recognizes three bicycle and pedestrian
bridges over the Los Angeles River and connecting to the Los Angeles River Bike Path were
recently completed (in 2020) in the vicinity of Griffith Park. Further, three new pedestrian
Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
City of Los Angeles
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and bicycle connections to Griffith Park and the Project site are anticipated to be completed
in advance of implementation of Phase 1 of the Zoo Vision Plan in 2025. These recently
completed and pending improvements would connect communities on the north and east side
of the Los Angeles River to the Los Angeles River Bike Path and provide opportunity for active
transportation to Griffith Park and the Project site. The Project recognizes the City is also
currently planning to build two connecting bicycle facilities from the Los Angeles River Bike
Path to Griffith Park adjacent to the Zoo. Continued growth of these networks will expand the
Zoo’s bikeshed (3 miles) to extend farther into residential communities in Burbank and
Glendale and will encourage increased active transportation from surrounding
neighborhoods to Griffith Park and the Project site, further reducing future VMT. Additional
language has been included in MM T-2 identifying the cities of Burbank and Glendale as
coordinating agencies for identifying and facilitating new bicycle and pedestrian linkages and
bridges between the Zoo and neighboring communities, particularly linkages to the Los
Angeles River Bike Path.
Comment Response L.2-5
The comment states that the descriptions of the Burbank Town Center, Burbank Common,
and Premier projects in the cumulative project list are not up to date and offers to provide
updated project descriptions. In response to this offer, the City reached out to the City of
Burbank Planning/Transportation Divisions to receive an up-to-date description of the
referenced projects on March 5, 2021. Information received from the City of Burbank
Planning/Transportation Divisions on March 23, 2021 via email correspondence was
incorporated into the list of cumulative projects in Table 3.18-2, Cumulative Projects List of
Section 3.18, Cumulative Impacts.
Comment Response L.2-6
This comment states that the Burbank Fire Department does not respond to the Project area
during emergencies, and requests that Project coordinate with the Burbank Fire Department
regarding emergency access roads and routes impacted by the Project. As described in Section
3.13, Public Services, the proposed Project proposes improvements to existing roadways and
circulatory systems both internal and external to the Zoo that would improve emergency
access. External circulatory improvements would include improved vehicle entry at the
Gottlieb Animal Health and Conservation Center and a new vehicle entrance emergency
vehicle access from Zoo Drive. In addition, proposed realignment of Crystal Springs Drive
and improvement of the Crystal Springs Drive & Zoo Drive intersection is expected to improve
emergency vehicle response to the Zoo. The City will continue to consult with the City of
Burbank regarding any changes to the roadway network and emergency access roads, such as
potential road closures for construction.
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Comment Response L.2-7
This comment requests that the City coordinate with the City of Burbank Public Works
Department regarding construction activity that may impact the City of Burbank. The City
and Zoo will continue to consult with the City of Burbank regarding any construction activities
that may require coordination and input from the City of Burbank.
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Comment Letter O.1 – [California Native Plant Society]
Comment Response O.1-1
Thank you for your thorough review and comments on the EIR. The comment expresses
support for Alternative 1 – Reduced Project Alternative and support for the preservation of
all possible open natural space, noting open space has beneficial impacts associated with
providing habitat and foraging to native species, carbon sequestration, and wildlife corridors.
This comment has been noted.
Comment Response O.1-2
The comment questions the thoroughness of the rare plant survey conducted in support of
the EIR, citing that the Griffith Park Plant Survey (Cooper 2010) and Griffith Park Wildlife
Management Plan (2009) and suggests a more robust array of botanical rarity and ecological
value exist in Griffith Park than described in the prepared EIR. As described in Section 3.3,
Biological Resources, the biological analysis of the EIR involved a thorough review of existing
literature, including the Griffith Park Plant Survey (Cooper 2010) and Griffith Park Wildlife
Management Plan (2009), among others. Review of existing literature and published studies
helped to inform the existing conditions descriptions of the EIR, particularly for surrounding
areas in Griffith Park outside the Project site. While literature review provided descriptions
of robust botanical diversity in Griffith Park, Wood also conducted several onsite
reconnaissance-level surveys, including a focused rare plant survey, to provide a more
detailed, site-specific information regarding species determined to be present or potentially
present within the Project site and potentially affected the proposed Project. This onsite
survey was conducted to ensure an updated description of the botanical setting within the
Zoo specifically as a unique use and setting within Griffith Park. Complete details for the
results of the literature review and site reconnaissance, as well as technical analysis of the
Project’s impacts on biological resources, is provided in the Biological Resources Technical
Report contained in Appendix E.
With regard to consideration of the City’s A Vision for Griffith Park (2014; also referred to as
the “Griffith Park Vision Plan”), as described in Section 3.11, Land Use and Planning, this
plan applies only to areas of Griffith Park controlled by RAP, which excludes the 133-acre Zoo
property. Thus, since the Zoo was not included in the Vision for Griffith Park planning
process, the plan does not apply to the Zoo property and the Zoo is not subject to policies,
goals, or regulations outlined therein. Nevertheless, consistency with policies of the Vision for
Griffith Park has been analyzed in the EIR. Please refer to Table 3.11-4, Griffith Park Vision
Plan Policy Consistency in Section 3.11, Land Use and Planning for detailed discussion of the
Project’s consistency with the Vision for Griffith Park.
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Comment Response O.1-3
The comment urges that all native plants protected under the City’s Protected Tree Ordinance
and any non-native trees that provide habitat or shelter for native wildlife be preserved. As
described under MM UF-1 in Section 3.6, Urban Forestry Resources, trees and shrubs
protected under the City's Protected Tree Ordinance would be preserved in place to the
maximum extent feasible. Where protected and important trees cannot be avoided and
preserved in place, individuals shall be transplanted elsewhere onsite to the extent feasible.
If relocation onsite is not feasible, individuals shall be transplanted to an appropriate offsite
location elsewhere within Griffith Park. Where the preservation or relocation of protected and
important trees and shrubs is not feasible, or where the health of preserved or relocated
specimens becomes compromised, as part of the final design of each exhibit or feature, the
Zoo shall prepare and implement a replacement planting program where protected trees
would be replaced at a 4 :1 ratio. Further, MM BIO-1 through MM BIO-5 would require
similar approaches to mitigating impacts to other sensitive plants, habitats, and species,
including nesting birds and bat colonies that may reside within non-native trees. These
mitigations are consistent with the City’s Protected Tree Ordinance to adequately reduce
impacts to trees and the City’s urban forest to a less than significant level.
Comment Response O.1-4
The comment inquires if City agencies associated with urban forestry, namely the Urban
Forestry Division and the Community Forest Advisory Committee, were consulted during the
preparation of the Zoo’s proposed Vision Plan and its EIR. The Urban Forestry Division is a
division of the City of Public Works Department dedicated to the management of City street
trees and protected trees. The Community Forest Advisory Committee is an appointed
committee consisting of community representatives and staff from Urban Forestry Division,
Department of Water and Power, RAP and other departments with tree-related issues. The
preparation of the EIR involved extensive consultation with the Department of Public Works,
the parent department of the Urban Forestry Division, with RAP, the City Forest Officer, and
CDFW.
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City of Los Angeles Mail - LA Zoo Vision Plan EIR Comments

Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

LA Zoo Vision Plan EIR Comments
1 message
kcluster4756@roadrunner.com <kcluster4756@roadrunner.com>
Reply-To: kcluster4756@roadrunner.com
To: "Norman.Mundy@lacity.org" <Norman.Mundy@lacity.org>

Thu, Jan 14, 2021 at 5:46 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
Thank you for the public presentation on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the LA Zoo Vision Plan
on January 13, 2021. I would just like to follow up on my verbal comments with the following written
comments and questions:
1. When the zoo started the Vision Plan process it was stated to the public that the Elephants of Asia exhibit
was complete and was not part of the Vision Plan. At the public meeting last night, Ms. Leachman
announced that the zoo has reconsidered that position and is now planning to expand the Elephants of Asia
exhibit to add 6 more acres that will be accessible and useable by the Elephant residents (meaning the
additional 6 acres will not include visitor viewing, access, rest, or other types of visitor use areas). Since this
O.2-1 addition to the Elephants of Asia exhibit was not part of the initial plan, were the written concerns we filed
the first time you solicited public written comments applied to this new element of the Vision Plan? If not, I
would like to renew all of those concerns here and request that the environmental impact analysis be done
taking the additional construction into account. I have attached our original comments here and specifically
refer you to Nos. 3, 4, 5 and 6.

O.2-2

2. When the section on Noise was addressed during the meeting last night, it was stated that there was not a
significant and unavoidable impact from noise since the noise will be primarily local, will not extend beyond
the zoo, and will not disturb “sensitive receptors”. However, in the initial study the residents of the zoo were
identified as “sensitive receptors” with respect to noise. Were the animals held in the zoo included in the
analysis of the impact caused by noise? How will the noise and vibration impact of construction be mitigated
so as not to disturb and stress these “sensitive receptors”?

3. Section 4.3.2(3) of the plan provides an alternate use for the zoo property. Is this alternate use as a
conservation/research facility being seriously considered? It seems that this use for the zoo property would
O.2-3 not only avoid the significant and unavoidable impacts identified in the EIR, it would also be in the best
interest of local wildlife, endangered wildlife around the world and the environment we all share. Does the
public have any input into whether an alternative use will be implemented or does the zoo make that
decision?
Thank you so much for your service to the City of Los Angeles,
Kiersten Cluster, Elephant Guardians of Los Angeles

EIR letter.docx
46K
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Comment Letter O.2 – [Elephant Guardians of Los Angeles]
Comment Response O.2-1
Thank you for your comments on the EIR. The comment notes that at the start of the Vision
Plan process, no plans to expand the Elephants of Asia exhibit were included in the Project,
contrary to existing plans, as described at the public presentation held on January 13, 2021.
The comment inquires if written public comments submitted from previous public review
meetings were applied to the proposed improvement of the Elephants of Asia exhibit. All
public comments received from public outreach events, including the NOP/Initial Study
scoping meeting, were reviewed prior to publication of the Draft EIR. Copies of those
comments received and responses to the comments are provided in Appendix C of the EIR.
As discussed therein and in relevant sections of the EIR, the potential impacts resulting from
implementation of the Project, which includes expansion of the Elephants of Asia exhibit,
have been accounted for and have been thoroughly analyzed in the EIR, including the
construction impacts of expanding the Elephants of Asia exhibit by approximately 6 acres.
Comment Response O.2-2
The comment notes that findings of the Draft EIR determined that noise impacts would be
less than significant but questions how noise and vibration impacts on resident Zoo animals
would be mitigated. Resident Zoo animals are not biological resources per CEQA. However,
in the interest of public disclosure, the potential effects on Zoo animals were assessed in the
EIR to confirm continuous welfare and care during Project implementation, including
disclosure of Zoo practices and requirements during construction projects. The EIR also
identifies sensitive receptors to noise which may include Zoo visitors, including children, as
well as resident animal species that may be sensitive to operational and construction noise;
however, it is noted that captive animal species may have a unique sensitivity to the normal
average and peak noise levels generated in an urban environment, unlike their wild
counterparts.
As described in Section 3.12, Noise and Vibration, the Zoo would implement measures as it
has done in the past during past construction of prior improvements. Measures to protect
resident animals from noise and vibration affects may include their temporary relocation
away from construction activities, closure of exhibits, or even the transfer of animals to other
zoos. Accommodations specific to each animal would be developed during the planning
process for each phase and details would be included in final construction plans. Further,
mitigation measures implemented during construction to reduce potential noise and
vibration impacts would include use of equipment mufflers, rubber-tired equipment, and
noise barriers, prohibition of equipment idling, and preparation and distribution notices to
property owners within 500 feet of the Project site. With continued management of each
species of animal exhibited or rehabilitated at the Zoo and required compliance with the
Animal Welfare Act (AWA), there would be no adverse effects on Zoo animals from noise or
vibration during Project construction.
8-68
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Comment Response O.2-3
The comment asks if the Project Alternative Use (Reuse/Conservation Center) was seriously
considered in the EIR analysis and whether the public may provide any input into whether
this alternative would be implemented. As discussed in Section 4.4.1, Alternatives Considered
and Discarded, this alternative received thorough consideration but has been discarded from
further consideration in the EIR. Please refer to Section 4.4.1, Alternatives Considered and
Discarded for detailed discussion as to why this alternative has been discarded. In summary,
this alternative would not achieve a majority of the Project objectives. For instance, though
the alternative could likely better achieve Project Objectives No. 3 and 4 relating to animal
conservation and education programs, the other Project objectives rely largely upon
improving the visitor experience and welfare of all the animals of the Zoo. Further, without
the revenue provided by annual visitation, the feasibility of the maintaining the 133-acre Zoo
property as solely a conservation facility would be questionable. Due to infeasibility and
inconsistency with the Project objectives, this alternative has been discarded from further
consideration.
While it is ultimately the City decision-makers who determine whether the Project or an
alternative is adopted, input received from the public may help to inform both the
development and implementation of the Project and can influence the final decision of
decision makers. These comments will be forwarded to City decision-makers for review and
consideration.
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February 15, 2021
Norman Mundy, Environmental Supervisor II
Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering, Environmental Management Group
1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600, Mail Stop 939
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Re:

Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan Project Draft Environmental Impact Report
SCH# 2019011053

Public parks are a safety valve of great cities and should be made accessible and attractive, where
neither race nor creed nor color should be excluded….Give nature a chance to do her good work
and nature will give every person a greater strength in health, strength and mental power.
Griffith J. Griffith
Dear Mr. Mundy,
Friends of Griffith Park, the advocacy group for all of Griffith Park, has carefully reviewed the Los
Angeles Zoo Vision Plan Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) released in December
2020. We have numerous concerns regarding the scope of the proposed project and the loss of Open
Space that would result.
Loss of Open Space / Connectivity
The Zoo, although an independent city department, is located entirely within the boundaries of
Griffith Park. It is not “zoo property” as claimed in several places throughout the DEIR. Friends
deplores the DEIR’s description of open space as “underutilized and underdeveloped areas” (ES-3
and 2-30). Our Indigenous populations tread lightly on the land and had great respect and reverence
for the native habitat; they did not consider it “underutilized.” Griffith J. Griffith, who donated the
land to the city for a park, certainly knew the value of open space and nature. (Above quote)
Los Angeles County designated Griffith Park a Significant Ecological Area (SEA) forming “an
O.3-1 extensive, relatively undisturbed island of natural vegetation in an urbanized, metropolitan area.”
This Open Space currently provides invaluable habitat for the native flora and fauna that call Griffith
Park home. Not all wildlife receives the international fame that mountain lion P-22 enjoys; however
a large community of wildlife thrive in Griffith Park. In spite of all this, the DEIR proposes the
destruction of approximately 25 acres of Open Space.
Regarding the Africa and California planning areas, mostly, “These undeveloped areas serve as a
transitional zone between the developed Zoo grounds and native habitats either within the Zoo or in
adjacent Griffith Park.” (3.3-11) The DEIR also makes reference to selectively allowing smallersized wildlife through borders. Friends’ would encourage the highest level of connectivity up to the
extent it would not precipitate conflict or risk disease for any animal, Zoo’s or wildlife. The DEIR
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does not make clear what new measures would be in place should California and Africa areas be
developed with regard to wildlife connectivity through Zoo boundaries.
Q: What policies are in place which may exclude wildlife from the Zoo grounds?
Q: Under the proposed plan, are measures intended to keep all Griffith Park’s wildlife from
entering Zoo property, or selectively limit it? How?
Q: What is the Zoo’s protocol for handling wildlife, in particular predators, which infringe
perimeter fencing?
Note there is razor-wire fencing around some of the Zoo’s borders currently.
Q: What is the purpose of the existing razor-wire fencing, as it is a known hazard to wildlife?
Q: What type of perimeter fencing is planned for the proposed project?
Q: Is there a dual system of fencing currently? Or planned under the proposed project?

One of the most egregious proposals is the creation of Condor Canyon in the California area. The
proposal calls for blasting a 60-foot deep canyon out of pristine native habitat. The reason for this
destruction is, in part, to create a rock climbing activity for children and a visitor center to be used as
a party and event facility. One cannot escape the irony of destroying 16.5 acres of native California
habitat to create an artificial California. The Department of Recreation and Parks has a portable rock
climbing apparatus that they transport to various city parks for events. It is very popular. The Zoo
could do something similar in an existing playground area without blasting out a fake canyon.
O.3-2
Q: How can the Zoo justify the irony of destroying native California habitat to create what it
calls California?
Q: Who came up with the idea of blasting out a 60-foot deep canyon in order to create a rock
climbing activity?
Q: How will the Zoo mitigate impact of the noise of the long period of blasting on picnickers
and on equestrians?
Q: Why does a zoo want to focus attention on native California becoming agricultural
California by adding a vineyard?
Biological / Sustainability / Environmental
The Executive Summary lists the City’s “project objectives,” which include: Conservation:
“Advance conservation efforts by developing facilities and programs that will support conservation
actions to protect and grow animal populations and habitats.” (ES.3)
O.3-3
Q: How can the City justify “conservation efforts” while not taking actions to protect animals
and habitats currently present on this land?
Q: Doesn’t protection of habitats start at home, especially native and endangered habitats
including the areas the Zoo Vision proposes to destroy?

The implementation of the Zoo Vision Plan calls for the removal of hundreds of mature protected
trees that constitute an urban forest resource under the City of Los Angeles Protected Tree
Ordinance, coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia), California sycamore (Platanus racemosa), California
O.3-4 bay (Umbrellularia Californica) and Southern California black walnut (Juglans californica). The
Protected Tree Ordinance Amendment was passed by the City to amend the existing Ordinance to
expand the definition of “Protected Tree” to include the Mexican elderberry (Sambucus mexicana)
and toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia). This amendment is now law.
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The City passed the ordinance for specific reasons that apply to this Vision Plan:
1. California native trees provide habitat for state or federally protected animal species.
2. California native trees that are located in the Pacific Flyway are important to thousands of
migratory birds each spring and fall during migration season.
3. Native trees provide a foundation for a healthy ecosystem.
It is also well known that trees provide the vital function of absorbing the carbon emissions that have
led to our current Climate Crisis. Each oak tree sequesters hundreds of pounds of CO2 per year.
Cutting down hundreds of trees in this proposed project will lead to thousands of pounds of CO2 kept
in the atmosphere and contribute greatly to our current Climate Crisis and degrade Los Angeles’s air
quality. A study of a project that would take out hundreds of trees for a pipeline detailed the
importance of trees in their sequestration of carbon.
Q: How would this Plan mitigate the thousands of pounds of CO2 kept in our air by
destroying hundreds of trees?

O.3-4
Cont.

Both the California and Africa areas in the Plan would require the removal of 120 coast live oak
trees, 60 toyons, 22 black walnut trees and multiple Mexican elderberry trees. These are all protected
trees. The destruction of hundreds of trees that provide both a canopy for reducing temperatures,
habitat for endangered birds, and a healthy ecosystem is a mind-numbing provision of this Plan.
Q: How is it proper and right to destroy hundreds of plants and trees, the habitat of
endangered birds and a healthy ecosystem to add an entertainment feature such as rock climbing to a
Zoo that could be placed anywhere else in more urban locations?
Q: How is it proper and right to remove hundreds of trees that provide all the above
enhancements to the Zoo?

The Executive Summary list of the Zoo’s “project objectives,” also includes: Environmental
Sustainability: “Incorporate sustainable design practices into Zoo facilities to ensure resource
conservation consistent with City’s Sustainable City pLAn, One Water L.A. Plan, and Resilient Los
Angeles Plan.” (ES.13)
Q: With regard to pLAn’s Carbon and Climate Leadership provision, how will the Zoo’s
action in removing “hundreds, or potentially thousands” of trees, plus entire climate-adapted native
O.3-5 plant communities, be considered setting a positive example of leadership?
Q: Can the Zoo quantify the loss of carbon sequestration that will be realized over the
proposed Vision Plan implementation?
Q: How does the cutting down of hundreds of trees fit in with the City’s goals of reducing
greenhouse gas emissions by 45% by 2025 under “pLAn?”
Q: In reference to One Water L.A., within the “underutilized” areas of the Zoo property, will
the proposed conversion through the removal of native habitats to less native (or no native) plants
O.3-6 result in an increased demand for water, whether potable or recycled?
Q: Will the elimination of vast acres of native habitat result in reduced water quality for the
Zoo grounds and for the Los Angeles River? If not, at what expense or sacrifice?
Q: In reference to the Resilient Los Angeles Plan goal to “Use climate science to develop
adaptation strategies consistent with the Paris Climate Agreement,” what “climate science” is
O.3-7 consistent with the proposed project’s removal of “hundreds, or potentially thousands” of trees and
the elimination of vast native habitat areas?
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While several City initiatives are cited without justification of being compatible or consistent with
the proposed plan, conspicuously absent are:

O.3-8

O.3-9

1. Biodiversity Report (City of Los Angeles, 2018; updated 2020): While Zoo staff participated on the
Interdepartmental Team and Expert Council of this initiative, its goals and objectives are not
referenced in the DEIR.
Q: Why not? Which proposed components of the Zoo Vision are consistent with the stated
goals of biodiversity in Los Angeles? Which are not?
Q: What metrics have been applied to gauge biodiversity in the “underutilized” areas of the
Zoo property?
Q: What is the expected net biodiversity loss (or gain) that would result in each of the
Africa and California areas from the execution of the proposed plan, and what metrics will be used in
this determination?
2. Griffith Park Wildlife Management Plan: This plan was commissioned by the City of Los Angeles
and adopted by the city in 2014.
Q: While the Zoo makes clear the Vision for Griffith Park is not applicable to the proposed
project, does the Zoo recognize this plan as a guide for best management practices? If not, why not?

3. 30 x 30 Initiative: Governor Newsom signed an executive order mandating the protection of 30%
of California’s open space habitat by the year 2030. The State believes this is achievable solely on
public lands. More recently, President Biden signed on to the 30 x 30 initiative.
O.3-10
Q: The destruction of at least 24.5 acres (Africa and California) of native habitat would bring
the Zoo’s protected land area to roughly only 5%. How is this mass reduction in open space
consistent with such a well-intended goal, 30 x 30, as a way to fight climate change?
Q: As a player in conservation efforts, is the City concerned that the Zoo is sending the
wrong message as a leader of conservation efforts?
Guiding principles for sustainability, regularly espoused in some of the initiatives listed above, would
favor native vegetation over planted non-natives. However, for example, the removal of scrub and
shrublands in the California area in order to plant redwood trees does not fit that forward-looking
advice. Scrub/shrub plant systems are under-appreciated for their carbon sequestration potential
according to relatively new scientific studies. Removal of these plant communities results in a large
O.3-11 loss of both above and below-ground (including mycorrhizal) carbon storage. This carbon storage
would likely not be offset by replanted ornamental trees and plants. Also, redwoods struggle in
Southern California’s climate, are water-guzzlers, and are sensitive to recycled water due to its high
salinity, so precious potable water may be required.
Q: How can this continuous theme of replacing native trees and entire native plant
communities throughout the proposed Vision Plan be consistent with the sustainability and
biodiversity goals of the City and State?

O.3-12

Biological Assessment and Field Surveys in the Project Areas (Appendix E)
The proposed project is described within geographic “planning areas,” yet plant communities are
described (Table 1) within their own types making it difficult to analyze.
Q: Can you please provide a breakout of the coverage areas of plant community types within
the proposed project areas in table form?
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Q: Can you please provide a breakout of protected native tree species within each project
O.3-12 area in table form?
Q: Can you provide the data for all significant floral species by project area, or at least the
Cont.
sensitive species?
Slender mariposa lily (Calochortus clavatus var. gracilis) and other sensitive species would not have
been seen during a late June survey. (Also see Errata)
O.3-13
Q: Will other flora surveys be conducted to include a wider survey date range for locating
sensitive species?
Western gray squirrel is a species under enormous pressure within Griffith Park. Local habitat
fragmentation places park populations at critical levels for genetic fitness, and the local population
may already be entering the extinction vortex.
Q: With oak woodlands being their prime habitat, why has there not been expert focus on this
species? Will there be in the future?
Southern California legless lizard (Anniella stebbinsi) is the only reptile mentioned as a California
species of special concern. Blainville's Horned Lizard (Phrynosoma blainvillii) is also a California
O.3-14 species of special concern and occurs in Griffith Park in sandy soils.
Q: Why is this species not mentioned as possible within the project area? Has there not been
expert focus to survey this species? Will there be in the future?
San Diegan Tiger Whiptail (Aspidoscelis tigris stejnegeri) is found throughout Griffith Park. It, too,
is a California species of special concern.
Q: Why is this species not mentioned as possible within the project area? Has there not been
expert focus to survey this species? Will there be in the future?
The Zoo is included in the Griffith Park Raptor Survey, but data and reference to it is not included in
the DEIR. In its fourth survey year, 2020, the Zoo had five successful raptor nests: two great horned
O.3-15 owl, one red-shouldered hawk, one red-tailed hawk, and one Cooper’s hawk. A total of eleven birds
successfully fledged these five nests in 2020.
Q: Why has this data not been included in the DEIR?
Special status species listed include eight bat species known to be present within the Zoo, and
another which is ranked “High” as likely present. (Appendix E Table 2) This is astounding
documentation of a high level of biodiversity of these flying, mostly nocturnal, mammals within the
Zoo. Yet, even though these are categorized as special status species, the adverse impacts are
categorized as “less than significant with mitigation.”

O.3-16

It is known that western mastiff bat relies on cliff overhangs and rock crevices for roosting habitat, and
the western red bat relies exclusively on foliage for roosting habitat. It is also known that bats utilize
building rooftops at Treetops. Sonic surveys have been conducted to determine the presence of these
and other special status species of bats. While roosting potential is listed as “High” for six species
and “Moderate” for one, most roosting sites and nurseries have not been identified.
Q: Without all roosting areas and nurseries identified, how can it be determined that the
adverse impacts are less than significant, considering hundreds of trees will be removed, and
topography and infrastructure altered under the proposed plan?
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Q: Doesn’t the sheer level of bat species diversity elevate the cumulative impact potential to
significant? Please explain why or why not?
Q: With such a glut of special status species, and considering the long range of months
O.3-16
during which they breed and nurse, how can they all be protected?
Cont.
Q: Doesn’t the increased level of lighting from the proposed new Visitor Centers which will
have nighttime events exacerbate their possible demise in the Zoo?
Q: What would be the impact of increased events at Treetops on the bats roosting there in the
rooftops?
Regulatory Setting (Appendix E, 5.0)
Most of the pertinent regulatory authorities are listed and described in the DEIR. As this is a City
project and the DEIR is being presented by a City Department (Bureau of Engineering) as lead
agency, it is especially important that the City’s own municipal codes and frameworks are not
contravened.
The City General Plan Open Space and Conservation Framework Element (Appendix E Table 4)
O.3-17 contains various Policies which raise alarms that the City is not listening to its own advice after City
Planning has put tremendous effort into that framework element. In particular, Policies 6.1.2. 6.1.4,
6.1.5, 6.1.7, and Objectives 6.1. Policies 1 and 2 of the Conservation Element regarding Endangered
Species, and Policies 1, 2, and 3 regarding Habitats are clearly stated and seem to conflict in spirit
with the destruction of both the California and Africa areas. Per the DEIR, both the coast live oak
woodlands and scrubland vegetation communities of these areas “would likely be eliminated or
substantially altered.”
Q: How can each of the above nine Policies and Objective 6.1 be found consistent with the
proposed project, specifically within the Africa and California areas?
The Zoo boldly notes its boundaries exempt it from Significant Ecological Area (SEA) even though
it is part of Griffith Park and has adjoining natural areas. The above Framework elements recognizes
the importance of the County of Los Angeles designated SEA that occur within the City of Los
O.3-18 Angeles and directs the city to evaluate the appropriateness of the inclusion of other areas that may
exhibit equivalent environmental value. (Policy 6.1.3)
Q: Considering the above stated policy, should the Zoo ignore responsibility for its natural
habitat with environmental value (mainly Africa and California areas) which are contiguous to the
designated SEA?
As BIO-4 (Appendix E 5.1, 5.2) suggests, efforts will be made to prevent “taking” (legal) of birds
during breeding and nesting season as they are protected by various federal and state regulations,
O.3-19 raptors especially.
Q: How will this be carried out with hundreds of trees being removed?
Q: How will the current level of raptor nesting activity and breeding productivity within the
Zoo be assured during project construction?
Q: How can that nesting productivity be assured post-implementation?
The Technical Report summary for Oak Woodland reports 113 Coast Live Oak trees within just the
O.3-20 7-acre African exhibit area, which also has the highest plant species numbers. It also contains 22
Southern California Black Walnuts, whose main structures were removed by cutting the trunks at the
base for brush clearance purposes.
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Q: Why was chainsaw-style removal of these protected and highest eco-value trees
necessary, rather than the LAFD brush clearance recommended trimming of lower limbs up from the
O.3-20 trunk base?
Q: Were permits issued by the City’s Urban Forestry Division for each of these 22 removals,
Cont.
and, if so, can evidence be provided?
Q: Do these removals in advance of the survey and CEQA process reduce the threshold of
significance, especially considering this species is a CRPR 4.2 tree? Why or why not?
Economic Equity
Col. Griffith’s goal when he donated the land to the city for the park was that it should be free.
Getting out into nature was to be an escape valve for the rapidly growing population of the city.
Visiting the Zoo with a family of four is already fairly expensive. The proposed amenities such as the
aerial tram, funicular, rock climbing, and swim with elephants will put an addition stress on a lowincome family’s finances. In addition, families must now pay to park in the Zoo’s lot unless they are
able to locate parking in the free section whose gates are sometimes locked.
Q: How many parking spaces will be free?
Q: How many spaces will have a fee?
Q: How much will the parking fee be?
Q: How many days a year will parking fees be charged?
The Zoo proposes both a funicular and an aerial tram ostensibly to provide ADA access; however
they already have trams to fill that need. Aerial trams and funiculars are extremely expensive to build
and increase GHG emissions. These proposed additions are better described as amusement park rides
O.3-21 for generating revenue.
Q: What will the fee be to ride the aerial tram?
Q: Will there be special reduced or free fares for low income families?
Q: How does one “swim with elephants” in the Asia area, and is there an extra charge for
this? (Fig. 2-9)
A project of this magnitude will be enormously expensive and as with other public projects, unless
there are multiple, generous benefactors, the expense will be borne by the users of the Zoo and
taxpayers. City funding is not always adequate. We understand the Zoo’s need to generate revenue.
Providing the animals with proper diets, state-of-the-art medical care, and trained staff is expensive.
There is a proposal to set aside a certain percentage of the parking fee (previously free to all) for the
disadvantaged. While this is a noble idea, how exactly would this be implemented?
Q: Is there a plan to set admission fees at levels most families can afford?
Q: Will there be a sizable number of free admission days each month to make up for higher
prices that the disadvantaged can’t afford?
Realignment of Crystal Springs Dr.
The current trail between the Zoo Magnet, and golf course used by runners, hikers and equestrians
would be heavily impacted if the realignment is implemented as proposed in the DEIR. Twenty years
O.3-22 ago when the Zoo entrance was redesigned, a popular runner/hiker trail was eliminated. We want to
ensure these user groups aren’t displaced again.
Q: Will there be a wide landscaped buffer to separate hikers and equestrians on the trail from
the traffic on the road?
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O.3-22
Q: What mitigations will be in place to keep traffic from speeding, besides the possible signal
Cont. light and traffic circle?
The Griffith Observatory Satellite, currently located in the parking lot near the Zoo Magnet school, is
O.3-23 not identified on any maps nor is it mentioned in the DEIR.
Q: What will happen to the Griffith Observatory Satellite under the proposed plan?
Signage
Little information is provided regarding signage, and the level of significance varies from
“significant and unavoidable” to “less than significant” (Table 3.15-5). There are many questions to
be addressed, relating to the specifics of signage within land zoned Open Space.
Regarding signage at the zoo entry:
Q: How many digital displays are planned?
Q: What size? Relative to the billboards and support structures at LA Live will these be
smaller or larger?
Q: Will they be on all the time or will they be on a schedule so they operate during regular
zoo hours?
Q: What type of digital signs will be used? Static images? Changeable static images?
Moving/video imagery?
Q: What is the maximum image brightness you anticipate in lumens, and at what
temperature?
Q: How much electrical power is needed to operate? Renewable energy?
Q: Is the content limited to wayfinding messages?
Q: Will donor related, advertising messages or logos be incorporated with the zoo ID, and
will it include messages from sponsors or other businesses?
Q: Will they be on during evening special events?
Q: Who will control content?
O.3-24
Q: Digital billboards are a known distracted driving hazard, so will signage at the Zoo
entrance be visible from either Interstate 5 or State Route 134?
Regarding wayfinding signage outside zoo boundaries:
Q: Will there be digital wayfinding signs outside zoo boundaries? If yes how many and at
how many locations?
Q: What is the anticipated size of the units?
Q: Are the digital units permanently installed or are they movable? If permanently installed
what will the support structure be fabricated of?
Q: How will they be built?
Q: How much electrical power is needed to operate? Renewable energy?
Q: Will they be on all the time or will they be on a schedule so they operate during regular
zoo hours?
Q: Note that currently video images are only allowed in certain sign districts. LA Sign code
does not allow for continuous moving images on a general basis. What type of digital signs will be
used? Static images? Changeable static images? Moving/video imagery?
Q: Who controls content?
Q: What is the maximum image brightness you anticipate in lumens? What temperature?
Q: Is all content limited to wayfinding messages?
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O.3-24
Cont.

Q: Will donor related, logos, or advertising messages be incorporated with the wayfinding?
Q: Will they be on during evening special events?
Q: Digital billboards are a known distracted driving hazard, so will any wayfinding signage
outside the Zoo be visible from either Interstate 5 or State Route 134?
Significant and Unavoidable Impacts
Aesthetics and Visual Resources is one of the areas identified as having Significant and Unavoidable
Impacts. The proposed multi-story parking garage near the Zoo entrance would be highly visible
from Zoo Drive and Western Heritage Way, and parts of the 5/134 interchange. This structure would
also be highly visible to all hikers along trails in the northeast section of the Park. Most users come to
the Park to escape from the stress of living in a big city, but this protruding structure would impinge
on their commune with nature. Over 12,000 people signed petitions opposing an ill-conceived 2005
Griffith Park Master Plan which included parking structures scattered throughout the Park. As a
shared resource with all park patrons, the Zoo’s proposed parking structure is a violation of the 2014
city-approved Vision for Griffith Park.
Q: How will the Zoo decrease the use of private vehicles and increase the use of public
transportation?
Q: During the "presentation" alternatives were discussed, eliminating more vehicles and
using other means of transportation, and yet, how is this addition of parking and a parking garage
cutting down the numbers of vehicles?

Accommodating more vehicles in the park is contrary to attitudes regarding cars in parks throughout
the country. All National Parks that have seen an increase in visitors are developing transportation
O.3-25 systems to reduce or eliminate vehicles in parks and move people around the park on shuttles.
Griffith Park has seen a large increase in visitors too; however the Department of Recreation and
Parks is currently initiating a park-wide shuttle service to move people around the park. Instead of
moving forward with an environmentally sound plan to reduce the number of vehicles and their
pollutants, the Zoo seems to be moving backward to the 1950s when the car was king in Los
Angeles.
This is an impact that is easily avoided. Don’t build the parking structure. When the Zoo redesigned
its parking lot to make its surface water permeable, they received a variance from the City allowing
them to provide 300 fewer parking spaces than required by law. (ZA 2009-3737(ZV) The Zoo
claimed that it did not need those spaces. During the Zoo’s presentation to the Griffith Park Advisory
Board, Darryl Pon stated that the Zoo did not need off-site parking.
The adoption of Alternative 1 Reduced Project would slow the anticipated growth in visitation by
having fewer attractions and events. Thus additional parking spaces in a multi-story parking lot
would not be necessary.
Q: If there is no stated need for more parking, why is the Zoo proposing to build a multi-story
parking structure?
Transportation is the second element identified as Significant and Unavoidable. Again the slower
growth in visitation anticipated by having fewer attractions and events under Alternative 1 Reduced
O.3-26 Project would provide substantial mitigation for the impacts on traffic by reducing the number of cars
coming to the site.
Q: How will the Zoo increase public transportation to the Zoo?
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O.3-26
Cont.

Q: Will the Zoo add a direct shuttle from the Metro Red Line and nearby MetroLink hubs to
the Zoo?

Friends is concerned about the amount of land proposed to be used for new visitor centers. In its
description of the Zoo as a world-class destination the DEIR touts the new visitor centers.
“Expanded special event and conference spaces would support a wide range of events to promote and
expand public use and enjoyment of the Zoo.” Animals are listed last. The pie chart describing
existing Zoo land use states that 55 acres are currently used for visitor serving and animal habitats.
The proposed use pie chart shows 79 acres for visitor services and animal habitat. When we inquired
about the lumping together of visitor services and animal habitat, two unrelated concepts, we were
O.3-27 told that final design of the new areas was not completed so they couldn’t tell us exactly how many
acres for each category. That might possibly be true for the proposed project, but it is disingenuous
for the Zoo to claim that they don’t know how many acres are presently dedicated to visitor services.
Although a zoo is a permitted use in an area zoned Open Space, operating an events and conference
center is not.
Q: What do the pie charts looks like if animal habitat and visitor serving are counted
separately?
Q: Is the Zoo shifting its focus from a zoo to events facility?
Q: Will a change in usage require a zoning change? Why or why not?
The Zoo is planning a substantial increase of revenue-generating activities at night with private
events. All of these events would require substantial nighttime lighting which was declared to be
associated with Potentially Significant Impacts, per the Initial Study. It will also significantly
increase nighttime traffic around the Zoo. Many of the Zoo’s animals, in addition to the park’s
surrounding native wildlife, are nocturnal and become active when it is dark and quiet. The event
venues will also have amplified music. Sonic and light disturbance should be carefully considered. A
lot of this is new science, so using the same metrics for environmental review from past projects will
not suffice. To make it even more difficult, sonic and light disturbance has been shown to be highly
O.3-28
species-specific. The Initial Study noted that lighting and noise could disturb “special status species.”
The DEIR states, lighting may “potentially interfere with resident and migratory feeding, resting, or
reproductive activities,” (Appendix E, p. 70). Certainly Alternative 1 would greatly mitigate the
lighting and sonic disturbance concerns.
Q: How can lighting be determined as “less than significant” per the DEIR, even with the
best mitigation measures put in place?
Q: What will be the impact of all the added light and noise on the Zoo’s own animals?
“California and Africa planning areas constructed on the Zoo’s higher elevations would support
structures with night lighting that could be seen from distant vistas.” (3.1.39)
Q: What experts have been consulted on light disturbance, considering the surrounding high
quality wildlife habitat at this portion of Griffith Park, and the many species of bats, especially? If
none, why?
There is another animal that has been ignored by the DEIR. It is neither a Zoo animal nor a wild
animal. It is the horse. Griffith Park has, since its inception, been known for its fine equestrian trails.
O.3-29 Riders enjoy the peace and quiet of Griffith Park as well as the fine views from the trails. Horses are
highly sensitive animals, Sensitive Receptors. They have a tendency to bolt when they hear loud
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noises such as construction noise or blasting noise, unless specifically trained to tolerate certain
O.3-29 noises.
Q: How will you mitigate the loud noises heard by horses particularly on the Skyline Trail,
Cont.
Condor Trail, Oak Canyon Trail, North Trail, and Mineral Wells Trail?
The increase in the number of cafes and food service areas has the potential to attract an increased
O.3-30 number of rats.
Q: How will the Zoo deter rats who are attracted to food waste without using bait boxes full
of toxic rodenticides that kill all wildlife, not just rats, as it moves its way up the food chain?
Lack of Outreach
The Zoo claimed they had engaged in robust public outreach. There is little record of the Zoo going
beyond their membership/donor list and a very narrow geographic radius in order to truly reach a
cross section of the public interested in both the Zoo and Griffith Park. This is a missed opportunity
since the Zoo could have reached a wider geographic radius to include underserved communities
who do visit the Zoo, but pay the single day ticket price. Middle class, upper class and other patron
sectors were also missed by not publicizing the proposed Zoo Vision Plan throughout a countywide
area. There was little formal outreach beyond a few local organizations.
Zoo consultants said they sent post cards announcing the Scoping Meeting to all residences within a
1.5 mile radius of the Zoo. However about 60% of that radius is Griffith Park, which has no
residences. Across the Los Angeles River to the east is an industrial area of Glendale, again with no
O.3-31 residences. Standard practice for notification proposed projects within Griffith Park was not
followed.
Q: Why wasn’t there notification to all residents within 500 feet of the boundary of Griffith
Park, which would have included nearby stakeholders within Los Feliz, the Oaks, Beachwood,
Hollywoodland, and Lake Hollywood?
After Friends saw the initial presentation, we went to the Griffith Superintendent to ask his opinion
of the Zoo’s Vision Plan. He had never heard of it.
Q: How can the Zoo claim to have a robust public outreach program when the nearest
neighbor and landlord, the Department of Recreation and Parks, was not informed of the plan?
Q: When was Dr. Ed Krupp of the Griffith Observatory consulted on the status of the Griffith
Observatory Satellite currently located in the Zoo parking lot?
Q: What discussions have been held with the Zoo’s close neighbor, the Autry Museum? How
will the Autry be able to continue free parking if increasing numbers of Zoo patrons opt to avoid the
Zoo’s paid parking by parking at the Autry?

Errata:
(BRTR 3) “Los Angeles Municipal Code, including the Tree Preservation Ordinance”
O.3-32
Correction: The 2006 “Protected Tree Ordinance” (amended in 2021).
(3.6-12) “scrub oak (Quercus arbutifolia) specimens are present along the western-facing slope and
atop the ridgeline.”
O.3-33
Scrub oak is a valuable and less plentiful tree species in Griffith Park. Please correct to the
most likely species name which would be, Quercus berberidifolia (not arbutifolia).
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(Appendix E Biological, Table 2) “Calochortus clavatus var. gracilis; Low Suitable habitat present;
O.3-34 known in region from mountains 10 km to north.”
Correction: This species is present in Griffith Park, known within 1.5 km of the Zoo.

O.3-35

Summary - Alternative 1 Reduced Project
Friends of Griffith Park highly recommends that the Zoo selects Alternative 1 Reduced Project.
Alternative 1 would eliminate the need to destroy acres of native habitat and hundreds of protected
trees. The Zoo could concentrate on superior habitats for a smaller number of select species. This
will allow the Zoo to modernize its animal exhibit space within the current developed footprint of the
Zoo. The Zoo knows how to do this. They have already created naturalistic habitats in the
Chimpanzees of the Mahale Mountains and in the Elephants of Asia habitat spaces. The Zoo would
still have an event space that it can use to generate revenue and achieve their mission without
imposing the worst adverse impacts, especially those biological.

O.3-36

The Zoo should be commended for its storm water recapture plans that conserve water, and use of
solar panels that generate energy for Zoo operations. These plans should be implemented in
whichever alternative the Zoo adopts.

The proposed Zoo Vision Plan is an extraordinarily ambitious and unrealistic one. The Zoo would be
better served by selecting a plan that it can execute and still remain financially sound while properly
O.3-37
caring for the animals and holding dear its conservation agenda. Only in doing so can it become a
world-class facility.
Sincerely,

Gerry Hans
President
About Friends of Griffith Park:
Friends of Griffith Park (FoGP) is a California non-profit 501(c) (3) dedicated to preserving and
protecting Griffith Park’s natural habitat, biodiversity, and historic features, for current and future
generations. FoGP is committed to ensuring that Griffith Park, a public park and Los Angeles’
largest Historic-Cultural Monument, remain open, natural, and free to all citizens of Los Angeles.
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8.0. Response to Comments
Comment Letter O.3 – [Friends of Griffith Park]
Comment Response O.3-1
Thank you for your review and comments on the EIR. The comment notes the habitat for the
native flora and fauna that encompasses a majority of Griffith Park (SEA 37) within the SEA
and expresses dissatisfaction with the development of open space areas within the Zoo
property included in the proposed Project. The comment also expresses concerns regarding
wildlife connectivity through the Zoo property, particularly associated with the California and
Africa planning areas and the existing perimeter fencing around the Zoo. As discussed in
detail below, the EIR thoroughly addresses these issues, including the Zoo’s relationship to
the SEA, along with potentially impacts to wildlife connectivity through the Zoo property,
particularly within the California and Africa planning areas. As described in Section 3.3.1,
Environmental Setting of the EIR, a majority of Griffith Park is within SEA 37; however, the
Zoo property is located outside of SEA 37. As also discussed at length in Section 3.3.1,
Environmental Setting, the Zoo currently limits wildlife entry, particularly predators and
larger mammals, into the Zoo with the use of perimeter wildlife exclusion fencing, which
consists of a single line of chain link fencing topped with barbed wire (i.e., no dual system of
fencing). The Zoo also limits wildlife entry into the Zoo with regular fence inspection and
maintenance (e.g., tree trimming) by Zoo personnel. Fenced exhibits, structures, and other
facilities within the developed part of the Zoo also partially restricts the movement of
terrestrial species, though urban-adapted wildlife (e.g., coyotes, squirrels, raccoons, and
skunks) are present in the area and occasionally find routes through the Zoo. For example,
coyotes are known to frequent the Zoo, waiting until after-hours for opportunities to forage.
The EIR also describes that avian and other tree-dwelling species can similarly use the trees
for local or regional migration and roosting, nesting, or foraging since Zoo tree canopies are
generally unrestricted by fencing or netting.
As described in the EIR and further below, while the City and Zoo acknowledge concerns that
the existing perimeter fencing is asserted to pose harm to wildlife, there is not substantial
evidence that this is the case. Additionally, the Zoo is subject to USDA requirements and
standards for design and maintenance of perimeter fencing around licensed zoo facilities. The
USDA regulations stipulate that perimeter fencing must be at least 8 feet in height unless
special permission is given. Further, the fence must be constructed so that it protects Zoo
resident animals by restricting animals and unauthorized persons from going through it or
under it and having contact with the animals in the facility. As such, it functions as a
secondary containment system for the Zoo resident animals. The Zoo’s perimeter fences are
subject to routine inspection by the USDA, and Zoo personnel inspect the fencing on a regular
basis. The purpose of the existing barbed wire atop the 8-foot perimeter fencing is to provide
security and discourage (human) trespassers from entering the Zoo property at a location
other than the main entrance. The use of barbed wire along the top of the fencing is consistent
with the requirements of the USDA regulations. In discussion with Zoo personnel, no
occurrences of wildlife mortality or harm have been observed by Zoo staff during regular
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inspections (Beth Shaefer, pers. comm., 2021). The Zoo’s protocol for handling wildlife which
enter the Zoo property, in particular larger mammals, is to humanely capture the animal and
release it back into Griffith Park.
The proposed Project would not involve any alterations to the existing perimeter fence, which
is part of the existing environmental baseline. The Project does not contain plans for, or
contemplate replacement or alteration of, the Zoo’s perimeter security fencing. As such,
alterations to the perimeter fence are not a part of the Project. Therefore, the Project would
not result in any changes to conditions relating to the existing Zoo perimeter fencing and
potential effects it may have on wildlife. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2, the
EIR is not required to examine effects of existing conditions on the environment such as those
potential impacts to wildlife, only those impacts of the Project resulting from changes in the
existing physical conditions in the affected area. While there is no legal nexus under CEQA to
require mitigation for potential impacts to wildlife caused by the existing Zoo perimeter
fencing because it is part of the existing environmental baseline, these comments will be
forwarded to decision makers for review and consideration.
Comment Response O.3-2
The comment asserts that the reason for excavation for the proposed Condor Canyon is to
provide a recreational rock-climbing activity and event facility, and suggests the Zoo include
a portable rock-climbing apparatus similar to the one utilized by RAP for various City events.
The comment asserts such an approach would eliminate need for blasting and
implementation of Condor Canyon under the Project. The comment further questions the
analysis of effects of noise impacts that would be experienced by picnickers and equestrians,
and asserts that that blasting would be long-term. However, as discussed below, these
comments do not accurately describe either the proposed uses of Condor Canyon or the EIR’s
noise impact analysis.
While the Vision Plan contemplates a rock-climbing feature within Condor Canyon to take
advantage of the topography and create a more unique experience for Zoo guests, the rockclimbing feature is not the primary intended purpose of Condor Canyon. As described in
Section 2.3.5, Proposed Planning Areas and Projects and Section 2.3.6, Proposed Circulation
& Transportation, the primary purpose of the proposed Condor Canyon is to complete the
Primary Path Loop, a circular walking path through the Zoo that would provide a complete
and intuitive circulation loop for visitors, rather than the current out-and-back path Zoo
visitors use today. Condor Canyon would also create space for new, unique animal exhibits.
The Primary Path Loop, facilitated by the excavation for the proposed Condor Canyon, would
allow connections between the California, Rainforest, and Asia exhibits to streamline
circulation and provide pathways that are ADA-accessible and pedestrian-friendly.
Regarding comments on the removal of 16.5 acres of native California habitat to create the
California planning area, construction of the California planning area would not remove 16.5
acres of native California habitat, but instead has potential to remove 13.2 acre of native
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habitat, only half of which supports native plant species. As described in Section 3.3.1,
Environmental Setting, the California planning area contains 12.7 acres of laurel sumac
shrubland, 0.4 acres of coast live oak woodland, and 0.1 acres of coastal sage scrub
community. As shown in Table 3.3-2, only 53 percent of the laurel sumac shrubland, 67
percent of the coast live oak woodland, and of 79 percent of the coastal sage scrub community
within the Zoo property were determined to contain native species. Due to the programmatic
nature of the Vision Plan and lack of detailed design with of specific construction or grading
information, the exact acreage and precise extent of native habitats to be removed or number
and species of trees proposed for removal is unknown. As such, the EIR employs a
conservative analysis to ensure that the fullest possible extent of impacts are disclosed. Based
upon review of proposed improvements in each phase and discussions with Zoo staff and
Vision Plan designers, it appears likely that that the majority of onsite native vegetation
within the California Planning area (e.g., Condor Canyon) would either be directly removed
or substantially disturbed, along with hundreds or potentially thousands of primarily nonnative ornamental trees located throughout the Zoo over a 20-year period. The impacts
associated with the loss of onsite native vegetation are analyzed in detail in Sections 3.3,
Biological Resources and Section 3.6, Urban Forestry Resources.
With regard to construction noise generated by development of the California planning area,
the noise sensitive receptors considered in Section 3.12, Noise and Vibration are included in
Table 3.12-5. As shown in Table 3.12-5, noise sensitive receptors considered include the
Mineral Wells Picnic Area adjacent to the west of the Project site as well as hiking and
equestrian trails within Griffith Park. Impact NOI-1 in the EIR states that “Receptors would
only include hikers on trails immediately adjacent to the Zoo.” Impact NOI-1 has been revised
to include that equestrians on trails immediately adjacent to the Zoo as well as picnic areas
users such as those at Mineral Wells Picnic Area would also be receptors to noise generated
by construction of the Project.
As disclosed and discussed in the EIR, it is unknown at this time whether blasting would be
required to excavate the proposed Condor Canyon included in the Project, but assessment of
blasting is included to provide conservative analysis of potential impacts such as noise and
safety. As noted in Sections 2.3.5 and 2.4.2 of the Project Description as well as Section 3.12,
Noise and Vibration, blasting could potentially by required to create the canyon.
Construction requirements would be specified in detail during the design of final engineered
drawings prior to issuance of grading permits. Nevertheless, the potential noise impacts from
blasting activities were evaluated in Section 3.12.3, Environmental Impact Analysis. Based
on review of the geology and soils present within the California planning area and preliminary
design details of the canyon, in the case that blasting is required, the duration of blasting
would be anticipated to occur over only a short period of time (e.g., several weeks, at most),
not over a long period as asserted by the comment. As shown in Table 3.12-10, these activities
would occur at a distance of 250 feet from trails and result in the exceedance of 75 dBA Lmax,
reaching up to 80 dBA Lmax at the Skyline Trail in Griffith Park. This specific short-term event
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would be slightly comparable to loud ongoing construction activities with a comparative noise
level to an alarm clock, heavy traffic, or a window air conditioner.
The analysis and mitigation techniques presented in the EIR were informed by a detailed
technical noise analysis prepared by certified professionals familiar with the characteristics
of noise and construction related activities, including blasting (see Appendix M). Section
3.12.4, Mitigation Measures, of the EIR provides a list of feasible mitigation measures
informed by the technical noise analysis that would be required to reduce constructionrelated noise impacts to sensitive receptors in the Project vicinity. As described therein, MM
NOI-4 would require the City to prepare and distribute notices to property owners within
500 feet of the Project site, including but not limited to the Wilson and Harding Golf Courses,
RAP, North Hollywood High School Zoo Magnet Center, and the Autry Museum of the
American West, at least one month prior to the initiation of construction-related activities.
MM NOI-4 has been revised to require that additional construction-related noise and
disturbance signages shall be posted at or along recreational trails in the vicinity of the Zoo
and at the Los Angeles Equestrian Center located in the City of Burbank, noticing the public
who may use the trails at Griffith Park of future construction activities related to the Project.
Given that the Zoo would provide notice to the RAP and would post signages with information
regarding the construction schedule along recreational trails in the vicinity of the Zoo and at
the Los Angeles Equestrian Center located in the City of Burbank, the Zoo would adequately
notice the public who may use the trails and parks within Griffith Park near the Zoo of future
construction activities related to the Project, including picnickers and equestrians as
mentioned by the comment. This level of noticing is considered adequate for reducing
impacts to these uses based on the location and duration of activities (e.g., users exposed to
intermittent and short-term noise) and level of potential noise generated by blasting.
Comment Response O.3-3
The comment incorrectly asserts that the City would not take action to protect animals and
habitats within the Zoo that could be affected by Project implementation. The EIR fully
assesses impacts to habitats and wildlife currently present on the Project site and requires
that the City implement mitigation measures to deduce or avoid impacts to these resources.
While it is an ongoing objective of the Zoo and this Project to improve conservation efforts
conducted through the Zoo’s conservation programs, the EIR also analyzes the Project’s
impacts to biological resources in detail based on accepted regulatory agency and City
standards. The Project further incorporates appropriate mitigation strategies for reducing or
avoiding impacts and conserving native resources onsite to the extent feasible, or replacing
such resources offsite as needed.
As described in Section 3.3.5, Impacts Summary, implementation of MM BIO-1 through
MM BIO-3 would reduce Project impacts to special-status plant species. These measures
would require protection or restoration of native plant communities and special-status
species to the maximum extent feasible either on or offsite through pre-construction surveys,
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protective barrier fencing, and capture, relocation, and replanting protocols. Further, with
implementation of MM BIO-2 and MM WF-1, adverse impacts to biological resources as a
result of installation and maintenance of vegetation clearance from fuel breaks would be
reduced through maximum avoidance of native vegetation and appropriate restoration of
habitats and vegetation offsite. MM BIO-1 and MM UF-1 include mitigation for native
vegetation communities as well as tree and shrub species protected under the City’s Tree
Preservation Ordinance, and City policies, through a tiered approach, first prioritizing
preservation in-place and ultimately restoration of affected resources at an appropriate offsite
location if onsite protection is infeasible.
Preservation of vegetation communities and individual protected trees or shrubs or the
restoration of affected resources elsewhere onsite may require some adjustments to the
precise design of proposed Vision Plan improvements (e.g., minor reconfiguration of
enclosures; adjustments in programmatic mix of vegetation) to incorporate such vegetation
into the design in a manner that assures their survival and biological value. Such adjustments
could reduce the amount or area of new proposed development within the Zoo, reducing the
associated amount of construction activities. Alternatively, vegetation such as some of the
oaks within Africa could be incorporated with little or no change into the savannah with
measures to protect the oaks from browsing. If preservation in-place or restoration onsite is
not feasible given space constraints within the Zoo, offsite restoration within Griffith Park
would be required within known degraded areas proximate to the Zoo. Initial coordination
with RAP on potential offsite restoration has identified several suitable locations and would
require further coordination with RAP to select final appropriate site(s) for restoration. Such
restoration has the potential to result in restoration of areas of Griffith Park that have become
susceptible to non-native or invasive species, and possibly even result in the enhancement of
existing degraded habitat. Thus, compared to preservation in-place or restoration within the
Zoo property, offsite restoration within Griffith Park may have beneficial effects on the health
or quality of regional biological resources, as opposed to preserving fragmented habitats
within the Zoo. In addition, since the Project would involve phased development over 20
years, the loss and subsequent regrowth of landscaping within the Zoo would regenerate
biological resources over time and would ensure a potentially richer and more valuable urban
forest at the Zoo.
Comment Response O.3-4
The comment notes that the proposed development would require the removal of a number
of mature trees, including species protected the City’s Projected Tree Ordinance, which
currently provide benefits such as carbon sequestration and bird habitat. Consistent with the
remarks of this comment, the EIR does evaluate impacts to tree and shrub species protected
under the recently adopted City Protected Tree Ordinance Amendment in detail in Section
3.6, Urban Forestry Resources. The comment then questions how the proposed Project
would mitigate potential impacts related to carbon sequestration and why the Zoo plans to
remove trees in order to provide the proposed features included in the Vision Plan.
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Section 3.3, Biological Resources of the EIR provides detailed descriptions of the quality
habitat that protected and non-protected trees provide to special-status and other wildlife
species in the Project area. The EIR also describes the potential impacts from removal of
hundreds of special-status and protected tree species from the Project site to develop the
proposed California and Africa planning areas. As described in Section 3.3.4, Mitigation
Measures, implementation of MM BIO-1 through MM BIO-3, would reduce Project
impacts to special-status plant species through pre-construction surveys, protective barrier
fencing, and capture, relocation, and replanting protocols. For example, MM BIO-1 would
require the Zoo to prepare and implement a BRMMP to mitigate loss of native vegetation
communities, habitat, and special-status species from each Project phase. The survey report
requires avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures, including, but not limited to,
protection and preservation of all onsite native vegetation communities and special-status
plant species to the maximum extent feasible. If avoidance or preservation in-place cannot be
achieved while meeting Project Objectives, the area of disturbed native vegetation
communities and the total lost special-status plant species shall be mitigated either on- or
offsite consistent with the City’s Tree Preservation Ordinance, proportionally to the given
space limitations of the Zoo.
Since the EIR is a programmatic EIR, detailed construction and design plans are not yet
available. Consequently, quantification of the potential effects on carbon sequestration
resulting from loss of trees would not be reliable or accurate. However, in Section 3.6, Urban
Forestry Resources, the EIR acknowledges the beneficial effects that trees provide for
sequestering carbon. As such, MM UF-2 requires that the replacement or restoration of the
urban forest affected by the Project (as required by MM BIO-1 and MM UF-1) emphasize
tree species which offer greater shade cover and carbon sequestration.
Further, as described in Section 3.5, Energy and Section 3.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the
Project would incorporate other measures to reduce energy consumption and associated
generation of greenhouse gas emissions that contribute to climate change. For example,
implementation of the Vision Plan includes the installation of substantial solar capacity
throughout the Zoo property, reducing future electricity demand by up to 50 percent.
Additionally, as described in Section 3.15, Transportation, the Zoo would be required to
prepare and implement a TDM program to reduce projected employee and visitor VMT to the
Project site in accordance with State climate change initiatives, such as Assembly Bill (AB)
32.
While it is the EIR’s responsibility to focus on identifying the potential impacts associated
within Project implementation (e.g., loss of trees and native habitat) and mitigation for
reducing or avoiding such impacts, it is not the EIR’s responsibility to justify implementation
of a project. This decision is held by the local decision-makers responsible for certification of
the EIR and adoption of the Project. Opposition to specific elements of the Project or requests
for justification of proposed improvements will be forwarded to the Zoo commission and City
decision-makers for consideration.
Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
City of Los Angeles

8-87

8.0. Response to Comments
Comment Response O.3-5
The comment incorrectly suggests that the proposed Project would fail to meet the EIR’s
stated “environmental sustainability” objective because the proposed Project would include
tree and vegetation removal and questions if the net change in carbon sequestration following
the proposed Project can be quantified. However, as analyzed in detail in the EIR, adequate
mitigation exists and is identified in the EIR to ensure impacts to biological and urban tree
resources are reduced to a less than significant degree which would ensure the Project, along
with the proposed alternatives to the Project, meet this basic objective. For a more detailed
response to concerns regarding removal of trees onsite and quantification of carbon
sequestration, please refer to Comment Response O.3-4 above. Regarding consistency with
objectives, goals, and policies for environmental sustainability, including those described in
the Sustainable City pLAn, One Water L.A. Plan, and Resilient Los Angeles Plan, detailed
preliminary Project consistency discussions are presented in Section 3.11, Land Use and
Planning. As described therein, the Project would require substantial tree removal as part of
all proposed improvements; however, important streets (i.e., important trees, mature trees)
would be protected in place. Trees that are removed through the Project would be replanted
and expanded by proposed landscaping, including trees and vegetation representative of the
theme of the proposed improvement area. Impacts resulting from the removal of protected
trees would be mitigated through the implementation of MM UF-1 and MM UF-2, which
require substantial native tree replacement on- or offsite, as well as substantial replanting of
disturbed areas that would maintain an urban tree canopy at the Zoo. Though hundreds of
trees could be removed as part of the Project, even more trees are expected to be planted as a
result of required mitigation or proposed landscaping. The planting of more trees as a result
of mitigation would fit in with the City’s goal of reducing GHG emissions under the
Sustainable City pLAn.
Comment Response O.3-6
The comment questions if the proposed removal of native vegetation will result in an
increased demand for water use. As described under Impact UT-1 in Section 3.16, Utilities,
Project implementation over the 20-year planning horizon would result in increased water
demand at the Zoo. The increased water demand would be associated with expanded
landscaped areas, visitation growth, the expansion of visitor-serving facilities (e.g., food and
beverage stalls, drinking fountains, restrooms), additional animal residents and exhibits, and
new pathways and structures. Based on the anticipated amount of growth to occur under the
Vision Plan into existing undeveloped areas and increases in annual visitation, primarily as a
result of expansion of visitor-serving and animal exhibit areas, implementation of the Project
is expected to increase annual demand for potable water to 144,967,997 gallons per year
(444.9 acre-feet per year [AFY]), representing a 35 percent increase. Currently, 34 percent of
the Zoo’s water demand is for irrigation, amounting to approximately 36 million gallons per
year. However, the stormwater management system proposed as part of the Project would
capture surface runoff for onsite reuse as landscaping water, which would substantially offset
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the increased water demand and virtually eliminate the Zoo’s irrigation water demand. As
described in Section 2.3.7, Proposed Utility Infrastructure, the Project would include
installation of five stormwater cisterns throughout the Zoo in the near-term phases of Project
implementation to capture and retain stormwater runoff generated within the existing
drainage area and offset the Project’s water demand. As proposed, the system would be
designed to retain 100 percent of flows generated under a 2-year, 24-hour storm event
(equivalent to 2.44 inches of rainfall) or approximately 6.8 million gallons (20.9 acre-feet
[AF]). Based on historic precipitation data for the Los Angeles area, in a year when rainfall
totals are normal (approximately 10.12 inches per year), the proposed stormwater system
once completed in Phase 3 of Vision Plan implementation would be capable of capturing and
retaining 35,000,000 gallons per year (107 AFY). This captured stormwater would be utilized
by the Zoo for irrigation of landscaping and exhibit areas. With this offset in annual irrigation
water demands afforded by the Project’s proposed stormwater capture system, the Project is
anticipated to increase annual potable water demand by 2,459,997 gallons per year (7.5 AFY),
a 2.2 percent increase over existing water demands.
As described in Section 3.16.1, Environmental Setting (refer to Table 3.16-4), the City expects
to meet all water demand in 2040, which is expected to range from 675,700 to 709,500 AFY
depending on hydrological conditions. These water demand projections in the Urban Water
Management Plan (UWMP) account for development and associated population growth.
Following the completion of Project construction in 2040, the operational water demand
associated with the proposed Project (144,967,997 gallons per year or 444.9 AFY) would
constitute less than 1 percent of the City’s total water supply. Therefore, the City would be
able to serve the proposed Project without additional unplanned new or expanded
entitlements. Further, implementation of the proposed Project would not adversely affect the
ability of the City to meet its goal to source 70 percent of water locally by 2035 under the
Green New Deal pLAn.
The proposed Project would be required to comply with the City’s Water Efficiency
Requirements and Green Building Code, which requires the use of highly efficient plumbing
fixtures, irrigation, and landscaping for new construction (Chapter XII, Article 5 and Chapter
IX, Article 9). Under implementation of MM UT-1, recycled water lines extended within the
Zoo would be used to further reduce overall water demand associated with operational
landscaping irrigation, animal holding area washdowns, walkway power washing walkways,
flushing toilets, and some habitat pools, depending on the species. These options would be
explored as plans are further developed to maximize water conservation. Further,
implementation of MM HYD-7 would require the City to install efficient irrigation systems
for all existing and proposed new landscaped areas within the Zoo. The proposed water
conservation and sustainable reuse of stormwater captured onsite is consistent with the water
conservation goals of the City’s Sustainable pLAn and One Water L.A. plan.
The comment also questions if vegetation removal associated with the proposed Project
would result in reduced water quality on the Project site and in the Los Angeles River. Project
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impacts on water quality as a result of Project implementation are analyzed in detail in
Section 3.10, Hydrology and Water Quality. As described therein under Impact HYD-1,
implementation of the stormwater collection system and proposed LID features would
improve the water quality within the Zoo drainage area during operation of the Zoo by
facilitating infiltration to the ground, pre-treating, and filtering of stormwater prior to
treatment and discharge. As presented in Table 3.10-4, the proposed stormwater collection
system and LID features would reduce the amount of pollutant concentrations of TSS,
nitrogen, copper, lead, zinc, and fecal coliform during a 2-year, 24-hour storm event and
under continuous conditions (Appendix L). Since the majority of stormwater flows from the
Project site do not feed directly to the Los Angeles River, near-term and long-term pollutant
effluent concentrations from the drainage to the Los Angeles River would remain unchanged
when compared with existing conditions, with the exception of fecal coliform, which would
be reduced in the long-term with implementation of the proposed onsite stormwater
management system. Therefore, in the near-term, impacts to surface water quality during
operation of the Zoo would be less than significant, while implementation of the stormwater
collection system and LID features would result in beneficial long-term impacts to water
quality at the Project site for stormwater generated onsite.
Comment Response O.3-7
The comment references the Resilient Los Angeles Plan’s goal to “Use climate science to
develop adaption strategies consistent with the Paris Climate Agreement” and expresses
concern about the Project’s consistency with this goal given the proposed tree and vegetation
removal. Please refer to Comment Response O.3-4 for detailed response regarding Project
consistency with sustainability and climate-related plans, policies, and programs with regard
to potential removal of onsite trees as a result of Project implementation.
Comment Response O.3-8
The comment questions the Project’s consistency with the Griffith Park Biodiversity Report
that was prepared in 2018 and updated in 2020, and questions the existing and projected
levels of biodiversity at the Project site. While the Biodiversity Report serves as an important
reference, it does not provide any applicable goals or objectives that would be specific to the
Project. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064, potential effects are based on the
evidence in the record and scientific and factual data available to determine direct physical
changes to the environmental baseline that would be influenced by the Project. Biological
surveys completed in preparation of the Biological Resources Technical Report (Appendix E)
conducted for the Project included comprehensive plant surveys and mapping of vegetation
communities throughout the entire Zoo property to inform the environmental baseline for
the EIR. As also described in Comment Response O.3-4, implementation of MM BIO-1
would require additional, site-specific biological resources surveys prior to the start of each
Project phase for areas of potential effect in that phase (i.e., primarily the California and
Africa planning areas). These site-specific biological resources surveys would be required to
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identify all native vegetation and special-status plant and animal species within the area of
Project effect. The more detailed surveys would further evaluate the biodiversity within the
Zoo property in Project implementation.
Comment Response O.3-9
The comment notes that the Griffith Park Wildlife Management Plan was adopted by the City
and recognizes the Vision for Griffith Park is not applicable to the proposed Project; however,
the comment inquires if the proposed Project would recognize the Vision for Griffith Park as
a guide for best management practices (BMPs). In CEQA, BMPs refer to specific methods or
procedures that are commonly recognized to reduce or prevent negative impacts to a resource
and can be applied to a variety of projects. The Griffith Park Vision Plan provides general
goals, policies, and objectives rather than specific BMPs that can be applied to a variety of
projects. As described in Section 3.11, Land Use and Planning, the Project is generally
consistent with the Griffith Park Vision Plan related to protection of natural resources,
including wilderness areas and wildlife. The proposed Project would not intrude on
previously undeveloped park areas outside of the Zoo boundary and would not adversely
impact existing users’ enjoyment of the park.
Comment Response O.3-10
The comment summarizes the 30 x 30 Initiative and questions how the Project, including
removal of native habitat and open space, would be consistent with this initiative. While the
majority of the Project site is designated Open Space, the site was developed and has been
utilized as a zoo and botanical gardens for many decades. When relocated from the old Zoo
location within Griffith Park, it was not the intent of the Zoo to maintain lands for open space
uses. The undeveloped areas within the Zoo are completely fenced within the Zoo perimeter
and provide little functioning public Open Space value. While they support several acres of
native vegetation, contain some special-status plant species, and offer nesting and foraging
habitat, these areas experience frequent disturbance through wildfire vegetation clearance,
material storage and stockpiling, and other forms of disturbance that support Zoo operations.
Though these areas remain undeveloped, they are intended to support the Zoo, which may
include expansion into these areas. Nevertheless, as described in Comment Responses O.3-3
and O.3-4, impacts to resulting from the removal of open space areas and native habitats
would be reduced through implementation of mitigation identified in the EIR, including
mitigation requiring the preservation or replacement of habitat of equal value, either within
the Zoo or elsewhere within nearby areas of Griffith Park, ultimately maintaining or replacing
areas of open space affected by the Project.
Comment Response O.3-11
The comment states that native vegetation would better support guiding principles related to
sustainability but fails to reference a specific principle. The comment asserts that removal of
scrub/shrub plant systems would result in a large loss of carbon storage and replacement
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redwood trees would increase water demand. Please refer to Comment Response O.3-4 for
detailed response regarding Project consistency with sustainability and climate-related plans,
policies, and programs with regard to potential removal of onsite trees as a result of Project
implementation.
Comment Response O.3-12
The comment requests further details regarding the breakdown of plant community types and
sensitive plant species within each Project planning area. While a specific breakdown of plant
community types and special-status plants by planning area is not available, the majority of
resources identified in Table 3.3-2 occur within the California and Africa planning areas. This
is demonstrated in Figure 3.3-1, as the biological surveys focused on those undeveloped areas
within the Zoo that exist within each of these planning areas. A breakdown of native trees by
planning area is provided in Section 3.6, Urban Forestry Resources in Table 3.6-2 and Table
3.6-3.
Comment Response O.3-13
The comment states that the slender mariposa lily (Calochortus clavatus var. gracilis) and
other sensitive species would not have been identified during the late June survey and
questions if any other vegetation surveys will be conducted to include a wider survey date
range for locating sensitive species. As described in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, MM
BIO-1 would require a BRMMP that includes pre-construction biological resource surveys by
a City-approved biologist to identify all special-status plant and animal species present or
potentially present within the subject phase of Project development at the 30 percent design
plan stage for each Project phase. These biological resource surveys would provide more sitespecific, detailed surveys of the Project area to define potential impacts. The survey report
would be submitted to the City for review and approval prior to completion of 60 percent
design plans for the subject Project phase. The survey report is required to map and describe
the location and extent of native vegetation communities and observed special-status plant
or animal species that would be impacted within the areas of potential effect for each Project
phase, and requires the identification of avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures,
including but not limited to cooperation between the City-approved biologist and Project
designers during final design for each phase. As required, the design would incorporate
existing native vegetation and special-status plant species, such a Nevin’s barberry, and
mature native trees, such as coast live oaks, into the Zoo landscaping and facilities (e.g.,
exhibits, visitor-serving spaces, service areas) in a manner that would ensure the livelihood
and biological value of the natural community and/or individual plant. Construction
techniques for Project development to avoid and protect special-status species would be
identified as part of a required Construction Management Plan for Biological Resources (MM
BIO-2).
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Comment Response O.3-14
This comment implies that the western gray squirrel (Sciurus griseus) is a species of concern
within Griffith Park that may be close to extinction and questions why the EIR does not focus
further on this species. However, as described in Section 3.3.1, Environmental Setting, the
western gray squirrel is a relatively common mammal that utilizes Griffith Park. While the
western gray squirrel is identified as a U.S. species of concern, it is not currently listed as
threatened or endangered under the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA). Additionally,
the species is identified as a least-concern species by the International Union for Conservation
of Nature (IUCN) and is not listed as a rare, threatened, or endangered species under the
CESA. Further, the western grey squirrel is not identified within the Griffith Park Wildlife
Management Plan as a species that is threatened with extinction. In Section 3.3.3,
Environmental Impacts Analysis, the EIR states that common small species such as squirrels
are generally able to move through the fence between habitats within Griffith Park and the
natural habitats of the Zoo and therefore, would continue to use these habitats for wildlife
movement, cover, and foraging.
The comment also notes that Blainville’s horned lizard (Phrynosoma blainvillii) and San
Diegan tiger whiptail (Aspidoscelis tigris stejnegeri), both California species of special
concern, occur within Griffith Park and questions why these species are not discussed in the
EIR. However, neither species is identified as occurring within Griffith Park in the Griffith
Park Wildlife Management Plan. Further, at the time of preparation of this EIR, there are no
recent recorded observations of these species of special concern occurring within Griffith Park
based on review of publicly available and certified reporting databases (e.g., California
Natural Diversity Database). Nevertheless, while the species were not identified during the
biological surveys conducted for this EIR, as discussed in Comment Response O.3-13 above,
MM BIO-1 requires a BRMMP to include pre-construction biological resource surveys by a
City-approved biologist to identify all special-status plant and animal species present or
potentially present within the subject phase of Project development at the 30 percent design
plan stage for each Project phase and develop plans for the avoidance, minimization, and
mitigation of each species identified as being potentially affected by proposed future
development under the Vision Plan.
Comment Response O.3-15
The comment summarizes findings of the Griffith Park Raptor Survey in 2020 and questions
why the information was not cited in the EIR. The Griffith Park Raptor Survey, completed in
2020 and referenced in the comment was not available for review and reference to further
describe the existing setting at the time of preparation of this EIR. However, a detailed review
of other available data and field observations were performed as part of the preparation of
this EIR to determine the presence or potential presence of raptors and other wildlife species
at the Zoo. Please refer to discussion presented in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, for
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detailed information regarding referenced reports, surveys, and other information sources
used for determining presence of special-status species utilized in the preparation of this EIR.
Comment Response O.3-16
The comment questions how impacts to bats can be considered less than significant if all
specific roosting sites and nurseries for bats on the Project site have not been identified. As
described in Section 3.3.1 Environmental Setting, previous studies at the Zoo made no effort
to identify roosting sites; however, an occupied bat house was also observed in the Treetops
Terrace. Bats were not observed directly, and species determinations were not made.
Relatively fresh guano was observed, indicating occupation. Bats had recently been relocated
from the Treetops Terrace using other bat houses, which had been closed and relocated with
sleeping bats inside to mixed woodland locations outside of the developed Zoo. Table 3.3-4
describes roost and forage habitat requirements for bat species known to or potentially
occurring at the Zoo. Section 3.3.1 also provides detailed descriptions of the roost and forage
habitat requirements for bat species known to or potentially occurring at the Zoo. For
example, there is a high potential for roost sites within the Zoo for most bat species known to
occur there, particularly for those that are known to utilize structures (e.g., pallid bats
[Antrozous pallidus], big brown bats [Eptesicus fuscus], Yuma & California myotis [Myotis
californicus, M. yumanensis], and Mexican free-tailed bats [Tadarida brasiliensis]).
While detailed bat surveys have not been performed as part of preparation of this EIR, the
analysis of Project impacts on bats from the Project surveys and supporting reports and data
concludes that implementation of comprehensive mitigation would be sufficient to reduce
impacts to bat roosts and habitat within the Zoo to a less than significant level. Specifically,
these mitigation measures would require additional detailed surveys of the Zoo to determine
the presence of bats and bat roosts prior to the initiation of any construction activities,
avoidance of tree removal and demolition during the bat maternity roosting season,
determination that trees or structures are clear of bats before their removal, utilization of bat
exclusion measures, installation of bat boxes in similar habitat outside the Zoo, and
installation of appropriate alternate bat habitat within the Project site (refer to MM BIO-5).
These measures are proposed to ensure the diversity of bats and their ability to roost, breed,
nurse, or forage onsite is not significantly adversely affected.
Though the Project may support new development which generates additional lighting and
increased nighttime events with associated nighttime lighting and noise at the Zoo, the Zoo
currently hosts seasonal events (e.g., L.A. Zoo Lights, Boo at the L.A. Zoo, etc.) and private
events (e.g., birthday parties, company picnics, retreats/meetings, weddings, and
proms/formals). The Zoo hosted a total of 183 private events in 2019 (refer to Table 2-6) and
is projected to host an average of 210 events per year by 2034 (Phase 5 of the Vision Plan)
(refer to Section 2.3.9, Project Operation). This would be an increase of only 27 private events
per year (less than 15 percent) over a period of 15 years. Therefore, operational lighting and
nighttime lighting, including that from nighttime events, occurs under existing conditions at
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the Zoo and the increased frequency of events at the Zoo under the Project would not
substantially affect bats in the vicinity. Further, as bats currently roost in bat boxes in one of
the most frequented areas of the Zoo, they are acclimated to light, noise, and human activity
in this area. As also described in Comment Response O.3-4, native habitat and protected trees
would also be replaced in other areas of the Zoo and Griffith Park. Therefore, operational
lighting from events at the Zoo would not have an adverse effect on bats in the vicinity.
Comment Response O.3-17
The comment questions how the Project would be consistent with Policies 6.1.2, 6.1.4, 6.1.5,
6.1.7, and Objectives 6.1 of the City’s General Plan Framework Element, Policies 1 and 2 of
the Conservation Element related to endangered species, and Policies 1, 2, and 3 of the
Conservation Element related to habitats. Each of these policies is established under the
objective of protecting the City’s natural settings from the encroachment of urban
development, allowing for the development, use, management, and maintenance of each
component of the City’s natural resources to contribute to the sustainability of the region (City
General Plan Framework Element Objective 6.1. As such, these referenced policies promote
methodologies and coordination efforts for protecting significant open space and
undeveloped areas where natural resources exist and could be protected or enhanced.
Section 3.11, Land Use and Planning of the EIR provides a detailed preliminary discussion of
the Project’s consistency with those referenced policies that are directly applicable to the
Project. This primarily includes Policy 1 and Policy 2 of the Conservation Element which apply
to protection of sensitive animal and plant species, their habitats, and habitat corridors, as
well as apply to the management of City-owned lands. Specifically, a discussion of the
Project’s consistency with those policies is presented in Table 3.11-3. As discussed therein, the
Project would be consistent with the City’s General Plan policies and objectives regarding the
protection and preservation of natural resources with implementation of the mitigation
measures required in the EIR, including MM BIO-1 through MM BIO-5, MM UF-1, and
MM UF-2. These measures would reduce Project impacts to a less than significant degree by
requiring avoidance of specimens or habitat to the maximum extent feasible and the
restoration of disturbed trees or habitat on- or offsite. Further, if restoration occurs offsite,
restoration activities have the potential to improve habitat, biological value, and wildlife
movement within Griffith Park. While the EIR provides a preliminary discussion of the
Project’s consistency with applicable plans, programs, and policies, final policy consistency
would be determined as part of Project review and City approval process.
Comment Response O.3-18
The comment questions the legitimacy of the Zoo’s exclusion from SEA 37 that is designated
by the County of Los Angeles, given that the Zoo is adjacent to open space within Griffith
Park. Ultimately, designating the Zoo property to be included within SEA 37 could potentially
conflict with the existing land use of the Zoo. The Zoo plans to maintain and expand Zoo
facilities within the boundaries of the Zoo property. Wildfire clearance and maintenance
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operations are conducted to maintain the property as a functioning Zoo, rather than as
protected open space. Further, the comment questions whether the Zoo should ignore its
responsibility for its habitat and environmental value, which are contiguous to the designated
SEA, but fails to acknowledge that the Zoo is entirely fenced to prevent large wildlife and
persons from entering the Zoo property and also to prevent the escape of resident animals.
As such, the Zoo is not managed nor characterized the same as adjoining lands which are
included in SEA 37. Finally, neither the EIR nor the City have the agency role or authority to
determine whether the Zoo property includes equivalent environmental value to habitat
within SEA 37 and whether the Zoo should be included within the boundaries of SEA 37, given
that this designation is ultimately established by the County, and not the City.
Comment Response O.3-19
The comment questions why chainsaw removal of the protected California black walnut trees
would be necessary, if permits were issued by the City’s Urban Forestry Division for tree
removals, and if the proposed removals would reduce the threshold of significance. The EIR
evaluates potential impacts to birds in Section 3.3, Biological Resources. As discussed
therein, the loss of large native and non-native trees and more than 19 acres of moderate to
relatively high-quality native habitats would reduce roosting and foraging movement areas
for migrating birds and other resident wildlife. To address these impacts, the EIR includes
MM BIO-4 which addresses migratory and nesting bird management and requires
avoidance of tree removal during the breeding season, pre-construction surveys, fencing and
avoidance of active nests, and other standard measures for assuring the protection of nesting
birds, in addition to the avoidance of any take to the extent feasible. Through avoidance of the
active breeding season and any identified active nest, the current level of nesting activity and
breeding productivity would be maintained to the maximum extent feasible, until
construction is completed.
Comment Response O.3-20
The comment questions why chainsaw removal of the protected California black walnut trees
would be necessary, if permits were issued by the City’s Urban Forestry Division for tree
removals, and if the proposed removals would reduce the threshold of significance. As
described in Section 3.17, Wildfire, maintenance of the vegetation fuel break along the
perimeter of the Zoo property and other brush clearance activities are carried out by Zoo
groundskeeper staff in coordination with the LAFD. In the spring of each year, LAFD
personnel walk the site with Zoo staff to identify areas of required maintenance or clearance
along the perimeter and in undeveloped areas of the Zoo to ensure compliance with City Fire
Code and LAFD regulations. Zoo groundskeeper staff, with assistance from an approved
third-party landscaping contractor, conduct vegetation clearance around the entirety of the
Zoo’s perimeter and interior undeveloped areas based on the requirements identified by
LAFD. These activities typically involve the mowing, trimming, limbing, or chipping of
grasses, shrubs, and trees within the fuel break and clearance areas. Despite these activities
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and effects on the black walnut specimens, the EIR analyses within Section 3.3, Biological
Resources and Section 3.6, Urban Forestry Resources does identify the loss of these 22
California black walnut trees, but continues to consider these 22 tree stumps as protected
trees that would be affected by the Project. Therefore, the Project’s impacts to the 22
California black walnut tree stumps would be mitigated to the same level as other native and
protected tree specimens that would be affected by the Project, and would be replaced at a
mitigation ratio of 4:1 (number of individuals restored to number of individuals impacted).
Therefore, the loss of these trees does not reduce the threshold of significance for the analyses
within the EIR.
Comment Response O.3-21
The comment suggests that the proposed amenities such as the aerial tram, funicular, rock
climbing, and swim with elephants would put additional stress on a low-income family’s
finances. The comment incorrectly asserts that families must now pay to park in the Zoo’s lot
unless they are able to locate parking in the free section, whose gates are sometimes locked.
The Zoo currently provides free parking; however, parking fees are charged for priority spaces
on peak attendance days. While free parking supports equitable access to Griffith Park, the
City’s Mobility Plan 2035 notes that an abundance of free parking has the effect of
incentivizing automobile trips and making alternative modes of transportation less attractive.
Survey data collected for the Transportation Assessment prepared for the proposed Project
(Appendix N) indicates that most employees (85 percent) drive to the Zoo, most commonly
as single-occupant vehicles. Further, most visitors (95 percent) drive passenger vehicles and
do not have ready access to transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities that allow reasonable
transportation to the Zoo. A parking management plan that includes a fee structure paired
with incentives to reduce vehicle trips to the Zoo, particularly on peak days, would increase
the Project’s consistency with City policies to reduce trips. A parking fee program, as included
in MM T-2, would potentially charge fees for visitors that currently enjoy free parking to
reach Griffith Park attractions and trails.
As described in Section 3.15, Transportation, the paid parking program described under MM
T-2 is one of a range of measures to reduce visitor VMT per capita and provide a secure
funding source to help subsidize TDM, transit improvement, and other trip reduction
measures. MM T-2 provides options for different paid parking programs to be considered by
the TDM Coordinator, such as a Peak Period Parking Program, which would charge for
preferred parking (i.e., nearest the main entrance) during the highest visitation periods (e.g.,
weekends, holidays, the spring months, and December), collecting fees for preferred parking
on approximately 170 days of the year. This would be similar to existing conditions, as the
Zoo currently charges for priority parking spaces on peak attendance days. At a minimum,
the paid parking program would require at least 15 percent of parking spaces remain free; this
would provide free parking that would be available to Zoo visitors, including those from
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disadvantaged and low-income households. Comments regarding parking fees will be
forwarded to the Zoo Commission and City decision makers for review and consideration.
The comment also asks how one would “swim with elephants” in the Asia planning area and
asks if there would be an extra charge for this and the proposed aerial tram. However, as
described in Section 2.3.5, Proposed Planning Areas and Projects for the Asia planning area,
the new Splash Area would provide an interactive water feature for visitors with views into
the large elephant swimming pools. While the Splash Area would be physically separated
from the animal space, visually it would appear that visitors could “swim with the elephants”
but would not allow individuals to physically swim with the resident elephants. As such, this
Splash Area would be an exhibit within the Zoo at no extra charge to visitors. Regarding the
aerial tram internal to the Zoo, details on whether visitors would be required to pay a fee to
use this feature are not yet available. However, given the aerial tram is proposed as a method
for fostering easier pedestrian circulation around the Zoo, it is likely to be low-cost or free to
Zoo visitors. Concerns regarding pricing of such features considered by the Vision Plan as
well as future admission fees will be forwarded to the Zoo Commission and City decisionmakers for consideration.
Comment Response O.3-22
The comment incorrectly asserts than the realignment of Crystal Springs Drive/Western
Heritage Way would “heavily” impact uses of the Main Trail and could eliminate the trail
altogether. The comment asks if there will be a wide landscaped buffer to separate trail uses
from vehicle traffic on the road and questions what mitigations will be in place to avoid
increased speeds and speeding. As analyzed in Table 3.15-5 under the consistency analysis for
Policy 1.9 of the City’s Mobility Element, the Project would not modify existing trails,
including those used by runners or equestrians such as Main Trail. Public trails in Griffith
Park lie completely outside the Project site and would not be modified as part of the Project.
Further, the Project would improve the Zoo Drive/Western Heritage Way intersection with a
signal in the near term and potentially a roundabout or below-grade crossing in the long term
to enhance accessibility and safety for all modes, including runners and equestrians. The
Project would also realign Crystal Springs Drive but maintain the adjacent public trail that
runs between the Project site and the Wilson Harding Golf Course. MM T-1 requiring a
Construction Traffic & Access Plan would ensure safety and access for trail users during
construction. Further, if in the long-term intersection improvements for a roundabout or
below-grade bypass are needed, the EIR acknowledges there is a potential for that
improvement to affect Main Trail. MM REC-1 requires any roundabout or grade-separated
intersection to be designed considerate of pedestrian and equestrian mobility and safety along
roads and the Main Trail and ensure that the use of this trail is not hindered. This will ensure
that if future intersection improvements require modification of any offsite features,
including Main Trail, runners and bikes would be safely accommodated along the road, and
future sidewalks or other facilities and equestrians would not be displaced from the Main
Trail.
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Comment Response O.3-23
The comment states that the Griffith Observatory Satellite is not identified on any maps or
mentioned in the EIR and questions what will happen to the Griffith Observatory Satellite
under the Project. Aside from the Zoo Magnet Center, there are several other Zoo buildings
and storage facilities within the Zoo’s southern parking lot that may be relocated or
moved/cleaned up as part of the proposed redesign of the southern parking lot. One of these
buildings is the portable/temporary building formerly used as the temporary location of the
Griffith Observatory Satellite facility. During building renovations at the Griffith Park
Observatory in 2010, RAP and the Zoo entered an agreement to allow the Griffith Observatory
Satellite to be temporarily located on Zoo property. Though the renovations have since been
completed, the temporary Griffith Observatory Satellite is still located at the Zoo. The Griffith
Observatory Satellite was never intended to be a permanent feature and its placement on Zoo
property is allowed under this agreement to be removed or relocated back to the Observatory
at any time. As such, the Griffith Observatory Satellite is not considered a significant
permanent feature at the Zoo. This building is not open to the public and there are no users
that would be displaced by the Project. This information has been added for clarity to Section
2.0, Project Description of the EIR.
Comment Response O.3-24
The comment provides a list of questions regarding signage at the Zoo entrance as well as
wayfinding signage outside of the Zoo property. While the Vision Plan mentions the
installation of LED panels on the proposed new sign at the Zoo Entry, the Vision Plan is
conceptual and meant to merely guide development at the Zoo over the 20-year planning
period. The Project does not involve any specific digital signage, though similar to decorative
and security lighting, sign lighting would similarly be contained within the Project site and
interior wayfinding signs and digital displays within the interior of the main Zoo campus.
Additionally, digital signs at the Zoo Entry or outside the boundaries of the Zoo are not
components of the Project described in Section 2.0, Project Description that would be
considered for the Project. If at a later date, the Zoo decides to propose digital signage that is
not included in the Project as proposed in Section 2.0, Project Description, such
improvements would be subject to the appropriate level of environmental review pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15162.
Comment Response O.3-25
The comment expresses concern that the proposed parking garage would be highly visible to
drivers and hikers in the vicinity and would “impinge” on the natural aesthetic of Griffith
Park. This comment will be included in decision maker deliberation. The comment also
questions how the Zoo plans to decrease the use of private vehicles and increase the use of
public transportation. As described in Section 3.15.4, Mitigation Measures, MM T-2 would
require the Zoo to prepare and implement a comprehensive TDM program with the goal of
reducing employee VMT by 10 percent below existing conditions by 2040. The TDM Program
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would also apply all feasible VMT reduction strategies for visitor vehicle trips to reduce visitor
VMT. This would be achieved through monitoring the visitor and employee mode share with
annual surveys, collecting and analyzing parking and transit use data, preparation of annual
reports summarizing findings, and implementation of appropriate TDM measures to employ
to maximize reductions in VMT per capita. MM T-2 provides a range of measures for
consideration in the TDM program to reduce employee and visitor VMT per capita, including,
but not limited to maximizing opportunities for Zoo employees to telecommute, providing
onsite bicycle facilities (i.e., shower, racks, and lockers) for Zoo employees, and offering
discounted Zoo entrance tickets for patrons who bike or use transit to visit the Zoo. Measures
provided in MM T-2 that would increase the use of public transit include but would not be
limited to offering employee TDM benefits for use of active transportation commuter modes
(e.g., ridesharing, transit, bicycling walking, carpool/vanpool, etc.), offering discounted Zoo
entrance tickets for patrons who bike or use transit to visit the Zoo, coordinating with Metro
to increase bus service frequency to the Zoo bus stop, seeking funding opportunities to expand
Parkline Shuttle service to increase access to Griffith Park and the Zoo from nearby Metro
light rail stations, and seeking funding opportunities to provide an express shuttle service to
and from Los Angeles Union Station and the Zoo, or a connection between the Glendale
Metrolink station and the Zoo. Please refer to MM T-2 in Section 3.15, Transportation for
further details regarding the measures proposed for decreasing use of private vehicles and
increasing the use of public transportation.
The comment questions how the addition of parking would reduce VMT and asserts that the
impact to vehicle trips would be avoided if the parking structure is not constructed. The
proposed parking lot has been identified as needed to accommodate the growth in visitation
projected under the Project and meet the Zoo’s goals for long-term development and
programming. Without it, Zoo parking demand would exceed current supply 15 days in 2025,
25 days in 2027, and 51 days in 2030 (refer to Appendix N). However, as described in
Comment Response O.3-23, a parking management plan that includes a fee structure paired
with incentives to reduce vehicle trips to the Zoo (particularly on peak days) as identified
under MM T-2 is intended to decrease use of private vehicles and increase the use of public
transportation while also ensure adequate parking supply for the Zoo.
The comment incorrectly asserts that the parking structure would be a violation of the Griffith
Park Vision Plan. The comment also notes that the Zoo previously received a variance from
the City allowing them to provide 300 fewer parking spaces than required by Charter Section
562 and LAMC Section 12.27-B as these spaces were not needed at the time. As recognized by
the comment, the Griffith Park Vision Plan applies only to areas of the park controlled by
RAP, which excludes Zoo property. The proposed parking structure would be located entirely
within Zoo property in the northern parking lot. Thus, the Griffith Park Vision Plan does not
apply to Zoo property, including the northern parking lot. As the Griffith Park Vision Plan
does not apply to Zoo property, the proposed structure included in the Project would not
conflict with this aspect from the Griffith Park Vision Plan. Additionally, as described in
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Section 3.11, Land Use and Planning, the Vision for Griffith Park does not identify a need for
new parking structure at the Zoo, but notes that if a need arises, then the parking structure
should be developed outside the Park and served by a shuttle. As previously described, the
proposed parking lot has been identified as needed to accommodate the growth in visitation
projected under the Project and meet the Zoo’s goals for long-term development and
programming.
Finally, the comment notes that Project Alternative 1 Reduced Project Alternative of the Draft
EIR would not require construction of a parking structure since the alternative would
generate a smaller increase in annual visitation. This comment will be included in decision
maker deliberation. As described in Section 4.0, Alternatives, both alternatives (the Reduced
Project Alternative and Multi-Modal Transportation Alternative) would either reduce the size
of the parking structure or eliminate the need for it entirely, based on annual visitation to the
Zoo.
Comment Response O.3-26
The comment notes that Project Alternative 1 Reduced Project Alternative would mitigate the
VMT-related transportation impacts and questions how the Zoo would increase public
transportation to the Zoo. As described in Comment Response O.3-25 above, the EIR
identifies MM T-2 as necessary to reduce the Project’s impacts from VMT. Please refer to the
response above as well as MM T-2 in Section 3.15, Transportation for further details
regarding the measures proposed for decreasing use of private vehicles and increasing the use
of public transportation. Regarding the provision of a direct shuttle from the Metro Red Line
and nearby MetroLink hubs to the Zoo, MM T-2 also recommends seeking funding
opportunities to provide proportionally shared funding in coordination with RAP to expand
Parkline Shuttle service to increase access to Griffith Park and the Zoo from nearby Metro
light rail stations and MetroLink hubs. In addition, MM T-2 recommends seeking funding
opportunities to provide proportionally shared funding in coordination with Metro and
LADOT to provide an express shuttle service to and from Los Angeles Union Station and the
Zoo.
Comment Response O.3-27
The comment expresses concern regarding the amount of land proposed to be used for new
visitor centers and incorrectly states that animals are listed last in the description of the
Project. The first three of 14 total Project Objectives listed in Section 2.3.2, Project Objectives
of the Draft EIR are related to the care, welfare, and conservation of animals (i.e., Animal
Welfare and Care, Increase and Modernize Zoo Exhibit Space, and Conservation). Further,
Animal Care and Conservation are the first two Vision Plan Guiding Principles listed in Table
2.7, with standards including, but not limited to, maximization of area dedicate to animal
habitat, habitat design to meet or exceed AZA standards to promote animal welfare, and
construction to support the needs of the Zoo’s breeding programs to advance its work with
endangered species preservation. As shown in Table 2-8 of the Draft EIR, Animal
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Space/Animal Welfare Support is separated from land uses dedicated to visitors (i.e., Food
and Beverage, Retail, Visitor Restrooms, Visitor Centers, and Children’s Discovery Center).
Approximately 2,556,972 sf (58.7 acres) would be dedicated to Animal Space/Animal Welfare
Support under the Project, with a total of approximately 74 percent of the 79 acres dedicated
to Visitor-Serving and Animal Habitat areas, shown in the pie chart.
The comment questions if the Zoo is shifting focus from a Zoo to an events facility and asks if
the Project would require a zoning change. However, as described in Section 2.2.3, Existing
Zoo Operations, the Zoo currently hosts special events (e.g., camps and education programs),
seasonal events (e.g., L.A. Zoo Lights, Boo at the L.A. Zoo, etc.), and private events (e.g.,
birthday parties, company picnics, retreats/meetings, weddings, and proms/formals). Since
the Zoo would continue to operate as a zoo facility and a majority of the land area would be
dedicated to Animal Space/Animal Welfare Support, the Project would not require a change
in zoning and would not represent a shift in focus from a zoo to an events facility.
Comment Response O.3-28
The comment notes that Project Alternative 1 Reduced Project Alternative would
substantially mitigate the lighting and noise impacts, and questions the potential for
nighttime lighting impacts on wildlife within Griffith Park - particularly bats. Please refer to
Comment Response O.3-16 above for detailed response to concerns regarding impacts on
wildlife from operational noise and lighting.
Regarding similar effects on resident Zoo animals, potential impacts are discussed in Section
3.3.6, Potential Effects on Zoo Animals, of the EIR. As described therein, Zoo animals are
protected under the AWA and are exempt from the FESA and CESA. Therefore, under CEQA
and City thresholds, resident Zoo animals are not considered biological resources. However,
for information disclosure and planning purposes, potential impacts to the Zoo’s resident
animals from implementation of the proposed Project are disclosed. For example, the EIR
states that construction activities have potential to affect Zoo animals through generation of
excessive noise or vibration, some animals of which may be particularly sensitive to, such as
the Asian elephant. Construction is likely to occur near or within animal exhibits. For
instance, the Project would involve the expansion of the existing Elephants of Asia exhibit,
while construction of the Condor Canyon may involve grading, hillside blasting, and
construction work as close as 150 feet from the Condor East facility. However, zookeepers and
animal caretakers are trained in the monitoring of the Zoo’s animals and able to implement
measures appropriate for each individual species to ensure their safety and wellbeing in
accordance with the AWA and the American Zoological Association, which governs the care,
handling, and transport of zoo animals.
As the Zoo has done in the past during construction of prior improvements as well as when
special events are hosted, measures to protect these animals may include their temporary
relocation away from activities, closure of exhibits, or even the transfer of animals to other
zoos. Under the proposed Project, the Zoo would continue to appropriately care for each
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individual animal and be mindful of how construction or operational activities may impact
animal health or wellbeing. With continued management of each species of animal exhibited
or rehabilitated at the Zoo and required compliance with the AWA, there would be no adverse
effects on Zoo animals from implementation of the Vision Plan, including increases in special
events. Further, it is noted that captive animal species may have a unique sensitivity to the
normal average and peak noise levels generated in an urban environment, unlike their wild
counterparts. As described above, noise levels from private events are not anticipated to
change substantially from existing conditions. Therefore, noise levels from private events
would not result in significant impacts to the Zoo’s resident animals.
Comment Response O.3-29
The comment incorrectly asserts that the EIR does not consider the potential for impacts from
the Project on equestrians within Griffith Park and notes the horse’s sensitivity to loud noises.
The comment questions how noise levels would be mitigated to minimize impacts to horses
particularly on the Skyline Trail, Condor Trail, Oak Canyon Trail, North Trail, and Mineral
Wells Trail. Please refer to Comment Response O.3-2 above for detailed response to concerns
regarding impacts from noise on equestrians and other trail users in the vicinity of the Zoo.
As discussed therein, MM NOI-4 has been revised to require that additional constructionrelated noise and disturbance signages shall be posted at or along recreational trails in the
vicinity of the Zoo and at the Los Angeles Equestrian Center located in the City of Burbank,
noticing the public who may use the trails at Griffith Park of future construction activities
related to the Project. Given that the Zoo would provide notice to the RAP and would post
signages with information regarding the construction schedule along recreational trails in the
vicinity of the Zoo and at the Los Angeles Equestrian Center located in the City of Burbank,
the Zoo would therefore adequately notice the public who may use the trails and parks within
Griffith Park near the Zoo of future construction activities related to the Project, including
picnickers and equestrians. This heightened level of noticing is considered adequate for
reducing impacts to these uses based on the location and duration of activities and level of
potential noise generated by construction and blasting.
Comment Response O.3-30
The comment asserts that the increase in food services on the Project site has the potential to
attract an increased number of rats and asks how the Zoo plans to deter rates without using
bait boxes full of toxic rodenticides that kill all wildlife as it moves up the food chain. The Zoo
has not used rodenticides as part of its pest management practices for at least the past three
years, ahead of the City Mayor’s decree that rodenticides were no longer to be used in the City.
Because rodenticides that do not cause secondary poisoning (poisoning of non-target wildlife
from consumption of poisoned pest species) are very high risk to resident Zoo animals, the
Zoo implements environmentally sensitive approaches to pest management that minimize
the use of pesticides, incorporate comprehensive information on the life cycles of pests, and
focus on the prevention of pests as a first line of control. In most areas, the Zoo uses a
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combination of other products and mechanical traps that are not as harmful to resident Zoo
animals or wildlife. The Vision Plan does not propose changes to the existing pest control
measures implemented at the Zoo, and the Zoo would continue to use the safe and sustainable
practices it has been using for pest management.
Comment Response O.3-31
The comment expresses dissatisfaction with the distribution of the post cards announcing the
public scoping meetings during the scoping process for the EIR and erroneously asserts the
City did not engage in a robust public outreach process for notifying the public of the Project
and opportunities to become involved and provide comment on the EIR. However,
throughout the EIR process, the Zoo and City have engaged in extensive public outreach far
exceeding the noticing requirements outlined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15082, 15083,
15085, and 15087. As described in Section 1.3.1, Notice of Preparation & Scoping, the City
issued a NOP to request comments on the scope of the EIR, with a brief description and
background of the Project, key Project components, and a description of potential
environmental resource areas affected by the proposed Project. The NOP was made available
in both English and Spanish and published online at: https://eng.lacity.org/los-angeles-zoovision-plan and http://www.visionplan.lazoo.org/. Copies of the document were also made
available for review at eight libraries in the cities of Los Angeles, Burbank, and Glendale, as
well as the LA Zoo Administration Offices and the City’s BOE office. As described in the Public
Scoping Report (Appendix C), to maximize public participation in the scoping process,
informational postcards were mailed to all residences within a 1.5-mile radius of the LA Zoo,
inviting approximately 16,000 residences and stakeholders to attend the public Scoping
Meetings for the Vision Plan EIR. The postcard was printed in both English and Spanish and
included general information about the Vison Plan EIR as well as the date, time, and location
of the two scoping meetings. An e-blast version of the postcard was also sent. On January 24,
2019, NOP letters in both English and Spanish were mailed to a targeted group of 215
Neighborhood Councils, City Councils, community-based organizations, City agencies, and
City officials/elected state officials in both Glendale and Los Angeles. Follow-up calls were
also placed to several offices to confirm that they had received the NOP letter, encourage
representatives to attend the scoping meetings, and urge them to encourage their constituents
attend the meetings as well. Multiple versions of a display ad were published in 6 newspapers
and e-publications for the scoping period between Wednesday, January 30, 2019 and
Wednesday, February 6, 2019. Social media, specifically Facebook and Twitter, was used to
encourage public participation in the scoping process as well as to facilitate project
information dispersal and input to and from the surrounding community. These social media
pages featured photos from the LA Zoo digital library and posts introducing the Vision Plan
to the public, providing information about the EIR scoping process, and announcing the dates
of the two public scoping meetings.
The two public scoping meetings were held separately during the public review period to
solicit comments from interested parties on the content of the EIR. Spanish translating
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services were provided for both meetings. In addition to EIR scoping in compliance with the
requirements of CEQA Guidelines Sections 15082 and 15083, the City also engaged in
stakeholder outreach and interviews to solicit input and comments directly. The City
conducted a total of 13 in-person stakeholder interviews, including the Major’s Office, City
Council District 4 (Ryu), City Council District 13 (O’Farrell), City of Glendale, Hollywood
United Neighborhood Council, Los Feliz Neighborhood Council, Los Feliz Improvement
Association, Friends of Griffith Park, RAP, Autry Museum, LA County Bicycle Coalition, Zoo
Magnet School, and Los Angeles Equine Advisory Committee. Therefore, RAP, the Autry
Museum, and the residential neighborhoods surrounding Griffith Park were well informed of
the scoping process and meetings and were interviewed for scoping comments on the EIR.
However, notification was not sent to all residents within 500 feet of the boundary of Griffith
Park, as such noticing was not deemed necessary for the Project or mandated under CEQA
Guidelines Section 15087, as many such residents are located many miles from the Zoo and
would not be affected by the Project. Specifically, CEQA Guidelines Section 15087(a)(3)
requires that notices be mailed to owners and occupants of property contiguous to the parcel
or parcels on which the project is located.
Extensive public outreach and notification was also conducted for release and notification of
public review of the Draft EIR. This included distribution of the hard copy Notices of
Availability (NOAs) summarizing availability of the Draft EIR via mail to federal, state,
regional, and local agencies, key stakeholders, interested parties, neighborhood groups, and
NOP commenters, as well as the State Clearinghouse. Several social media posts were made
notifying the public of release of the Draft EIR and virtual public meeting on both Zoo and
BOE social media pages. Further, email notices were sent to the interested parties and
stakeholders identified throughout the scoping process, as well as current members of the
Zoo. In total, emails were distributed to the contact list established for the Project, which
consisted of nearly 110,000 persons. Email notices were released in both English and Spanish
language and included detailed fact sheets summarizing the findings of the Project, notifying
the public of the virtual public meeting, and notifying the public of opportunities to provide
comment on the EIR. The Draft EIR and a pre-recorded presentation on the findings of the
EIR were also made available for review online at: https://eng.lacity.org/los-angeles-zoovision-plan and http://lazoo.org/. Lastly, a virtual public meeting was held on Wednesday,
January 13, 2021 during the public review period to solicit comments from interested parties
on the content of the EIR. This meeting was recorded and posted online to the Zoo and BOE
webpages.
Further, throughout preparation of the EIR, various City agencies, City Council members,
state agencies, local agencies, and other groups were consulted on the EIR. This included
several teleconferences with City departments including RAP which is responsible for the
management of Griffith Park and the Griffith Park Observatory, CDFW, LADOT, Metro, the
cities of Glendale and Burbank, the Griffith Park Advisory Board, and many others to gather
input on the EIR, inform the analysis of impacts and mitigation measures, and solicit
Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
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comment on the findings of the EIR. The Autry Museum was also consulted during
preparation of the EIR, particularly as it relates to the proposed parking lot and Zoo
Drive/Western Heritage Way improvements. In summary, extensive notification and
coordination with relevant agencies and stakeholder groups was conducted throughout the
EIR process, far exceeding the requirements for noticing under CEQA Guidelines Section
15087.
Regarding questions about discussions with the Autry Museum and ability for the Autry
Museum to continue to provide free parking despite increases in the number of Zoo patrons
under the Project, as described in Section 3.15, Transportation, the visitor parking lots are
also subject to a shared use agreement with the Autry Museum of the American West. This
shared parking agreement began on January 23, 1987 and is valid for 50 years unless
extended by mutual agreement. Per the shared use agreement, the parking lots shall be kept
open for general parking for visitors and employees of the Autry Museum of the American
West from 5:00 a.m. to 10:30 p.m. daily in accordance with LAMC Section 63.44 B.14.
Comment Response O.3-32
The comment provides correction for the title of the Protected Tree Ordinance in the
Biological Resources Technical Report. This comment has been noted and integrated to
Section 3.3, Biological Resources, and Section 3.6, Urban Forestry Resources, which have
been amended to clarify the new title of the ordinance.
Comment Response O.3-33
The comment suggests changing the species name from Quercus arbutifolia to Quercus
herberidifolia on page 3.6-12 in Section 3.6, Urban Forestry Resources. However, this
information is informed by the Urban Forestry Resources Report (Appendix I). As described
in the report, nearly half a dozen immature California live oak (Quercus agrifolia) and scrub
oak (Quercus arbutifolia) specimens are sparsely distributed along the western-facing slope
and atop the ridgeline.
Comment Response O.3-34
The comment asserts that slender mariposa lily is present in Griffith Park, known within 1.5
kilometers (km) of the Zoo, but does not provide a reference or any evidence. Nevertheless,
the Griffith Park Rare Plant Survey documents a single population of this species consisting
of less than 10 plants on the north side of Mount Chapel within Griffith Park. Section 3.3,
Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR have been revised to clarify the presence of slender
mariposa lily within Griffith Park.
Comment Response O.3-35
The comment expresses support for Project Alternative 1 Reduced Project Alternative of the
DEIR. This comment will be included in decision maker deliberation.
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Comment Response O.3-36
The comment expresses support for the proposed water conservation and solar panels
sustainability features included in the proposed Project. This comment will be included in
decision maker deliberation.
Comment Response O.3-37
The comment expresses dissatisfaction with the proposed Vision Plan expressing particular
concern over financial feasibility, continuing to provide animal care, and maintaining
conservation goals. This comment will be included in decision maker deliberation.
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Griffith Park Advisory Board
Community Stewards of LA’s Largest Park & Great Urban Wilderness
Department of Recreation and Parks, City of Los Angeles
www.laparks.org/griffithpark/advisory

February 12, 2021
Mr. Norman Mundy
Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering
1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600, Mail Stop 939
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Via email to: norman.mundy@lacity.org
Re: LA Zoo Vision Plan EIR Comments
Dear Mr. Mundy,
Thank you again for joining us, along with Darryl Pon and Erika Leachman, at our January
meeting. We appreciated the presentation and dialogue, which were both informative and
productive. We are submitting this formal comment letter on the Zoo Vision Plan’s Draft
Environmental Impact Report.

O.4-1

Our board is on record in supporting the Zoo’s goal of becoming a world-class facility, and we
reiterate that support today. Yet we have a number of concerns about a project that will add
roughly 1.25 million visitors annually to a venue that sits at the edge of a 4,000-acre-plus urban
wilderness area. The Draft EIR acknowledges that the project’s transportation impacts will be
significant and unavoidable. We would like to work with the project team to further mitigate
the impacts on Griffith Park.
Already, the LA Zoo hosts just under 1.75 million visitors per year. The Draft EIR states that total
could rise to 3 million by the middle of the next decade. Allowing the bulk of these visitors to
continue to arrive by private vehicle is in conflict with city policy-makers’ current direction and
world-wide best practices. We strongly urge the project team to re-examine its transportation
assumptions and conclusions – as laid out in this letter – in order to revise the project so that
we can support it.
For years, city officials have sought to widen the range of ways that people may access Griffith
Park, with the aim of reducing the number of private automobiles in and out of the park. Five
years ago, Recreation and Parks (RAP) officials cited traffic congestion, parking demand and
safety concerns in stating, “significant changes must take place to ensure the future safety and
efficiency of Griffith Park” (RAP Board Report 16-186). Since then, the urgency has grown.
OARD MEMBERS: Chair – Jason Greenwald; Vice Chair – Michelle Crames; Secretary – Bryan Mercke;
Past Chair – Ron Deutsch; Gene Gilbert; Mike Hain; Chris Laib; Alex Phillips; Karen Thornton
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While we recognize the administrative boundaries separating the Zoo from RAP, the physical
space of Griffith Park knows no such bounds. Thus, aggressive steps are needed to drastically
reduce vehicle impacts from the Zoo’s expansion.
O.4-1
Cont.

We therefore view Alternative 2 – the project alternative with mandated transportation
mitigation goals – as a baseline from which to start, rather than an end point. As laid out in this
letter, a 15 percent “reduction” in vehicle miles, based on figures reflecting an additional 1.25
million visitors per year, is a huge increase from current totals – and a direction that diverges
greatly from policy-makers’ efforts to reduce the number of private vehicles in Griffith Park.

As you know, our board previously raised concerns during the scoping process about a number
of issues, including habitat loss and potential impacts related to expanded nighttime events.
O.4-2
While we retain these concerns, we will focus our formal comments on transportation impacts.
We look forward to the project team’s response to the following:
Transportation Mitigation Goals/Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program
x

Increasing vehicle miles traveled (VMT) by 72 percent for visitors and by 93 percent for
employees by 2040 is – as the EIR states – “inconsistent with the adopted state, regional
and local planning framework” (3.15-60). What additional measures has the project
team considered - and what further measures will it consider - beyond the 15 percent
“reduction” in Alternative 2?

x

Given that the transportation study shows cumulative visitor growth rates of 27 percent
by 2025 (to more than 2.2 million annual visitors) and 61 percent by 2030 (to more than
2.8 million), what steps has the project team considered to ensure that mitigation
measures are undertaken quickly enough to offset these front-loaded visitation
increases?

x

The mode share targets for Alternative 2 (5 percent in 2025, 10 percent in 2030, 15
percent in 2040) show the vast majority of visitors continuing to arrive by private vehicle
– a policy that would be in direct conflict with policy-makers’ efforts to reduce
automobiles in Griffith Park. We urge the project team to increase these targets to
better mitigate project impacts.

x

The transportation assessment states that the Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) program shall endeavor to reduce vehicle miles traveled “to the greatest degree
possible” and “to the maximum extent feasible.” (Appendix N, 56 – 57) To the best of
your ability, please quantify these reductions beyond the stated target of 10 percent for
employees and no specific target for visitors.

O.4-3
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O.4-3
Cont.

x

The report states that specific VMT reduction strategies will be finalized during review
and approval by the City of Los Angeles and LADOT, and that RAP will be consulted “if
required” for measures affecting Griffith Park. We would like to codify that requirement,
and we request to be included in the process.

x

The report states, “The Zoo shall invest in its TDM program as necessary to achieve the
maximum possible reduction in VMT.” (Appendix N, p. 61) With this statement in mind,
what level of funding is the Zoo prepared to commit to its TDM program and other
transportation mitigation strategies? What will be the annual TDM budget?

x

The EIR states that the TDM coordinator “shall consider” a range of measures, yet the
report is silent on requiring those measures. What guarantees is the project team
prepared to provide as to the implementation of specific measures?

O.4-4

O.4-5

Specific Transportation Mitigation Measures
x

Parkline Shuttle:
o The report states the Zoo will provide funding “in amounts as determined
appropriate” to help connect the Parkline Shuttle to Metro B Line
Vermont/Sunset and Metro B/G Line North Hollywood. Please clarify the Zoo’s
commitment to this expansion and the level of funding it is prepared to put
forth.
o Related, please clarify how the Zoo proposes to assess proportional share
funding for any such expansion.
o The report proposes expansion of shuttle service as a pilot program during highdemand periods such as holidays. Please clarify the metrics by which such a pilot
would be deemed successful enough to expand to weekends and, ultimately,
weekdays.

O.4-6

x

Union Station Shuttle
o The project team rightly points out the challenges of reaching the LA Zoo via
transit and proposes shuttle service from Union Station as one potential
solution. We strongly support this proposal and urge the Zoo to commit more
fully to its implementation.
o Please clarify the level of funding the LA Zoo is prepared to commit – and the
timetable by which it will do so – to ensure that the feasibility study can be
completed rapidly and the pilot program can be successful.
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o Please provide greater clarity regarding the ultimate aim of such a program, in
terms of levels of service, weekday/weekend availability, and means to ensure
accessibility and equity for all Zoo visitors.
x
O.4-6
Cont.

Metro Bus Service
o Please elaborate on the manner in which the Zoo will coordinate with Metro
regarding expansion of bus service to the Zoo bus stop.
o Please clarify how the Zoo proposes to assess proportional share funding, and
any additional resources (such as marketing) the Zoo is prepared to put forth.
o Please elaborate more specifically on the level of funding the Zoo will commit
(Appendix N, p. 58) to increase bus service frequency.

x

Park and Ride
o Remote parking (aka Park and Ride) is absent from consideration in the Draft EIR,
to its detriment. We strongly encourage an analysis in the Final EIR of a Park and
Ride system featuring remote visitor parking outside of Griffith Park.

O.4-7

o To what extent has the project team consulted with RAP and/or DOT regarding
existing and planned efforts to expand remote parking and how best to
coordinate?
o To what extent has the project team studied other successful Park and Ride
programs, such as at the Hollywood Bowl and/or national models for other
urban wilderness areas?
x
O.4-8

o Has the project team explored the feasibility of a shuttle to/from the Glendale
Metrolink station as an additional transit option for visitors? Please explain why
or why not.
x

O.4-9

Metrolink Shuttle

Bicycle/Pedestrian improvements
o What level of funding, and what specific commitments, is the project team
prepared to provide with respect to the many potential bicycle/pedestrian
improvements outlined in the Draft EIR?
o Please share further details regarding any planning and coordination for the
potential bicycle and pedestrian bridge across Colorado Boulevard.
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O.4-9
Cont.

o Will the Zoo consider discounted tickets for cyclists, in the same way it
contemplates them for transit-users?
x

Many of the proposed mitigation measures, both those listed above and others, are
discussed as a menu of options, or a toolkit, and are discussed generally. Please share
any commitments to specific measures beyond the statements of intent that are made
in the Draft EIR.

x

The Transportation Assessment states that potential AQMD funding could enable the
Zoo to undertake transit improvements “not conceived in this study.” (Appendix N, p.
62) What sort of improvements might such funding enable?

O.4-10

O.4-11

Collaboration with other agencies
O.4-12

x

Would LA Zoo be willing to enter into a memorandum of understanding with relevant
City of LA departments (e.g. RAP and Department of Transportation) in order to solidify
the details of some of its potential commitments as part of the entitlement process?

Monitoring and Accountability

O.4-13

x

What accountability measures will ensure that promised targets are adhered to? Does
the Zoo contemplate annual traffic counts, financial penalties and/or other means of
enforcement?

x

Is the Zoo prepared to tie some of its development rights to the implementation of
specific mitigation measures?

x

As an example, the construction of the planned parking garage might be allowable only
based on specific reductions in VMT and/or transportation mitigation milestones. Our
board would be happy to work with the project team and others on what some of these
milestones might be.

x

The report states that annual reporting will be conducted by the TDM coordinator, who
may be an LA Zoo employee or contractor. We believe independent monitoring and/or
reporting will provide greater transparency and confidence. Please comment.

x

By what means will interested stakeholders be able to assess and offer feedback on the
TDM program and other transportation mitigation measures? How will such feedback
be integrated into ongoing mitigation efforts?

x

How will the unique needs of horse riders be taken into account, both during
construction and ongoing, in assessing the impact of planned transportation changes?
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Parking Garage
x

Would you confirm the statement made by a zoo official at our January meeting that
any decision to build the planned parking garage would require further study?

x

If so, would you characterize the type of study – and the review & approvals required –
in the event visitor figures support the Zoo’s plans to move forward with a parking
garage during phase 7?

x

The Alternatives Analysis states that the “exact size and design is not known at this
time,” yet the Transportation Assessment indicates that the project intends to add
roughly 1,750 parking spaces. Please clarify the size and scale of the parking garage as
allowable under Alternative 2.

O.4-14

Nearby Traffic-Impacted Areas

O.4-15

x

Los Feliz Blvd. and Crystal Springs Drive is a heavily impacted intersection just south of
Griffith Park. Given the number of local Zoo visitors who travel through this intersection,
the Draft EIR suffers from its omission in the transportation study.

x

Park users and local residents alike are already familiar with long back-ups and frequent
congestion at peak times. Yet the project would add hundreds of peak period trips –
during both weekday rush hour and crowded weekends – starting almost immediately
(Appendix N, p. 46). What assurance can the project team offer to park users and local
residents that these additional vehicle trips will not meaningfully worsen quality-of-life?

“A Vision for Griffith Park”
x

“A Vision for Griffith Park,” prepared under the auspices of RAP and Council District 4,
and approved by the Board of Recreation and Parks Commissioners in 2014, may not
strictly apply to the Zoo, yet this document remains the clearest expression of
community intent for LA’s greatest park. The Griffith Park Vision notes that priority
should be given to the promotion of alternative modes of transportation, such as a
shuttle system, to reduce vehicles in Griffith Park.

x

The Griffith Park Vision focuses on the park’s urban wilderness identity, which the Draft
EIR clearly indicates would be impacted as a result of the Zoo’s plans. These plans raise
numerous concerns regarding displacement of existing park users, potentially severe
habitat loss and impacts from nighttime events in an urban wilderness setting. We
therefore recognize the tension between the Zoo’s Vision Plan and RAP’s Vision for
Griffith Park, which will ultimately need to be reconciled by city policy-makers.

O.4-16
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Conclusion
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
Zoo’s Vision Plan. Again, we fully support the LA Zoo’s goal of modernizing to become a worldclass destination; at the same time, we believe additional measures are required to mitigate the
O.4-17 project’s significant and unavoidable transportation impacts. Given the Zoo’s intent to add
roughly 1.25 million annual visitors, these concerns are of great consequence. We look forward
to further commitments from the project team that will enable us to support Alternative 2 or a
revised project proposal.

Sincerely,

Jason Greenwald
Chair, Griffith Park Advisory Board

cc:
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Recreation and Parks Commissioners
Mike Shull, RAP
AP Diaz, RAP
Stefanie Smith, RAP
Ana Guerrero, Mayor’s Office
Jessica Salans, Council District 4
Sarah Tanberg, Council District 4
Darryl Pon, LA Zoo
Erika Leachman, Wood

8.0. Response to Comments
Comment Letter O.4 – [Griffith Park Advisory Board]
Comment Response O.4-1
Thank you for your comments on the EIR. The comment express concerns related to potential
impacts associated with projected visitation increases under the Project, particularly
transportation and traffic impacts, stating such impacts would contrast the Zoo’s goal to
become a world-class facility. The comment identifies Alternative 2 – Multi-modal
Transportation Alternative as Griffith Park Advisory Board’s preferred alternative, under the
condition that additional mitigation measures can be provided. The conditional support of
Alternative 2 has been noted and will be forwarded to the Zoo Commission and City decisionmakers for consideration. Specific concerns related to transportation impacts are identified
and addressed in the comment responses below.
Comment Response O.4-2
The comment summarizes that the Griffith Park Advisory Board has previously expressed
concerns related to habitat loss and potential impacts related to expanded nighttime events
but the focus of the comment letter will be related to transportation impacts. It should be
noted that the EIR thoroughly analyzes impacts related to habitat loss and potential impacts
related to expanded nighttime events and provides detailed mitigation measures where
appropriate, particularly for habitat loss. This comment has been noted.
Comment Response O.4-3
The comment questions the proposed transportation mitigation goals and TDM Program,
including what additional mitigation measures could be considered, and encourages the
transportation mitigation targets outlined in Alternative 2 be increased.
As described in Section 4.0, Alternatives, Alternative 2 would incorporate all of the measures
identified as part of the Zoo TDM Program (MM T-2), plus additional measures necessary to
achieve a goal of reducing total Zoo VMT by 15 percent by 2040. These measures would
include general trip reduction measures (e.g., offer TDM benefits, maximize opportunities for
telecommute, provide a transportation information center and commuter club), transit and
rideshare improvements (e.g., develop/expand vanpool programs, partner with ridesharecompanies, increase transit frequency, provide an express shuttle service), bicycle and
pedestrian improvements, and parking management. These measures would be modified or
expanded upon as part of TDM monitoring component to be conducted by a new Zoo TDM
Coordinator. The measures outlined in both MM T-2 and summarized under Alternative 2
are presented as a range of potentially feasible measures for achieving a 15 percent reduction,
however, as alternatives are typically analyzed at a lesser level of detail than the Project,
specific measures that would be finalized and implemented have not yet been determined.
Under Alternative 2, monitoring results provided by the TDM Coordinator would be used to
determine the appropriate TDM measures to employ in the coming year to reduce total Zoo
Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
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VMT by 15 percent by 2040. Such measures may include actions by the TDM Coordinator to
advocate for transit and alternative mode transportation to the Zoo for visitors and
employees, develop appropriate incentives to increase the Zoo’s transit mode share
incrementally over time, and develop effective marketing tools to advertise transit and nonvehicular travel mode availability and incentives. At this time, the success of such
improvements or the VMT reductions afforded by these measures cannot accurately be
quantified in a way that assures feasibility and attainability, in particular because some key
elements remain beyond the Zoo’s control and require extensive coordination with, or
implementation by, other City departments or agencies. For example, extension of the
Parkline Shuttle to the MetroLink and Union Station or changes in frequency of DASH service
are under the control of RAP and LADOT, respectively. Access to and use of Metro facilities
and stations also lie outside of the Zoo’s discretion. However, the described TDM measures
provide a robust range of viable options for reducing visitor and employee VMT to mitigate
impacts. Further, the TDM program would include annually prepared monitoring reports
describing trip origin data, travel mode, number of people in the party, and other key data
and indicators for TDM program performance relative to VMT. This data would in turn
inform effectiveness of implemented TDM measures and allow for adjustments as needed to
ensure the TDM Program is reducing VMT to the maximum extent feasible each year.
Nevertheless, the potential employee VMT reductions afforded by these measures has been
preliminary quantified in the Transportation Assessment provided Appendix N. Please refer
to Table 12 therein for expected VMT reductions associated with each identified strategy. The
comment’s request for Griffith Park Advisory Board to be included in the process of finalizing
specific VMT reduction strategies and consulted for measures affecting Griffith Park has been
noted and will be forwarded to the Zoo Commission and City decision-makers for
consideration.
Regarding the transit mode share targets, because the Zoo is a regional destination located in
a relatively transit poor area, with Zoo visitor mode share characterized by heavy reliance on
vehicular travel, mitigation for achieving no net increase in visitor-based VMT is highly
constrained by the existing pedestrian, bicycle, and transit network. Measures to achieve
transit mode targets, primarily the creation of new transit connections to the Zoo from across
the region, would be subject to constraints from both an economic and general viability
perspective. The transit mode share targets outlined in Alternative 2 are intended to be both
feasible and attainable based on the robust range of viable TDM measures for reducing visitor
and employee VMT.
The comment further requests that the TDM program be revised to describe specific and
quantitative VMT target reduction goals beyond the provided “to the maximum extent
feasible” and “10 percent for employees”. The TDM Program described in MM-2 would
require the Zoo to reduce employee VMT by 10 percent below existing conditions as well as
reduce projected visitor VMT to the maximum extent feasible. VMT reduction at the Zoo is
challenging due to the lack of transit serving the Zoo and vicinity, the nature of visitation
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which is strongly centered on families from throughout the Los Angeles Basin and lack of bike
and pedestrian connections to nearby residential neighborhoods. As a result, mitigation
targets have been structured to be as strong as feasible and the program designed to be
flexible to be adaptively managed to attain the highest possible VMT reduction. Further, the
TDM program would include annually prepared monitoring reports describing trip origin
data, travel mode, number of people in the party, and other key data and indicators for TDM
program performance relative to VMT. This data would in turn inform effectiveness of
implemented TDM measures and allow for adjustments as needed to ensure the TDM
Program is reducing VMT to the maximum extent feasible.
The comment also requests codification that specific VMT reduction strategies outlined in the
TDM Program would be finalized during review and approval of the EIR. The comment also
requests that the Griffith Park Advisory Board be included in the EIR finalization process.
The EIR already describes that a TDM program shall be submitted to LADOT for review and
approval as part of MM T-2 and does not require further codification. Further, while the
TDM Program would be finalized, it would remain adaptive and be adjusted as needed, to
ensure effectiveness of TDM measures. Griffith Park Advisory Board’s request to be included
in the process of finalizing VMT reduction strategies will be forwarded to the Zoo commission
and City decision-makers for consideration.
Comment Response O.4-4
The comment inquires about Zoo commitments to funding and the annual budget for the
proposed TDM program. The EIR provides a detailed mitigation program with the best
available feasible targets for VMT reduction given the challenges of reducing VMT for a
regional attraction which attract visitors from throughout the Los Angeles Basin located in an
area with relatively limited transit service. The Transportation Assessment discloses a mix of
potential funding sources ranging from regional programs such as the Air Quality
Management District (AQMD), Metro, RAP, and LADOT as well as Zoo specific funding
sources such as the Zoo’s parking program. These potential funding sources are disclosed in
this EIR to demonstrate that the mitigation measures are feasible, while leaving the exact mix
of funding sources to be determined during the project approval and City’s budgeting process.
At this time, the availability of specific regional and citywide funding sources in the future is
not known. As required by CEQA, the mitigation measures provide detailed and specific
requirements for mitigation actions, while describing more programmatically the range of
funding sources available based upon currently available information.
Comment Response O.4-5
The comment questions how implementation of TDM measures would be guaranteed when
such measures remain unspecified. However, the mitigation measure is detailed and specific
and sets forth a flexible program with a range of measures to obtain the objective of reducing
VMT. As described in Section 3.15, Transportation, the goal of the TDM Program is to reduce
Zoo employee VMT by 10 percent below existing conditions by 2040 and apply all feasible
Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
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VMT reduction strategies for visitor vehicle trips to reduce visitor VMT below projected
conditions to the maximum extent feasible. However, due to the diverse nature of the trip
types generated by the Zoo and the challenges of reducing VMT for a regional attraction in an
area underserved by transit, the proposed TDM program would remain adaptive so that TDM
measures could be continuously adjusted as needed to most effectively reduce VMT. The TDM
Coordinator would oversee annual monitoring and reporting to evaluate the effectiveness of
the TDM measures being implemented at the Zoo and recommend adjustments as needed to
the TDM Program on an annual basis. The exact mix of measures for reducing employee and
visitor VMT would be adapted from the menu listed in as needed to focus on those that are
demonstrated to be most effective identified in MM T-2. The mix of measures would be
identified and developed in close coordination with responsible agencies such as BOE,
LADOT, RAP, and Metro. For example, if extending the hours of operation of the Parkline
Shuttle prove highly effective, the Zoo could coordinate with RAP to ensure resources are
allocated to support the shuttle. Further, if adjustments in parking management or employee
trip reduction strategies are demonstrated to reduce VMT, Zoo resources and effort could be
redirected by the TDM Coordinator to such programs.
Comment Response O.4-6
The comment requests clarification on the level of funding and determination of funding the
Zoo would commit to Parkline Shuttle expansions, Union Station Shuttle connections, and
Metro Bus service frequency. As discussed in Comment Response O.4-4 above, the EIR and
MM T-2 commits the Zoo to provide resources to implement the most effective TDM
program possible drawing upon a range of measures that prove to be most effective through
monitoring and adaptive management. Because of the exact mix of programs is flexible and
based upon the effectiveness of such measures in reducing VMT, provision of cost estimates
or commitment of specified funding amounts would be speculative and is not required by
CEQA. However, the Zoo is committed to implementing effective TDM reduction strategies
and, as listed and described further in MM T-2, funding for TDM reduction strategies (e.g.,
Parkline Shuttle, Metro) could be provided in part by revenue generated from the potential
expansion of the Paid Parking Program.
The comment also requests further detail on the metrics that would be used to assess the
success of the proposed expansion of Parkline Shuttle services and Union Shuttle pilot
program, as well detail on the objectives and operation of the proposed Union Station pilot
program. Success of the expanded Parkline Shuttle services and the Union Shuttle pilot
program would be determined through monitoring that demonstrates if the expanded
operation hours are utilized by park visitors and employees to effectively reduce VMT.
Similarly, if implemented the proposed Union Station pilot program would be monitored to
determine if the expanded service would be utilized by park visitors and employees to
effectively reduce VMT. The Union Station shuttle pilot program would initially operate on
weekends and holidays when peak demand periods are anticipated to occur. If effectively
utilized by park visitors and employees during peak periods with demonstrated reductions in
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VMT, the program would be expanded in frequency and operational times. The success of all
proposed TDM measures, including expanded transit and shuttle services, would be
determined by a Zoo TDM Coordinator who would monitor, survey, and report the
effectiveness of proposed improvements to determine necessary revisions to the program
measures or additional measures to meet objectives for reducing employee and visitor VMT.
The results of the Zoo TDM Coordinator’s monitoring, survey, and report would be subject to
review by City and LADOT staff, who would provide further feedback and guidance regarding
the success of the potential transit improvements in assisting the Zoo in meeting VMT
reduction objectives.
The Zoo will coordinate with Metro regarding expansion of bus services to the Zoo, as
described under MM T-2. The Zoo would coordinate with Metro to increase bus service
frequency to the Zoo bus stop such as an express shuttle service to and from Los Angeles
Union Station. The Zoo would also coordinate with Metro and LADOT on matters regarding
advertisement and outreach to user groups on the availability of transit services. Since the
release of the Draft EIR, the EIR has been revised to note that that such coordination could
involve advocating for the implementation of Metro’s proposed Line 501.
Comment Response O.4-7
The comment states the EIR does not include a park and ride feature and encourages its
consideration. Inclusion of an offsite parking and shuttle service was considered during
preparation of the TDM Program described in MM T-2. However, an offsite park and ride
program was not explicitly identified as a potential component of the TDM Program due to
potential constraints to the feasibility of implementing or coordinating such a measure (e.g.,
cost of acquiring and developing a parking site, cost of operation of a shuttle service, lack of
effectiveness in accommodating visitors). Further, a park and ride with a parking structure
located outside of Griffith Park would not be an effective program for reducing VMT as the
Zoo is a large regional attraction which attracts visitors from throughout the region with
associated long trip lengths. A park and ride with associated parking structure located within
a mile or so of the Zoo would not measurably reduce the VMT associated with the long trip
lengths for many guests, and thus would not be an effective mitigation measure to reduce
VMT. Further, in order to be effective in reducing onsite parking demand, an offsite parking
structure would need to be accompanied by a strong price point increase in parking fees or
other controls at the Zoo parking lots, and charges for shuttle service which could adversely
affect Zoo patrons of low or moderate incomes.
With regards to the concerns about Project consistency with the Griffith Park Vision Plan
policies for parking structures, as described in Section 3.11, Land Use and Planning, the
Griffith Park Vision Plan applies only to areas of Griffith Park controlled by RAP, which
excludes the 133-acre Zoo property. The parking structure proposed as part of the Project
would lie entirely within Zoo property in the northern parking lot and has been identified as
needed to accommodate the growth in visitation projected under the Project and meet the
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Zoo’s goals for long-term development and programming. Without it, Zoo parking demand
would exceed supply 15 days in 2025, 25 days in 2027, and 51 days in 2030 (Appendix N).
However, to reduce potential aesthetic impacts of a new parking structure in the Zoo’s
northern parking lot, the EIR provides for extensive mitigation measures to reduce the height
of the proposed parking structure by adding subsurface levels as well as extensive landscaping
to reduce its visibility and obscure the structure from surrounding public roads (refer to
Section 3.1, Aesthetics and Visual Resources, MM VIS-2), reducing impacts to the visual
character of Griffith Park.
Finally, while the Griffith Park Vision Plan does not identify a need for new parking structure
in Griffith Park, it notes that if a need arises, then the parking structure should be developed
outside Griffith Park and served by a shuttle. Since the Zoo was not included in the Griffith
Park Vision Plan process, the Griffith Park Vision Plan does not apply to Zoo property,
including the northern parking lot. As the Griffith Park Vision Plan does not apply to Zoo
property, the proposed structure included in the Project would not conflict with this aspect of
the Griffith Park Vision Plan.
Comment Response O.4-8
The comment inquires if the Project has considered the feasibility of expanding a shuttle
connection from the Glendale Metrolink station to the Project site. Through development of
the proposed TDM Program, though not explicitly stated in MM T-2, establishment of such
a shuttle had been considered and remains to be a potential option for mitigating employee
and visitor VMT. Additional language has been added to MM T-2 to cite establishing a shuttle
connection between the Glendale Metrolink Station and the Zoo as a potential opportunity
for the Zoo to seek funding for in coordination with Metro and LADOT.
Comment Response O.4-9
The comment inquiries about specific commitments related to the funding of pedestrian and
bicycle improvements, and additional details on the potential bicycle/pedestrian bridge
feature over Colorado Boulevard. As described in MM T-2, the EIR sets forth detailed
program with a menu of measures to reduce VMT, with specific goals for reduction of
employee VMT and the goal of reducing visitor VMT to the maximum extent feasible. MM T2 describes a range of potential funding options which includes a mix of potential funding
from the Zoo or regional, state, or federal funding sources, which provides flexibility to mix
differing funds to increase mitigation effectiveness. Funding for VMT reduction strategies
could potentially in part be generated by revenue from the selected Paid Parking Program and
proportional share funding would be further coordinated with RAP, Metro, and LADOT. The
Zoo through its TDM coordinator and in concert with RAP, LADOT and Metro, would seek
grant funding from a range of sources and the precise mix of funding from different sources
would evolve with the TDM program. MM T-2 is consistent with CEQA requirements in that
it requires that a detailed TDM Program be implemented and identifies a range of funding
sources that can sustain this program to demonstrate mitigation feasibility. The Zoo has
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access to potential funding sources, both from its own programs such as the potential Paid
Parking Program and City, regional state, and federal funding programs, but the precise mix
of funding sources would be developed through preparation and implementation of the TDM
Program. This mix of funding would be contingent on the evolution and adaptive
management of the TDM program and available funding for the proposed Project. Refer to
Comment Response O.4-4 for further detail regarding level of funding and commitment of
funds for proposed TDM measures.
As provided in MM T-2 in Section 3.15, Transportation, in effort to encourage bicycles as a
transportation mode, the Zoo, RAP, and LADOT in consultation with the City of Glendale
shall consider development of a new bicycle and pedestrian bridge across Colorado
Boulevard, linking neighborhoods within the City of Glendale to Griffith Park, south of the
Project site. The Zoo, RAP, and LADOT shall ensure that all bicycle and pedestrian linkages
and bridges to Griffith Park are well-signed and provide lighting, are regularly patrolled by
law enforcement. Further details on this potential VMT reduction measure are not available
currently, but would be developed through preparation and implementation of the TDM
Program. Additional detail regarding discounted ticket prices for cyclists presented in this
comment have been added to MM T-2. With regard to providing discounted tickets for Zoo
patrons who bike to the Zoo, additional detail has been added to MM T-2 to provide such
discount programs.
Comment Response O.4-10
The comment inquires what specific mitigation measures would be implemented under the
Project. The EIR provides extensive detail on proposed mitigation measures. With Project
adoption, all mitigation measures identified in the EIR would be implemented as a feature of
the Project. As described in Section 3.15, Transportation, the TDM Program (MM T-2) offers
a range of strategies to reduce Zoo employee VMT by 10 percent and visitor VMT to the
maximum extent feasible. The TDM Program would be prepared and submitted to LADOT
for review and approval prior to any construction activity. By design, the TDM Program and
VMT reduction measures would remain adaptive and be updated as needed, based on data
surveys capturing trip origin data, travel mode, number of people in the party, and other key
data and indicators for TDM program performance relative to VMT. Findings of these surveys
would evaluate the effectiveness of the TDM measures being implemented and recommend
adjustments as needed, to ensure VMT is reduced to the maximum extent feasible.
Comment Response O.4-11
The comment asks for clarification on what specific improvement not described in the
prepared Traffic Assessment (Appendix N) might be implemented under AQMD funding.
Potential transit improvements enabled by AQMD funding may include expansion of existing
or provision of new transit connections such as Parkline and Union Station shuttle services,
or the Glendale Metrolink station connection to the Zoo recommended in this comment letter.
The AQMD offers a number of other programs that provide monetary incentives for
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implementing cleaner technologies. Potential other opportunities that may be pursued in the
future with AQMD funds include implementation of zero and near-zero emissions buses or
shuttles or funding for transportation program advertising.
Comment Response O.4-12
The comment inquires if the Zoo would enter into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
with other City departments, such as RAP or LADOT in order to solidify potential
commitments of the EIR. The EIR clearly states that the Zoo would coordinate with RAP,
LADOT and other agencies on mitigation implementation. The details of this coordination
will be better known once a TDM coordinator is in place. The comment does not directly
pertain the content and findings of this EIR; however, the comment will be forwarded to Zoo
Commission and City decision-makers for consideration.
Comment Response O.4-13
The comment inquires how mitigation measures, once specified, would be enforced, or if
development rights, such as construction of the parking structure, would be tied to mitigation
measures. The comment also expresses concern that a Zoo employee or contractor acting as
the TDM coordinator would not offer the same level of transparency and confidence as an
independent TDM coordinator. The timing of mitigation implementation is described in the
EIR and is linked to the phasing of proposed improvements to ensure that mitigation is
implemented in a timely manner. The Zoo TDM program would be fully transparent and
implemented in coordination with LADOT to ensure rigorous implementation and annual
reports would be public documents. As described in Section 3.15, Transportation,
implementation of the TDM Program (MM T-2) requires reduction of Zoo employee VMT by
10 percent and visitor VMT to the maximum extent feasible. The TDM Program would be
prepared and submitted to LADOT for review and approval prior to any construction activity,
to ensure that recommended measures are effective and consistent with City standards. As a
mitigation measure, these reduction targets would be required to be implemented by the
proposed Project. While the specific measures that would be incorporated into the TDM
program are part of a menu of actions, the would be adaptive and updated as needed to ensure
effectiveness and the target VMT reductions would remain. Data surveys capturing trip origin
data, travel mode, number of people in the party, and other key data and indicators for TDM
program performance relative to VMT, would be performed by the TDM coordinator.
Findings of these surveys would evaluate the effectiveness of the TDM measures being
implemented and recommend adjustments as needed. Development rights would not be tied
to specific mitigation measures. As described under the MM T-2, the TDM coordinator would
be a qualified transportation planner that shall collect parking and transit use data and
monitor and prepare annual surveys for submittal to BOE and LADOT. These submittal
requirements and review by BOE and LADOT will help to ensure transparency and confidence
in the data reported by the TDM coordinator. The reports would be public documents, and if
the public has concerns these could be communicated to BOE, LADOT and the Zoo.
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The comment inquiries about mitigation measures to transportation-related impacts on
equestrians under the Project. However, the comment does not identify any specific impact.
With regard to consideration of the unique needs of equestrians, the EIR recognizes that
Griffith Park contains public recreational trails that are often utilized by equestrians. As
described in Section 3.15, Transportation, the Project would not in general modify existing
trails and implementation. However, over the long term, if potential but not yet fully designed
improvements to the Zoo Drive/Western Heritage Way intersection were to potentially
impact the Main Trail and on-road uses by pedestrians and cyclists, MM REC-1 would
require that any such proposed improvements to the Zoo Drive/Western Heritage Way
intersection and realignments to Crystal Springs Drive would protect and accommodate such
pedestrian, bicyclist, and equestrian users and their safety. Based on these provisions,
impacts to equestrian accessibility are not expected to occur and no additional mitigation
would be necessary.
Comment Response O.4-14
The comment requests clarification whether the proposed parking structure would require
further study before being included in the Project and what review and approvals for this
parking structure would be required. The comment also requests clarification for the size and
scale of the parking structure under implementation of Alternative 2- Multi-modal
Transportation Alternative. The Project EIR has been designed to permit future ministerial
permitting for all proposed improvements to the Zoo without future additional discretionary
approvals, although ministerial review by City departments of precise plans would occur to
ensure consistency with proposed project design features and mitigation measures.
Alternative 2 sets forth a level of detail for parking structure design consistent with the
requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, which states that project alternatives need
not be described at the same level of detail as the project level analysis.
The Project described in the EIR includes the proposed parking structure. As described in
2.3.6, Proposed Circulation & Transportation, the Vision Plan proposes eventual conversion
over the long-term (e.g., post 2035) of the western portion of the north parking lot to a multistory above-ground parking structure adequate to meet demand, along with installation of a
grass area park to provide picnic facilities adjacent to the parking lot. Although no conceptual
plans are available, preliminary review indicates such a structure could be accomplished
under two separate scenarios. The two scenarios for design of the parking structure would
include: 1) a parking structure within a 3-acre footprint constructed entirely above ground, to
a height of up to 5 stories; and 2) a parking structure within a 3-acre footprint with a
maximum of 3 stories above ground and at least 2 stories below ground, if feasible. The two
options presented were developed for the purpose of analyzing the potential range of impacts
associated with construction of the parking structure, given that the designs of the proposed
parking structure remain conceptual and have not yet been finalized. Based on these two
scenarios, the parking structure proposed under the Project and for the purposes of the EIR
analysis, the parking structure is estimated to provide approximately 2,000 parking spaces.
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Due to the nature of the Vision Plan the detailed designs of proposed improvements are not
known; the parking structure, along with other improvements, must be generally consistent
with improvements set forth in the Vision Plan as analyzed in the EIR and addressed by
required mitigation measures. The parking structure and other improvements would only be
subject to further study if significant changes in the design occur, or if such changes would
substantially increase impacts beyond those forecast in the EIR. Further study may involve
subsequent environmental review if the design does not align with the assumptions and
findings presented in this EIR. If the design of proposed improvements is consistent with the
Vision Plan and with the assumptions analyzed in the EIR, only ministerial review by City
departments would be required to ensure compliance.
The proposed parking structure is discussed in the Transportation Assessment; please refer
to Table 1 on page 5 of the Transportation Assessment and the description of Alternative 2 in
the EIR for clarification regarding the proposed size of the parking structure. As described
therein, Project proposes construction of a new multi-story above-ground parking structure
providing approximately 2,000 parking spaces in the northern parking lot. However, under
Alternative 2, the size, bulk, and scale of the parking structure would be reduced when
compared to the proposed Project commensurate to reduced demand for parking that the
expanded TDM program would create. As such, while the final height and footprint of the
parking structure under Alternative 2 cannot be specified at this time, it can be assumed that
the parking structure would be smaller than under the proposed Project.
Comment Response O.4-15
The comment states that Los Feliz Boulevard and Crystal Springs Drive intersection and its
existing traffic congestions were not considered in the transportation impact analysis and
inquires how the Project would address potential traffic impacts experienced park users and
local residents. As discussed below, transportation impact analysis in the EIR relies upon
newly adopted legislative changes to CEQA that move away from intersection and LOS
analysis to VMT, so do to this change and the intersections distance from the Project site,
impacts to the Los Feliz Boulevard and Crystal Springs Drive intersection are not discussed.
Further, such intersection impacts generally no longer constitute a CEQA issue and any
intersection analysis is provided to address local City concerns as discussed below.
As discussed in Section 3.15.2, Impact Assessment Methodology, the scope of work for the
Transportation Assessment was determined in consultation with the BOE, the Zoo, and
LADOT to inform the transportation impact analysis, consistent with CEQA. Recent changes
in state law now require environmental documents prepared pursuant to CEQA evaluate VMT
measuring vehicle trip distance rather than LOS analysis measuring intersection congestion
and roadway capacity. Specifically, pursuant to the mandate in SB 743, OPR adopted the
revised CEQA Guidelines in December 2018, recommending the use of VMT for analyzing
transportation impacts under CEQA. In turn, Section 15064.3 was added to CEQA Guidelines,
which states “generally, VMT is the most appropriate measure of transportation impacts.”
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The revised guidelines require that lead agencies remove automobile delay, as described
solely by LOS or similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion, as a criterion for
determining a significant impact on the environment pursuant to CEQA, except in locations
specifically identified in the revised guidelines, if any. In accordance with this requirement,
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(a), adopted in December 2018, states “a project’s effect on
automobile delay does not constitute a significant environmental impact.” As such, the EIR
does not Project impacts in terms of automobile-delay or intersection queuing and
congestion. Nevertheless, non-CEQA issues required by the City’s TAG for analysis, including
disclosure of LOS changes at affected intersections, are analyzed fully by the Transportation
Assessment (Appendix N).
As described in the Transportation Assessment, the non-CEQA intersection study locations
were selected for analysis based on TAG guidance, which indicates that intersections
immediately adjacent to the site, and those in proximity to the site through which 100 or more
Project-generated trips would travel, should be analyzed. In determining the study
intersections, the intersection of Los Feliz Boulevard and Crystal Springs Drive was not
selected because it is located approximately 3 miles south of the Zoo, not within the
immediate vicinity of the Project site. Further, the traffic model did not indicate that this
intersection would experience 100 or more Project-generated trips. Though this intersection
may experience existing intersection congestion issues, under CEQA, the Project is not
required to resolve existing traffic congestion at this intersection. As indicated in the
Transportation Assessment, the Project would not further affect congestion at this
intersection or meaningfully worsen quality-of-life for park users and local residents that
utilize this route.
Comment Response O.4-16
The comment reiterates the value of A Vision for Griffith Park while recognizing the plan is
not applicable to the Project, noting A Vision for Griffith Park promotes alternative
transportation to Griffith Park and sustaining is urban wilderness identity. The comment
states differences between the proposed Zoo Vision Plan and A Vision for Griffith Park will
need to be reconciled by City policymakers. This comment has been noted and will be
forwarded to Zoo Commission and City decision-makers for consideration.
Comment Response O.4-17
The comment expresses gratitude for opportunity to provide comments on the Project. The
comment reiterates Griffith Park Advisory Board’s support for redeveloping the Zoo as worldclass destination while encouraging the adoption of additional mitigation measures to reduce
traffic-related impacts. This comment has been noted.
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Norman Mundy, Environmental Supervisor II
Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering, Environmental Management Group
1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600, Mail Stop 939
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Norman.Mundy@lacity.org
RE: LA Zoo Vision Plan EIR Comments
February 8, 2021
Dear Mr. Mundy
LFIA, the advocacy group for all residents of Los Feliz which represents thousands of
residents around Griffith Park, has studied the DEIR for the Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan.
We find it contrary to several principles already adopted by the City in the preservation
and management of America’s largest urban wilderness park.

O.5-1
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On January 8, 2014, the Los Angeles Board of Recreation and Park Commissioners
adopted A Vision for Griffith Park, a governance document created through an arduous
ten-year process, involving a citizen’s working group representing every major
stakeholder in the park. The proposed Zoo Vision Plan is in direct conflict with this
governing document in the following areas:

O.5-2

Displacement of Historic and Current User Groups
Section 3:15 Transportation
The rerouting of Crystal Springs Drive as illustrated displaces several user groups,
including the North Hollywood High School Zoo Magnet Center, equestrians, runners, the
Griffith Observatory Satellite, and golfers on the Woodrow Wilson/Harding golf courses.
Indeed, the original Griffith gift granting the park to the city has conditions requiring that
it be a place for passive outdoor activity for the common man.

O.5-3

Parking Structures and Increased Private Passenger Traffic
Section 3:15 Transportation
All major venues in Griffith Park are endeavoring to migrate to fewer private automobiles
with a greater reliance on public transportation. The concept of a parking structure
anywhere in Griffith Park is a direct violation of A Vision for Griffith Park and contradicts
contemporary best practices for wilderness parks all over the world. The trend is toward
fewer automobiles, not building capacity for more. The current traffic congestion at I-5
and SR-134 is untenable yet the plan proposes nothing to alleviate the traffic jam.
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O.5-4

O.5-5

O.5-6

Best Conservation Practices in Wilderness Parks
Section 3.6 Urban Forestry Resources
The removal of hundreds of heritage trees, particularly in the California and African
planning areas, is a shocking violation of accepted conservation tenets, and is illegal per
the city’s Protected Tree Ordinance. The removal of coast live oaks, the iconic tree of
Griffith Park, is nearly impossible to mitigate as it would take 75 years for a replacement
sapling to become a mature tree. The removal of the smaller toyons and Mexican
elderberry trees would constitute a substantial loss of a food source for our native birds
who depend on their berries.
Zoning Violations
Section 2.11 Land Use and Planning
The emphasis and reallocation of space in the proposed Zoo Vision Plan towards
entertainment is not allowed on land zoned for Open Space. The recommendation to
expand visitor-serving facilities, particularly event rental space, allowing the LA Zoo to
become a 200+ night per year entertainment venue should not be pursued. The
wilderness designation of Griffith Park makes it an inappropriate setting for such activity
with the resulting noise and light pollution, particularly for the nocturnal wildlife that
lives adjacent to the zoo. The noise and light pollution generated by the event areas
would also be harmful to the Zoo’s own animals, species that the Zoo is charged with
protecting. Tangentially, we have reservations about digital signage anywhere in Griffith
Park, for the same reasons.
Given the number of violations and conflicts created by this Vision Plan, LFIA highly
recommends that the Zoo select Alternative 4 Relocated Zoo and move the zoo to a
suggested area where they can design an ideal zoo free of the constraints of building in a
designated wilderness area with mountainous terrain.
In general, this plan is inappropriate for America’s largest urban wilderness, and the LFIA
will vigorously oppose any attempt to transform the Zoo into an entertainment venue
within Griffith Park.
Sincerely,
Amy Gustincic

President, LFIA
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Comment Letter O.5 – [Los Feliz Improvement Association]
Comment Response O.5-1
Thank you for your comments on the EIR. The comment introduces the Los Feliz
Improvement Association as an advocacy group for all residents of Los Feliz, a neighborhood
located approximately 1.5 miles southwest of the Zoo, across Griffith Park’s mountainous
central spine and roughly 2.5 miles by road from the Zoo. The comment states that the Project
would conflict with A Vision for Griffith Park. This comment has been noted and responses
to individual concerns are provided below.
Comment Response O.5-2
The comment incorrectly states the proposed realignment of Crystal Springs Drive would
displace users of the North Hollywood High School Zoo Magnet Center, the Griffith
Observatory Satellite, equestrians, runners, and users of the adjacent Wilson Harding Golf
Course. As depicted in Figures 2-4, 2-5, and 2-14 and described in Section 2.0, Project
Description, proposed Project improvements would not change the location or operations of
the Zoo Magnet Center, which lies within the Zoo’s southern parking lot, or the adjacent
Wilson Harding Golf Course, which lies completely outside the Project site. Visitors and
employees of these two facilities would continue to have access throughout construction and
operation of the Project, particularly with implementation of MM T-1 requiring a
Construction Traffic & Access Plan to ensure safety and access for employees and the
surrounding community during construction. Further, the proposed Western Heritage
Way/Crystal Springs Drive would create a continuous southern parking lot with no roadway
crossings to more safely link the Zoo Magnet Center to the main Zoo campus, improving
safety for pedestrians by eliminating the need for persons to cross Western Heritage
Way/Crystal Springs Drive to move between the Zoo and the Zoo Magnet Center.
Aside from the Zoo Magnet Center, there are several other Zoo buildings and storage facilities
within the Zoo’s southern parking lot that may be relocated or moved as part of the proposed
redesign of the southern parking lot. One of these buildings is the portable/temporary
building formerly used as the temporary location of the Griffith Observatory Satellite facility.
During building renovations at the Griffith Park Observatory in 2010, RAP and the Zoo
entered an agreement to allow the Griffith Observatory Satellite to be temporarily located on
Zoo property. Though the renovations have since been completed, the temporary Griffith
Observatory Satellite is still located at the Zoo. The Griffith Observatory Satellite was never
intended to be a permanent feature and its placement on Zoo property is allowed under this
agreement to be removed or relocated back to the Observatory at any time. As such, the
Griffith Observatory Satellite is not considered a significant permanent feature at the Zoo of
the Griffith Park Observatory that would be adversely impacted by the Project. This building
is not open to the public and there are no users that would be displaced by the Project. This
information has been added for clarity to Section 2.0, Project Description of the EIR.
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As analyzed in Table 3.15-5 under the consistency analysis for Policy 1.9 of the City’s Mobility
Element, the Project would not modify existing trails, including those used by runners or
equestrians such as Main Trail. Public trails in Griffith Park lie completely outside the Project
site and would not be modified as part of the Project. Further, the Project would improve the
Zoo Drive/Western Heritage Way intersection with a signal in the near term and potentially
a roundabout or below-grade crossing in the long term to enhance accessibility and safety for
all modes, including runners and equestrians. The Project would also realign Crystal Springs
Drive but maintain the adjacent public trail that runs between the Project site and the Wilson
Harding Golf Course. MM T-1 requiring a Construction Traffic & Access Plan would ensure
safety and access for trail users during construction. Further, if in the long-term intersection
improvements for a roundabout or below-grade bypass are needed, the EIR acknowledges
there is a potential for that improvement to affect Main Trail. MM REC-1 requires any
roundabout or grade-separated intersection to be designed to consider pedestrian and
equestrian mobility and safety along roads and the Main Trail and ensure that the use of this
trail is not hindered. This will ensure that if future intersection improvements require
modification of any offsite features, like Main Trail, runners and bikes would be safely
accommodated along the road, future sidewalks or other facilities and that equestrians would
not be displaced from the Main Trail.
Comment Response O.5-3
The comment states that development of the proposed parking structure would violate A
Vision for Griffith Park (also referred to as the “Griffith Park Vision Plan”), which discourages
new parking structures in Griffith Park to help maintain the Park’s wilderness identity and
states that as of 2013, no need for a new parking structure has been identified. The Griffith
Park Vision Plan does not identify a need for new parking structure in Griffith Park, but notes
that if a need arises, then the parking structure should be developed outside Griffith Park and
served by a shuttle. Since the Zoo was not included in the Griffith Park Vision Plan process,
the Griffith Park Vision Plan does not apply to Zoo property, including the northern parking
lot. As the Griffith Park Vision Plan does not apply to Zoo property, the proposed structure
included in the Project would not conflict with this aspect of the Griffith Park Vision Plan.
As described in Section 3.11, Land Use and Planning, the Griffith Park Vision Plan applies
only to areas of Griffith Park controlled by RAP, which excludes the 133-acre Zoo property,
including the Zoo’s parking lots. Further, as stated in Table 3.15-5 in Section 3.15,
Transportation, the Project would include construction of a multi-story parking structure
that would not be on RAP-controlled property. The proposed parking structure is needed to
accommodate the growth in visitation projected under the Project and to meet the Zoo’s goals
for long-term development and programming. Without the proposed parking structure, Zoo
parking demand would exceed supply on 15 days in 2025, 25 days in 2027, and 51 days in
2030 (Appendix N). The EIR estimates that the proposed parking structure would be up to
five stories in height and installed in Phase 7, the final phase of the Project, to accommodate
2,000 spaces within the Zoo’s northern parking lot if the projected demand for parking exists
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at that future time. The proposed parking structure would lie entirely within Zoo property in
the northern parking lot. MM VIS-2 requires that the parking lot be partially subterranean
to reduce its height and minimize bulk and scale and that extensive landscaping be installed
to screen the garage from public roads and trails surrounding the Zoo (refer to discussion
under Impact VIS-1 in Section 3.1, Aesthetics and Visual Resources for photosimulations of
the parking structure post mitigation [KVL 3 and 4]).
The comment inaccurately characterizes actions and improvements included in the proposed
Project and asserts that the Project would not include any action to alleviate current traffic on
the I-5 and SR-134. However, mitigation measures in the EIR directly address these issues.
As described in Section 3.15, Transportation, the EIR recognizes construction activities
associated with the Project would increase VMT in the Project vicinity and on the I-5 and SR134 freeways. However, construction-related increases in traffic would be intermittent across
the Project’s seven phases and lower in volume than the projected operational vehicle trips
associated with the proposed Project. Further, the Project also identifies proposed Phase 1
offsite roadway improvements at the intersection of Zoo Drive and Western Heritage Way
which may initially include installation of a stoplights, and then over time other circulation
improvements such as installation of a roundabout or grade changes (e.g., flyover bridge) to
address peak hour congestion that can back up onto both I-5 and SR-134. Despite existing
and persisting congestion along the I-5 and SR-134, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 states
that “a project’s effect on automobile delay shall not constitute a significant environmental
impact.” As such, CEQA does not include changes in roadway congestion along the I-5 or SR134 as the basis for an environmental impact analysis under CEQA. However, please see
Appendix N for information related to Non-CEQA Transportation Impacts, including data
and analysis of intersection and roadway operational impacts and levels of service. While this
portion of the Project’s Transportation Impact Study is not subject to CEQA or included in
the EIR, this information is required by LADOT to inform transportation infrastructure and
operations planning on local roads and regionally.
Comment Response O.5-4
The comment inaccurately states that hundreds of heritage trees would be removed during
Project implementation. Heritage trees, as defined by the RAP Tree Preservation Policy, are
individual trees of any size or species that are specifically designated as heritage because of
their historical, commemorative, or horticultural significance. As described in Section 3.6
Urban Forestry Resources, there are no designated heritage, historic, landmark, trees located
within the Project site. The comment also incorrectly states the removal of coast live oaks
would be “impossible to mitigate” and expresses concern about the removal of toyon and
Mexican elderberry and asserts that their removal would create an impact on wildlife that rely
on these species for food and habitat. As described in Section 3.3 Biological Resources and
Section 3.6, Urban Forestry Resources, the Zoo has identified several mitigation measures to
minimize impacts to biological resources and trees through avoidance where possible and
replanting if needed, including coast live oak, Mexican elderberry, and toyon Mitigation
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measures would include the preparation and implementation of a Biological Resources
Mitigation and Monitoring Program (BRMMP) to ensure impacts to native vegetation
communities, habitat, and special-status species are specifically avoided where possible and
mitigated through habitat restoration and replanting based on the final designs and
construction plans for each Project phase (MM BIO-1). This required Construction
Mitigation Plan (CMP) would avoid, minimize, and mitigate construction-related impacts to
biological resources, including special-status species, specifically for each Project phase (MM
BIO-2). Additionally, the Protected Tree Plan (MM UF-1) described in Section 3.6 Urban
Forestry Resources, would be preserve in place, relocate, or replace protected species,
including oaks, Mexican elderberry, and Toyon at a minimum of a 4:1 ratio, consistent with
City tree protection regulations. Further, the Restoration Plan (MM UF-2) would require
restorative landscaping over the 20-year phased development of the Project, where the loss
and subsequent regrowth of landscaping would regenerate the urban forest resources over
time and landscape requirements outlined above would ensure a potentially richer and more
valuable urban forest at the Zoo. As described in those sections of the EIR, implementation
of proposed mitigation would effectively mitigate Project impacts associated with the removal
of native and protected trees and habitats.
Comment Response O.5-5
The comment expresses opposition to proposed expansion of visitor-serving facilities
included in the Project, namely rental space for special events, states that the Project would
not be consistent with City Open Space (OS) zoning designations. The comment also
expresses concern that nighttime events held at the Zoo and digital signage would create new
noise and light that could cause potential impacts to wildlife and resident Zoo animals. As
described in Section 3.11, Land Use and Planning, the Project site is located completely within
the City in the northeast corner of Griffith Park where there is a transition from urban
development to natural open space and recreational areas. Griffith Park is entirely designated
as OS in the City’s zoning and General Plan. The Project site is designated as OS, except for
North Zoo Drive, which is designated as Public Facilities. Land uses in the vicinity of the Zoo
include a mix of recreational open space, I-5 and SR-134 freeways, heavy manufacturing land
uses, low-density residential, and neighborhood commercial. The EIR concludes that the
Project would not cause significant environmental impacts due to conflicts with any land use
plan, policy, or regulation and the Project would be consistent with applicable plans and the
LAMC.
The Zoo is an existing use within Griffith Park and the City’s OS zoning. The Zoo already
supports daily, seasonal, and annual events that vary in size, timing, location, and style,
including both public and private events in indoor and outdoor settings (see Section 2.2.3,
Existing Zoo Operations). Proposed programs under the Project would be similar to existing
programs held at the Zoo and would not conflict with or alter the existing zoning designations.
The Project does not involve a change in use, only a continuation of the existing uses within
modernized and expanded facilities within the existing Zoo property. Final policy consistency
Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
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would be determined as part of Project review and approval process with the City; however,
based on preliminary analysis, the Project would remain consistent with the Los Angeles
General Plan and LAMC as proposed improvements would occur almost entirely within the
Zoo property which is an existing permitted use within Griffith Park and the City’s OS zoning.
Further, as described in Section 3.12, Noise and Vibration, the increase in the number of
private and seasonal events held at the Zoo, including nighttime events, would not result in
an increase of 5 dBA or more in Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL). The Zoo already
hosts numerous nighttime events, including Brew at the Zoo, Zoo Lights, and other seasonal
or holiday-based events. Regular evening maintenance activities involving use of vehicles,
and power equipment for cleaning, animal care, etc., are ongoing and changes associated with
added evening events would be marginal. As such, impacts associated with event noise would
be less than significant. Additionally, although the frequency of nighttime events would
increase under the Project, impacts associated with nighttime lighting are not anticipated to
change since events would be similar to the existing setting and effects would not be
perceptible offsite due to surrounding topography and vegetation. As described in Section 3.1
Aesthetics and Visual Resources, associated lighting would be limited and would use
moderate decorative and security lighting that does not substantially escape the Zoo
boundaries and does not exceed the intensity of surrounding light sources or degrade
nighttime lighting conditions that existing within the vicinity of the Zoo and neighboring
cities. The Project does not involve any digital signage, though as with decorative and security
lighting, sign lighting would similarly be contained within the Project site and would not have
a substantial effect on wildlife or resident Zoo animals, as disclosed in Section 3.1, Aesthetics
and Visual Resources, 3.3, Biological Resources, and 3.12, Noise and Vibration. Also, Zoo
animals are protected under AWA and are exempt from FESA and CESA. However, under
CEQA and City thresholds, resident Zoo animals are not considered biological resources.
However, for information disclosure and planning purposes, the EIR describes the potential
Project effects on sensitive Zoo resident animals, including light and noise. With continued
management of each species of animal exhibited or rehabilitated at the Zoo and required
compliance with AWA, there would be no adverse effects on Zoo animals from
implementation of the Project.
Comment Response O.5-6
The comment expresses opposition for the proposed Project and support for Alternative 4.
The commenter’s support for adoption of Alternative 4 has been noted and will be forwarded
to City decision-makers for consideration.

8-132

Final EIR

8.0. Response to Comments

8.4.4

Responses to Individual Comments

Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
City of Los Angeles

8-133

1/12/2021

City of Los Angeles Mail - LA Zoo Vision Plan EIR Comments

Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

LA Zoo Vision Plan EIR Comments
1 message
Dominick Falzone <dominick3@roadrunner.com>
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Thu, Dec 24, 2020 at 7:07 PM

Hello Mr. Mundy. Here are my public comments regarding the Los Angeles Zoo
Vision Plan.
I live in the city of Los Angeles. I am also a member of the Greater Los Angeles
Zoo Association, which is the official financial support organization for the zoo.

PROTECTION FROM WILDFIRE
I want any organizations which participate in the zoo construction project to
maximize protection of the zoo from wildfires/brush fires/forest fires.
I.1-1

Burns could harm humans and zoo animals. Air pollution which is caused by fires
could harm humans and zoo animals. Fires could harm humans and zoo animals by
harming water pipes, by harming sewage pipes, and by blocking essential
transportation.

ANIMAL WELFARE
The zoo's facilities should be modernized to any extent which will improve animal
I.1-2 welfare. The zoo should provide more space for elephants. The zoo has endured
significant controversy whether the current living space for elephants is large enough.
The zoo should also make any other improvements which will improve animal welfare.

PEDESTRIAN PATHS
I do not like the current layout of the zoo. Paths should be relaid in a straight,
I.1-3 symmetrical line. Straight paths would make it easier to get around the zoo, and to
locate animals, restaurants, the exit, and other visitor amenities. Straight paths would
make it easier for firefighters and police officers to locate emergencies.
IMPACT ON THE SURROUNDING PARK
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I support encroaching outside of the current zoo boundaries, if that is necessary to
improve the zoo.
No matter how large the zoo expands, there will still be enough additional parkland
to provide other recreational activities.
Species conservation is important enough to encroach on additional land.
I.1-4

Improving the humane treatment of zoo animals is important enough to encroach
on additional land.
Improving recreation for zoo visitors is important enough to encroach on additional
land.
Improving conditions for zoo employees is important to encroach on additional
land.
I support your efforts to assess the impact on wildlife and native plant species,
prior to encroaching on additional land.

ALLOWING CURRENT VISITORS TO ENJOY THE ZOO
The proposed project would take 20 years to construct.
First, that is too long to wait for improvements.
I.1-5

Second, current visitors should be permitted to enjoy the zoo while construction is
occurring.
The construction schedule should be sped up.
All current areas should continue to be open for public enjoyment while the
construction is occurring.

SECURITY
You should consult 4 city departments while considering security improvements.
Obviously, the Zoo Department and the Bureau of Engineering should be
consulted.
I.1-6

The Los Angeles Police Department has 2 categories of employees who protect
the zoo. Police officers may have planning input. Police department civilian security
officers currently patrol the zoo, and they may have planning input, also.
Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks park rangers should also be
consulted regarding security. Originally the zoo was part of the Recreation and Parks
Department. The Zoo Department is now a separate agency from the Department of
8-135
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I.1-6 Recreation and Parks. However the zoo is still located in the middle of a park which is
Cont. patrolled 24 hours a day by the park rangers.

TRANSPORTATION
I want to see you promote both public transit and single car use for visitors, and for
zoo employees.
The zoo currently has inadequate public transportation. The zoo should improve
public transportation.
I.1-7

Using public transportation instead of private cars fights climate change, and fights
air pollution.
A disproportionate amount of public transit passengers in Los Angeles are lowincome persons, many of whom are from racial groups who suffer discrimination. The
current zoo director, Denise Verret is in the process of trying to reduce racial
discrimination at the zoo. Making the zoo more public transit friendly is one step toward
making the zoo more inclusive towards everyone, including persons from low-income
groups.

I.1-8

I.1-9

Charging for parking is also a hindrance for low-income persons or families, and
free parking should be provided.
Persons who have physical disabilities are also disproportionately reliant on public
transit. The construction project should accommodate them by maximizing public
transit availability.
The Los Angeles Times newspaper has written at least 2 recent articles which
discuss the lack of parking in my neighborhood. Public transit is a much better option
than driving for people who live in my neighborhood.
Car pooling may be an insufficient solution for zoo employees. Zoo employees
should have both public transit and single car parking available outside of business
hours. Different employees might have different work hours, which would prevent them
from carpooling together. Different animal keepers whom are caring for different animal
species may have different work schedules.

I.1-10

Zoo employees, including both veterinary employees and ordinary animal keepers
may need to work overtime to handle animal health emergencies 24 hours a day. An
employee who is handling an animal health emergency cannot carpool with another
employee who is working business hours.
Los Angeles Police Department civilian security officers probably patrol the zoo 24
hours a day. They could not carpool with someone who works business hours. They
would need public transit and/or single vehicle parking 24 hours a day.

Bicycle users should be provided with amenities. However both public transit and
I.1-11 single vehicle parking lots should be provided for anyone who feels unsafe riding a
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bike. I broke my knee riding a bike in my own neighborhood, when a driver violated my
right of way, and caused a traffic accident. The first amenity which I would suggest
I.1-11 constructing for bicycle riders at the zoo would be a new fire station, so that an
Cont. ambulance could assist any additional traffic accident victims.
Public transportation to the zoo should be provided by Metro, on a full time,
frequent basis, using bus drivers who are well paid civil service, unionized employees.
Your draft environmental impact report mentions the Parkline shuttle, which is
I.1-12 operated by the Recreation and Parks Department, the Department of Transportation,
or by both departments. This shuttle is inadequate. It only operates limited days and
hours, and is inconvenient for many zoo visitors to use. Zoo employees care for
animals and provide security daily, and cannot rely on a part time transportation service,
such as the Parkline shuttle. Parkline bus drivers are underpaid, and have no civil
service benefits.

SUPPORT SCHOOLS
I.1-13

Your construction plans should accommodate the adjacent zoo magnet school.
Most children in Los Angeles do not have an opportunity to attend the zoo magnet
school. Your construction plan should maintain adequate free parking for school buses.

I.1-14

When I was a public school student, zoo staff, and/or school district staff brought a
few animals to be exhibited at my school. Adequate parking should be provided for any
animal exhibition vehicles which the school district or the Zoo Department may operate.

Best Wishes,
Dominick Falzone
745 S. Normandie Ave. Apt. 108
Los Angeles, CA 90005-2060
dominick3@roadrunner.com
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Comment Letter I.1 – [Dominick Falzone]
Comment Response I.1-1
Thank you for your thorough review and comments on the EIR. The comment requests that
the Project include protections from potential wildfire hazards. The EIR assesses the risk of
exposure to wildfire or post-fire hazards and addresses adaptive wildfire response that would
be implemented under the Project in Section 3.17 Wildfire. As described in Section 3.17,
Wildfire, the EIR recognizes the Project site is located in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity
Zone. However, the Zoo maintains fire suppressions strategies which include perimeter
sprinkler systems and water lines, a full network of fire hydrants, and all Zoo buildings are
equipped with fire alarm systems, while newer structures are also equipped with fire sprinkler
systems. Under the Project, implementation of MM WF-1 would require the preparation of
a Wildfire Fuel Management Plan to design the creation and maintenance of required fire
buffers and fuel management zones around the Project site. Implementation of MM WF-2
would require the preparation of an Evacuation and Fire Response Access Plan (EFRAP) prior
to implementation of each Project phase. The EFRAP would include an evacuation plan for
visitors and employees, a fire response access plan, as well as shelter-in-place and evacuation
plans for resident Zoo animals. All new buildings constructed under the Project would be
equipped with fire suppression systems in accordance with the most recent applicable
building and fire codes to meet current fire protection standards. The Project components
would be built in compliance with the applicable state and City building, fire, and emergency
access codes. Therefore, the Project would contain sufficient provisions to ensure impacts
related to wildfire are less than significant and would even provide beneficial impacts.
Comment Response I.1-2
The comment states Zoo redevelopments should improve welfare of resident animals,
particularly the Zoo’s resident elephants. As described in Section 2.3.2, Project Objectives,
the first objective of the Project is to “provide an environment for all the animals that call
the Zoo home to thrive through development of state-of-the art exhibits and animal care
facilities that meet or exceed AZA, USDA and state of the industry care standards, as well
as upgraded Zoo service centers and veterinary facilities that ensure optimal animal
welfare.” Redevelopment under the Vision Plan is intended to optimize animal welfare and
designs of animal exhibits are being carefully considered to meet this goal. Natural settings
would be maintained for each animal habitat. Development of a portion of the Zoo’s
underutilized land would enable an increase in space available for animal facilities and animal
care by over 200 percent, with improved animal mobility and health. Animal habitats
designed for multiple species or yards that support multiple species would rotate through
individually at different times of the day or the year. New habitats would be designed to meet
or exceed American Zoological Association (AZA) standards to promote animal welfare. New
night quarters would be created to suit each species’ unique needs. Service areas would be
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modernized to improve efficiency and quality facilities for animals and Zoo staff, including
veterinary care facilities.
As shown in Table 2-2 of the Draft EIR, the Zoo currently provides approximately 936,540 sf
of Space for Animals. Under existing Zoo conditions, Elephants of Asia is a 6.2-acre exhibit,
built in 2010, and comprised of the Wasserman Family Thai Pavilion and four separate and
connected yards, including the Thai Demonstration Yard, Cambodia Yard, Elephant Circle,
and India and China Yard. Of the 6.2-acre exhibit, approximately 3.5 acres provides space for
the Zoo’s elephants. The elephant animal facility currently meets and exceeds standards
established by the Association of Zoos and Aquariums and U.S. Department of Agriculture.
As shown in Table 2-8 of the Draft EIR, approximately 2,556,972 sf (58.7 acres) would be
dedicated to Animal Space/Animal Welfare Support under the Project. Therefore, the Project
would result in an increase in space available for animal facilities and animal care by over 200
percent. In particular, the space for elephants would expand by 3.3 acres under the Project,
providing a total of 6.8 acres of usable space for the Zoo’s resident Asian elephants.
Public comment on the EIR’s NOP in early 2019 after the Draft Vision Plan was published,
indicate a wide public concern for the welfare and exhibit size for the Zoo’s elephants. In
response to these comments, the 20-acre Asia planning area proposed in the Vision Plan was
altered to include an additional 3.3 acres of space for the Zoo’s resident Asian elephants. The
Elephant Barn and Wasserman Family Thai Pavilion facilities would remain under the
Project. The space for elephants would expand by 3.3 acres, providing a total of 6.8 acres of
usable space for the Zoo’s resident Asian elephants. The space would be organized into four
separate and connecting enclosures that could inter-shift animals as appropriate, with
opportunity to also introduce other species (e.g., Asian rhinos) to the expansive spaces for a
multi-species exhibit area.
Comment Response I.1-3
The comment suggests improvements to pedestrian paths should create straight paths that
promote easy wayfinding and easy access for emergency responders. As described in Section
2.3.2, Project Objectives, a guiding principle objective of the vision plan includes the
development of an efficient and accessible internal loop circulation system that maximizes
access to Zoo exhibits for visitor comfort, operational efficiency, and safety, providing
dedicated pathways for pedestrians, trams, and emergency and service vehicles. As described
in Section 2.3.6, Proposed Circulation & Transportation, the Project would include
improvements to all modes of travel within the Zoo, including the completion of the Primary
Path Loop, an approximate 4,400-foot-long circular walking path that would provide a
complete and intuitive circulation loop for visitors to enjoy all the Zoo’s animal facilities,
rather than the current out-and-back path Zoo visitors use today. The Primary Path Loop
would simplify travel through the Zoo and would improve emergency access for emergency
responders within the interior of the Zoo. Additionally, as described in Comment Response
I.1-5, implementation of MM WF-2 would require the preparation and implementation of
Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
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an EFRAP prior to implementation of each Project phase. The EFRAP would include
specifications for at least two dedicated ingress points for emergency responders; firefighter
staging or command locations within the Zoo (e.g., northern parking lot or Gottlieb Animal
Health Center); and traffic controls at gates and intersections to balance ingress/egress needs
during evacuation.
Comment Response I.1-4
The comment expresses support for expanding the boundaries of the Zoo outside of the
existing Zoo property, especially in support of furthering the Zoo’s goals of improving species
conservation, animal welfare, visitor experience, zoo facilities, and employee conditions. The
comment has been noted and will be included in decisionmaker consideration.
Comment Response I.1-5
The comment expresses dissatisfaction with a 20-year construction period and suggests the
construction schedule be sped up. The comment also recommends the Zoo remain open for
public enjoyment during construction periods. The proposed Vision Plan would act as a
conceptual planning document guiding improvements at the Zoo for the next 20 years. Phases
1, 2, and 3 are near-term improvements (within 10 years) and would be completed by 2030.
Phases 4, 5, 6, and 7 include several long-term elements (10 – 20 years), including conceptual
development plans for that are expected to be implemented through the Vision Plan’s horizon
(2040). However, as stated in Section 2.4 Vision Plan Implementation, the Zoo would remain
open and operational during the construction for each phase of the Project, but guest access
would be prohibited to areas under construction. While the planned phasing of the Vision
Plan would require a long development period, phasing development would allow continued
visitation and support animal care services during development of the proposed
improvements.
Comment Response I.1-6
The comment suggests the Zoo should consult with the Bureau of Engineering, Los Angeles
Police Department (LAPD), Security Services Division of the LAPD (Zoo Security), and park
rangers of the Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks (RAP) regarding site security.
Law enforcement services provided by the LAPD, Zoo Security, and RAP park rangers are
discussed in Section 3.13, Public Services. These law enforcement providers were contacted
in preparation of this EIR to thoroughly assess existing services and analyze potential affects
to these services under implementation of the Project.
Comment Response I.1-7
The comment suggests the Zoo promote and improve public transportation and single-vehicle
use, noting the benefits to climate change, air pollution, and low-income families from
increase public transportation. As described in Section 2.3.2, Project Objectives, one of the
principle goals guiding the proposed Vision Plan is to improve multi-modal accessibility and
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regional transportation to the Zoo, including the provision of public transportation options
to reduce congestion and improve the circulation of vehicle traffic. While the Project does not
include multi-modal improvements or expansion of active transportation facilities to ensure
accessibility to the Zoo, the proposed Phase 1 road realignment would allow the Zoo’s
southbound bus stop to be moved to Western Heritage Way between the Zoo and Autry
Museum of the American West, improving the efficiency of public transportation access to
the Zoo.
Further, the Project would be subject to consistency with regional and local plans, policies,
and programs to improve public transportation access and reduce VMTs. These plans,
policies, and programs include the SCAG RTP/SCS, the Los Angeles General Plan’s Air
Quality Element and Mobility Element, and Hollywood Community Plan. As such, under MM
T-2, described in Section 3.15 Transportation, the Project would require implementation of
a comprehensive TDM Program which would include measures to incentivize the use of nonvehicular modes, including transit, for both employees and visitors, and expansion of transit
service connections. Measures provided in MM T-2 that would increase the use of public
transit include, but would not be limited to, offering discounted Zoo entrance tickets for
patrons who bike or use transit to visit the Zoo; offering employee TDM benefits for use of
active transportation commuter modes (e.g., ridesharing, transit, bicycling walking,
carpool/vanpool, etc.); offering discounted Zoo entrance tickets for patrons who bike or use
transit to visit the Zoo; coordinating with Metro to increase bus service frequency to the Zoo
bus stop; seeking funding opportunities to expand Parkline Shuttle service to increase access
to Griffith Park and the Zoo from nearby Metro light rail stations; and seeking funding
opportunities to provide an express shuttle service to and from Los Angeles Union Station
and the Zoo or a connection between the Glendale Metrolink station and the Zoo. Refer to
MM T-2 in Section 3.15, Transportation for further details regarding the measures under
consideration for the TDM Program.
Comment Response I.1-8
The comment states that parking fees would create a disproportionate negative impact to lowincome families and recommends free parking should be provided. As described in Section
3.15, Transportation, a parking management plan that includes a fee structure paired with
incentives to reduce vehicle trips to the Zoo, particularly on peak days, would increase the
Project’s consistency with City policies to reduce trips. A parking fee program, as included in
MM T-2, would potentially charge fees for visitors that currently enjoy free parking to reach
Griffith Park attractions and trails. However, parking fees are charged at other Griffith Park
attractions, including Griffith Observatory. Parking fees are used to enhance multi-modal
transportation to the park to increase accessibility, including the Parkline Shuttle, providing
free shuttle service within the Park.
The paid parking program described under MM T-2 is not required, but rather is one of a
range of measures to be considered by the TDM Coordinator in order to reduce visitor VMT
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per capita and provide a secure funding source to help subsidize TDM, transit improvement,
and other trip reduction measures. MM T-2 provides options for different paid parking
programs to be considered by the TDM Coordinator, such as a Peak Period Parking Program,
which would charge for preferred parking (i.e., nearest the main entrance) during the highest
visitation periods (e.g., weekends, holidays, the spring months, and December), collecting
fees for preferred parking on approximately 170 days of the year. This would be similar to
existing conditions, as the Zoo currently charges for priority parking spaces on peak
attendance days. The TDM Program, including the provisions of a paid parking program (if
chosen as part of the TDM Program), have not yet been finalized by the Zoo. However, MM
T-2 has made it clear that if a paid parking program is implemented, at least 15 percent of
parking spaces would remain free to meet the needs of disadvantaged households and ensure
that low-income visitors may continue to visit the Zoo. Details of a paid parking program are
still being considered. Comments regarding parking fees will be included in decision maker
review and consideration before decisions are finalized.
Comment Response I.1-9
The comment reiterates their previous suggestion that public transit to the Zoo be expanded.
The comment also notes that persons with physical disabilities are reliant of public transit
and reiterates their previous comment. This comment has been noted and will be included in
decisionmaker consideration. Refer to Comment Response I.1-7.
Comment Response I.1-10
The comment states carpooling would be an inadequate mode of transportation for Zoo
employees and recommends public transit options as a solution. As a City department, Zoo
employees are offered transit subsidies through the City’s Transit Subsidy Reimbursement
Program. In addition, the Zoo currently provides and would continue to provide bicycle
parking at the Zoo Entry. As previously described, MM T-2 provides a range of measures for
consideration in the required TDM Program, which would include options for telecommuting
for City employees (particularly for GLAZA, administrative, and marketing employees who
are not required on-site), or alternative work schedules such as the 9/80 or 4/10 schedule,
carpooling. MM T-2 also provides a range of measures to increase public transit services to
the Zoo and to encourage employee and visitor use of public transit.
Comment Response I.1-11
The comment recommends bicycle amenities in addition to public transportation options,
including a new fire station to respond to traffic accidents in the Project vicinity. As described
in Section 3.15, Transportation, the Zoo currently provides approximately 54 bicycle parking
spaces and would continue to provide bicycle parking at the Zoo Entry under the Project. The
streets on the Project frontages (Zoo Drive and Western Heritage Way) provide a Tier 2
Bicycle Lane as part of the City’s Bicycle Network. These facilities would be maintained with
development of the Project. MM T-2 includes measures to reduce Zoo employee VMT per
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capita, including the provision of onsite bicycle facilities (i.e., shower, racks, and lockers) for
Zoo employees. The Project would not modify existing multi-use trails in the vicinity,
maintaining access for bicycles adjacent to the Zoo and regionally (i.e., Los Angeles River
trail). Further, as described in Section 3.14 Recreation, MM REC-1 would require the Zoo to
consider pedestrian/cyclist safety and amenities provided in the final design/engineering of
a proposed roundabout or below-grade crossing in Phase 7 of the Project. Comments related
to recommended features in future redevelopment will be forwarded to the Zoo Board and
decision makers for review and consideration before designs are finalized.
Comment Response I.1-12
The comment expresses concern that the existing Parkline Shuttle provides limited and
inadequate service to support the needs of Zoo employees and visitors. As described in Section
3.15, Transportation, the Zoo is currently served by one Metro local bus route (Route 96),
which stops at the Zoo. Additionally, RAP launched free shuttle service throughout Griffith
Park on the Parkline Shuttle in December 2019 with a stop at the Zoo. While the Project does
not include multi-modal improvements or expansion of active transportation facilities to
ensure accessibility to the Zoo, the proposed Phase 1 road realignment would allow the Zoo’s
southbound bus stop to be moved to Western Heritage Way between the Zoo and Autry
Museum of the American West, improving the efficiency of public transportation access to
the Zoo. Further, as previously described, MM T-2 provides a range of measures to reduce
employee and visitor VMT to the Zoo, including measures to expand public transit options to
the Zoo. In particular, the Zoo would be required to consider options to seek funding
opportunities to provide proportional share funding in coordination with RAP to expand
Parkline Shuttle service to increase access to Griffith Park and the Zoo from nearby Metro
light rail stations as well as to provide an express shuttle service to and from Los Angeles
Union Station and the Zoo or a connection between the Glendale Metrolink station and the
Zoo. MM T-2 also requires to Zoo to consider coordinating with Metro to increase bus service
frequency to the Zoo bus stop, such as advocating for the implementation of Metro’s proposed
Line 501.
Comment Response I.1-13
The comment requests that the Project construction plans accommodate the North
Hollywood High School Zoo Magnet Center. Most Project improvements would occur within
the interior of the main Zoo campus and away from the North Hollywood High School Zoo
Magnet Center, with the exception of the Crystal Springs Drive realignment. As a long-range
planning document, the Vision Plan does not include fully developed construction details.
However, as described in Section 2.4.2, Construction Activities, all construction activities for
each phase of development would implement standard dust control, runoff, and noise
reduction best management practices as needed. Project traffic control and pedestrian rerouting plans would be revised as needed to reflect any changing conditions during
construction to minimize impacts to surrounding receptors, including the North Hollywood
Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
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High School Zoo Magnet Center. Additional requirements would be specified in detail during
the design of final engineered drawings prior to start of construction.
Comment Response I.1-14
The comment recommends adequate parking be provided for visiting school buses and
schools provide parking spaces for Zoo outreach programs. Parking improvements under the
Project would be limited to the boundaries of the Project site and would not occur at
secondary properties. As described in Section 2.3.6, Proposed Circulation & Transportation,
approximately 300 guest surface parking spaces would be added during Phase 1 to the north
and east of the North Hollywood High School Zoo Magnet Center through removal of existing
uses and restriping of parking spaces, bringing Zoo parking to a total of 2,500 spaces. The
Vision Plan also proposes eventual conversion over the long term (e.g., post 2035) of the
western portion of the north parking lot to a multi-story above-ground parking structure,
dependent upon parking demand. Comments regarding parking fees would be forwarded to
decision makers for review and consideration before decisions are finalized.
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Hello! Thank you for the opportunity to add my comments to the LA Zoo Vision Plan.
I am a writer for National Geographic Kids, so our zoo is very important to me. I am a member and also a mom of a
disabled six-year-old daughter, so I see the zoo from multiple vantage points.
To me, the zoo desperately needs two things:

I.2-1 1 - Shade. The uphill walk is impossible for my daughter, and nearly impossible for my 70-year-old parents, during the
summer. The issue is the heat. We need shade sails or another form of shade along those uphill paths.

I.2-2

2 - Nursing areas. The zoo is inhospitable to nursing mothers. There is virtually nowhere to safely and cleanly nurse a
baby without sitting on a bench in full view of the world. No one wants to nurse in a toilet stall--plus this takes the stall
from people who need to use it. A few shaded booths or off-the-path benches dedicated to nursing moms would be
outstanding. Another possibility is a nursing room in the education building near the entrance.
Thank you for your consideration!
Sincerely,
Jamie Kiffel-Alcheh
323-360-3941 (c)
-Jamie Kiffel-Alcheh, Author, Editor, Lyricist
http://www.jamiekiffelalcheh.com
https://twitter.com/jkiffelalcheh
http://www.linkedin.com/in/jamiekiffelalcheh
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8.0. Response to Comments
Comment Letter I.2 – [Jamie Kiffel-Alcheh]
Comment Response I.2-1
The comment suggests shading along uphill pedestrian paths to maximize comfort and
enjoyment of Zoo visitors. While the proposed Vision Plan acts as a guiding document for
improvements to Zoo facilities, operations, and management, the Plan does not contain
specific details on finalized redesigns, including landscaping and bench seating. However, as
described in Section 2.3.3, Vision Plan Guiding Principles, one of the Zoo’s guiding standards
is to provide conveniently located shady seating or rest spots throughout the Zoo to create a
welcoming, comfortable experience for all guests. Additionally, walking paths providing
primary access from the Zoo entrance and key animal facilities would be designed to have no
more than five percent slope to improve accessibility for Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA) guests, seniors, and families with strollers. Comments related to recommended
features in future redevelopment will be forwarded to the Zoo Board and decision makers for
review and consideration before designs are finalized.
Comment Response I.2-2
The comment reflected that current Zoo facilities do not provide adequate accommodations
for nursing mothers and recommended redevelopments include designated nursing areas.
While the proposed Vision Plan acts as a conceptual document plan for improvements to Zoo
facilities, operations, and management, the Plan does not contain specific details on finalized
redesigns. However, comments related to recommended features in future redevelopment
will be included in Zoo Board and decision maker review and consideration before designs
are finalized.
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Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

LA Zoo Vision Plan EIR Comments
1 message
N LAX <nancyleelax@gmail.com>
To: Norman.Mundy@lacity.org

I.3-1

Fri, Dec 18, 2020 at 2:22 AM

Disney's Animal Kingdom seems to be a much better habitat for animals. Perhaps they would be willing to share a few
ideas with you. Rather than sticking each species of animals in concrete enclosures, they walk freely; herbivores have
their plain while the carnivores are separated by large moats which is unseen by the guest.
I was at the zoo last month. Some of the animals seem to be suffering from biting flies, or ticks.
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8.0. Response to Comments
Comment Letter I.3 – [Nancy Lax]
Comment Response I.3-1
Thank you for your comments on the EIR. The comment expresses concern over current
animal welfare related to the amount of space and habitat provided for animals as well as
ticks and other pests. As described in Section 2.3.2, Project Objectives, the first objective of
the Project is to “provide an environment for all the animals that call the Zoo home to thrive
through development of state-of-the art exhibits and animal care facilities that meet or
exceed AZA, USDA and state of the industry care standards, as well as upgraded Zoo service
centers and veterinary facilities that ensure optimal animal welfare.” Redevelopment under
the Vision Plan is intended to optimize animal welfare, and designs of animal exhibits are
being carefully considered to meet this goal. Natural settings would be maintained for each
animal habitat. Development of a portion of the Zoo’s underutilized land would permit an
increase in space available for animal facilities and animal care by over 200 percent, with
improved animal mobility and health. Animal habitats designed for multiple species or yards
that multiple species would rotate through individually at different times of the day or the
year. New habitats would be designed to meet or exceed American Zoological Association
(AZA) standards to promote animal welfare. New night quarters would be created to suit each
species’ unique needs. Service areas would be modernized to improve efficiency and quality
facilities for animals and Zoo staff, including veterinary care facilities.
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L.A. Zoo Vision Plan
1 message
KIM NEISTADT <kneis@pacbell.net>
To: "norman.mundy@lacity.org" <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Jan 26, 2021 at 8:16 PM

Mr. Mundy,
I just watched the video concerning the draft EIR for the proposed L.A. Zoo Vision Plan. The
Vision Plan sounds wonderful and exciting. I have a couple of suggestions concerning the Vision
Plan, but they do not involve any impact to the environment.
Firstly, I understand the need for a parking structure given the increase of visitors expected in the
I.4-1 future should the plan be implemented. However, parking structures usually mean parking fees. A
nicety of the L.A. Zoo presently is the free parking. For example, Universal City constructed a
massive parking structure for CityWalk with a present parking fee of $35.00. A pet peeve of Los
Angelenos is always having to pay for parking. It would be nice if the free parking remained
despite any construction of a parking structure.
My second suggestion is to include a fine dining restaurant with possibly a liquor license in the
park, and extend the park hours. I often have thought how nice it would be to go to the Zoo for
I.4-2 dinner with friends, and walk around the park before and after as you can at the San Diego Zoo.
Once again, I understand that my suggestions do not apply to the environment, but I would like
them to be considered by the proper party.
Thank you.
Kim Neistadt
Interested Citizen of L.A. City and L.A. Zoo Member
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8.0. Response to Comments
Comment Letter I.4 – [Kim Neistadt]
Comment Response I.4-1
Thank you for your comments on the EIR. The comment recognizes the need for a parking
structure to accommodate the projected increase in Zoo visitors and expresses disproval for
the potential of a paid parking program. A parking management plan that includes a fee
structure paired with incentives to reduce vehicle trips to the Zoo, particularly on peak days,
would increase the Project’s consistency with City policies to reduce trips. A parking fee
program, as included in MM T-2, would potentially charge fees for visitors that currently
enjoy free parking to reach Griffith Park attractions and trails. The paid parking program
described under MM T-2 is one of a range of measures to be considered by the TDM
Coordinator in order to reduce visitor VMT per capita and provide a secure funding source to
help subsidize TDM, transit improvement, and other trip reduction measures. MM T-2
provides options for different paid parking programs to be considered by the TDM
Coordinator, such as a Peak Period Parking Program, which would charge for preferred
parking (i.e., nearest the main entrance) during the highest visitation periods (e.g., weekends,
holidays, the spring months, and December), collecting fees for preferred parking on
approximately 170 days of the year. This would be similar to existing conditions, as the Zoo
currently charges for priority parking spaces on peak attendance days. The TDM Program,
including the provisions of a paid parking program (if chosen as part of the TDM Program),
have not yet been finalized by the Zoo. However, MM T-2 has made it clear that if a paid
parking program is implemented, at least 15 percent of parking spaces would remain free to
meet the needs of disadvantaged households and ensure that low-income visitors may
continue to visit the Zoo. Details of a paid parking program are still being considered.
Comments regarding parking fees would be forwarded to decision makers for review and
consideration before decisions are finalized.
Comment Response I.4-2
The comment recommends a fine dining restaurant with a liquor license and extended park
hours. This comment has been noted, and comments related to recommended features in
future redevelopment will be forwarded to the Zoo Board and decision makers for review and
consideration before designs are finalized.
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LA Zoo EIR
1 message
Joanne Shinozaki <jksdvm@msn.com>
To: "Norman.Mundy@lacity.org" <Norman.Mundy@lacity.org>

Sat, Feb 13, 2021 at 4:17 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
1) Please avoid any construction requiring blasting to minimize startling/scaring the native animals that reside in Griffith

I.5-1 Park. The noise is also likely to have an adverse effect on the zoo animals.
I.5-2

2) Please do ensure a robust, built-in, active fire suppression system to try to avoid a tragedy as occurred at the Krefeld
Zoo in Germany where 50 animals were regrettably burned alive & killed. As you know, we live in an area prone to
wildfires and many of animals are currently housed in older enclosures/cages. I did read EIR chapter 3.17 but it seems
like more can and should be done.

I.5-3

3) The aerial tram seems to be more of a luxury item and that money would be better invested in animal care & upgrading
the existing shuttles for people with disabilities, seniors, young children & those who prefer not to walk as much. I have
been on the aerial tram at the San Diego Zoo many times but I personally still enjoy walking much more. The money for
an aerial tram could be better used elsewhere given the limited budget.
4) The primary goal of any zoo expansion should be the improved welfare of the zoo animals and avoidance of any

I.5-4 adverse effects on our native wildlife (like P22) so I hope that everyone involved in the planning and implementation of the
zoo expansion keep the animals in the forefront of their thoughts.
Respectfully,
Joanne Shinozaki DVM, MS, DACVIM
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8.0. Response to Comments
Comment Letter I.5 – [Joanne Shinozaki]
Comment Response I.5-1
Thank you for your comments on the EIR. The comment requests that construction requiring
blasting be avoided in order to minimize impacts to wildlife within Griffith Park and the Zoo’s
resident animals. As described in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, with implementation of
MM BIO-1 through MM BIO-5, construction-related impacts to sensitive wildlife in the
Project vicinity would be less than significant. For example, MM BIO-1 through MM BIO3 would work together to refine the precise location and range of resources that may be
adversely affected by Project construction and select appropriate programs to mitigate loss or
damage, including protection and restoration measures and construction controls. MM BIO4 would protect migratory and nesting birds within and in the vicinity of the Zoo and MM
BIO-5 would protect bat colonies that are known to exist within the Zoo. While not biological
resources per CEQA, the EIR identifies sensitive receptors to noise include resident animal
species that may be sensitive to operational and construction noise. As described in Section
3.3.6, Potential Effects on Zoo Animals, the Project would increase Zoo exhibit space by
transforming underutilized and underdeveloped areas of the Zoo and maximize the animal
habitat area within each exhibit. These construction activities have potential to affect Zoo
animals through generation of excessive noise or vibration, some animals of which may be
particularly sensitive to, such as the Asian elephant. Construction is likely to occur near or
within animal exhibits. For instance, the Project would involve the expansion of the existing
Elephants of Asia exhibit, while construction of the Condor Canyon may involve extensive
grading, hillside blasting, and construction work as close as 150 feet from the Condor East
facility.
Though many of the species present at the Zoo do not fall under the category of sensitive
biological resources, the Zoo is dedicated to the health and wellbeing of all its animals –
endangered or not. Zookeepers and animal caretakers are trained in the monitoring of the
Zoo’s animals and implement measures appropriate for each individual species to ensure
their safety and wellbeing in accordance with the Animal Welfare Act and the American
Zoological Association, which governs the care, handling, and transport of zoo animals. As
the Zoo has done in the past during construction of prior improvements, measures to protect
these animals may include their temporary relocation away from construction activities,
closure of exhibits, or even the transfer of animals to other zoos.
Similarly, under the Project, the Zoo would react appropriately for each individual animal to
construction or operational activities that may have may detriment animal health or
wellbeing. For example, during construction of the California planning area and grading of
Condor Canyon near the Condor East facility, condor conservation staff are likely to
relocation condors to temporary close the Condor East facility, relocate condors to the Condor
West facility or other conservation facility, and/or temporarily reduce the number of condors
handled under the program during construction. With continued management of each species
8-152
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of animal exhibited or rehabilitated at the Zoo and required compliance with the AWA, there
would be no adverse effects on Zoo animals from implementation of the Vision Plan.
Further, as described in Section 3.12, Noise and Vibration, if blasting is required for
construction of the Condor Canyon within the California planning area during Phase 1,
blasting noise would be an instantaneous event and would not result in extended noise
impacts over the duration of construction activity. This specific short-term event would be
slight comparable to loud ongoing construction activities and would not be perceived
substantially due to the temporary adverse effects. Mitigation measures implemented during
construction to reduce other potential noise and vibration impacts would include use of
equipment mufflers, rubber-tired equipment, and noise barriers, prohibition of equipment
idling.
Comment Response I.5-2
The comment requests robust fire suppression system be integrated into proposed
development particularly to protect the Zoo’s resident animals, noting the local area is prone
to wildfires. As described in Section 3.17, Wildfire, the EIR recognizes the Project site is
located in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. However, the Zoo maintains fire
suppressions strategies which include perimeter sprinkler systems and water lines, a full
network of fire hydrants, and all Zoo buildings are equipped with fire alarm systems, while
newer structures are also equipped with fire sprinkler systems. Under the Project,
implementation of MM WF-1 would require the preparation of a Wildfire Fuel Management
Plan to design the creation and maintenance of required fire buffers and fuel management
zones around the Project site. Implementation of MM WF-2 would require the preparation
of an Evacuation and Fire Response Access Plan (EFRAP) prior to implementation of each
Project phase. The EFRAP would include an evacuation plan for visitors and employees, a fire
response access plan, as well as shelter-in-place and evacuation plans for resident Zoo
animals. All new buildings constructed under the Project would be equipped with fire
suppression systems in accordance with the most recent applicable building and fire codes to
meet current fire protection standards. The Project components would be built in compliance
with the applicable state and City building, fire, and emergency access codes. Therefore, the
Project would contain sufficient provisions to ensure impacts related to wildfire are less than
significant and would even provide beneficial impacts.
Comment Response I.5-3
The comment expresses opposition for the proposed aerial tram, stating funding should be
redirected towards animal care and upgrading existing shuttles for the improved accessibility
of people of all ages and abilities. As described in Section 2.3.6, Proposed Circulation &
Transportation, the Project would include improvements to all modes of travel within the
Zoo, including the completion of the Primary Path Loop, an approximate 4,400-foot-long
circular walking path that would provide a complete and intuitive circulation loop for visitors
to enjoy all the Zoo’s animal facilities, rather than the current out-and-back path Zoo visitors
Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
City of Los Angeles
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use today. These internal circulation improvements would be graded at no more than 5
percent slope to provide more Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)-accessible and
pedestrian-friendly navigation for visitors. The ground tram would also be improved with a
complete circulation loop that would share only 40 percent (2,800 feet) of its path with
pedestrians, primarily around the front Zoo animal facilities. The proposed aerial tram would
be accessible for ADA guests and families with strollers. This service would permit quick
access to Zoo animal facilities further from the entrance, allow families with strollers, the
elderly, or physically impaired a transportation option beyond walking or the ground tram.
This comment has been noted and will be forwarded to the Zoo Board and decision makers
for review and consideration before designs are finalized.
Comment Response I.5-4
The comment requests that the primary goal of the Project should be the improved welfare of
resident Zoo animals and avoidance of adverse effects on native wildlife. As described in
Section 2.3.2, Project Objectives, the first objective of the Project is to “provide an
environment for all the animals that call the Zoo home to thrive through development of
state-of-the art exhibits and animal care facilities that meet or exceed AZA, USDA and state
of the industry care standards, as well as upgraded Zoo service centers and veterinary
facilities that ensure optimal animal welfare.” Redevelopment under the Vision Plan is
intended to optimize animal welfare and designs of animal exhibits are being carefully
considered to meet this goal. Natural settings would be maintained for each animal habitat.
Development of a portion of the Zoo’s underutilized land would permit an increase in space
available for animal facilities and animal care by over 200 percent, with improved animal
mobility and health. Animal habitats designed for multiple species or yards that multiple
species would rotate through individually at different times of the day or the year. New
habitats would be designed to meet or exceed AZA standards to promote animal welfare. New
night quarters would be created to suit each species’ unique needs. Service areas would be
modernized to improve efficiency and quality facilities for animals and Zoo staff, including
veterinary care facilities. Further, as described in Section 3.3, Biological Resources,
implementation of MM BIO-1 through MM BIO-5 would minimize construction-related
impacts to sensitive wildlife in the Project vicinity.
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Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

re: LA Zoo Public Meeting Verbal Comment
1 message
Kate Tucci-Share <kate.tucci.share@gmail.com>
To: Norman.Mundy@lacity.org

Wed, Jan 13, 2021 at 6:37 PM

Hi Norman, I apologize, my microphone went out while I was trying to give my comments. I appreciate you taking these
comments into consideration.
I am unsure if these issues were addressed in the draft EIR, but I wanted to bring up some comments:

I.6-1

1. I hope that, as there is planned construction of public utilities and exhibits in the southern part of the zoo that faces the
golf course, that there are plans to update or rebuild the fence between the golf course and the zoo. Currently, there are
no public-faces areas of the zoo that directly front the fence between the two properties, but many golf balls make it over
the fence and into the employee areas and even sometimes the exhibits that are in the area closest to the golf course.
Specifically with regards to the play area, I would want to see plans for an opaque fence that would prevent any errant
golf balls from making the area unsafe.

With regards to the public park that will be created by the construction of the parking structure, are there plans to make
I.6-2 2.
this park accessible to wheelchair users? As the proposed park is so close to a public roadway that sees a lot of fast
traffic, what safety measures are being put in place to protect visitors and drivers?

I.6-3

3. As the plan includes a large section specifically focused on species native to California, is there a plan in place to work
with Indigineous communities to build an exhibit that would be inclusive and sensitive to their histories and traditions? As
part of the Griffith Park cultural complex with the Autry Museum, I would think it would be very easy to create an
interpretive experience reminiscent of the Rainforest of the Americas that could highlight the importance of conservation
from many cultural viewpoints. This is an important opportunity that should not be squandered.
Thank you very much for your work on the EIR and to everyone who coordinated the session this evening. I am very
excited at the possibility of this plan moving forward and the zoo continuing to grow to meet the needs of the Los Angeles
community.
Best,
Kate Tucci-Share
-Kate Tucci-Share
she/her/hers
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8.0. Response to Comments
Comment Letter I.6 – [Kate Tucci-Share]
Comment Response 1.6-1
Thank you for your comments on the EIR. The comment notes that golf balls from the
adjacent golf course often fly over the existing fence separating the Zoo from the golf course
and expresses concern that stray balls can pose a risk to Zoo resident animals, employees, and
visitors, especially children within the proposed Nature Play Park. As described in Section
2.3.5, Proposed Planning Areas and Projects, the existing Papiano Play Park located in the
northwestern edge of the Zoo would be replaced with the proposed Nature Play Park, which
would be located near the proposed Zoo Orientation Plaza, at the southeast area of the Zoo.
The relocated Nature Play Park would be located immediately north of the golf course. The
Vision Plan includes a conceptual land use and development plan that covers the main
physical aspects of the Zoo – the Project does not yet contain specific details on perimeter
fencing surrounding the Zoo. However, comments related to recommended features in future
redevelopment will be forwarded to the Zoo Board and decision makers for review and
consideration before designs are finalized.
Comment Response 1.6-2
The comment inquires about wheelchair accessibility and safety features that would be
integrated into the proposed public park (Phase 7), which would be located adjacent to the
proposed parking structure and Zoo Drive. While more detailed planning has been completed
for planning areas in the first three phases, the design of the proposed long-term Project
components, such as the parking structure and adjacent public park, are more conceptual. As
such, individual project components and details will continue to be refined and adjusted as
each enters the final design phase. However, as described in Section 2.3.2, Project Objectives,
one of the objectives of the Project is to design the Zoo to serve the needs of a diverse
population of all ages and abilities through incorporation of ADA-accessible areas.
Operational safety is also one of the Vision Plan guiding standards discussed in Section 2.2.3.
Comments related to recommended features in future redevelopment will be forwarded to
decision makers for review and consideration before designs are finalized.
Comment Response 1.6-3
The comment inquires if the Project would include an exhibit representative of the histories
and cultural traditions of indigenous communities. The comment suggests that such an
exhibit could involve collaboration with indigenous communities and represent conservation
from multiple cultural viewpoints. As described in section 3.4 Cultural Tribal Resources,
consultation with local indigenous tribes has been extended, consistent with Assembly Bill 52
which requires that a lead agency consult with any California Native American tribe that
requests consultation and is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of
a project. Comments related to recommended exhibits included in planned in Zoo redesigns
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will be forwarded to decision makers for review and consideration before designs are
finalized.
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Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

LA Zoo Vision Plan EIR Comments
1 message
satunick@aol.com <satunick@aol.com>
Reply-To: satunick@aol.com
To: "Norman.Mundy@lacity.org" <Norman.Mundy@lacity.org>

Thu, Dec 17, 2020 at 5:29 PM

Thanks for the opportunity to review your EIR and plan for the zoo. It seems very exciting and ambitious and I'm

I.7-1 anxious to see the project get underway. I had just two thoughts; one very specific and another more general:

1. In the overall layout and plan (which I only reviewed very briefly), I didn't see a location or description of a reptile

I.7-2 house. Will there be some type of centralized reptile location (like the bird aviary) in the new plan or is something else
planned to house snakes, etc.?

I.7-3

2. It's obvious that a large amount of effort has gone into the detailed plans for the "new" zoo. And, I'm just a visitor,
not a zoo expert. But, in watching may TV shows on Animal Planet, Nat Geo Wild, etc., I've seen some very
interesting and well thought out zoo layouts at the Bronx Zoo, Columbus Zoo, and of course more closely, the San
Diego and Oakland Zoos. Have you already provided your plans to any of these organizations for their review and
thoughts?
Good luck with your EIR. I would expect you'll be getting a diverse set of opinions and recommendations. Hopefully,
you'll be able to gain some consensus and move forward with your plans.
Steve Tunick
Granada Hills
satunick@aol.com
818-389-4546
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8.0. Response to Comments
Comment Letter I.7 – [Steve Tunick]
Comment Response I.7-1
The comment expresses gratitude for opportunity to review the EIR and provide comments
on the Project. Thank you for your comments on the EIR. This comment has been noted.
Comment Response I.7-2
The comment notes that the conceptual design of the Project does not label a facility specific
to reptile exhibits and inquires if an exhibit would be included to house snakes and other
reptiles at the Zoo. As described in Section 2.2.2, Existing Setting, the Zoo currently provides
habitat for over 60 species of amphibians, invertebrates, and reptiles at the Living
Amphibians, Invertebrates and Reptiles (LAIR) building. The LAIR, built in 2012, includes a
principal 6,289-sf building and 2,085-sf Desert LAIR building. Under the Project, the LAIR
exhibit would continue to operate from its existing space, and no changes are proposed to the
building.
Comment Response I.7-3
The comment acknowledges the complexity of design and planning reflected in the layout of
the Project and inquires if consultation with other zoo facilities occurred during design of the
Vision Plan. Zoo layouts and designs were led by the award-winning architectural design and
zoo master planning firm Torre Design Consortium, Ltd., selected through a competitive
request for proposals process. Torre Design Consortium, Ltd. was selected for its more than
30-year experience in zoo design, integrated disciplines of architecture, landscape
architecture, and master planning. The designs and features of several other zoos were
considered in the design of the Project.

Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
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1 message
Nori Walla <pippiandshadow@gmail.com>
To: Norman.Mundy@lacity.org

Mon, Feb 15, 2021 at 11:26 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment regarding the Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).
I am a resident of the City of Burbank, and have a horse boarded at the Los Angeles
Equestrian Center at the northern rim of Griﬃth Park. I have been riding my horse on the trails in
Griﬃth Park for the last 19 years. I am among a very large population of hikers and equestrians that
utilize the trails in Griﬃth Park on a daily basis. Our use and enjoyment of certain trails which are
adjacent to the Zoo, will be impacted by some of the construction outlined in the DEIR. In
particular, the safety of equestrians will be at risk as we travel on trails leading into and adjacent to
some of these planned construction sites.
Chapter 3.12 of the DEIR addresses the environmental impacts of “Noise and Vibration.”
Within that Chapter are various references to “Sensitive Receptors” and the impact of noise and
vibration on those “Sensitive Receptors.” Horses are “Sensitive Receptors.” Horses are “prey” animals
with an acute sense of hearing and an innate sense of self-preservation. A sudden loud noise (like
the sound of a gunshot, a car back-firing, or the blasting of 60 feet of bedrock to form the Zoo’s
I.8-1
proposed “Condor Canyon”) will certainly trigger their natural reaction to spin, bolt, and gallop away
from the sound that frightens them. While this activity is dangerous for a lone rider, it is even more
dangerous if riders are travelling in a group, as a single horse can easily set-oﬀ a stampede.
Consequently, during the various phases of construction that involve (1) blasting of bedrock
for “Condor Canyon,” and (2) pile driving for the Aerial Tram; the California Visitor Center; the
Treetop Visitor Center; and the Africa Visitor Center, interrupted use by equestrians of portions of
one or more of the following trails may occur:
x
x
x
x
x

Skyline Trail;
Condor Trail;
Oak Canyon Trail;
North Trail; and
Mineral Wells Trail.

The Mineral Wells Picnic Area and Amir’s Garden are also favorite destinations of equestrians,
evidenced by the fact that they include watering troughs for the horses. Those areas may also be
rendered unusable by equestrians during some portion of the construction due to the noise of piledrivers or blasting bedrock impacting either the areas themselves, or the trails used to access those
areas.
Furthermore, construction of the following will certainly impact equestrian use of the Main
Trail due to noise from demolition and construction, and possibly due to construction traﬃc, as all
are adjacent to or in the close proximity of the Main Trail:
x
Construction of a below-grade bypass or roundabout at the intersection of Zoo Drive and
Western Heritage Way to address peak backups and congestion on both I-5 and SR-134;
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x
Re-alignment of Western Heritage Way/Crystal Springs Drive to create a unified guest
parking lot; and
x Construction of a 3-acre 5-story above ground parking lot, or a 3-story above ground and 2level below ground parking lot, located in existing Zoo parking space.
Unmitigated Noise Impacts/Riders and Horses also Sensitive Receptors
The DEIR (Chapter 3, p. 3.12.26, Table 3.12-10) notes “Unmitigated Construction Noise Levels –
Blasting/Pile Driving” and that “Sensitive Receptors” are located at the Mineral Wells Picnic Area,
North [Hollywood] High School Zoo Magnet Center, Griﬃth Park Trails, and Autry Museum. Table
3.12-9 specifically states:

I.8-1

…blasting activity associated with the proposed Condor Canyon would result in the
exceedance of 75dBA Lmax at the Skyline Trail in Griﬃth Park. Blasting noise would be an
instantaneous event and would not result [in] extended noise impacts over the duration of
construction activity. Receptors would only include hikers on trails immediately adjacent to the
Zoo. This specific short-term event would be slight comparable to loud ongoing construction
activities and would not be perceived substantially due to absence of nearby sensitive receptors
and the temporary adverse eﬀects. (Emphasis added.)
Again, a horse is a “Sensitive Receptor” within the meaning of the DEIR, and may be located,
along with a rider, on a trail immediately adjacent to the Zoo. Should a horse and rider be so located
during the bedrock blasting of “Condor Canyon,” the eﬀect is substantial, and certainly may not be
temporary if the rider is thrown from the horse as a direct result of the impact of the noise on the
horse, resulting in severe injury or death to both the horse and the rider.
With all of this in mind, MM NOI-4 Notification Requirements and Coordination with
Neighboring Properties must include notice designed to reach as many of the Griﬃth Park
Equestrians as possible, not simply to “sensitive receptors within 500 feet.” That notice must include,
at a minimum, posted large signage at the entrance to every trail that leads to the Main Trail, the
Skyline Trail, the Condor Trail, the Mineral Wells Trail, the Oak Canyon Trail and the North Trail
(the latter two of which are used to access the Mineral Wells Picnic area), as well as posted signage in
the Mineral Wells Picnic Area and Amir’s Garden. By posting signage in multiple locations along the
trails leading toward the Zoo, the Mineral Wells Picnic Area, Amir’s Garden, and the Autry Museum,
equestrians and hikers will have an opportunity to alter their route before arrival at a location which
may put them at greater risk due to noise and vibration levels.
An example of such signage is shown below. This signage was posted several years ago in
multiple trail locations by the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power in order to alert riders to
sudden noise during construction of the Headworks Reservoir project, and is a clear example of a
simple mitigation measure.
Posted signage is further required as there are many equestrians who do not live in the
immediate area of Griﬃth Park, but who regularly “trailer-in” their horses for a day ride in the Park.
The only notice those “non-resident” equestrians will have is large posted signage that they see as
they ride about the Park.
Furthermore, there is currently no Mitigation Measure delineated for NOI-2, which notes in
the Environmental Impact statement (Executive Summary, p. ES-52, Table ES-1. Summary of Impacts
and Mitigation Measures):
“Due to the distance of sensitive receptors to individual construction sites requiring blasting,
groundborne [sic] vibration would not exceed applicable thresholds. The Zoo would continue to
implement existing relocation and protective measures to ensure no adverse noise and vibration
impacts the Zoo animals.”
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However, the diﬀerence between the Zoo animals and the horses on the trail, is that the Zoo
staﬀ will be well-aware, in advance, of the impending blasting to form “Condor Canyon” and
therefore they will have the opportunity to take the steps necessary in order to protect the Zoo
animals. Unless specifically notified of impending blasting, the equestrian on a trail adjacent to the
Zoo will have no idea that they are about to ride into what will sound to the horse like a war zone.
Consequently, the same Notification Requirements and Coordination with Neighboring
Properties stated in MM NOI-4 should be applicable to NOI-2, including, but not limited to,
notice designed to reach as many of the Griﬃth Park Equestrians as possible, and not simply to
“sensitive receptors within 500 feet.”
In addition, all of the demolition and construction listed below is scheduled to occur in
Phases 1-3 of the Zoo Vision Plan (Chapter 2.0 Project Description) and within the “near-term” of the
first 5 years of the project:
I.8-1

x
x
x
x
x
x

Blasting and construction of “Condor Canyon”
Construction (including pile driving) of the Aerial Tram
Construction (including pile driving) of the California Visitor Center
Construction (including pile driving) of the Treetop Visitor Center
Construction (including pile driving) of the Africa Visitor Center
Grading and reconfiguration of Crystal Springs Road

Therefore, the much-needed large signage must indicate the approximate dates of the
proposed blasting and pile-driving, AND be updated as necessary, so that interrupted use of the
impacted trails by equestrians is intermittent, and not continuous throughout the 5-year period.
I have attached a screen shot of Griﬃth Park which shows the location of the trails leading to
and/or adjacent to the Zoo, as well as other locations noted in this Comment. The screen shot also
notes possible locations for “Rider Alert” signage, and the approximate location in the Zoo of the
blasting for the “Condor Canyon” as well as the Visitor Centers (VC), the lower base of the Aerial
Tram (pile-driving), the re-alignment of Crystal Springs Road, and the 5-level parking structure.
I believe my concerns regarding equestrian safety in light of this very ambitious Zoo Vision
Plan are shared by the many equestrians who enjoy the trails of Griﬃth Park, and I ask that the City
of Los Angeles take into consideration my comments should the Zoo Vision Plan be adopted.
Respectfully submitted,
Nori Anne Walla
1430 Morningside Drive
Burbank, CA 91506
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Comment Letter I.8 – [Nori Anne Walla]
Comment Response I.8-1
Thank you for your thorough review and comments on the EIR. The comment expresses
concern that construction-related noise and vibration would impact horses and equestrians
on the trails in the Project vicinity and requests that MM NOI-4 require signage at the
entrance to every trail in the Project vicinity and be applied to Impact NOI-2, which discusses
vibration impacts. The noise sensitive receptors considered in Section 3.12, Noise and
Vibration are included in Table 3.12-5. As shown in Table 3.12-5, noise sensitive receptors
considered include the Mineral Wells Picnic Area adjacent to the west of the Project site as
well as hiking and equestrian trails within Griffith Park. Impact NOI-1 in the Draft EIR states
that “Receptors would only include hikers on trails immediately adjacent to the Zoo.” Impact
NOI-1 has been revised to include that equestrians on trails immediately adjacent to the Zoo
would also be receptors.
Section 3.12.4, Mitigation Measures of the Draft EIR provides a list of feasible mitigation
measures that would be required to reduce construction-related noise impacts to sensitive
receptors in the Project vicinity. As described in Section 3.12.4, MM NOI-4 would require
the City to prepare and distribute notices to property owners within 500 feet of the Project
site, including but not limited to RAP, who manages and maintains the surrounding trails and
open space areas, at least one month prior to the initiation of construction-related activities.
MM NOI-4 further requires that additional construction-related noise and disturbance
signages would be posted at or along recreational trails in the vicinity of the Zoo, noticing the
public who may use the trails at Griffith Park of future construction activities related to the
Project. Additional language has been added to this measure to require additional signages
noticing the public who may use trails at Griffith Park and at the Los Angeles Equestrian
Center located in the City of Burbank of ongoing construction activities related to the Project.
At a minimum the notices and signages would describe the overall construction schedule,
advise residents, business owners, employees, and trail users of increased constructionrelated noise, and provide a non-automated telephone number to call to submit complaints
associated with construction noise.
Given that construction-related vibration levels would be below applicable thresholds (refer
to Table 3.12-20), mitigation is not required to reduce this impact to a less than significant
level. However, given that MM NOI-4 would require the City to prepare and distribute
notices at least one month prior to the initiation of construction-related activities, MM NOI4 would further reduce impacts related to construction vibration levels as experienced by
equestrians in the Project vicinity.
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Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

LA Zoo Vision Plan EIR Comments
1 message
Shervin Youssefian <shervin@spotonmediatv.com>
To: Norman.Mundy@lacity.org

Wed, Jan 27, 2021 at 11:20 PM

Dear Norman,
My family and I are regulars and huge fans of the LA Zoo. Before the pandemic,
we would visit at least once or twice a month. I would love to send some
ideas your way as you look to redesign and redevelop the zoo.
1. Spray Park / Splash Pads
One of the things my children love at the LA zoo is the single Water Spray
pole near the Tiger/Hippo exhibits. If you could create a bigger area with more
colorful water sprays or water jets shooting out of the ground, it would be a big
hit with the children.

I.9-1

2. More paid rides
Another favorite feature for us at the zoo is the carousel. If you could
add more paid rides or activities, parents would not mind at all paying
extra for a fun experience.
3. Ponds
The zoo lacks water areas. I understand that the zoo is a non-profit and
we need to have low-maintenance areas, but if you could add a bigger pond with
1-2 bridges crossing over. There is a small water area next to the piranha tank,
but it's been empty lately.
4. Rainforest of the Americas
The Rainforest of the Americas area is amazing! Please focus on developing
that more.
I'm so excited to see all the amazing additions you will make to the zoo! And we cannot wait to go back, hopefully very
soon.
Best Regards,
Shervin Youssefian
Blessings,
Shervin Youssefian | Co-Owner | Spot On Media | LA
225 E Broadway, Glendale, CA 91205
www.spotontv.com

Click here and schedule a Call with me!
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Comment Letter I.9 – [Shervin Youssefian]
Comment Response I.9-1
Thank you for your comments on the EIR. The comment provides a list of recommended
features to be included in the redevelopment of the Zoo, including a larger water play area
(Splash Area), additional paid rides for children, and additional water features such as ponds
with crossing bridges. As described in Section 2.3.5, Proposed Planning Areas and Projects,
the Project would include a new Splash Area within the Asia planning area. The proposed
Splash Area would provide an interactive water feature for visitors with views into the
adjacent elephant swimming pools. The rainforest planning area of the Project would also
update several of the Zoo’s animal facilities with immersive and educational experiences and
integrate with the existing Rainforest of the Americas exhibit. Comments related to
recommended features in future development will be forwarded to the Zoo Board and
decision makers for review and consideration before designs are finalized.

8.4.5

Responses to Verbal Comments

Verbal Comments V.1 – [Marian Dodge]
Comment V.1-1

I have a couple of questions regarding Section 2.9 with the existing zoo
layout and development. There is a pie chart that lumps visitor serving
and animal habitats in one category although those two items are not
related at all. Can you please provide a pie chart that separates those
two categories and one for [page] 2-35, one for the existing and one for
the proposed?

Comment V.1-2

The Griffith observatory satellite does not show up on any map. What is
happening to it?

Comment V.1-3

What are the impacts of increased events at treetops on bats who live in
the rooftops there?

Comment V.1-4

Are you aware that more than a decade ago, more than 12,000 people
signed petitions objecting to multi-story parking structures in Griffith
Park?

Comment V.1-5

On section 3.15-53, wayfinding policy includes digital platforms. Can
you provide more detail on what that means?

Comment Response V.1-1
Thank you for your comments on the EIR. The comment notes that visitor-serving areas and
animal habitat were included in the same category in the pie charts for existing and proposed
land uses in Section 2.2.2 and Section 2.3.4, respectively. Table 2-2 of the Draft EIR
summarizes existing land uses at the Zoo and associated land area (sf). As shown in Table 22, the Zoo currently provides approximately 936,540 sf of Space for Animals and
Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
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approximately 208,762 sf for visitors (including Food and Beverage, Retail, Visitor Centers,
Children’s Discovery Center, and Winnick Family Children’s Zoo). Additionally, Table 2-8 of
the Draft EIR summarizes proposed land uses and associated land area (in sf) at the Zoo. As
shown in Table 2-8 of the Draft EIR, Animal Space/Animal Welfare Support is separated from
land uses dedicated to visitors and approximately 2,556,972 sf (58.7 acres) would be
dedicated to Animal Space/Animal Welfare Support under the Project. This 58.7 acres
dedicated to Animal Space/Animal Welfare Support would be more than 74 percent of the 79
acres for Visitor-Serving and Animal Habitats shown in the pie chart in Section 2.3.4. Under
the Project, approximately 197,576 sf would be dedicated to visitors (not including visitor
restrooms).
Comment Response V.1-2
The comment notes that the Griffith Observatory Satellite does not appear on any of the
provided figures and inquires about potential impacts to the satellite. During building
renovations at the Griffith Park Observatory, the City Department of Recreation and Parks
(RAP) and the Zoo entered an agreement which allowed the Griffith Observatory Satellite to
be temporarily stored on Zoo property. The Griffith Observatory Satellite was never intended
to be a permanent feature and its placement on Zoo property may be relocated back to the
observatory at any time. As such, the Griffith Observatory Satellite is not considered a
significant permanent feature of the Griffith Park Observatory that would be adversely
impacted by implementation of the Project.
Comment Response V.1-3
The comment expresses concern that increased operational events held at the Treetops
Terrace would have adverse impacts on bats. However, as described in Section 2.2.3, Existing
Zoo Operations, the Zoo currently hosts seasonal events (e.g., L.A. Zoo Lights, Boo at the L.A.
Zoo, etc.) and private events (e.g., birthday parties, company picnics, retreats/meetings,
weddings, and proms/formals). The Zoo hosted a total of 183 private events in 2019 (refer to
Table 2-6) and is projected to host an average of 210 events per year by 2034 (Phase 5 of the
Vision Plan) (refer to Section 2.3.9, Project Operation). This would be an increase of only 27
private events per year (less than 15 percent) over a period of 15 years. Further, the Project
would expand the number of event spaces at the Zoo, meaning that events would no longer
occur solely at the Treetops Terrace. More events would occur at the California and Africa
visitor centers and fewer events would occur at the Treetops Terrace. Therefore, operational
events occur under existing conditions at the Zoo and the increased frequency of events at the
Zoo under the Project would not substantially affect bats in the vicinity. Further, bats
currently roost in bat boxes in one of the most frequented areas of the Zoo and therefore, are
acclimated to light, noise, and human activity in this area. Further, as described in Section
3.3, Biological Resources, MM BIO-1 through MM BIO-3 would require that native and
protected trees which provide bat habitat be replaced in other areas of the Zoo and within
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Griffith Park. Therefore, increased operational events at the Zoo would not have an adverse
effect on bats in the vicinity.
Comment Response V.1-4
As described in section 3.1, Aesthetics, the prepared assessment recognizes that currently no
parking structures exist within Griffith Park, and the proposed parking structure would be
the tallest structure in Griffith Park. The assessment also notes that the Griffith Park Vision
Plan previously determined that parking structures are inconsistent with the Park’s
wilderness identity. However, as described in Section 3.11, Land Use and Planning, the Vision
for Griffith Park does not identify a need for new parking structure at the Zoo, but notes that
if a need arises, then the parking structure should be developed outside the Park and served
by a shuttle. The proposed parking lot has been identified as needed to accommodate the
growth in visitation projected under the Project and meet the Zoo’s goals for long-term
development and programming. Without it, Zoo parking demand would exceed supply 15
days in 2025, 25 days in 2027, and 51 days in 2030 (refer to Appendix N). Additionally, the
Griffith Park Vision Plan applies only to areas of the park controlled by the RAP, which
excludes Zoo property. The proposed parking structure would lie entirely within Zoo property
in the northern parking lot. Thus, the Griffith Park Vision Plan does not apply to Zoo property,
including the northern parking lot. As the Griffith Park Vision Plan does not apply to Zoo
property, the proposed structure included in the Project would not conflict with this aspect
from the Griffith Park Vision Plan.
Comment Response V.1-5
The comment asks for further information regarding “digital platforms” included in Policy
4.14 of the City’s Mobility Plan 2035. Digital platforms in the context of wayfinding signage
includes signage with digital displays, as often seen above freeways. The Project would be
consistent with this policy through improved signage within the interior of the Zoo and on
Zoo Drive. However, digital signage outside the main Zoo campus is not proposed as part of
the Project.
Verbal Comments V.2 – [Emily Gabel-Luddy]
Comment V.2-1

I have a question about the determination of the category of Project for
the purpose of evaluating cumulative impacts. What was the criteria
used to put the silver panel project in the mix? The Griffith Park aerial
plan in the mix and LA River Project? The Griffith Park aerial tram is
completely speculative. So, I find it odd that it be considered as a
project.

Comment V.2-2

What further design options there are through this project to do things
like setback the top floor and introduce a lot of landscape material so
that it truly is buffered as a visual? What are you doing with respect to
design of that structure since it appears to be an unmitigated impact?

Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
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Comment V.2-3

What steps are being taken to consider this Project in light of COVID [19] restrictions, the likely inclination of people not to take transit, at
least as far as we can see? How are you going to address COVID [-19]?

Comment Response V.2-1
Thank you for your comments on the EIR. The comment inquires criteria for including
projects in the cumulative projects list, particularly projects that have not yet been approved
such as the Griffith Park Aerial Tram System (ATS). CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(a) states
that an EIR shall “discuss the cumulative impacts of a project when the project’s incremental
effect is cumulatively considerable.” In this context, “cumulatively considerable” means that
the incremental effects of an individual project are considerable when viewed in connection
with the effects of past, present, and/or probable (or reasonably foreseeable) future projects
(as defined by Section 15130). The cumulative list created for this Project identifies projects
that have occurred or may occur within the Project vicinity, including those that have not yet
been confirmed but are under consideration, and therefore can reasonably be described as a
“probable future project.” As such, the Griffith Park ATS which has not been confirmed for
development, is considered a reasonably foreseeable future project.
Comment Response V.2-2
This comment inquiries about design features that could be incorporated into the proposed
parking structure to reduce visual impacts. Due to the programmatic nature of the Vision
Plan, the exact design of the proposed parking structure remains conceptual and the size of
the structure would be dependent upon parking demand. Although no conceptual plans are
available, preliminary review indicates such a structure could be accomplished under two
separate scenarios. The two scenarios for design of the parking structure would include: 1) a
parking structure within a 3-acre footprint constructed entirely above ground, to a height of
up to 5 stories; and 2) a parking structure within a 3-acre footprint with a maximum of 3
stories above ground and at least 2 stories below ground, if feasible.
To buffer the visual impact of the parking structure, the Project includes a 2-acre park
between the parking structure and Zoo Drive and conceptual plans depict a triple line of trees
adjacent to the structure along with major tree planting within the proposed public park and
the remaining northern surface parking lot and along Zoo Drive. However, as previously
described, details regarding the design of these improvements proposed in Phase 7, are not
known.
Further, as described in Section 3.1, Aesthetics, implementation of MM VIS-2 would require
the parking structure to be designed in a manner as to limit size, bulk, and scale and to reduce
visibility of this new parking structure to the extent feasible to help maintain the visual
aesthetic and viewer experience of Griffith Park, including the Zoo Drive gateway. Design
strategies may include siting the parking structure in the far western corner of the parking lot
as far from Zoo Drive as possible; designing the structure to be partially subterranean to limit
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the aboveground the height of the structure to three stories; screening of the structure
through planting of dense stands of trees and landscaping around the exterior of the
structure; installation of lattices or climbing vines along the exterior of the structure; and
using natural materials (e.g., stone facing) or earth-tone colors to reduce the urban character
of the structure.
Comment Response V.2-3
In light of COVID-19 public safety limitations, public outreach efforts were adapted by
holding virtual public meeting within the public review period to solicit comments from
interested parties on the content of the EIR, thereby remaining in compliance with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15087.
The proposed Project would guide improvements at the Zoo for the next 20 years, with
construction likely starting in 2022. Conditions and statewide social distancing requirements
relating to the COVID-19 pandemic at the time of Project implementation are uncertain.
However, if needed, a Site Health and Safety Plan that addresses worker safety regarding
prevention of COVID-19 transmission and meets Occupational Safety and Health
Administration requirements would be prepared.
Further, as described in Section 2.4, Vision Plan Implementation, the Zoo would remain open
and operational during the construction for each phase of the Project. Following Zoo closure
in March of 2020 due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the Zoo created a safe, modified reopening
plan that conformed with the Los Angeles County Department of Public Health’s safety
protocols for Zoos. Strategies included limited capacity, timed-ticketed entry, closure of
indoor and high-touch spaces, requirement of face coverings, and supplemental signage
throughout the Zoo. These safety measures will continue to be enforced as necessary to ensure
public health and safety.
As required by MM T-2, the Zoo TDM Coordinator would monitor visitor and employee
mode share with annual surveys, collect and analyze parking and transit use data, and develop
annual reports for submittal to BOE and LADOT. The surveys are required to capture trip
origin data, travel mode, number of people in the party, and other key data and indicators for
TDM program performance relative to VMT. The Zoo TDM Coordinator would ensure that
monitoring efforts capture all Zoo-related travel behavior. Annual monitoring reports would
be required to include trip length surveys completed at least biannually by a sample of Zoo
patrons and annually by Zoo employees (e.g., trip origin data collection). Monitoring results
would be used to determine the appropriate TDM measures to employ in the coming year to
maximize reductions in VMT per capita, champion transit and alternative mode
transportation to the Zoo for visitors and employees, develop appropriate incentives to
increase the Zoo’s transit mode share incrementally over time, and develop effective
marketing tools to advertise transit and non-vehicular travel mode availability and incentives.
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Verbal Comments V.3 – [Michael G]
Comment V.3-1

Regarding the parking structure which is on the north side of the
parking lot, correct, how many levels is that parking garage planned to
be? The reason I ask is, for instance, let us say it is supposed to be four
levels, could it be possible to do a two-level garage on the north side and
then a two-level garage on the south side, or maybe the parking garage
only on the south side if that would impact less construction because
maybe the parking garage does not necessarily have to be on the north.
Maybe it would be better only on the south. Also, some parking garages
have plants planted along the exterior to help with the visual
appearance. So, for instance if you google Disney Springs parking
garage in Florida, or Watersides shops parking garage in Florida, you
can see examples of how you could potentially deal with the visual
appearance of the garage. So, like, just in general plants on the side and
also maybe moving the garage to the south side, if that is possible.

Comment V.3-2

You mentioned towards the beginning of the presentation I believe an
expansion of the elephant exhibit. As I recall, the elephant exhibit was
already expanded within the past decade or so, so would this be a further
expansion of the exhibit itself or just more areas for guests to view he
elephants?

Comment V.3-3

If the parking garage becomes an issue in terms of getting this entire
Vision [Plan] approved, one other aspect of the garage that might make
it more appealing is if potentially solar panels are added to the roof. So,
not only would the roof level the garage, it would add shade to the cars
parking on the roof. The solar panels can then be to power the Zoo to
make it more sustainable. That might be something that would appeal
to the people who have to approve the garage, if solar panels were added
to the roof.

Comment Response V.3-1
Thank you for providing comments on the EIR. The comment suggests that two, smaller
garages be constructed on the north and south sides of the parking lot to provide the desired
number of parking spaces while reducing visual impacts. Although no conceptual plans are
available, preliminary review indicates such a structure could be accomplished under two
separate scenarios. The two scenarios for design of the parking structure would include: 1) a
parking structure within a 3-acre footprint constructed entirely above ground, to a height of
up to 5 stories; and 2) a parking structure within a 3-acre footprint with a maximum of 3
stories above ground and at least 2 stories below ground, if feasible.
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To buffer the visual impact of the parking structure, the Project includes a 2-acre park
between the parking structure and Zoo Drive and conceptual plans depict a triple line of trees
adjacent to the structure along with major tree planting within the proposed public park and
the remaining northern surface parking lot and along Zoo Drive. However, as previously
described, details regarding the design of these improvements proposed in Phase 7, are not
known.
Further, as described in Section 3.1, Aesthetics, implementation of MM VIS-2 would require
the parking structure to be designed in a manner as to limit size, bulk, and scale and to reduce
visibility of this new parking structure to the extent feasible to help maintain the visual
aesthetic and viewer experience of Griffith Park, including the Zoo Drive gateway. Design
strategies may include siting the parking structure in the far western corner of the parking lot
as far from Zoo Drive as possible; designing the structure to be partially subterranean to limit
the aboveground the height of the structure to three stories; screening of the structure
through planting of dense stands of trees and landscaping around the exterior of the
structure; installation of lattices or climbing vines along the exterior of the structure; and
using natural materials (e.g., stone facing) or earth-tone colors to reduce the urban character
of the structure. Comments related to recommended features in future development will be
included in Zoo Board and decision maker review and consideration before designs are
finalized.
Comment Response V.3-2
The comment asks for clarification if the Project would further expand elephant habitat space
in addition to the most recent planned improvement to the elephant exhibit. As shown in
Table 2-2 of the Draft EIR, the Zoo currently provides approximately 936,540 sf of Space for
Animals. Under existing Zoo conditions, Elephants of Asia is a 6.2-acre exhibit, built in 2010,
and comprised of the Wasserman Family Thai Pavilion and four separate and connected
yards, including the Thai Demonstration Yard, Cambodia Yard, Elephant Circle, and India
and China Yard. Of the 6.2-acre exhibit, approximately 3.5 acres provides space for the Zoo’s
elephants. The elephant animal facility currently meets and exceeds standards established by
the Association of Zoos and Aquariums and U.S. Department of Agriculture. As shown in
Table 2-8 of the Draft EIR, approximately 2,556,972 sf (58.7 acres) would be dedicated to
Animal Space/Animal Welfare Support under the Project. Therefore, the Project would result
in an increase in space available for animal facilities and animal care by over 200 percent. In
particular, the space for elephants would expand by 3.3 acres under the Project, providing a
total of 6.8 acres of usable space for the Zoo’s resident Asian elephants.
Public comment on the EIR’s NOP in early 2019 after the Draft Vision Plan was published,
indicate a wide public concern for the welfare and exhibit size for the Zoo’s elephants. In
response to these comments, the 20-acre Asia planning area proposed in the Vision Plan was
altered to include an additional 3.3 acres of space for the Zoo’s resident Asian elephants. The
Elephant Barn and Wasserman Family Thai Pavilion facilities would remain under the
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Project. The space for elephants would expand by 3.3 acres, providing a total of 6.8 acres of
usable space for the Zoo’s resident Asian elephants. The space would be organized into four
separate and connecting enclosures that could inter-shift animals as appropriate, with
opportunity to also introduce other species (e.g., Asian rhinos) to the expansive spaces for a
multi-species exhibit area.
Comment Response V.3-3
The comment suggests including solar panels on the roof of the proposed parking structure
and notes benefits of solar panels can include providing shade for parked cars and furthering
the Zoo’s goals for sustainability. Comments regarding recommended features in future
development will be included in Zoo Board and decision maker review and consideration
before designs are finalized.
Verbal Comments V.4 – [Kiersten Cluster]
Comment V.4-1

When we first started this process on the vision plan, it was announced
by the Zoo that the Elephants of Asia exhibit was complete and that
there would be no further work or expansion of that particular area of
the zoo but then you stated tonight when you were talking about
expansions to habitat areas that that would now include expansion of
habitat for the elephants. Has the vision Plan itself changed and how
much more habitat would the elephants be getting? When you say six
acres is that actually six usable acres for the elephants?

Comment Response V.4-1
Thank you for your comments on the EIR. The comment asks for clarification if the Project
would further expand elephant habitat space in addition to the most recent planned
improvement to the elephant exhibit. As shown in Table 2-2 of the Draft EIR, the Zoo
currently provides approximately 936,540 sf of Space for Animals. Under existing Zoo
conditions, Elephants of Asia is a 6.2-acre exhibit, built in 2010, and comprised of the
Wasserman Family Thai Pavilion and four separate and connected yards, including the Thai
Demonstration Yard, Cambodia Yard, Elephant Circle, and India and China Yard. Of the 6.2acre exhibit, approximately 3.5 acres provides space for the Zoo’s elephants. The elephant
animal facility currently meets and exceeds standards established by the Association of Zoos
and Aquariums and U.S. Department of Agriculture. As shown in Table 2-8 of the Draft EIR,
approximately 2,556,972 sf (58.7 acres) would be dedicated to Animal Space/Animal Welfare
Support under the Project. Therefore, the Project would result in an increase in space
available for animal facilities and animal care by over 200 percent. In particular, the space
for elephants would expand by 3.3 acres under the Project, providing a total of 6.8 acres of
usable space for the Zoo’s resident Asian elephants.
Public comment on the EIR’s NOP in early 2019 after the Draft Vision Plan was published,
indicate a wide public concern for the welfare and exhibit size for the Zoo’s elephants. In
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response to these comments, the 20-acre Asia planning area proposed in the Vision Plan was
altered to include an additional 3.3 acres of space for the Zoo’s resident Asian elephants. The
Elephant Barn and Wasserman Family Thai Pavilion facilities would remain under the
Project. The space for elephants would expand by 3.3 acres, providing a total of 6.8 acres of
usable space for the Zoo’s resident Asian elephants. The space would be organized into four
separate and connecting enclosures that could inter-shift animals as appropriate, with
opportunity to also introduce other species (e.g., Asian rhinos) to the expansive spaces for a
multi-species exhibit area.
Verbal Comments V.5 – [Ethan Fine]
Comment V.5-1

Will there be an updated vision plan because the current one is the one
prior to the elephant expansion and the other expansions for
orangutans and tigers.

Comment V.5-2

I noticed they moved the nature play park, was that for additional
animal expansion or was that to make it more convenient for the guests
to access?

Comment Response V.5-1
Thank you for your comments on the EIR. The comment questions if the Zoo will make public
an updated version of the Vision Plan to reflect the changes to the Project since the original
Vision Plan was published. Originally, the Draft Vision Plan did not include the proposed
expansion for elephant exhibits. This expansion was developed and integrated into the Project
in response to public comment on the EIR’s NOP in early 2019 after the Draft Vision Plan was
published. The final Project and EIR, including the updated version of the Vision Plan, that
is approved by the City Council would reflect these changes.
Comment Response V.5-2
The comment notes the Vision Plan has changed the location of the proposed Nature Play
Park and asks for clarification for the purpose of the change. The relocation of the proposed
Nature Play Park occurred following redesigns to expand the elephant exhibit. The Nature
Play Park was relocated to accommodate this expansion.

Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
City of Los Angeles

8-175

