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NOTICE OF PREPARATION
TO:

Responsible Agencies, Trustee Agencies, Stakeholders, and Interested Parties

FROM:

City of Los Angeles
Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering
Environmental Management Group
1149 South Broadway, Los Angeles, CA 90015

SUBJECT:

Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the proposed Los Angeles
Zoo Vision Plan

(State Clearinghouse Number (SCH#) Pending Assignment by State Office of Planning and Research (OPR))
The City of Los Angeles (City) Bureau of Engineering (BOE) is beginning the environmental review process
for the proposed Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan (Project) consistent with the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA). The City’s BOE is the Lead Agency under CEQA. As the Lead Agency, the City’s BOE has
prepared an Initial Study (IS)/Environmental Checklist in accordance with current City of Los Angeles
Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA of 1970, Article I, and Section 15082 of CEQA Guidelines. The City
identified a potential for significant impacts and proposes to prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR).
The EIR will address the proposed Project’s potential effects for the following environmental resource areas:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Aesthetics
Air Quality
Cultural Resources
Geology & Soils
Hazards & Hazardous Materials
Land Use & Planning
Noise
Public Services
Transportation & Traffic
Utilities & Service Systems
Mandatory Findings of Significance

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Agricultural& Forestry Resources
Biological Resources
Energy
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Hydrology & Water Quality
Mineral Resources
Population & Housing
Recreation
Tribal Cultural Resources
Wildfire

The City is requesting input from agencies, stakeholders, and other interested parties on the scope and content
of the EIR. Using the information obtained through the environmental scoping period, the City will prepare an
EIR to analyze the environmental impacts of the proposed Project and alternatives. The City’s BOE welcomes
As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not discriminate on the basis of
disability and upon request will provide reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to its programs, services and activities.
AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
Recyclable and made from recycled waste.

comments and/or concerns related to the content of the environmental information presented and invites you
to attend a public meeting at the Zoo to learn more about the proposed Project and participate in the
environmental review process, as noticed herein.
PROJECT LOCATION AND SETTING: The proposed Project area lies in the northeastern portion of Griffith
Park at the base of the eastern foothills of the Santa Monica Mountains (Figure 1). Griffith Park is bordered by
the cities of Burbank and Glendale to the northwest and northeast, respectively, as well as communities within
the City, including Los Feliz, Hollywood Hills, and Cahuenga Park to the southwest. The Project area
encompasses the entire existing 133-acre Zoo, located at 5333 Zoo Drive, Los Angeles, CA 90027. The Zoo
is roughly bound by the Golden State Freeway or Interstate 5 (I-5) to the east and the Ventura Freeway or
California State Route 134 (SR-134) to the north. The Los Angeles River also borders the north and east
boundaries of Griffith Park before continuing south and eventually flowing into the Pacific Ocean at Long
Beach. 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. Local access to the Zoo entrance within Griffith Park is provided by Zoo Drive from the north and west
and via Crystal Springs Drive from the south.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The proposed Project involves long-term implementation of the proposed Vision
Plan, which would fundamentally guide Zoo development and operations over the next 20 years. The Vision
Plan would result in comprehensive redesign and redevelopment of the Zoo’s existing 133-acre site to replace
outdated buildings and infrastructure and upgrade animal care and guest amenities (Figure 2). Improvements
would include new and revitalized immersive exhibit space, new support visitor-serving buildings, expanded
and modernized administrative and services facilities and circulation improvements, for access roads,
pedestrian walkways and paths, an enhanced entry way and plaza, and new parking facilities. Vision Plan
implementation and improved exhibits, visitor experience and new visitor serving facilities (e.g., event rental
spaces), is projected to substantially increase visitation by approximately 1.2 million visitors per year. This
projected growth in visitation and expansion of facilities within the Zoo property would have commensurate
increases in employment, including Zoo staff and vendors. See Chapter 2, Project Description of the Initial
Study/Environmental Checklist for a detailed description of the proposed Vision Plan. You can download the
Initial Study/Environmental Checklist and learn more about the EIR process for the proposed Project here:
www.visionplan.lazoo.org.
PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD: The Notice of Preparation and Initial Study/Environmental Checklist will be
circulated for a forty-five (45) day public review period, beginning on January 24, 2019 and ending on March
11, 2019. Please go to the City’s webpage to view and download these materials: https://eng.lacity.org/losangeles-zoo-vision-plan.
Copies of the document are also available for review at the following locations:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Los Angeles Central Library, 630 W. 5th Street, Los Angeles, CA 90071
Los Feliz Branch Library, 1874 Hillhurst Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90027
Atwater Village Library, 3379 Glendale Blvd., Los Angeles, CA 90039
Cahuenga Branch Library, 4591 Santa Monica Blvd., Los Angeles, CA 90029
Burbank Central Library, 110 N. Glenoaks Blvd., Burbank, CA 91502
Glendale Downtown Central Library, 222 E. Harvard St., Glendale, CA 91205
North Hollywood (Amelia Earhardt Regional) Library, 5211 Tujunga Ave., North Hollywood, CA 91601
Buena Vista Branch Library, 300 N. Buena Vista, Burbank, CA 91506
LA Zoo Administration Offices, 5333 Zoo Drive, Los Angeles, CA 90027
City of Los Angeles, Bureau of Engineering, 1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600, Los Angeles, CA 90015

A copy of the document may also be obtained by contacting Amanda Amaral of the Bureau of Engineering at
(213) 485-5733 or by visiting the office address listed below.

All comments must be submitted in writing no later than 4:00 p.m. on March 11, 2019 by mailing, emailing
(please include “LA Zoo Vision Plan EIR Comments” in the subject line), or hand delivery to:
Amanda Amaral, Environmental Specialist III
Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering, Environmental Management Group
1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600, Mail Stop 939
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Amanda.Amaral@lacity.org
PUBLIC MEETINGS: Two (2) public meetings will be held during the public review period to solicit comments
from interested parties on the content of the EIR. These meetings will be held at the following dates, times,
and location:
Thursday, February 7, 6:00 pm – 8:00 pm
Los Angeles Zoo
Withebee Auditorium
5333 Zoo Drive
Los Angeles, California 90027
Saturday, February 9, 11:00 am – 1:00 pm
Los Angeles Zoo
Withebee Auditorium
5333 Zoo Drive
Los Angeles, California 90027
The City will consider all comments, written and oral, in determining the scope of the analysis in the Draft
EIR.
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Chapter 1

Introduction
Notice of Preparation
The City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering (LABOE) has prepared this Notice of Preparation
(NOP)/Initial Study (IS) for a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Los Angeles
Zoo Vision Plan (proposed Project) as proposed by the City’s Zoo Department. The Los Angeles Zoo
and Botanical Gardens (Zoo) is located in the northeast portion of Griffith Park in the Hollywood
Community Planning Area of the City of Los Angeles (City). As part of the permitting process for the
City, the proposed Project is required to undergo an environmental review process pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). This NOP/IS includes a project description, exhibits,
phasing, and an overview of the potential impacts that will be addressed in the EIR.
One of the main objectives of CEQA is to disclose the potential environmental effects of proposed
activities to the public and decision‐makers. Under CEQA, LABOE as the Lead Agency has prepared
an IS and determined that an EIR is needed. CEQA requires that the potential environmental effects
of a project be evaluated prior to implementation. This IS includes a discussion on the proposed
Project’s effects on the existing environment and identifies which potential impacts and
environmental resource areas will be studied further and presented in the Draft EIR.

Authority
CEQA was enacted in 1970 and is codified in the California Public Resources Code (Sections 21000
et.al.). The CEQA Statute contains detailed rules governing the content of environmental documents
and the environmental review process by State and local agencies. It also provides decision‐makers
and the public with information regarding environmental effects of a proposed project; identifying
means of avoiding environmental damage; and disclosing to the public the reasons behind a project’s
approval even if it leads to environmental impacts. LABOE has determined the proposed Project is
subject to CEQA, and no exemptions apply.
This IS has been prepared in accordance with CEQA (Public Resources Code §21000 et seq.) and the
State CEQA Guidelines (Title 14, California Code of Regulations, §15000 et seq.).

Lead, Responsible, and Trustee Agencies
The City of Los Angeles, through the LABOE, is the Lead Agency for the proposed Project, pursuant
to Section 15367 of the CEQA Guidelines. In addition to the Lead Agency, several other agencies have
special roles with respect to the proposed Project as responsible or trustee agencies. These agencies
will use the EIR once it is prepared as the basis for their decisions to issue any approvals and/or
permits that may be required to implement the proposed Project (Table 3).
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Scope of the Initial Study
This IS evaluates the proposed Project’s effects on the following resource areas:
●

Aesthetics

●

Agricultural & Forestry Resources

●

Air Quality

●

Biological Resources

●

Cultural Resources

●

Energy

●

Geology & Soils

●

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

●

Hazards & Hazardous Materials

●

Hydrology & Water Quality

●

Land Use & Planning

●

Mineral Resources

●

Noise

●

Population & Housing

●

Public Services

●

Recreation

●

Transportation & Traffic

●

Tribal Cultural Resources

●

Utilities & Service Systems

●

Wildfire

●

Mandatory Findings of Significance

Impact Terminology
The following terminology is used to describe each impact’s level of significance:
Potentially Significant Impact. This category is only applicable if there is
substantial evidence that an effect may be significant, and no feasible mitigation
measures can be identified to reduce impacts to a less than significant level.
Less than Significant After Mitigation Incorporated. This category applies where
the incorporation of mitigation measures would reduce an effect from a “Potentially
Significant Impact” to a “Less than Significant Impact.” The Lead Agency must
describe the mitigation measure(s), and briefly explain how it would reduce the
effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from earlier analyses may
be cross‐referenced).
Less than Significant Impact. This category is identified when a proposed project
would result in impacts below the threshold of significance, and no mitigation
measures are required.
No Impact. This category applies when a proposed project would not create an
impact in the specific environmental issue area. “No Impact” answers do not require
a detailed explanation if they are adequately supported by the information sources
cited by the lead agency, which show that the impact does not apply to the specific
project (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer
should be explained where it is based on project‐specific factors as well as general
Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
Notice of Preparation/Initial Study
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standards (e.g., a proposed project would not expose sensitive receptors to
pollutants, based on a project‐specific screening analysis).
Beneficial Impact. This category applies when a proposed project would improve a
specific environmental condition or provide net benefits during or following
implementation.
The City and other public agencies have identified applicable “thresholds of
significance” for certain types of environmental impacts, such as transportation,
noise, and air quality impacts. Thresholds of significance for the proposed Project are
based on the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) and the 2019 CEQA
Guidelines (Appendix G) and are identified in this IS where applicable.

Document Format
This IS contains seven sections:
Chapter 1. Introduction. This section provides an overview of the proposed Project
and the CEQA environmental documentation process.
Chapter 2. Project Description. This section provides a detailed description of the
proposed Project objectives and components.
Chapter 3. Initial Study Environmental Checklist. This section presents the CEQA
checklist for all impact areas and mandatory findings of significance.
Chapter 4. Impacts and Mitigation Measures. This section provides a detailed
description of the proposed Project impacts and mitigation measures.
Chapter 5. References. This section provides a list of reference materials used
during the preparation of the IS.
Chapter 6. Preparers and Contributors. This section provides a list of key
personnel involved in the preparation of the IS.
Chapter 7. Acronyms and Abbreviations. This section provides a list of acronyms
and abbreviations used throughout the IS.
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CEQA Process & Availability of the Initial Study
The CEQA process is initiated when the Lead Agency identifies a proposed project. The Lead Agency
then normally prepares an IS to identify the preliminary environmental impacts of the proposed
project. This IS determines that the proposed Project could have significant environmental impacts
that would require further study and the need to implement mitigation measures (see Chapter 3,
Initial Study Environmental Checklist). Therefore, the Lead Agency has decided to prepare an EIR.

A NOP is prepared to notify public agencies and the public that the Lead Agency is starting the
preparation of an EIR for the proposed Project. The NOP and IS are circulated for a minimum 30-day
public review and comment period; however, for this proposed Project, the NOP and IS are available
for review and comment during an extended 45-day review period. During this review period, the
Lead Agency requests comments from agencies, interested parties, stakeholders, and the public on
the scope and content of the environmental information to be included in the Draft EIR (referred to
as “scoping”).
After the close of the NOP and IS review and comment period, the Lead Agency continues the
preparation of the Draft EIR and associated technical studies (if any), incorporating information
gathered through scoping. Once the Draft EIR is complete, a Notice of Availability (NOA) is prepared
to inform agencies and the public of the document and the locations where the document can be
reviewed. The Draft EIR and NOA are circulated for a minimum 45‐day review and comment period;
however, for this proposed Project, the Draft EIR will be available for review and comment during
an extended 60-day comment period to provide agencies and the public an opportunity to review
and comment on the adequacy of the analysis and the findings regarding potential environmental
impacts of the proposed Project.
After the close of the Draft EIR review and comment period, responses to all comments received on
the Draft EIR are prepared. The Lead Agency prepares a Final EIR, which incorporates the Draft EIR
or a revision to the Draft EIR, Draft EIR comments and list of commenters, and a response to
comments discussion. In addition, the Lead Agency must prepare the findings of fact for each
significant effect identified, a statement of overriding considerations if there are significant impacts
that cannot be mitigated, and a mitigation monitoring program (MMP) to ensure that all proposed
mitigation measures are implemented.
Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
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LABOE will consider the Final EIR and make a recommendation to the Los Angeles City Council, as
the governing body of the City, regarding certification of the Final EIR and approval of the proposed
Project. The City Council may certify and approve the Final EIR or may choose to not approve the
proposed Project.
During the environmental review and project approval process, individuals, public agencies, and
organizations may address the City Council regarding the proposed Project. The Zoo Commission
will also review and provide recommendations regarding the proposed Project. All materials
associated with the environmental review and project approval process, including public
notification of the agenda items, the Vision Plan document, and the IS, can be accessed via the
internet at the following locations:
City of Los Angeles Website:

https://eng.lacity.org/los-angeles-zoo-vision-plan

Zoo Website:

VisionPlan.lazoo.org

City Council agenda items are posted 72 hours prior to the public meeting. The City Council agenda
can be obtained by visiting the City Council:
City Hall
200 North Spring Street
John Ferraro Council Chamber, Room 340
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Within five (5) days of proposed Project approval, the LABOE will file a Notice of Determination
(NOD) with the County Clerk. The NOD will be posted by the County Clerk within 24 hours of receipt.
This begins a 30‐day statute of limitations on legal challenges to the CEQA approval by the Lead
Agency. The ability to challenge the approval in court may be limited to those persons who objected
to the approval of the proposed Project and to issues that were presented to the Lead Agency by any
person in writing during the public review and comment periods regarding the EIR.

Availability of the Initial Study
In accordance with the CEQA statutes and Guidelines, the IS is being circulated for 45 days for public
review and comment. The public review period for this IS will begin on January 24, 2019 and will
conclude on March 11, 2019. The IS or a notice where the IS can be downloaded online or reviewed
has been distributed to public agencies, organizations, neighbors, and other interested parties for
review and comment. The IS is available for public review at the following locations:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Los Angeles Central Library, 630 W. 5th Street, Los Angeles, CA 90071
Los Feliz Branch Library, 1874 Hillhurst Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90027
Atwater Village Library, 3379 Glendale Blvd., Los Angeles, CA 90039
Cahuenga Branch Library, 4591 Santa Monica Blvd., Los Angeles, CA 90029
Burbank Central Library, 110 N. Glenoaks Blvd., Burbank, CA 91502
Glendale Downtown Central Library, 222 E. Harvard St., Glendale, CA 91205
North Hollywood (Amelia Earhardt Regional) Library, 5211 Tujunga Ave., North Hollywood,
CA 91601
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Buena Vista Branch Library, 300 N. Buena Vista, Burbank, CA 91506
LA Zoo Administration Offices, 5333 Zoo Drive, Los Angeles, CA 90027
City of Los Angeles, Bureau of Engineering, 1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600, Los Angeles, CA
90015

In addition, the IS is available online at:
●

https://eng.lacity.org/los-angeles-zoo-vision-plan

•

VisionPlan.lazoo.org

Approximately 1,100 notices were sent to community residents, stakeholders, and local agencies
about the availability of the IS and the opportunity to attend a public meeting to learn more about
the proposed Project and provide comments on the IS, along with noticing to addresses within 1.5
miles of the Zoo.

Scoping Meetings
Two (2) public scoping meeting will be held to obtain input on the IS and the scope and contents of
the EIR:
Thursday, February 7, 2019, 6:00 pm – 8:00 pm
Los Angeles Zoo
Withebee Auditorium
5333 Zoo Drive
Los Angeles, California 90027
Saturday, February 9, 2019, 11:00 am – 1:00 pm
Los Angeles Zoo
Withebee Auditorium
5333 Zoo Drive
Los Angeles, California 90027
During the scoping period, the public can provide written comments on the information contained
within this IS or provide comments at a public meeting. Comments on the IS and responses to
comments will be included in the record and considered by LABOE during preparation of the EIR.
In reviewing the IS, responsible and trustee agencies and interested members of the public should
focus on the sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing potential Project impacts on
the environment, and ways in which the potential significant effects of the proposed Project could
be avoided or mitigated. Comments on the IS should be submitted in writing by Monday, March 11,
2019. Please submit written comments to:
Amanda Amaral, Environmental Specialist III
Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering, Environmental Management Group
1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600, Mail Stop 939
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
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Written comments may also be sent via email to Amanda.Amaral@lacity.org Comments sent via
email should include the Project title (Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan) in the subject line and a valid
mailing address in the email.
If you have any questions regarding the environmental review process for the proposed Los Angeles
Zoo Vision Plan Project, please contact:
Amanda Amaral, Environmental Specialist III
Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering
213.485.5733
Amanda.Amaral@lacity.org
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Chapter 2

Project Description
Introduction
The City is proposing the Los Angeles Zoo
Vision Plan (proposed Project) to guide
operations and physical improvements to
the Zoo. The proposed Project would serve
as the blueprint for transformation and
modernization of the Zoo over the next 20
years (from 2020 to 2040). The Vision Plan
would guide comprehensive exhibit
improvements, capital projects, circulation
improvements,
and
implementation
Starting with the enhanced entrance to the Zoo, the
strategies to ultimately create a world-class
Vision Plan proposes comprehensive transformation
of the Zoo to modernize and improve both the visitor
zoo for the City. The development concept
experience and the quality of life for the Zoo’s animal
and phased improvements, along with
residents.
proposed Zoo programming, would facilitate
expansion of annual visitation from
approximately 1.8 million guests currently to 3.0 million guests by 2040. For the environmental
review process, LABOE is the Lead Agency under CEQA.

Project Location and Setting
The Project site lies in the northeastern portion of Griffith Park at the base of the eastern foothills of
the Santa Monica Mountains (Figure 1). Griffith Park is bordered by the cities of Burbank and
Glendale to the northwest and northeast, respectively, as well as communities within the City,
including Los Feliz, Hollywood Hills, and Cahuenga Park to the southwest. The Project site
encompasses the entire existing 133-acre Zoo, located at 5333 Zoo Drive, Los Angeles, CA 90027.
The Zoo is roughly bound by the Golden State Freeway or Interstate 5 (I-5) to the east and the
Ventura Freeway or California State Route 134 (SR-134) to the north. The Los Angeles River also
borders the north and east boundaries of Griffith Park before continuing south and eventually
flowing into the Pacific Ocean at Long Beach.
Griffith Park and the Griffith Park Significant Ecological Area (SEA), which encompasses most of
Griffith Park, form an extensive, relatively undisturbed island of natural vegetation in an urbanized,
metropolitan area. However, a mix of uses surround Griffith Park, including residential
neighborhoods, open space, heavy manufacturing areas, and freeways (City of Los Angeles 2017a).
Low-density residential areas border Griffith Park to the south and west, with the Forest Lawn
Memorial Park – Hollywood Hill located along the Park’s western boundary. Within the City
boundaries, areas east of Griffith Park include the I-5 freeway corridor, heavy manufacturing land
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uses, low-density residential, and neighborhood
commercial. Land uses east of the Park that fall
within the City of Glendale’s boundaries are
primarily industrial and commercial mixed uses,
such as construction and demolition recycling
and stage lighting equipment supply (City of
Glendale 2018). North of the Park, land uses in
Glendale include industrial, commercial service,
and medium- to low-density residential. Land
uses bordering Griffith Park within the City of
Burbank are primarily single family residential
and open space (City of Burbank 2012).

Visitors are attracted to Griffith Park for its
natural resources as well as the recreational
amenities it provides, such as the Greek Theatre,
Griffith Observatory, Hollywood Sign, and the
Zoo. Photo: Los Angeles Times

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. Local access to the Zoo
entrance within Griffith Park is provided by Zoo Drive from the north and west and via Crystal
Springs Drive from the south. Transit to the Zoo is currently provided by a single Metro Bus Line 96,
with termini in Burbank and Downtown Los Angeles. The closest bus stop is located at
approximately 450 feet south of the Zoo entrance at Crystal Springs Drive and Zoo Drive in the
southern parking lot of the Zoo. An additional stop includes the Autry Museum of the American West
approximately 500 feet west of the Zoo entrance (L.A. Metro 2018).
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Project Objectives
The objectives of the proposed Project include the following:
1. Animal Welfare and Care. Achieve the highest level of animal welfare for Zoo inhabitants through
development of state-of-the art animal care facilities that meet or exceed Association of Zoos and
Aquariums (AZA) and U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) standards, including Zoo service centers
and veterinary facilities to fulfill animal needs for nutrition, behavior, and medical care.
2. Increased Zoo Exhibit Space. Increase Zoo exhibit space by transforming underutilized and
underdeveloped areas of the Zoo and maximize the animal habitat area within each exhibit.
3. Conservation. Advance conservation efforts by developing facilities that support endangered species
propagation and preservation.
4. Learning and Community Engagement. Ensure life-long access to nature and wildlife through
accessible and immersive facilities and habitats, while providing diverse opportunities for
experiential learning, development of strong environmental identities, and connections to the Zoo's
conservation efforts.
5. Environmental Sustainability. Incorporate sustainable design practices into Zoo facilities to ensure
resource conservation consistent with City’s Sustainable City pLAn and One Water LA 2040 Plan.
6. Accessibility. Design the Zoo to serve the needs of a diverse population of all ages and abilities
through incorporation of Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)-compliant pathways and exhibit
features and facilities for families and those with special needs, along with a cohesive approach to
wayfinding.
7. Immersive Visitor Experience. Design Zoo exhibits to provide immersive, nature-based visitor
experiences that allow Zoo visitors to engage with nature and animals.
8. Operational Excellence. Provide facilities and resources that allow Zoo staff to safely and efficiently
support Zoo operations, including ensuring the Zoo is clean, well-maintained, supportive of the
organizational culture, and provides high quality customer service.
9. Visitor Serving Amenities. Provide a variety of visitor-serving amenities including food and retail
establishments, special event centers that will attract visitors and support a range of special events
within the Zoo, and a range of resting/gathering places.
10. Looping Circulation System. Develop an efficient and accessible internal loop circulation system that
maximizes access to Zoo exhibits for both visitors and employees and provides dedicated pathways
for pedestrians, trams, and service vehicles.
11. Multi-modal Access. Improve multi-modal accessibility and regional transportation to the Zoo,
including the provision of alternative transportation options to reduce congestion and improve the
circulation of vehicle traffic.
12. Visual Appearance. Improve the visual characteristics of the Zoo through architectural design,
landscaping, lighting, pedestrian-oriented improvements, and iconic built and natural features.
13. Capital Improvements. Identify and provide for implementation of capital improvements and
investments that are needed to ensure that future demands on the Zoo’s infrastructure will be
successfully accommodated.
14. World Class Destination. Enhance zoo facilities, operations, and outreach to increase Zoo visitation
and generate revenue to support operation of the Zoo, capital improvements, and conservation
programs.
Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
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Project Background and Community Engagement
While the Zoo began operation at its current location on November 28, 1966, the Zoo’s ﬁrst Master
Plan, entitled Los Angeles Zoo 2002: A Master Plan, was completed in 1992. The Master Plan
document planned for capital improvements at the Zoo, with the investment of more than $172
million of new construction projects and infrastructure improvements. The capital investment was
made possible with funding provided through voter indebtedness (i.e., Propositions A-1, A-2, K, and
CC), City monies, and funds raised by the private, non-profit Greater Los Angeles Zoo Association
(GLAZA). The Master Plan has been subject to periodic updates subsequently, including the 1998
and 2002 updates.
To guide future development at the Zoo, with
improvements to animal welfare and the visitor
experience, the Zoo determined that a new Vision
Plan was required. The Zoo retained Torre Design
Consortium and a team of subconsultants to help
develop the proposed Vision Plan. A key early step in
the planning process was to consult Zoo
stakeholders and the public. The team performed
ongoing outreach throughout the 17-month process
of formulating the Vision Plan (August 2016 to
December 2017), including two public meetings and
The Zoo conducted three public meetings to
one public open house in December 2016, February
gather input and ideas from the public in
2017, and December 2017, respectively, to receive
preparation of the Vision Plan.
input from citizens. These three public outreach
meetings resulted in a total of 254 attendees. All suggestions were evaluated throughout the
workshop process and formed the basis of the Vision Plan and its elements. In addition to the public
meetings, an interactive website (microsite) included an opportunity to complete an online survey,
allowing those who could not attend the public meetings to give input and ideas. The microsite,
which launched in December 2016, had over 3,400 views with 194 online surveys completed. Public
outreach also included coordination with other City agencies to integrate the Zoo’s Vision Plan
concepts with other projects, including Mayor Garcetti’s Sustainable City pLAn, Resilient Los Angeles
Plan, and One Water LA 2040 Plan.
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Proposed Project Elements
Project Overview
The proposed Project involves long-term implementation of the proposed Vision Plan, which would
fundamentally guide Zoo development and operations over the next 20 years. The Vision Plan would
result in comprehensive redesign and redevelopment of the Zoo’s existing 133-acre site to replace
outdated buildings and infrastructure and upgrade animal care and guest amenities. Improvements
would include new and revitalized immersive exhibit space, new support visitor-serving buildings,
expanded and modernized administrative and services facilities and circulation improvements, for
access roads, pedestrian walkways and paths, an enhanced entry way and plaza, and new parking
facilities.
Vision Plan implementation and improved exhibits, visitor experience and new visitor serving
facilities (e.g., event rental spaces), is projected to substantially increase visitation by approximately
1.2 million visitors annually over the 20-year planning horizon. This projected growth in visitation
and expansion of facilities within the Zoo property would have commensurate increases in
employment, including Zoo staff and vendors. The Vision Plan would additionally guide development
and expansion of Zoo service, circulation, and animal care facilities in eight key areas:
1. Internal Circulation - Dedicated paths for pedestrians and the ground tram, a new aerial tram
and funicular, as well as separation of service vehicles from pedestrians
2. Visitor Centers - Three new visitor centers with retail, rental event space and dining facilities
3. Vehicle Entry & Parking - Roadway relocation, surface parking improvements and parking
garage
4. Animal Welfare - Increase space dedicated solely to the animals by 37.2 acres, for a total of
58.7 acres
5. Animal Health and Service Center – Centralize animal care operations and animal health
facilities in one consolidated area
6. Internal Service Center & Circulation - Centralized service and vehicle access area
7. Solar –Solar photovoltaic system on roof surfaces of at least 250 square feet (sf)
8. Stormwater Management - Five new subterranean cisterns capture 80 percent of runoff for
treatment, reuse onsite or release of treated water to LA River
Development of a portion of the Zoo’s underutilized land would permit an increase in space available
for animal care and welfare by nearly 273 percent, from 21.5 acres to 58.7 acres, with improved
animal mobility and health, as well as visitor experience. The Vision Plan proposes approximately
1.6 million sf of additional exhibit/animal welfare space, along with up to 70,000 sf of new visitor
amenities, including up to 10,600 sf of new food service and retail facilities, and 60,000 sf of new
visitor center event or meeting space. Visitor experience and mobility would be further improved
though creation of a complete circular loop trail system, a funicular, and aerial tramway to provide
easy access to key exhibits and amenities. The Zoo entry would undergo major improvements to
increase accessibility, provide shade and rest stops, additional guest services and a more direct route
to key exhibits. All improvements over the life of the Vision Plan would be subject to a set of guiding
principles, as described below.
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Vision Plan Guiding Principles
The Vision Plan provides a set of guiding principles for enhancing the character, environmental
sustainability, and operations of the Zoo. The guiding principles strongly influence the proposed
development concept and implementation of the proposed Project, including the site layout, internal
circulation system, visitor services, Zoo exhibit space, proposed facilities, and infrastructure, as
described herein. The guiding principles described below would apply to all individual planning area
projects and guide development of the Zoo over the next 20 years. In addition to the principles, the
Zoo is required to adhere to several requirements of AZA accreditation standards, and other
standards, such as USDA standards, and City habitat and tree protection requirements. AZA
accreditation requires the Zoo to examine, meet, or exceed the standards for animal habitat design,
maintenance, and health care, as well as continuously demonstrating excellence in all areas of
operations and regularly adapting to new and evolving standards. U.S. agencies such as the USDA
consider AZA standards as the “national” standard, and they refer to AZA standards when evaluating
institutions.

Animal Care
•
•

•

•

•
•

Natural settings would be maintained for each
animal habitat.
Area dedicated to animal habitat would be
maximized. Area dedicated solely to animals and
their welfare would increase by nearly 273
percent, from 21.5 acres to 58.7 acres.
Animal habitats designed for multiple species or
yards that multiple species would rotate through
individually at different times of the day or the
The Vision Plan would result in a
year.
substantial increase of spaces dedicated
New habitats would be designed to meet or
to animal care and welfare.
exceed AZA and USDA 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.

Conservation
•
•
•

Facilities would be constructed to support the needs of Zoo’s breeding programs to advance
the Zoo’s work with endangered species propagation and preservation.
“Behind the scenes” guest experiences with conservation programs would expand in
support of conservation education.
Partnerships, including local projects such as the Condor Conservation Program with the
United States Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the Mountain yellow-legged frog program
with the United States Geological Survey (USGS), as well as international projects such as the
Peninsular Pronghorn Recovery Project in partnership with a consortium of AZA zoos and
the Mexican government and The Gorilla Rehabilitation and Conservation Education Center
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(GRACE), a non-governmental organization (NGO) in the Democratic Republic of Congo,
would expand to support global conservation efforts with local Zoo resources.

Visitor Experience
•

•
•
•
•
•

Visitor centers would be distributed through the Zoo’s exhibits to ensure that visitors can
readily access Zoo amenities, including seating, picnic locations, or sit-down restaurants.
Visitor centers would be located no more than 2,000 linear feet apart, or about a 30-minute
walk.
Immersive exhibits with natural settings and mixed-species habitats would create enriched
environments to engage the public.
Interpretive exhibits would provide hands-on learning opportunities and group activity
spaces to provide a living classroom and inspiring place for informal and formal learning.
Conveniently located restrooms and shady seating or rest spots throughout the Zoo would
create a welcoming, comfortable experience for all guests.
Internal circulation improvements would separate service traffic from visitor areas for more
efficient and safer flow.
Walking paths providing primary access from the Zoo entrance and key exhibits would be
graded at no more than five percent slope to improve accessibility for ADA guests, seniors,
and families with strollers.

World Class Destination
•

•
•
•

Iconic design features, such as a revitalized Treetops Visitor Center, entry way
improvements, and the new California Visitor Center, would dramatically improve the Zoo’s
appeal and utility as a destination.
Upgraded support facilities, such as parking, circulation, utilities and infrastructure, would
support increased annual visitation to the Zoo.
Expanded special event and conference space would support a wide range of events to
promote and expand public use and enjoyment of the Zoo.
Development of new state of the art exhibits and implementation of a wide range of
programs would increase Zoo visitation and provide sustainable funding to support Zoo
operations and programs.

Environmental Sustainability
●

●

●

●

Throughout all phases of the proposed Project, new structures would meet the Leadership
in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Silver Standard of design or better, including
all visitor centers, to ensure energy- and resource-efficient structures.
By consolidating service and functional areas of the Zoo to one location, the Zoo would have
the space to include enlarged service and food storage areas for more efficient bulk
purchasing.
Photovoltaic solar panels would be considered for all roof-top areas greater than 250 sf to
meet 45 percent of the Zoo’s energy demand (3.5 million kilowatts per hour [KWHr] per
year).
Stormwater capture cisterns would be installed to capture and reuse 80 percent of the Zoo’s
stormwater, which would reduce pumping and treatment of stormwater offsite at the Los
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Angeles-Glendale Water Reclamation Plant.
The Zoo administration and facilities buildings would have electric vehicle charging stations.
Native trees and habitats would be protected where possible. Degraded or removed habitats
would be restored and/or replaced to the extent feasible.
Protection of key desirable specimens and new tree plantings to replace removed trees
would maintain or expand the Zoo’s tree canopy.

Operational Excellence
•

•

•

•
•

Service facilities would be consolidated to
one location for maximum efficiency (e.g.,
consolidated food storage that allows for
bulk purchasing).
A central delivery location would
accommodate larger trucks and increase
efficiency of operations.
Separate service roads from visitor
circulation paths would provide more
efficient flow, improved visitor experience,
and enhanced safety.
Administration buildings near the Zoo
entry would improve customer service.
Aging and outdated facilities and
infrastructure would be upgraded
throughout the Zoo to improve operational
efficiency.

The Vision Plan provides conceptual
redevelopment for most of the existing exhibits,
guest services, and administrative/support uses
throughout the Zoo to create a rich, immersive
experience for guests and high-quality habitats
for resident animals.

Proposed Planning Areas and Projects
Consistent with the proposed guiding principles, the Vision Plan would guide future Zoo operations
and redevelopment of Zoo buildings and infrastructure within 10 themed boundaries, (planning
areas), each with a common natural habitat setting and program (Table 1; Figures 2 and 3). The
Vision Plan specifies near-term (5-10 years) and long-term (10-20 years) projects to implement
redevelopment of the Zoo. Near-term planning area improvements (i.e., 5 to 10 years) include the
Zoo Entry, California, and Africa, Treetops Visitor Center restoration and roadway/entry
improvements. Longer term improvements (i.e., 10 to 20 years) are described programmatically and
would be refined into detailed projects at the time of implementation, including Water, Islands, Asia,
Rainforest, Nature Play Park, World Aviary, and Bird Show/Animal Programs along with construction
of a 2,000-space parking garage (Table 2). The City would undertake improvements to each planning
area step by step through eight implementation phases within 10 planning areas within the Zoo
(Table 1; Figure 3).
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Table 1: Vision Plan Planning Areas and Summary of Key Improvements
Timing

Planning
Area

Size
(acres)

Description of Key Improvements
•

Zoo Entry

7

•
•
•

Near-Term

California

14
•
•

(5 – 10 years)
Africa

15
•

Asia
(Treetops
Only)

-

Asia

8

Water

2

Islands

2

Rainforest

4

Long-Term
(10 – 20
years)

Nature
Play Park

•
•

Improved animal facilities for several Asian continental
species
Renovated ramps and paths for accessibility

•
•

Unique structure for high-tech guest experience
A free play space for visitors of all ages

•

Improved facilities for species from across the islands of
Australia, Oceania, and Southeast Asia

•

An interpretive center and outdoor classroom area with new
housing for rare and endangered species
Hands-on conservation education, including interactions with
ambassador animals and immersive habitats

•

2
•

•
•
•

Bird Show
and
Animal
Programs

Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
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A thatched-roof Africa Visitor Center providing open vistas
across multiple ecoregions populated with mixed-species
groupings
Interior classrooms, event spaces, and a veranda overlooking
the savanna habitat
The restored spires of the refurbished Treetops Visitor Center
Expanded visitor-serving uses, including restaurant

•

2

Enhanced and enlarged animal habitats, with a new California
Visitor Center and relocated California Condor Rescue Zone
Construct Condor Canyon and install funicular

•
•

•
World
Aviary

Streamlined parking, ticketing, membership services, and
wheelchair and stroller rentals to improve accessibility
Approximately 80-foot-wide entry pathway with stops for
aerial and ground trams
Install aerial tram

•
•

Access to natural areas and naturalistic play structures,
featuring slides, balancing activities, and climbing structures
A new restaurant with terraces overlooking the play area
Integrated water features and lush plantings with dozens of
bird species from around the globe
Renovated ramps and paths for accessibility
Expanded and improved breeding facilities
Enhanced facility featuring encounters with ambassador
animals
Improved shade over the amphitheater and updated behindthe-scenes facilities
Nearby dedicated service yards separate Zoo operational
support services from visitor areas
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Proposed Circulation and Transportation Improvements
Roadway Improvements
The Vision Plan proposes both on and offsite roadway improvements to address internal parking lot
circulation deficiencies and offsite vicinity congestion. Proposed offsite improvements at the
intersection of Zoo Drive and Western Heritage Way remain under consideration and may employ
grade changes, stoplights, and other circulation improvements to address peak backups and
congestion on both I-5 and SR-134. To address internal parking area circulation problems, Western
Heritage Way/Crystal Springs Drive would be realigned to the southern perimeter of the parking
lots to create a unified guest parking lot and reduce pedestrian street crossings. This road
realignment would also allow the Zoo’s southbound bus stop to be moved to Western Heritage Way
between the Zoo and Autry Museum of the American West.

Internal Circulation Network
Pathways
Pedestrian circulation improvements would reconfigure the existing pattern of pathways, including
a circular walking path that would provide a complete and intuitive circulation loop for visitors to
enjoy the Zoo’s exhibits. In addition, secondary exhibit paths would provide access to individual Zoo
exhibits throughout the park. In total, the Vision Plan would include a combined length of 24,700
linear feet (4.68 miles) of new and redesigned pathways.
Ground Tram Route
An expanded 7,000-foot-long ground tram circulation loop would provide access to all key exhibits
and visitor centers and share only 40 percent (2,800 feet) of its path with pedestrians, primarily near
Zoo exhibits toward the entry complex. The remaining 60 percent (4,200 feet) of the tram’s route
would be separated from pedestrians and shared with service roads. Within the entry plaza, the first
tram station would be located at the foothill of the California Visitor Center. From this tram stop, the
ground tram would travel north towards Condor Canyon before connecting to the Nature Play Park,
south through Africa, and back east through the Islands exhibit.
Aerial Tram and Funicular
The Vision Plan would include a 1,600-foot-long aerial tram route to efficiently transport visitors
uphill to the Africa planning area. The proposed aerial tram would transport visitors from Zoo Entry
orientation plaza at the base of California to the Africa Visitors Center. Visitors would overlook World
Aviary and Asia during the journey. This service would be accessible for all Zoo guests, including ADA
guests and families with strollers. In addition, a funicular would take guests from the entry
orientation plaza up the hill to the proposed California Visitor Center, a 70-foot elevation change.
Both transportation options would improve mobility within the Zoo and provide interesting
experiences for visitors.

Parking Improvements
As previously described, the Vision Plan proposes to create a unified parking area to serve the Zoo
through relocation of Crystal Springs Drive to the eastern perimeter of the existing parking lots. This
road reconfiguration, along with removal of existing uses and restriping of parking spaces, would
result in approximately 300 additional guest surface parking spaces east of the North Hollywood
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High School Zoo Magnet Center, 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 north parking lot to a multistory above-ground parking garage, dependent upon demand, along with installation of a small park
to provide picnic facilities adjacent to the parking lot.
The Vision Plan also proposes dedicated staff parking lots located at the Animal Care facility at the
west end of the Zoo (92 spaces) and the Service Center building along the south perimeter (56
spaces) with a total of 148 employee parking spaces.
Table 2: Proposed Parking Improvements
Phase

Parking Area

Estimated Additional Parking Spaces

1

Expanded Southern Parking Lot

300

3

Service Center

56

4

Animal Health, Animal Care & Service

92

8

North Lot Parking Garage

2,000

Total Additional Parking Spaces

2,448

Existing Zoo Parking Spaces

2,345

Total Parking Spaces (by 2040)

4,793

Proposed Utilities
Staged utility and infrastructure improvements would be implemented over the 20-year proposed
Project horizon to replace and upgrade aging systems to serve anticipated growth in visitation
through approximately 2040, substantially improving water and energy conservation to reduce
maintenance costs and resource demands.
Potable water would continue to be supplied from existing City infrastructure, which would be
connected to new water mains and pipelines installed throughout the Zoo campus during each phase
of Vision Plan implementation. City-sourced recycled water is available throughout Griffith Park and
there is potential for development of a recycled water system for use within restrooms,
exhibit/treatment systems (i.e., ponds, aesthetics, etc.), for washdown of animal holding areas, and
power-washing walkways. With proposed conservation measures, recycling of tank water and
capture and reuse of storm runoff, future operations at the Zoo would have the potential for reuse
of approximately 197.6 acre-feet per year, which would substantially reduce the Zoo’s potable water
demand.
Implementation of the Vision Plan would require installation of new wastewater infrastructure to
upgrade aging utilities onsite and accommodate growth in visitation and exhibit space. Wastewater
generated within the Project site would be conveyed to an existing City sewer main along Western
Heritage Way. Site topography would allow for gravity flow of wastewater. Wastewater would
continue to be treated at the Los Angeles-Glendale Water Reclamation Plant for use of treated water
in recharging of the underlying groundwater basin.
The Vision Plan proposes use of LEED Silver construction techniques to reduce power demand, as
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well integration of approximately 5.3 acres of solar panels on the Zoo entry buildings, proposed
parking structure, and many other buildings and structures on the campus. The solar energy system
would produce approximately 3.5 million KWHr per year, which would equal 45 percent of the Zoo’s
total energy use in 2016. Additional improvements across all proposed Project phases include the
installation of electronic communications lines to automatically control exhibit utilities and
environmental conditions.
The Vision Plan also proposes a comprehensive stormwater management system, using five
subsurface cisterns (i.e., reservoirs) within different Zoo drainage areas to store capture runoff.
These cisterns would range in flow capacity from 2.89 million gallons per year (mg/yr) to 18.27
mg/yr. Stormwater collection lines would branch from each underground cistern to collect
stormwater from drains throughout each watershed within the Zoo. These large subsurface cisterns
would allow large volumes of stormwater runoff to be retained onsite and be infiltrated into the
ground, treated, and pumped for reuse within the Zoo for landscaping, grounds wash-down, and
plumbing (i.e., toilets). During periods of heavy rainfall, a large water collection line connecting to
each subsurface cistern would carry overflow to the Zoo's pumping plant located behind the Autry
Museum, which is maintained by the City’s Bureau of Sanitation. This water is collected in two
settling basins before pumping to the Los Angeles-Glendale Water Reclamation Plant. The use of
these storage tanks would retain and reuse an estimated 80 percent of all rainfall on the Zoo’s site
and is projected to provide the Zoo 149 acre-feet of useable water per year.

Proposed Vegetation and Landscaping
The Vision Plan would entail major improvements to Zoo landscaping and vegetative habitats over
the 20-year proposed Project horizon. While Zoo botanical collections and gardens would be
protected and enhanced, new landscaping and vegetation appropriate to each habitat would be
installed, maintaining and expanding the Zoo’s tree canopy and urban forest to enhance animal
welfare and the visitor experience such as provision of shade in key locations. Healthy and desirable
tree species would be retained wherever possible and hundreds of new trees planted. However, in
areas where major grading and exhibit expansion would occur, such as California and Condor
Canyon, mature trees, including some native oaks, could be removed over the 20-year
implementation period. Problematic trees, such as eucalyptus species, would also be removed due
to potential hazards to visitors and wildlife associated with potential tree fall or dropping branches.
To date, only broad landscaping concepts and urban forest/ tree canopy management goals have
been established in the Vision Plan, but the Zoo is also a Botanical Garden and as such, protection
and expansion of its botanical collections, landscaping and forest canopy is central to Zoo goals.
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Responsible Agencies and Project Approvals
The following permits and approvals would likely be required to construct the proposed Project:
Table 3: Responsible Agencies and Anticipated Permits, Approvals, or Consultation
Responsible Agency

Anticipated Permits, Approvals, and Related Issues
State

Department of Toxic Substances Control

Any applicable permits

California State Historic Preservation Office

Section 106 consultation for any potential adverse
effects to historic resources

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)

Potential permit for roadway improvements, and any
additional applicable permits

Regional
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)

Any applicable permits

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transit Authority
(L.A. Metro)

Any applicable permits, coordination related to public
transit and adjacent facilities

Los Angeles County Fire Department

Consultation on any site remediation plans or
emergency access issues

South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD)

Any applicable permits
Local

City of Los Angeles Recreation and Parks Department

Responsible for operation and maintenance of portions
of Griffith Park

City of Los Angeles Planning Department

Changes to street designations, building permits, and
entitlements
Any applicable permits

Los Angeles Sanitation

Low Impact Development (LID) Compliance, system
design coordination (if applicable), system design
approval (if applicable), and maintenance of a portion
of stormwater infrastructure (if applicable)

City of Los Angeles Fire Department

Any applicable permits, coordination related to
emergency access

City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation
(LADOT)

Traffic management plans; roadway design issues
consultation

Los Angeles City Council

Project approval and certification of EIR

City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

Any applicable permits

Los Angeles Zoo Board

Advisory to the Mayor and City Council
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1. Project Title:

Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan (Vision Plan)

2. Lead Agency Name and Address:

City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works
Bureau of Engineering,
Environmental Management Group
1149 S. Broadway, Suite. 600
Los Angeles, CA 90015

3. Contact Person and Phone Number:

Amanda Amaral
Environmental Specialist III
Bureau of Engineering,
Environmental Management Group
213.485.5733, Amanda.Amaral@lacity.org

4. Project Location:

5333 Zoo Drive, Los Angeles, CA 90027

5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:

Los Angeles Zoo
5333 Zoo Drive
Los Angeles, CA 90027
Darryl Pon
Planning and Development Director
(323) 644-4223, Darryl.Pon@lacity.org

6. General Plan Land Use Designation:

Open Space

7. Zoning:

OS

8. Description of Project:
The proposed Project involves long-term implementation of the proposed Vision Plan, which
would fundamentally guide Zoo development and operations over the next 20 years. The Vision
Plan would result in comprehensive redesign and redevelopment of the Zoo’s existing 133-acre
site to replace outdated buildings and infrastructure and upgrade animal care and guest
amenities. Improvements would include new and revitalized immersive exhibit space, new
support visitor-serving buildings, expanded and modernized administrative and services facilities
and circulation improvements, for access roads, pedestrian walkways and paths, an enhanced
entry way and plaza, and new parking facilities.
Vision Plan implementation and improved exhibits, visitor experience and new visitor serving
facilities (e.g., event rental spaces), is projected to substantially increase visitation by
approximately 1.2 million visitors annually over the 20-year planning horizon. This projected
growth in visitation and expansion of facilities within the Zoo property would have commensurate
increases in employment, including Zoo staff and vendors. See Chapter 2, Project Description for
detailed description of the proposed Vision Plan.
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9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:
The Project site is in the northeast portion of Griffith Park within a fully developed, mixed-use
urban setting. Griffith Park is bordered by the cities of Burbank and Glendale to the northwest and
northeast, respectively, as well as communities within the City, including Los Feliz, Hollywood
Hills, and Cahuenga Park to the southwest. The Zoo is roughly bound by the Golden State Freeway
or I-5 to the east and the Ventura Freeway or California SR-134 to the north. The Los Angeles River
also borders the north and east boundaries of Griffith Park within approximately 0.4 miles from
the Zoo.
10. Potential Responsible and Trustee Agencies who may need to review, approve or
permit the proposed Project:
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), California Department of Toxic Substances
Control (DTSC), California Department of Fish & Wildlife (CDFW), Los Angeles Regional Water
Quality Control Board, Los Angeles County Metro, Los Angeles County Flood Control, Los Angeles
County Fire Department, Los Angeles City Council, City of Los Angeles Department of Building and
Safety, Los Angeles Department of City Planning, City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works,
and City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks.

Environmental Factors Potentially Affected
The environmental factors checked below would potentially be affected by this project (i.e., the project
would involve at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact"), as indicated by the checklist
on the following pages.

Aesthetics
Biological Resources
Geology/Soils

Agriculture and Forest
Resources
Cultural Resources
Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

Air Quality
Energy
Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

Hydrology/Water Quality

Land Use/Planning

Mineral Resources

Noise

Population/Housing

Public Services

Recreation

Transportation/Traffic

Tribal Cultural Resources

Utilities/Service Systems

Wildfire

Mandatory Findings of
Significance

Determination
On the basis of this initial evaluation:
I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
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I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because
revisions to the project have been made by or agreed to by the project
proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the
environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.
I find that the proposed project MAY have an impact on the environment that
is potentially significant" or potentially significant unless mitigated" but at
least one effect (1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document
pursuant to applicable legal standards and (2) has been addressed by
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis, as described on attached
sheets.
An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only
the effects that remain to be addressed.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed
adequately in an earlier ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided
or mitigated pursuant to that earlier ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that
are imposed upon the project, nothing further is required.

__________________________________________________________
Maria Martin, Environmental Affairs Officer

_

January 24, 2019________
Date

Evaluation of Environmental Impacts
1. A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are
adequately supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses
following each question. A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the referenced
information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one
involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should
be explained if it is based on project‐specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the
project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project‐specific
screening analysis).
2. All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including offsite as well as
onsite, cumulative as well as project‐level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well
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as operational impacts.
3. Once the Lead Agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, the
checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than
significant with mitigation, or less than significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is
appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one
or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an EIR is
required.
4. “Negative Declaration: Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” applies when the
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from a “Potentially Significant
Impact” to a “Less‐than‐Significant Impact”. The Lead Agency must describe the mitigation
measures and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less‐than‐significant level.
5. Earlier analyses may be used if, pursuant to tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an
effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration [Section
15063(c)(3)(D)]. In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:
a.

Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where earlier analyses are available for
review.

b. Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were
within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to
applicable legal standards and state whether such effects were addressed by
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.
c.

Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation
Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures that were incorporated or refined
from the earlier document and the extent to which they address site‐specific
conditions for the project.

6. Lead Agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information
sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a
previously prepared or outside document should, when appropriate, include a reference to
the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.
7. Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used,
or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.
8. This is only a suggested form, and Lead Agencies are free to use different formats; however,
Lead Agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant
to a project’s environmental effects in whatever format is selected.
9. The explanation of each issue should identify:
a.

the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and

b. the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to a less‐than‐
significant level.
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1. Aesthetics
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:
a.

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

b.

Substantially damage scenic resources, including,
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings along a scenic highway?

c.

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

d.

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

a) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?
Potentially Significant Impact. A scenic vista is a viewpoint that provides expansive views of a
highly valued landscape for the benefit of the public. The Zoo is located within Griffith Park, a highly
scenic wilderness area at the base of the eastern foothills of the Santa Monica Mountains, where
hillside views can be of interest to visitors and residents. Griffith Park provides a large “island” of
open space encompassed by the developed areas of the City of Burbank to the north, the City of
Glendale to the north and east, and the City of Los Angeles to the west, south, and east. Griffith Park
has several scenic vistas near the Zoo, primarily from ridgeline trails at higher elevations, including
Griffith Park Drive, Skyline Trail, the Condor Trail, and the Mineral Wells Trail. The Zoo occupies a
hilly site, with 150 feet of vertical rise. The Zoo is densely vegetated with a both native and
ornamental vegetation. The proposed Project proposes potential substantial changes to existing
views from scenic vistas in Griffith Park, including public trails and roads, through excavation,
vegetation thinning, and new landscaping. During construction of the proposed Project, vehicles,
equipment, and materials in the staging areas may temporarily block views of land within Griffith
Park. These impacts would be intermittent, depending on the location of construction activities
throughout the Project site. Further, over time, vegetation would reestablish within key views.
However, given the visual sensitivity of scenic vistas within Griffith Park and surrounding areas,
impacts are potentially significant and will be discussed further in the EIR.
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b) Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees,
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?
Less than Significant Impact. The Transportation Element of the City’s General Plan designates
scenic highways in Los Angeles as part of an effort to preserve and protect scenic highway corridors
from change that would diminish the aesthetic value of lands adjacent to highways (City of Los
Angeles Department of City Planning 1998). No officially recognized scenic highway exists in the
Project vicinity; although, the Zoo is at least partially visible from several vantage points along
smaller local roads and trails that are used by the public for recreation, including Griffith Park Drive,
Skyline Trail, the Condor Trail, and the Mineral Wells Trail. Although a majority of the Project site is
previously developed, exposed bedrock and lush native vegetation exist within undeveloped areas
of the proposed Project site (e.g., hillsides within the Africa and California planning areas). The
proposed Project would involve substantial excavation and grading of these undeveloped areas. For
example, the creation of the Condor Canyon as proposed by the Vision Plan would cut an
approximate 60-foot-wide canyon through an existing hillside, substantially changing the existing
terrain within this area. The proposed Project would also involve substantial vegetation clearing,
which would potentially remove or relocate trees protected by the City. Additionally, the proposed
Project may impact historic buildings from the original 1966 design of the Zoo. However, these
affected resources would not be located within a designated scenic highway. Therefore, the
proposed Project is not expected to substantially damage scenic resources within a state or citydesignated scenic highway. However, given the visual sensitivity of scenic resources within Griffith
Park and surrounding areas, impacts will be discussed further in the EIR.
c) Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and
its surroundings?
Less than Significant Impact. The existing visual character of the Project vicinity consists of
recreational and open spaces uses within Griffith Park. Griffith Park is a wilderness area providing
natural habitat area and limited developed areas, including the Zoo and public trails such as Griffith
Park Drive, Skyline Trail, the Condor Trail, and the Mineral Wells Trail. Surrounding areas also
include recreational uses, such as Wilson and Harding Public Golf Courses. The Zoo is characterized
by dense, mature vegetation, including both ornamental gardens and native habitat, within
meandering pathways and animal exhibits and enclosures. The proposed Project would include
exhibit expansion and enlarged habitats for captive wildlife, as well as transformation of the existing
landscape to include native vegetation. Implementation of the Vision Plan would result in changes
to the existing visual character of the site, including the removal or modification of existing features,
which may include historic structures constructed in the original 1966 design of the Zoo, and shortto mid-term changes to mature vegetation onsite. However, it is expected that the Vision Plan would
have several beneficial outcomes for the visual quality and character of the Zoo, including improved
vegetation, modernized buildings, and improved wayfinding.
During proposed Project construction, the existing visual character of the site may be adversely
affected from temporary loss of vegetation and construction activities. Vehicles, equipment, and
materials may be staged within and adjacent to the Project site and may temporarily degrade visual
character and quality of the site. Phased implementation of the Vision Plan would also require
removal of existing vegetation, including mature trees, within in the Zoo. However, construction
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activities would be intermittent and located in different areas throughout the Project site during the
20-year construction horizon. Further, construction impacts would not be substantial because the
visual character and quality would be restored and improved following construction of the
individual planning areas. While the proposed Project includes comprehensive changes to the
existing Zoo site, these changes would not substantially the existing character of the site and may
improve the visual characteristics of the Project site over time. Therefore, this impact would be less
than significant, but will be discussed further in the EIR.
d) Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect
day or nighttime views in the area?
Potentially Significant Impact. The Project site is in Griffith Park, an open space area surrounded
by urban development and commercial properties that produce nighttime light and glare. New
sources of light that may result from implementation of Vision Plan include a new Zoo entryway,
which would consist of animated light-emitting diode (LED) panels and an illuminated entry plaza.
Additionally, proposed Project operation would see a substantial increase in the occurrence of
nighttime public and private special events (e.g., birthday parties, weddings, fundraisers, corporate
parties, etc.) associated with the three new visitor centers and additional visitor-serving uses.
Nighttime events would produce additional nighttime light and glare within the Project site and
vicinity, as well as on the roads that serve the Project site, due to the increases in nighttime vehicular
traffic to the site. While the Zoo is not highly visible from surrounding roadways, the increase in
lighting and glare may be visible at night.
Some construction activities may require nighttime lighting. During construction, vehicles,
equipment, and materials may be staged within and adjacent to the Project site and may temporarily
result in additional glare. Construction impacts would be intermittent and located in different areas
throughout the Project site during the 20-year construction horizon. Because the proposed Project
is expected to generate additional sources of light and glare that may affect nighttime views in the
area, impacts related to light or glare would be potentially significant, and this topic will be discussed
further in the EIR.
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2. Agriculture and Forest Resources
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

In determining whether impacts on agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies
may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the
California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and
farmland. In determining whether impacts on forest resources, including the urban forest, are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the City of Los Angeles Department
of Recreation and Parks, Urban Forestry Division regarding the City’s inventory of urban forest resources,
including the Urban Forest Program and the Recreation and Parks Tree Preservation Policy, and forest carbon
measurement methodology provided in the Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board.
Would the project:
a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non‐ agricultural
use?
b.

Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or
conflict with a Williamson Act contract?

c.

Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning
of forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code
Section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by
Public Resources Code Section 4526), or
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as
defined by Government Code Section 51104(g))?

d.

Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of
forest land to non‐forest use?

e.

Involve other changes in the existing environment
that, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland to non‐agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non‐forest use?

f.

Will the project result in the loss or alteration to
the Los Angeles urban forest or conflict with City
urban forestry policies?

a) Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non‐agricultural use?
No Impact. The Project site is located within Griffith Park, a large municipal park characterized by
developed recreational facilities, undeveloped hillside, and urban wilderness lands surrounded by
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industrial, medium-to-low-density residential, and mixed commercial properties. There are no
existing agricultural uses within or in the vicinity of the Project site (California Department of
Conservation 2016). The site supports non-prime soils and steep hillsides identified by the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program as urban land orthents on terraced 0-to-15 percent slopes, sandy
loam soils of 20-to-65 percent slopes, and sandy to gravelly loam soils of 30-to-85 percent slopes,
and the site has not been in any type of agricultural production for over 50 years (USDA 2018). Most
proposed development would involve enhancement of existing developed facilities, with new
development concentrated over non-prime soils located on steep hillsides. Therefore,
implementation of the proposed Project would result in no impacts to Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance.
b) Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract?
No Impact. The Project site is designated for open space uses in the Hollywood Community Plan and
zoned open space (OS) by the Los Angeles Municipal Code. The Zoo is bordered to the north by
undeveloped, open space land within Griffith Park, to the west by the Autry Museum of the American
West, to the south by Wilson and Harding Golf Courses, and to the east by Mineral Wells Picnic Area,
as well as Condor and Mineral Wells hiking trails. There are several roadways within and
surrounding the Project site, including the I-5 freeway corridor to the east of the Project site. The
Project site and vicinity are not zoned for agricultural use, and the site is not under the Williamson
Act Contract. There are no lands adjacent to the Project site or nearby that are zoned for agricultural
use or under agricultural protection. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with existing zoning
for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract, and there would be no impacts.
c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources
Code section 12220(g)) or timberland (as defined in Public Resources Code Section 4526) or
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section 51104[g])?
Less than Significant Impact. The Project site and vicinity are not zoned as forest land or
timberland and the proposed Project would be consistent with existing zoning. However, the
proposed Project includes expansion and construction of facilities in undeveloped portions of the
Zoo, which may require the removal or relocation of mature trees protected by the City of Los
Angeles Protected Tree Relocation and Replacement Ordinance (No. 177404 of the Municipal Code)
and the City’s Department of Recreation and Parks Urban Forest Program (City of Los Angeles
2017b; City of Los Angeles Recreation and Parks Department 2004). Although there would be less
than significant impacts on existing zoning of forest land or timberland, due to the applicable City
tree protection and urban forestry policies, urban forestry resources will be discussed further in the
EIR.
d) Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non‐forest use?
Potentially Significant Impact. As previously described in Response 2(c), there are no forest land
or forestry or timberland resources in the Project vicinity and no zoning of forest land; however,
implementation of the proposed Project would require the removal of potentially hundreds of
mature trees that constitute an urban forest resource under the City of Los Angeles Protected Tree
Relocation and Replacement Ordinance (No. 177404 of the Municipal Code) and the City’s
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Department of Recreation and Parks Urban Forest Program (City of Los Angeles 2017b; City of Los
Angeles Recreation and Parks Department 2004). Urban forest resources are identified by the City
of Los Angeles Urban Forest Program, which establishes procedures and standards “to provide an
attractive, safe, and beneficial urban forest through high quality tree management and maintenance
practices that respect the ecosystem” (City of Los Angeles Recreation and Parks Department 2004).
Land clearing and grading associated with proposed Project construction would remove existing
trees to construct new pathways, service areas, visitor-serving facilities, animal care facilities, and
exhibits. Development of approximately 31 acres of currently undeveloped land, particularly in the
California and Africa planning areas, would result in removal of existing native trees (e.g., oak trees).
For example, during construction of the proposed California planning area, hundreds of existing
trees on the undeveloped hillside would be cleared and replaced with new native landscaping,
including a vineyard, chaparral, and oaks and other native tree species. Redevelopment of existing
exhibits would also require substantial tree removal, including hundreds of aging eucalyptus trees.
However, tree removal would be accompanied by major new landscaping, including the planting of
hundreds of new trees and native vegetation. Therefore, onsite urban forest resources would be
subject to alteration under the proposed Project. Potential impacts to urban forestry may be
significant, and urban forestry resources will be discussed further in the EIR.
e) Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment, which, due to their
location or nature, could result in conversion of farmland, to non‐agricultural use or conversion
of forest land to non‐forest use?
No Impact. As previously described, the Project site is developed with an existing Zoo and is
designated as open space within Griffith Park, which is bordered by developed areas with industrial,
medium-to-low residential, and commercial land uses. There are no agricultural uses within the
Project site and surrounding vicinity. There is also no forest land within the Project site. Urban
forestry resources are addressed in 2(c) and 2(d) above. Therefore, there would be no impacts that
would result in the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to
non‐forest use.
f) Would the project result in the loss or alteration to the Los Angeles urban forest or conflict with
City urban forestry policies?
Potentially Significant Impact. As previously described in Response 2(c) and 2(d), implementation
of the proposed Project would require the removal of potentially hundreds of mature trees that
constitute an urban forest resource under the City of Los Angeles Protected Tree Relocation and
Replacement Ordinance (No. 177404 of the Municipal Code) and the City’s Department of Recreation
and Parks Urban Forest Program (City of Los Angeles 2017b; City of Los Angeles Recreation and
Parks Department 2004). Urban forest resources are identified by the City of Los Angeles Urban
Forest Program, which establishes procedures and standards “to provide an attractive, safe, and
beneficial urban forest through high quality tree management and maintenance practices that
respect the ecosystem” (City of Los Angeles Recreation and Parks Department 2004). Land clearing
and grading associated with proposed Project construction would remove existing trees to construct
new pathways, service areas, visitor-serving facilities, animal care facilities, and exhibits, as well as
new landscaping and tree species. Therefore, potential impacts to urban forestry may be significant,
and urban forestry resources will be discussed further in the EIR.
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3. Air Quality
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

When available, the significance criteria established by
the applicable air quality management or air pollution
control district may be relied upon to make the following
determinations. Would the project:
a.

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?

b.

Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?

c.

Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase
of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is a nonattainment area for an applicable
federal or state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions that exceed
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

d.

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

e.

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people?

a) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?
Potentially Significant Impact. The Federal Clean Air Act (FCAA) requires the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) to establish National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for
criteria pollutants, which are ozone (O3), particulate matter (PM10), fine particulate matter (PM2.5),
carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead. Under the California
Clean Air Act (CCAA), the California Air Resources Board (CARB) requires that each local air district
prepare and maintain an air quality management plan to achieve compliance with California
Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS). These standards are generally more stringent and apply to
more pollutants than the NAAQS.
The Project site is located within the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), under the jurisdiction of the South
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). Under the NAAQS, the SCAB has been designated
as a nonattainment area for O3 (extreme nonattainment), PM2.5 (serious nonattainment), and lead
(partial nonattainment) (SCAQMD 2016). Under the CAAQS, the SCAQMD has been designated as a
nonattainment area for O3 (extreme nonattainment), PM10, and PM2.5 (SCAQMD 2016). The SCAQMD
has developed an Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) to achieve compliance with NAAQS and
CAAQS air quality standards.
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Existing air pollutant sources near the Project site include vehicle emissions on surrounding
roadways, including I-5 and SR-134 located east and north of the Project site, respectively, and
stationary and mobile industrial uses to the east of the Project site. Proposed Project operation,
including implementation of the proposed visitor-serving uses, events, and programs, is anticipated
to result in a projected 1.2 million increase in annual Zoo visitor attendance. Consequently, the
proposed Project would generate additional vehicular traffic to the Project site and surrounding
recreational uses within Griffith Park. The substantial increase in vehicular traffic would result in
additional pollutant sources in the regional and local vicinity of the Project site. Increased emissions
may conflict with the AQMP, including measures protecting public health from air emission-related
effects, and would result in potentially significant impacts.
During proposed Project construction, the principal sources of pollutant emissions would be fugitive
dust and engine exhaust from construction equipment. Construction emissions would be
intermittent throughout the 20-year planning horizon; however, daily thresholds could be exceeded
depending on the amount of construction equipment being used at a given time. Therefore, the
proposed Project has the potential to conflict with implementation of the SCAQMD’s AQMP, and this
topic will be discussed further in the EIR.
b) Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation?
Potentially Significant Impact. As discussed in Response 3(a) above, applicable air quality
standards for the SCAQMD include the NAAQS and CAAQS, and the SCAB is a nonattainment area for
the federal O3, PM2.5, and lead standards and for the state O3, PM10, and PM2.5 standards. Existing air
pollutant sources in the Project site include emissions from vehicles on the roadways and industrial
uses, which include stationary and mobile sources. During proposed Project operation, the proposed
Project is expected to generate additional pollutant sources associated with increased Zoo visitation,
expanded exhibit areas and visitor-serving uses, and greater vehicular traffic to the Project site and
surrounding uses. Construction activities associated with the proposed Project would result in
additional sources of pollutant emissions, including fugitive dust and engine exhaust from
construction equipment. Construction emissions would be intermittent throughout the 20-year
construction period; however, daily thresholds could be exceeded depending on the amount of
construction equipment being used at a given time. The proposed Project could contribute to the
SCAQMD’s existing nonattainment status for the NAAQS and CAAQS. Therefore, impacts on air
quality would be potentially significant. This topic will be discussed further in the EIR.
c) Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant
for which the project region is in non‐attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard (including releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for
ozone precursors)?
Potentially Significant Impact. Cumulative impacts refer to two or more individual effects which,
when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental
impacts. For air quality, the cumulative impact study area is the SCAB. As stated in Response 3(a)
above, the SCAB is in a nonattainment area for the federal O3, PM2.5, and lead standards and for the
state O3, PM10, and PM2.5 standards. Existing air pollutant sources in the SCAB include gasoline- and
diesel-powered motor vehicles, such as cars, trucks, trains and boats; factories; power plants; and
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construction activities (e.g., ground disturbance that releases dust). Existing air pollutant sources in
the vicinity of the Project site include vehicular emissions on the surrounding roadways and
freeways, ongoing Zoo construction, and industrial uses east of the Zoo.
As previously described, proposed Project operation would result in additional pollutant sources
associated with increased vehicular traffic to the Project site and surrounding recreational uses
within Griffith Park (also see Section 17, Transportation/Traffic). During proposed Project
construction, the principal sources of pollutant emissions are expected to be fugitive dust and engine
exhaust from construction equipment. Engine exhaust may include the O3 precursors, volatile
organic compounds (VOC) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx), which can combine to form O3 in the
presence of sunlight. Construction emissions would be intermittent throughout the 20-year planning
horizon; however, daily thresholds could be exceeded depending on the amount of construction
equipment being used at a given time. The proposed Project could contribute to the SCAQMD’s
existing nonattainment status for the NAAQS and CAAQS. Therefore, the proposed Project’s
contribution to criteria pollutant emissions in the SCAQMD, including O 3 precursors, could be
cumulatively considerable. Therefore, cumulative impacts on air quality due to criteria pollutants
would be potentially significant. This topic will be discussed further in the EIR.
d) Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?
Potentially Significant Impact. Sensitive receptors are members of the population that are most
sensitive to air emissions and can be found in areas that include residences, hospitals, elder-care
facilities, rehabilitation centers, elementary schools, daycare centers, and parks. Air emissions,
including toxic air contaminants (TACs) have adverse implications for public health, particularly for
sensitive receptors. The Project site is immediately bordered by recreational and open space uses
but is largely surrounded by industrial and commercial land uses to the north and east of Griffith
Park. However, residences, schools, religious institutions, and hospitals are located further north
and east of the Project site; the nearest residence appears to be approximately 3,000 feet east of the
Zoo. Therefore, there may be sensitive receptors in proximity to the Project site. In addition, the
proposed Project includes adding recreational uses and programs, which may attract additional
sensitive receptors to the Project site.
The CARB has issued general guidance that can be used for the evaluation of land use compatibility
when proposed sensitive land uses are located near major sources of TACs(i.e., pollutants that may
cause serious, long-term effects, such as cancer, even at low levels) (CARB 2005). Based on this
guidance, the CARB identifies a general distance threshold of 500 feet from major roadways. The
Project site is adjacent to several freeways and roadways including I-5, SR-134, Zoo Drive, Western
Heritage Way, and Crystal Springs Drive. There are also various industrial uses to the east of the
Project site. The distance thresholds for stationary sources can vary and are determined on a projectby-project basis. The compatibility of the proposed land use with regard to nearby sources of TACs,
including nearby freeways, roadways, and stationary sources will be discussed further in the EIR.
Operation of the proposed Project would result in additional pollutant sources due to the projected
increase in vehicular traffic to the Project site and surrounding uses within Griffith Park. Therefore,
proposed Project operation could expose sensitive receptors to greater pollution concentrations.
This topic will be discussed further in the EIR.
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Construction emissions would be long-term and intermittent over approximately 20 years. While
construction activities would be conducted in compliance with applicable SCAQMD rules,
regulations, and significance thresholds to the extent feasible, proposed Project construction has the
potential to result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations
created by construction activities. Therefore, this topic will be discussed further in the EIR.
e) Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?
Less than Significant Impact. The Project site is located within Griffith Park, which is surrounded
by a heavily urbanized area, but there are few sensitive receptors adjacent to the Zoo itself.
Operation of the proposed Project has the potential for minor odors from food concessions and
maintenance activities, including animal waste management. Proposed Project construction
equipment and activities, including diesel exhaust emissions, would generate odors. There could be
situations where construction activity odors would be noticeable by persons working at or visiting
the Zoo, but these odors would be typical of common construction activities and would not be
expected to be objectionable by a substantial number of people. In addition, these odors would be
temporary and would dissipate rapidly from the source with an increase in distance. Excavation and
replacement of existing utility infrastructure during construction could also generate odors. While
impacts from odors during construction and operation are expected to be less than significant, this
topic will be discussed further in the EIR.
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4. Biological Resources
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:
a.

Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special‐
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

b.

Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

c.

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to,
marshes, vernal pools, coastal wetlands, etc.)
through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?

d.

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

e.

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

f.

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat
conservation
plan,
natural
community
conservation plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

a) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
Potentially Significant Impact. Much of the area around the Zoo is urbanized, characterized by
buildings and ornamental landscape. However, Griffith Park and the Griffith Park Significant
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Ecological Area (SEA), designated by the County of Los Angeles in 1976, forms an extensive,
relatively undisturbed island of natural vegetation in an urbanized, metropolitan area. It supports
the coastal sage scrub, chaparral, riparian, and southern oak woodland plant communities that are
typical in the interior mountain ranges of Southern California. Within portions of the Zoo and in close
proximity to the Zoo boundary, natural vegetation includes oak woodland in the ravines and mixed
chaparral and grassland on the upper slopes. Ash, Southern California black walnut, oak trees,
sycamores, willows, and mulefat can also be found in ravines, along with chaparral. Coastal sage
scrub and chaparral-covered slopes occur throughout the Project vicinity. Trees on the undeveloped
portions of the Zoo may be subject to the City of Los Angeles Tree Preservation Ordinance and the
City’s Department of Recreation and Parks Tree Preservation Policy (City of Los Angeles 2017b).
Implementation of the proposed Project would require removal or relocation of protected trees to
support development of the proposed planning areas and Zoo facilities. Transformation of the Zoo
facilities may also affect sensitive botanical plant species featured in the Zoo’s Botanical Gardens.
The proposed Project includes construction to expand existing animal exhibits and create new
habitat areas, which would require temporary relocation of special status wildlife species that reside
at the Zoo. Proposed exhibits include the proposed California and Africa planning areas, which would
develop 31 acres of previously undeveloped portions of the Zoo. Operation of the proposed Project
would include special events and other visitor-serving uses that may generate additional lighting
and noise (e.g., amplified music), which could disturb special status species residing at the Zoo.
Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project has the potential to adversely affect special
status species, and this topic will be discussed further in the EIR.
b) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
Potentially Significant Impact. Riparian habitat refers to trees, other vegetation, and physical
features normally found on the banks and floodplains of rivers, streams, and other freshwater
bodies. The Los Angeles River runs approximately 0.15 miles to the north and east of the Project site.
While most of the proposed improvements included in the proposed Project are limited to the Zoo’s
133-acre facility, the Vision Plan proposes some offsite transportation improvements, including
upgrades to the I-5 offramp in close proximity to the Los Angeles River. To assess the impact on
sensitive natural communities in the Project vicinity, the EIR will be informed by a literature search
of CDFW’s California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), California Native Plant Society Inventory
Database, and USFWS records to evaluate special-status species occurrences in the USGS Burbank
Quadrangle. Therefore, this topic will be discussed further in the EIR.
c) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal,
etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?
Less than Significant Impact. The United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and U.S. EPA
define wetlands regulated under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) as "…areas that are
inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support,
and that under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for
life in saturated soil conditions..." The Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) uses the same
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definition of wetlands under state jurisdiction; the CDFW uses the USFWS definition: “Wetlands are
lands transitional between terrestrial and aquatic systems where the water table is usually at or near
the surface or the land is covered by shallow water.” While the Project site and immediately adjacent
areas do not support any natural wetlands or other mapped sensitive natural communities, the Zoo
contains areas of manmade wetlands to support animal residents (e.g., elephant and hippo exhibits).
However, the proposed Project does not propose removal, filling, or hydrological interruption of
federally protected wetlands. No development is proposed to occur under the Vision Plan within or
near federally protected wetlands, and general quality and value of the habitat will be evaluated for
common and sensitive wildlife species prior to construction. Due to the extensive ground-disturbing
activities included in the proposed Project, the potential remains for erosion and sedimentation
impacts to wetlands. Therefore, this topic will be further discussed in the EIR.
d) Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?
Potentially Significant Impact. Birds are among the most numerous and conspicuous wildlife
species in Griffith Park; approximately 200 bird species have been recorded in recent surveys of the
Project vicinity. Existing trees and vegetation within the Project site provide opportunities for
foraging, roosting, and nesting of migratory birds or raptors that are protected by the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act or California Fish and Game Code. Operation of the Zoo has the potential to introduce nonnative plant and animal species into the surrounding environment through landscaping and habitat
development. However, implementation of the proposed Project includes planting and relocation of
large trees when feasible and other vegetation to retain the Zoo’s lush landscape. Construction
activities, including demolition, excavation, grading, and vegetation removal during the 20-year
construction period would potentially impact migratory birds in the Project vicinity. As the proposed
Project would not expand development in undeveloped areas outside of the existing Zoo fence line,
no other migratory wildlife species or corridors would be affected by the proposed Project.
Implementation of the proposed Project may potentially interfere substantially with the movement
of migratory birds, and impacts are potentially significant. This topic will be discussed further in the
EIR.
e) Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?
Potentially Significant Impact. City Ordinance No. 177404 requires the protection of all native Oak
tree species (Quercus spp), California Sycamore (Platanus racemosa), California Bay (Umbellularia
californica), and California Black Walnut (Juglans californica) (City of Los Angeles 2017b). The City
also requires the maintenance and protection of designated Heritage trees, which are trees with
historical, commemorative, or horticultural significance. In addition, Chapter 6, Open Space and
Conservation, of the Framework Element of the City’s General Plan outlines the City’s efforts to
preserve open space and conserve and manage natural resources (City of Los Angeles 2001). As
previously described, construction of the proposed Project would require removal or relocation of
trees protected by the City ordinance to support development of the proposed Zoo exhibits and
facilities. However, proposed Project construction would include landscaping and planting new trees
and other vegetation throughout the Project site. Assessment of biological impacts in the EIR will
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include a tree survey to identify tree species protected by the Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance.
As the proposed Project may conflict with local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources and may impact significant trees, impacts would be potentially significant, and this topic
will be discussed further in the EIR.
f) Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation
plan?
Potentially Significant Impact. The Project site is not subject to an adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan or Natural Community Conservation Plan. The proposed Project would not conflict with
applicable habitat conservation or natural community conservation plans, although removal of
native oak trees and disturbed chaparral habitat may potentially conflict with the goals of the Griffith
Park SEA designation and the intent of the City’s’ Preservation of Protected Trees Ordinance (No.
177404), as well as the City’s Department of Recreation and Parks Urban Forest Program and Tree
Preservation Policy. Additionally, the Griffith Park Wildlife Management Plan details habitat
descriptions, species information, wildlife management goals, and best management practices
(BMPs) for projects within Griffith Park (City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks
2008, 2009). Vision Plan implementation would result in short-term construction-related effects on
local habitats, as well as long-term beneficial habitat improvements through renovation of wildlife
exhibits and enhancement of native habitats. Although some native habitats and oak trees would be
removed, hundreds of new trees and additional higher quality native habitats would be restored
during Vision Plan implementation. Grading and excavation would substantially alter the existing
terrain, and onsite vegetation including disturbed native habitats that are protected under the City’s
Protected Tree Relocation and Replacement Ordinance or as Heritage Trees. The EIR will be
informed by an additional search of the CDFW’s CNDDB, and California Native Plant Society
Inventory Database to identify and conserve protected habitats. In compliance with local, regional
and state habitat conservation plans, analysis will include a site review of 31 acres of undeveloped
portions of the Zoo and adjacent areas of Griffith Park to determine the presence or absence of
threatened or endangered species, and sensitive habitat communities. To assess and comply with
applicable habitat and conservation plans, this topic will be further discussed in the EIR.
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5. Cultural Resources
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:
a.

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

b.

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

c.

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

d.

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

a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource
as defined in California Code of Regulations Section 15064.5?
Potentially Significant Impact. Historic resources may include districts, sites, buildings, and
structures that are associated with significant historical events, are associated with the lives of
significant historic persons, embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of
construction, or yield information important in prehistory or history. Historic resources within the
Project site may include extant buildings and other structures that are older than 50 years old,
including those developed as part of the original 1966 design. The Treetops Terrace building,
proposed for redevelopment and restoration under the Vision Plan, was originally designed by
notable architect Charles Luckman. The Australia House, originally built in the 1980s, is also
recognized in the Vision Plan as a potential structure worthy of preservation. Additionally, Griffith
Park was designated as Los Angeles Historic Cultural Monument No. LA-942 in 2009. Thus, the
Vision Plan proposes to alter structures and landscapes that may qualify as significant historic
resources under CEQA, and this topic will be further discussed in the EIR.
b) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to California Code of Regulations Section 15064.5?
Potentially Significant Impact. An archaeological resource is any material remains of human life
or activities that are at least 100 years of age, and that are of archaeological interest (Title 43, Part 7
of the Code of Federal Regulations). Construction of the proposed Project would require grounddisturbing activities (e.g., excavation, pile driving, grading, etc.) that could potentially unearth
archaeological resources. A majority of the Project site is previously developed land that has already
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been disturbed by the site’s previous use as a golf course, and the potential to uncover significant
archaeological resources in this area is low.
However, the Vision plan also proposed subsurface excavation of a previously undisturbed hillside.
In the construction of the proposed Condor Canyon, the existing ridgeline would be cut to depths of
up to 60 feet both to allow completion of a pedestrian loop pathway through the Zoo and to provide
topographic variation and interest within the California planning area. Expansion of the Africa
planning area would also require ground-disturbing activities to the undeveloped hillside at the
southwestern end of the Zoo. Because the proposed Project will require excavation of previously
undisturbed land or natural hillside, impacts on archaeological resources could be potentially
significant, and this topic will be discussed further in the EIR.
c) Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or
unique geologic feature?
Potentially Significant Impact. Paleontological resources include fossils, which are the preserved
remains or traces of animals, plants, and other organisms from prehistoric time (i.e., the period
before written records). Fossils and traces of fossils are preserved in sedimentary rock units (formed
by the deposition of material at the Earth’s surface) and are more likely to be preserved subsurface,
where they have not been damaged or destroyed by previous ground disturbance or natural causes,
such as erosion by wind or water.
As previously discussed, construction of the proposed Project would require ground-disturbing
activities, such as excavation, that could potentially unearth paleontological resources. There have
been no previously recorded paleontological sites within the Project site; however, the proposed
Project will require excavation of undeveloped hillsides to create new and expanded exhibits (e.g.,
Condor Canyon excavation within the proposed California planning area). To address and fully
disclose potential impacts to paleontological resources and geological features, this topic will be
discussed further in the EIR.
d) Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?
Less than Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed Project may require ground-disturbing
activities that could potentially unearth human remains. However, a majority of the proposed
construction activities are located within a developed area that has been previously disturbed by
substantial earthmoving to form the Zoo exhibits. Further, low-lying areas of the Zoo are known to
consist of fill materials. To minimize or avoid potential impacts, all construction activities would
cease, and the Los Angeles County Coroner would be contacted if any human remains are discovered,
in accordance with 14 California Code of Regulations (CCR) Section 15064.5(e). If the coroner
determines that the human remains are of Native American origin, the Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC) would be notified to determine the Most Likely Descendent (MLD) for the area.
The MLD would make recommendations for the arrangements for the human remains per Public
Resources Code (PRC) Section 5097.98. Therefore, impacts on human remains would be less than
significant.
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6. Energy
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:
a.

Result in a potentially significant environmental
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy, or wasteful use of energy
resources, during project construction or
operation?

b.

Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for
renewable energy or energy efficiency?

a) Would the project result in a potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy, or wasteful use of energy resources, during
project construction or operation?
Less than Significant Impact. The Vision Plan would require energy in the form of electricity,
natural gas, and fuel. The expansion of visitor-serving uses and exhibit areas would increase energy
demand, including during normal daytime operations and for expanded ranges of special events and
evening hours. For example, increased lighting and the LED entry sign would require increased
electricity resources, which will require coordination with energy providers. Construction would
also require energy for equipment and transportation. However, the Vision Plan would include
installation of solar photovoltaic systems within renovated and expanded buildings within the Zoo
campus, which would substantially offset the demand for electricity. While the increase in energy
demand from operations and construction would be less than significant, this issue will be addressed
fully in the EIR.
b) Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency?
Less than Significant Impact. In alliance with Assembly Bill (AB) 32, or the California Global
Warming Solutions Act of 2006, and SB 375, the Sustainable Community Act, the City has adopted
local plans to guide energy efficient development. For example, the Sustainable City pLAn was
adopted in 2015 and sets aggressive goals to improve building energy efficiency. The Sustainable
City pLAn outlines measures to reduce energy demand in the City, including use of renewable energy
and stormwater capture systems and water recycling to reduce the energy intensity of the City’s
water system. A majority of the existing facilities within the Project site were constructed using older
design standards and technologies that are not energy efficient. Consequently, the Vision Plan
proposes design features and guiding principles to reduce energy demand. For example, the
proposed Project includes a commitment to LEED® Silver Standard for all new construction, the
provision of electric vehicle charging stations, rooftop solar photovoltaic systems, environmentally
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sustainable restrooms, drought tolerant landscaping, permeable pavements, and improved
stormwater management practices. The EIR will further analyze proposed Project consistency with
applicable energy plans. While the proposed Project is expected to be consistent with plans, policies,
and regulations adopted for the purpose of energy use and efficiency; this topic will be discussed
further in the EIR.
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7. Geology and Soils
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:
a.

Expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:
i.

Rupture of a known earthquake fault,
as delineated on the most recent
Alquist‐ Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Map issued by the State
Geologist for the area or based on
other substantial evidence of a known
fault? Refer to Division of Mines and
Geology Special Publication 42.

ii.

Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii.

Seismic‐related
ground
including liquefaction?

iv.

Landslides?

failure,

b.

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil?

c.

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

d.

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table
18‐1‐B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial risks to life or property?

e.

Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the
use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems in areas where sewers are not
available for the disposal of wastewater?

a) Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including
the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist‐Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other
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substantial evidence of a known fault?
Less than Significant Impact. Southern California is seismically active because numerous faults
occur in the region. However, according to the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning
Map, there are no potentially active faults located within the Project site (Department of
Conservation 1999). The nearest fault is the Hollywood Earthquake Fault Zone located over 2.5 miles
south of the Project site at the southern border of Griffith Park. Although no known active faults
traverse through the Project site, like most of Southern California, the site lies within a seismically
active area, where several active faults could produce substantial shaking (State of California
Department of Transportation and City of Los Angeles 2011). Faults in the Project vicinity may have
some potential for ground surface rupture during earthquakes of significant magnitude.
Implementation of the proposed Project would not result in a change of use within the Project site.
The proposed Project is not anticipated to exacerbate existing seismic conditions, is not anticipated
to cause public safety concerns, and the likelihood of surface fault rupture and related hazard to the
proposed Project facilities is considered low. Therefore, impacts from earthquake fault rupture
would be less than significant.
ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?
Less than Significant Impact. As discussed in Response 7(a), the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map does not identify potentially active faults within the Project site
(Department of Conservation 1999). According to California Geological Survey maps showing the
earthquake shaking potential in California, there is a medium intensity of ground shaking and
damage in the Project site from anticipated future earthquakes (California Geological Survey 2003).
The proposed Project is not anticipated to exacerbate existing seismic conditions, is not anticipated
to cause public safety concerns, and the likelihood of surface fault rupture and related hazard to the
proposed Project facilities is considered low. Therefore, impacts from strong seismic ground shaking
would be less than significant. However, given the inevitability of earthquakes in the Project region,
this topic will be discussed in the EIR.
iii. Seismic‐related ground failure, including liquefaction?
Potentially Significant Impact. Soil liquefaction occurs when a saturated or partially saturated soil
substantially loses strength and stiffness in response to an applied stress, usually earthquake
shaking or other sudden change in stress condition, causing it to behave like a liquid. Other types of
ground failure resulting from seismic activities include collapsible soils, subsidence (the gradual
caving in or sinking of an area of land), landslides, and lateral spreading (landslides that commonly
form on gentle slopes and that have rapid fluid-like flow movement). According to the most recent
seismic hazards zones map, the proposed Project is partially located in a liquefaction zone (California
Department of Conservation 1999). The City’s Building Code (Section 12.115.010 of the City
Municipal Code) adopted from the California Building Code (CBC) requires structures to be designed
to withstand ground shaking and earthquake potential. Proposed development under the proposed
Project would be designed and constructed in accordance with the CBC and City Building Code.
Additionally, a geotechnical report will be prepared in preparation of the EIR, and the proposed
Project design and construction would be implemented in accordance with any site-specific
recommendations of the future geotechnical report. Adherence to these standards are anticipated to
minimize potentially significant impacts related to fault rupture, ground shaking, liquefaction,
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expansive soils, and seismically-induced landslides. However, to address and fully disclose potential
impacts due to geology and soils, this topic will be further discussed in the EIR.
iv. Landslides?
Potentially Significant Impact. Landslides are the sliding down of a mass of earth or rock from a
mountain or cliff. The Project site is partially located within an earthquake-induced landslide zone
(California Department of Conservation 1999). As previously discussed in Response 7(a)(iii), the
proposed Project design and construction would adhere to all applicable building codes to minimize
adverse effects due to landslides. However, to address and fully disclose potential impacts due to
geology and soils, this topic will be further discussed in the EIR.
b) Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
Less than Significant. Erosion is the movement of rocks and soil from the Earth’s surface by wind,
rain, or running water. Several factors influence erosion, such as the size of soil particles (larger
particles are more prone to erosion), and vegetation cover, which prevents erosion. The Zoo
occupies a hilly site with existing onsite slopes ranging from moderate (9–15 percent) to severe (in
excess of 35 percent). The proposed Project includes expansion of existing exhibits and construction
of new planning areas (i.e., California) on steeper, undeveloped hillsides, which would require
approximately 122,000 cubic yards of earthwork over the course of implementation, including
substantial excavation, grading, and other ground-disturbing activities to accommodate
development. During construction of the proposed Project, large areas of exposed soils would be
susceptible to erosion. With implementation of standard soil retention and stormwater management
requirements, BMPs, and measures to control soil onsite during construction, soil erosion and loss
of topsoil would be avoided or minimized.
Once the proposed Project is constructed, much of the 133-acre site will be a mix of landscaped
vegetation, hardscape, wildlife exhibits, service areas, and visitor-serving facilities. Changes in
elevation will occur over the site, and slopes may be paved into hardscape or planted with
vegetation. Cuts into the hillside, such as Condor Canyon, would be supported by shoring and/or
retaining walls to prevent erosion of the ridge. While substantial soil erosion is not expected to occur
during operation, this topic will be discussed further in the EIR.
c) Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on‐ or off‐site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?
Potentially Significant Impact. See Responses 7(a) (iii)-(iv).
d) Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18‐1‐B of the Uniform
Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?
Potentially Significant Impact. Expansive soil is a soil that is prone to large volume changes (i.e.,
swelling and shrinking) that are directly related to changes in water content. For example, higher
moisture levels cause expansive soils to swell, and lower moisture levels cause expansive soils to
shrink. To assess risks to life or property due to expansive soils, a geotechnical study will be
conducted for the Project site in preparation of the EIR. The recommendations of the geotechnical
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study will be used to identify potential geologic hazards and development constraints. Additionally,
as previously discussed in Response 7(a)(iii), the proposed Project will adhere to all applicable
building codes that will minimize adverse effects due to expansive soils. This topic will be discussed
further in the EIR.
e) Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of
wastewater?
Less than Significant Impact. The proposed Project would not include the use of any septic tanks
or alternative wastewater disposal systems, and additional wastewater output would be tied into
and continue to be treated by the Los Angeles-Glendale Water Reclamation Plant. However, the
proposed Project would include improvements to water delivery systems, stormwater collection,
and new restroom facilities, including the complete replacement of aging sewer lines. Under the
proposed Project, wastewater generated within the Project site would be conveyed offsite to an
existing City sewer main, and site topography would allow for gravity flow of wastewater through
newly constructed sewer lines. The Project site would continue to be served by the City’s sewer
system with the addition of renovated sewer lines, and the proposed Project would not include the
use of any new septic tanks. However, to address and fully disclose the capability of soils to support
newly constructed wastewater conveyance lines, this topic will be discussed further in the EIR.
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8. Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:
a.

b.

Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment?

Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases?

a) Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may
have a significant impact on the environment?
Potentially Significant Impact. Greenhouse gases (GHGs) are gases that trap heat in the
atmosphere. The transportation sector (i.e., the movement of people and goods by cars, trucks,
trains, ships, airplanes, and other vehicles) accounts for 36 percent of total GHG emissions in
California (CARB 2016). The majority of GHGs associated with transportation are carbon dioxide
(CO2) emissions resulting from the combustion of petroleum-based products, such as gasoline, in
internal combustion engines (U.S. EPA 2015). The largest sources of transportation-related GHG
emissions include passenger cars and light-duty trucks, which account for over half of the emissions
from the transportation sector.
Operation of the proposed Project may generate additional GHG emissions because the proposed
recreational uses and events are expected to generate greater vehicular traffic to the Project site (see
Section 17, Transportation/Traffic). General operation of the Zoo, including operation of the land and
aerial trams and restaurants, would also generate GHG emissions. In addition, construction activities
would require the use of vehicles and equipment that would emit GHGs over long-term periods of
construction (i.e., 20 years). Due to the anticipated additional traffic, Zoo operations, and long-term
construction activities, the proposed Project operation could potentially generate GHG emissions
that may have a significant impact on the environment. Therefore, this topic will be discussed further
in the EIR.
b) Would the project conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?
Potentially Significant Impact. AB 32, or the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, was
passed to establish regulations that reduce GHG emissions in California and to monitor and enforce
compliance with the program. AB 32 requires the CARB to develop regulations and market
mechanisms to reduce California’s GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, representing a 25 percent
reduction statewide, with mandatory caps beginning in 2012 for significant emissions sources. The
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County of Los Angeles has adopted the Community Climate Action Plan (CCAP), which is consistent
with AB 32 and is incorporated into the Air Quality Element of the Los Angeles County General Plan
2035 (Los Angeles County 2015a). The CCAP describes the County’s plan to reduce the impacts of
climate change by reducing GHG emissions from community activities in unincorporated areas of
Los Angeles County by at least 11 percent below 2010 levels by 2020. The EIR will further describe
cumulative impact types that could be expected as a result of the implementation of the proposed
Project in conjunction with other construction projects within Griffith Park and throughout the City.
In addition, the 2015 Sustainable City pLAn outlines measures to reduce GHG emissions in the City,
including stormwater capture systems and water recycling to reduce the energy intensity of the
City’s water system. A majority of the existing facilities within the Project site were constructed using
older design standards and technologies that are not energy efficient. Consequently, the Vision Plan
proposes a myriad of design features and guiding principles to improve sustainability and reduce
GHG emissions at the Zoo. For example, the proposed Project includes a commitment to LEED® Silver
Standard for all new construction, the provision of electric vehicle charging stations, rooftop solar
photovoltaic systems, environmentally sustainable restrooms, drought tolerant landscaping,
permeable pavements, and improved stormwater management practices. Further analysis of the
potential programmatic and project-specific impacts of the proposed Project on regional City GHG
emissions, taking into consideration features proposed by the Vision Plan to improve sustainability
and reduce GHG emissions, is required. The EIR will further analyze proposed Project consistency
with AB 32, Senate Bill (SB) 375, State Attorney General, Office of Planning and Research and Climate
Action Team recommendations, the City’s General Plan and Sustainable City pLAn, as well as the
standards of SCAQMD’s 2016 AQMP and the Southern California Association of Government (SCAG)
2016–2040 Regional Transportation Plan/ Sustainable Communities Strategy. While the proposed
Project is expected to be consistent with plans, policies, and regulations adopted for the purpose of
reducing GHG emissions; this topic will be discussed further in the EIR.
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9. Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:
a.

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

b.

Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the release
of hazardous materials into the environment?

c.

Emit hazardous emissions or involve handling
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one‐quarter mile of an
existing or proposed school?

d.

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

e.

Be located within an airport land use plan area or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, be within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport,
and result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?

f.

Be located within the vicinity of a private airstrip
and result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?

a) Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?
Less than Significant Impact. A hazardous material is any substance or material that could
adversely affect the safety of the public, handlers, or transportation carriers. Proposed Project
operation would include the continued use of hazardous materials during operation, such as
pesticides and fertilizers for the landscaping and other materials used for maintenance of the Zoo
facilities. The use of potentially hazardous materials proposed for use under the proposed Project
would be similar to existing Zoo operations.
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Several of the existing facilities at the Project site were constructed prior to the 1980s. As such,
implementation of the proposed Project would require the demolition of structures that may contain
lead-based paints (LBPs) or asbestos-containing materials (ACMs). Additionally, construction
activities associated with the proposed Project may involve limited quantities of potentially
hazardous materials, including transportation and use of fuel, oil, sealants, paints, and other common
hazardous materials. Short-term uses of limited quantities of hazardous materials would be confined
to construction areas and within existing roadways and rights-of-way (ROWs). Due to the Project
site’s previous use as a golf course and the site’s existing use as recreation and open space, the
potential to create hazards or expose hazardous materials potentially occurring in subsurface soil or
other hazards from past and ongoing activities is low.
The transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials used or removed during proposed Project
operation and construction would be conducted in compliance with applicable federal, state, and
local laws pertaining to the safe handling, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials, including
the Federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), which includes requirements for
hazardous solid waste management; the DTSC Environmental Health Standards for the Management
of Hazardous Waste (CCR Title 22, Division 4.5), which includes standards for generators and
transporters of hazardous waste; and the provisions of the Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD),
Hazardous Materials Unit, which include requirements for the use and storage of hazardous
materials. Any hazardous materials used for the proposed Project would be properly handled and
contained in accordance with applicable regulations. Additionally, proposed Project operation and
construction would implement required state and City measures, such as secondary containment, to
minimize hazards and hazardous material concerns. Therefore, the proposed Project is not
anticipated to create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. Impacts from the transport, use, and disposal of
hazardous materials are expected to be less than significant, and this topic will be discussed further
in the EIR.
b) Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?
Less than Significant Impact. As discussed in Response 9(a), operation of the proposed Project may
require the use of pesticides and fertilizers in landscaped areas and the use of paints and other
materials for the Zoo facilities, which could result in the potential for accidental release. Additionally,
construction activities associated with the proposed Project may involve limited quantities of
potentially hazardous materials, including transportation and use of fuel, oil, sealants, paints, and
other common hazardous materials. Short-term uses of limited quantities of hazardous materials
would be confined to construction areas and within existing roadways. The use of potentially
hazardous materials would be relatively minor and would be regulated by health and safety
requirements under federal, state, and local regulations, including emergency spill response. BMPs
and required state and City measures would be implemented as part of the proposed Project to
address hazards and hazardous material concerns. Therefore, the proposed Project is not
anticipated to create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment. Impacts from the release of hazardous materials into the environment are anticipated
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to be less than significant, and this topic will be discussed further in the EIR.
c) Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within one‐quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?
Less than Significant Impact. The nearest school is the Scholars Preparatory School College of
Beauty, Arts, and Sciences, located approximately 0.5 miles to the east of the Project site boundary.
Other nearby schools to the Project site are Hoover High School and Eleanor J. Toll Middle School
within the City of Glendale located approximately 1.25 miles northeast of the Project site. As
discussed in Response 9(a), the continued use and disposal of hazardous materials under operation
and construction of the proposed Project would be conducted in compliance with applicable federal,
state, and local laws pertaining to the safe handling, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials.
As no schools are located within 0.25 miles of the Project site, the proposed Project would not emit
hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one‐quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. Impacts would be less than significant,
and this topic will not be further discussed in the EIR.
d) Would the project be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment?
No Impact. Government Code Section 65962.5 requires the California Environmental Protection
Agency to compile the Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites List, also called the “Cortese List”.
According to the DTSC EnviroStor database Cortese list, there are 8 hazardous waste and substances
sites within 1.0 mile of the Zoo; however, none of these hazardous waste and substances sites are
located within Griffith Park. The listed hazardous waste and substances sites are all located within
the industrial and commercial uses east of the I-5 corridor. The nearest hazardous cleanup site is the
State Guard Air Field located 0.16 miles to the north of the Project site, which is an inactive site with
no specified contaminants of concern. The next nearest hazardous cleanup site is located 0.41 miles
to the north and is classified as an active federal superfund with contaminants related to aerospace
manufacturing and maintenance (Department of Toxic Substance Control 2018). As the Project site
is not listed as a hazardous materials site, this topic will not be further addressed in the EIR.
However, to fully assess and disclose effects of hazardous material sites on the proposed Project, a
hazardous materials assessment will be prepared to evaluate whether hazardous materials or other
adverse environmental conditions are present due to past or present use of the site and/or
properties in the site vicinity. All areas of concern related to hazardous materials (e.g., underground
storage tanks [USTs], leaking underground storage tanks [LUSTs], closed landfills) onsite and within
the vicinity of the Zoo would be identified. The EIR will be informed by an additional search of the
following additional data sources to address the potential for hazardous materials sites in the
vicinity of the Project site:
•

EDR Radius report and field visit;

•

List of Hazardous Waste and Substances sites from DTSC EnviroStor database;

•

California Department of Toxic Substances (DTSC) GeoTracker;
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•

State Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources oil-field
maps;

•

Information provided by the California State Fire Marshal regarding oil and natural gas
pipelines in the site vicinity;

•

LAFD Hazardous Materials database; and

•

The City’s General Plan.

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area?
No Impact. The proposed Project is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles
of a public airport or public use airport. Therefore, there would be no safety hazards for people
residing or working in the vicinity of the Project site, and this topic will not be discussed further in
the EIR.
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard
for people residing or working in the project area?
No Impact. The proposed Project is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore,
there would be no safety hazard for people residing or working within or in proximity to the Project
site, and this topic will not be discussed further in the EIR.
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10. Hydrology and Water Quality
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:
a.

Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?

b.

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

c.

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration of
the course of a stream or river, in a manner that
would result in substantial erosion or siltation
onsite or offsite?

d.

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

e.

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

f.

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

g.

Place housing within a 100‐year flood hazard area,
as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard
delineation map?

h.

Place within a 100‐year flood hazard area
structures that would impede or redirect flood
flows?
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i.

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

j.

Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

a) Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?
Less than Significant Impact. Water quality standards approved by the U.S. EPA define the
designated uses of a water body (e.g., recreation, public drinking water supply) and establish criteria
to protect designated uses (e.g., maximum pollutant concentration levels permitted in a water body).
The U.S. EPA also provides general policies and antidegradation requirements to protect existing
uses and high quality waters (U.S. EPA 2018b). Waste discharge requirements are issued by the
SWRCB to regulate point source discharges (defined by the U.S. EPA as any single identifiable source
of pollution from which pollutants are discharged, such as a pipe or ditch) that are exempt from CCR
Title 27, Section 20090 and are not subject to the CWA.
The proposed Project is regulated by the RWQCB Los Angeles Region. The RWQCB has adopted
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit No. CAS004001, Waste Discharge
Requirements for Municipal Stormwater and Urban Runoff Discharges within the County of Los
Angeles and the Incorporated Cities Therein (Order No. R4R4-2012-0175). The proposed Project
would be conducted in compliance with these applicable permits. While the proposed Project would
potentially result in polluted runoff and wastewater from animal enclosures and pesticide use, the
Vision Plan includes BMPs, such as bioretention cells, that would minimize water quality impacts
within the Project site. Therefore, while impacts related to water quality standards and waste
discharge requirements are expected to be less than significant, this topic will be discussed further
in the EIR.
b) Would the project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of
the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre‐existing nearby wells would
drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits
have been granted)?
Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed Project would continue to receive potable water from
the City supply, which includes local groundwater as well as water from the Los Angeles Aqueducts
(LAA), Metropolitan Water District (MWD), and recycled water. Water consumption at the Zoo
during FY 2015-2016, was approximately 24 million gallons per year or almost 74 acre-feet per year
(AFY). Although a precise breakdown is not available, a majority of this water use is likely due to
landscape irrigation and dump-and-ﬁll pools. Expansion of the existing development within the Zoo
(e.g., new visitor-serving restaurants, restrooms, and event spaces, and expanded animal exhibits
with new water features) would increase the amount of water required to operate the Zoo. While
recycled water use is currently limited to irrigation of landscaping in the Zoo parking lot, Citysourced recycled water is available throughout Griffith Park and the Vision Plan identifies the
potential for development of a recycled water system for use within restrooms, exhibit/treatment
systems (i.e., ponds, aesthetics, etc.), for washdown of animal holding areas, and power-washing
walkways within the Zoo. Use of recycled water within the Zoo would substantially decrease the
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Zoo’s consumption of potable water. Additionally, the proposed Project would include the
installation of five subsurface cisterns (i.e., underground reservoirs) within different Zoo drainage
areas to store capture runoff. These large subsurface cisterns would allow large volumes of
stormwater runoff to be retained onsite and be infiltrated into the ground, treated and pumped out
for use later or released to Los Angeles River. With proposed conservation measures, recycling of
tank water, and capture and reuse of storm runoff, future operations at the Zoo would have the
potential for consumption of approximately 64,377,005 gallons per year (197.6 AFY), which would
be substantially less than the Zoo’s projected consumption of potable water without these measures.
In addition to the projected increase in the Zoo’s consumption of groundwater, the proposed Project
would involve development of 31 acres of previously undeveloped land within the Project site.
Development of these areas would negligibly reduce the regional groundwater recharge capabilities,
especially since the previously undeveloped areas are primarily located on severe slopes, which are
more conducive to water runoff than groundwater recharge.
Construction associated with the proposed Project would require additional water use during the
20-year construction period. Therefore, proposed Project operation and construction could
potentially require large amounts of water, resulting in the need for new or expanded entitlements.
Proposed Project impacts related to the use of groundwater supplies are potentially significant and
will be discussed further in the EIR.
c) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner that would result in
substantial erosion or siltation on‐ or off‐site?
Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed Project would not alter the course of a stream or
river. However, the proposed Project would include alterations in drainage patterns from changes
in topography and impervious surfaces via excavation and land grading required to support the
proposed development within the Project site. For example, construction of the proposed Condor
Canyon would require modifications to the topography to remove approximately 60 feet in depth of
soil and bedrock within the existing undeveloped hillside planned for the California planning area.
Further, the proposed stormwater system would substantially change the flow and capture of
stormwater through the site. The proposed Project will also include clearing of existing vegetation
and new landscaping of native plant species, which could result in changes to drainage patterns,
although a majority of the removed vegetation would be replaced with new trees and other
vegetation. Additionally, as mentioned in Response 10(b), implementation of the proposed Project
would include the installation of five subsurface cisterns to store capture runoff. Stormwater
collection lines would branch from each underground cistern to collect stormwater from drains
throughout each watershed. As such, the proposed drainage system would substantially reduce the
amount of stormwater runoff within the Project site, and therefore, reduce the potential or erosion
and siltation within and surrounding the Project site. However, due to the extensive changes
proposed to the topography, impervious surfaces, and drainage patterns at the Project site, impacts
on existing drainage patterns could be potentially significant, and this topic will be discussed further
in the EIR.
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d) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on‐ or off‐site?
Potentially Significant Impact. See Response 10(c).
e) Would the project create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing
or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted
runoff?
Potentially Significant Impact. The Project site is under the jurisdiction of Los Angeles RWQCB
(California Environmental Protection Agency 2017) and is subject to the Los Angeles River Master
Plan. All stormwater and pool water from the Project site currently drains to the Zoo’s pumping plant
and then is pumped to the Los Angeles-Glendale Water Reclamation Plant, where it is recycled for
Citywide use as tertiary treated water or discharged to the Los Angeles River watershed. The Zoo’s
recently completed parking lot includes BMPs, such as permeable paving and bio-retention cells, for
stormwater capture. The proposed Project extends these sustainable practices to the entire Zoo in
alignment with the City’s One Water LA 2040 Plan with the proposed subsurface cisterns. These
large subsurface cisterns would allow large volumes of stormwater runoff to be retained onsite and
be infiltrated into the ground, treated and pumped out for use later or released to Los Angeles River.
Upon full implementation, 80 percent of all rainfall (149 AFY, or 44 percent of the Zoo’s 2015
metered water consumption) would be captured in these cisterns for reuse or infiltration onsite. As
such, the proposed drainage system would substantially reduce stormwater runoff within the
Project site. During periods of heavy rainfall, a large water collection line connecting to each
subsurface cistern would carry overflow directly to the Los Angeles-Glendale Water Reclamation
Plant. Therefore, operation of the proposed Project would not create or contribute runoff water that
would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.
Proposed Project construction would include grading and alterations to general drainage and runoff
patterns within the Project site. Additionally, construction would include approximately 122,000
cubic yards of earthwork, which could potentially result in impacts from soil erosion. Eroded
construction materials, as well as potentially hazardous materials, could be swept up in surface
runoff during construction activities, potentially degrading surface water quality in the Project
vicinity. However, the individual NPDES permit for the Project site would require BMPs including
temporary debris basins, erosion control blankets, silt fencing, soil stabilizers, as well as potentially
scheduling major grading operations during dry months, to prevent impacts to water quality related
to soil erosion. To address and fully disclose potential impacts to runoff at the Project site, this topic
will be discussed further in the EIR.
f) Would the project otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
Less than Significant Impact. Proposed Project construction could result in potential impacts on
water quality due to erosion and polluted runoff from animal enclosures. However, potential impacts
would be substantially minimized through compliance with applicable federal, state, and local
regulations pertaining to water quality. Construction of the proposed Project would be conducted in
compliance with the CWA Section 402 NPDES Construction General Permit. With incorporation of
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standard measures and permits, the proposed Project would not substantially degrade water
quality. Therefore, impacts on water quality would be less than significant; however, this topic will
be discussed further in the EIR.
g) Would the project place housing within a 100‐year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal
Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?
No Impact. The proposed Project includes construction, renovation, and demolition activities to
support the transformation of the Zoo during the 20-year planning horizon. The proposed Project
would not construct housing and therefore, would not place housing within a 100-year flood hazard
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood
hazard delineation map. Therefore, there would be no impacts, and this topic will not be discussed
further in the EIR.
h) Would the project place within a 100‐year flood hazard area structures that would impede or
redirect flood flows?
Less than Significant Impact. According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
Flood Insurance Rate Map for the Project vicinity, the Project site and surrounding areas within
Griffith Park are located in Zone X, which are designated as areas of minimal flood hazard and outside
of the 100-year floodplain. The proposed Project would not be affected by the Los Angeles River 100year flood flows, which are confined within the levees (FEMA 2018). The proposed new stormwater
collection system would capture stormwater runoff within different drainage areas of the Zoo and
redirect flood flows via water collection lines to one of the five proposed subsurface cisterns, where
runoff would collect for reuse onsite. As such, implementation of the proposed Project would not
place structures within a 100-year flood hazard area, and although drainage within the Zoo would
be redirected, the proposed stormwater drainage system would result in less than significant
beneficial drainage impacts. To fully disclose proposed Project impacts on flood flows within the
Project site, this topic will be further discussed in the EIR.
i) Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?
No Impact. As described in Response 10(h), the Project site is designated by FEMA as an area of
minimal flood hazard. The Project site is not located within a levee or dam inundation area, and
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam is not expected to occur. Therefore, the proposed
Project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving
flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam.
j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?
Less than Significant Impact. A seiche is a temporary disturbance or oscillation in the water level
of a lake or partially enclosed body of water. A tsunami is a long, high ocean wave caused by an
earthquake, submarine landslide, or other disturbance. The Project site is not in proximity to a lake
or ocean, and therefore, is not susceptible to seiche or tsunami. A mudflow is a fluid or hardened
stream or avalanche of mud. As previously described, the proposed Project would include
development on moderate to severe slopes throughout the Project site, primarily in the proposed
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Africa and California planning areas. However, a majority of the Project site will be either paved or
heavily landscaped with trees and lush vegetation, which would support hillsides within the Project
site and minimize the potential for mudslides. Therefore, the Project site is not expected to be
susceptible to mudflows. Project-related impacts associated with inundation by seiche, tsunami, or
mudflows would be less than significant, and this topic will be discussed further in the EIR.

Los Angeles Zoo Vision Plan
Notice of Preparation/Initial Study

January 2019

4-34

Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering

Chapter 4. Environmental Checklist

11. Land Use and Planning
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:
a.

Physically divide an established community?

b.

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

a) Would the project physically divide an established community?
Less than Significant Impact. Implementation of the proposed Project is primarily limited to the
133-acre Zoo property, including development of approximately 31 acres of undeveloped land, and
would not expand the Zoo’s boundaries. However, the Vision Plan proposes offsite transportation
improvements to facilitate vehicular access to the Zoo (e.g., new “T” intersection, stoplights, signage,
etc.) as well as internal circulation improvements. Construction activities associated with these
improvements may require short-term road closures or interruption of traffic along both internal
pathways and roads in the proximity to the Project site (i.e., Zoo Drive, Western Heritage Way,
Crystal Springs Drive). As such, construction activities are expected to result in short-term
disruption of pedestrian and vehicular circulation within the Zoo and adjacent areas of Griffith Park.
However, construction activities associated with the transportation improvements would be shortterm and temporary (up to 2 years), and planned improvements would enhance mobility and
connectivity within the Zoo and adjacent areas of the Park. Therefore, the proposed Project would
not physically divide an established community and impacts would be less than significant.
Nonetheless, to fully disclose the effect of the proposed Project, changes in circulation and its effect
on the community will be discussed further in the EIR.
b) Would the project conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency
with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan,
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect?
Potentially Significant Impact. Land use and future development at the Zoo is guided by the City’s
General Plan, the Hollywood Community Plan, the Griffith Park Master Plan, the proposed Los
Angeles Zoo Vision Plan, and a range of City policies and regulations. Griffith Park, including the Zoo,
are designated for open space uses in the Hollywood Community Plan and Los Angeles Municipal
Code. The Zoo is designated as open space (OS) in the Hollywood Community Plan and Los Angeles
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Municipal Code. Because the Zoo is designated as open space with the Vision Plan an allowable use,
the proposed Project would be broadly consistent with applicable City land use plans, policies and
regulations. However, the proposed Project may be potentially inconsistent with the goals of land
use regulations and policies related to issues such as tree protection, traffic congestion, and air
quality, as discussed further in Response 4(f). As impacts could be potentially significant, this topic
will be discussed further in the EIR.
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12. Mineral Resources
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:
a.

Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and
the residents of the state?

b.

Result in the loss of availability of a locally
important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or
other land use plan?

a) Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of
value to the region and the residents of the state?
No Impact. Mineral resources are geological deposits in or on the Earth’s crust that may have
economic value, and include fuels (e.g., coal, oil, and natural gas), metals (e.g., iron, copper, and
aluminum) and non-metals (e.g., salt, gypsum, clay, sand, and phosphates). The California Surface
Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA) requires the State Geologist to classify land into
Mineral Resource Zones (MRZs) according to the known or inferred mineral potential of that land.
The process is based solely on geology, without regard to existing land use or land ownership. The
primary goal of mineral land classification is to ensure that the mineral resource potential of land is
recognized by local government decision-makers and considered before land-use decisions that
could preclude mining are made.
The proposed Project is located in a highly urbanized area of Los Angeles. No mineral resources that
would be of value to the region or residents of the state have been identified on or adjacent to the
Project site. Therefore, no impacts resulting from the loss of mineral resources that would be of value
to the region and the residents of the state are anticipated, and this topic will not be discussed further
in the EIR.
b) Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally‐important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?
No Impact. The Project site does not include any important mineral resources recovery sites
delineated on the City’s General Plan and has no history of mineral extraction; therefore, there would
be no impacts, and this topic will not be discussed further in the EIR.
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13. Noise
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:
a.

Expose persons to or generate noise levels in
excess of standards established in a local general
plan or noise ordinance or applicable standards of
other agencies?

b.

Expose persons to or generate excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
levels?

c.

Result in a substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?

d.

Result in a substantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project?

e.

Be located within an airport land use plan area, or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport
and expose people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise levels?

f.

Be located in the vicinity of a private airstrip and
expose people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels?

a) Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of
standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of
other agencies?
Potentially Significant Impact. Noise is typically defined as unwanted sound that interferes with
normal activities or otherwise diminishes the quality of the environment. Prolonged exposure to
high levels of noise is known to have several adverse effects on people, including hearing loss,
interference with communications and sleep, physiological responses, and annoyance. The noise
environment includes background noise generated from both near and distant noise sources, as well
as the sound from individual local sources. These sources of noise can vary from an occasional
aircraft or train passing by to continuous noise from sources such as traffic on a major road.
The standard unit of measurement of the loudness of sound is the Decibel (dB). Since the human ear
is not equally sensitive to sound at all frequencies, a special frequency-dependent rating scale has
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been devised to relate noise to human sensitivity. The A-weighted decibel scale (dBA) performs this
compensation by discriminating against frequencies in a manner approximating the sensitivity of
the human ear. Decibels are based on the logarithmic scale. The logarithmic scale compresses the
wide range in sound pressure levels to a more useable range of numbers in a manner similar to the
way that the Richter scale is used to measure earthquakes. In terms of human response to noise,
studies have indicated that a noise level increase of 3 dBA is barely perceptible to most people, a 5dBA increase is readily noticeable, and a difference of 10 dBA would be perceived as a doubling of
loudness. Everyday sounds normally range from 30 to 100 dBA. Noise issues in communities are
often evaluated in terms of Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL), the energy-averaged sound
level measured over a 24-hour period, with a 10-dBA penalty assigned to noise events occurring
during typical sleeping hours of between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., and a 5-dBA penalty for noise
events during the evening between 7:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m. CNEL is often used for its utility in
identifying noise related sleep disturbance effects, often a key community concern for increases in
noise levels.
Proposed Project construction and operation would generate increased noise levels, potentially
exposing persons using the Zoo or adjacent areas of Griffith Park to increased noise levels. The City
of Los Angeles Municipal Code has adopted noise thresholds for various land uses (Table 4).
However, the City’s noise thresholds do not address standards for open space uses.
Table 4: Los Angeles County Code Exterior Noise Standards
Presumed Ambient Noise Level (dB(A))
Zone

Day

Night

Residential, agricultural

50

40

Commercial, Parking

60

55

Manufacturing

60

55

Heavy manufacturing

65

65

Source: City of Los Angeles Municipal Code (City of Los Angeles 1982)
Notes: In this chart, daytime levels are to be used from 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. and
nighttime levels from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. At the boundary line between two
zones, the presumed ambient noise level of the quieter zone shall be used.

In addition to the standards for exterior noise levels in Table 4, the City’s noise ordinance sets forth
noise limits for construction activities. Chapter 11, Article 2, Section 112.05, of the Los Angeles
Municipal Code states that noise generated from construction and industrial machinery shall not
exceed a maximum of 75 dBA within 500 feet of a residential zone of the City between the hours of
7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., except where compliance is technically infeasible. “The burden of proving
that compliance is technically infeasible shall be upon the person or persons charged with a violation
of this section. Technical infeasibility shall mean that said noise limitations cannot be complied with
despite the use of mufflers, shields, sound barriers, and/or any other noise-reduction device or
technique during the operation of the equipment.”
Section 41.40 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code restricts construction activities during different
hours of the day. According to this code, no person shall perform any construction or repair work
that makes loud noises that disturbs persons occupying sleeping quarters in any place of residence
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between the hours of 9:00 p.m. of one day and 7:00 a.m. of the following day. If a project’s
construction schedule would necessitate construction activities to occur outside of the hours
allowed by the City’s noise ordinance, then a permit from the Police Commission is required.
The Project site is located within Griffith Park, an area of passive open space uses with generally low
noise levels. However, urban areas bordering the Park have higher noise levels associated with
traffic and other urban activity. Existing land uses in the vicinity of the Project site are open space
and industrial, with some low- to medium-density residential north of the Zoo (City of Burbank
2012; City of Glendale 2018; City of Los Angeles 2017a). The nearest sensitive receptors to the
Project site are the parks and recreational facilities surrounding the Zoo within Griffith Park,
including John Ferraro Athletic Fields (approximately 0.3 miles northwest of the Project site), Autry
Museum of the American West (adjacent to the west of the Project site), Wilson & Harding Golf
Courses (adjacent to the south of the Project site), and Mineral Wells Picnic Area (just west of the
Gottlieb Animal Health and Conservation Center). Additional sensitive receptors in the Project
vicinity include residences within the City of Glendale north of SR-134 and the Los Angeles River
(0.5 miles north of the Project site). In addition, the nearest elderly housing includes Broadview
Residential Care Center (approximately 1.0 mile east of the Project site), HumanGood
(approximately 1.25 miles east of the Project site) and Dreier’s Nursing Care Center (approximately
1.25 miles north of the Project site). The nearest schools are Scholars Preparatory School College of
Beauty, Arts, and Sciences (approximately 0.5 miles to the east of the Project site) and Hoover High
School and Eleanor J. Toll Middle School within the City of Glendale (approximately 1.25 miles
northeast of the Project site). The nearest hospital is Glendale Memorial Hospital (approximately 2.0
miles northeast of the Project site). Within the Zoo, sensitive receptors to noise 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. The EIR
analysis will evaluate the potential for internal sensitive receptors to both construction and
operational noise.
During proposed Project operation, the primary noise source generated under the Vision Plan would
be traffic noise, with some noise resulting from general operation of the Zoo, including loud speakers,
noise from the carousel, amplified music from special events, etc. Proposed Project operation would
result in a substantial increase in the occurrence of daytime and nighttime public and private special
events (e.g., birthday parties, weddings, fundraisers, corporate parties, etc.) associated with the
three new visitor centers and additional visitor-serving uses. Special events would include amplified
music, outdoor dining, and animal encounters but would be required to obtain and abide by special
events permits from the City limiting event timing, use of amplified music and lighting, and alcohol
sales, etc. Consequently, buildout of the proposed Project would produce additional sources of noise
and result in an increase in nighttime noise relative to existing conditions.
During construction, demolition and excavation, operation of heavy construction equipment and
various other noise-generating construction activities would generate increased noise levels over
the 20-year proposed Project construction horizon. Additionally, construction of the proposed
Condor Canyon within the California planning area may require blasting or prolonged excavation by
heavy equipment of the bedrock within the existing undeveloped hillside. Any blasting activities
would be carried out in accordance with Title 32 Chapter 105.6.15, Explosives, of the Los Angeles
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County Code. The noise levels for construction equipment that would typically be used for the
proposed Project range from 75 dBA to 96 dBA at 50 feet (Table 5). The degree of construction noise
impacts could vary for different areas within the Project site depending on the construction
activities. Additional noise analysis would be provided through noise technical study, which will be
included in the EIR.
Table 5: Construction Equipment Noise Levels
Equipment Type

Maximum Noise Level (Lmax) of
Equipment at 50 feet (in dB)

Dump Truck

76

Front End Loader

79

Air Compressor

78

Pneumatic Tools

85

Concrete Mixer Truck

79

Concrete Pump Truck

81

Jackhammer

89

Sand Blasting

96

Source: (U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration 2015)
Notes: The noise levels are provided in the U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal
Highway Administration Construction Noise Handbook (U.S. Department of
Transportation, Federal Highway Administration 2015), and are actual, measured noise
levels based on measurements performed for the Central Artery/Tunnel Project. Noise
measurements were averaged to compute the actual emission level.

Potential Project construction noise levels would exceed the City’s noise standards for exterior noise
limits of 40 to 65 dBA, although the noise standards do not address open space land use, and none
of the proposed Project planning areas are within 500 feet of residential uses. Noise reduction
measures would be employed to reduce proposed Project noise generation, including equipment
mufflers, sound barriers, and hours of construction limitations. As proposed Project construction
activities could potentially exceed City noise standards, the Project could result in potentially
significant impacts on noise levels that would exceed standards established in a local general plan
or noise ordinance or applicable standards of other agencies, and this topic will be discussed further
in the EIR.
b) Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne
vibration or groundborne noise levels?
Less than Significant Impact. Construction activity can result in varying degrees of ground
vibration, depending on the equipment and methods employed. Operation of construction
equipment causes groundborne vibrations that diminish in strength with distance. Construction
vibration varies greatly depending on the construction phases, type and condition of equipment
used, and layout of the construction site. Construction vibration levels are governed primarily by the
heaviest pieces of equipment, such as impact pile drivers and pavement breakers. Since the
construction equipment is mobile, the intensities of vibration perceived would vary greatly
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depending on the spatial relationship between the source and the receiver.
The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) provides groundborne vibration impact criteria for
various types of building uses. However, FRA recommends that these criteria be used as a damage
threshold for the fragile structures located near the right of way (ROW) of a transit project.
Additionally, Section 41.32 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code specifies that no person should
use any sound amplifying system in such a manner that any vibration emitted is received by human
ear from more than 50 feet from the property line where such amplification is being conducted.
Operation of the proposed Project would see a substantial increase in traffic noise that could
generate groundborne vibration or noise levels above existing conditions. Proposed Project
operation would also generate a substantial increase in the occurrence of daytime and nighttime
public and private special events associated with the three new visitor centers. Special events would
include amplified music that could generate groundborne vibration; however, operation of amplified
systems associated with special events at the Zoo would be consistent with Section 41.32 of the City
of Los Angeles Municipal Code.
Construction of the proposed Project would generate the substantial groundborne vibration above
existing conditions. The worst vibration impacts would generally occur during building demolition,
blasting activities associated with construction of Condor Canyon in the California planning area, and
utilities replacement activities involving pavement breakers and pile drivers. However, the
proposed Project would comply with applicable codes to avoid and minimize groundborne
vibrations in exceedance of City standards. While impacts related to groundborne vibration are
expected to be less than significant, this topic will be discussed further in the EIR.
c) Would the project result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing without the project?
Potentially Significant Impact. As described in Responses 13(a) and (b), proposed Project
operation would generate a substantial permanent increase in traffic noise as well as with some
noise resulting from general operation of the Zoo, including loud speakers, noise from the carousel,
and amplified music from special events. This topic will be further analyzed in the EIR.
d) Would the project result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels
in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?
Potentially Significant Impact. As discussed in Response 13(a), construction activities associated
with the proposed Project may result in a temporary increase in ambient noise levels in the Project
vicinity above levels existing without the project. The increase in ambient noise levels has the
potential to adversely impact animal residents of the Zoo, Zoo employees, and visitors attending the
Zoo and surrounding areas within Griffith Park. Certain noise attenuation measures would be
employed (e.g., equipment mufflers, sound barriers, etc.) during the 20-year construction horizon.
However, construction of the proposed Project has the potential to result in a substantial temporary
increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing without the proposed
Project. Impacts are anticipated to be potentially significant and this topic will be discussed further
in the EIR.
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e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?
No Impact. The closest airport to the proposed Project is the Bob Hope Airport, which is located
approximately 4.5 miles to the northwest. According to the most recent noise exposure map update
for the airport, the Project site is well outside the noise contour for the airport (Burbank-GlendalePasadena Airport Authority 2013). Therefore, the proposed Project would not expose people
working in or visiting the Project site to excessive noise levels and no impact would result. This issue
would not be subject to further analysis in the EIR.
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing
or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?
No Impact. Implementation of the proposed Project would not result in substantial airport-related
noise for people residing or working within or in proximity to the Project site because the Project
site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. The nearest airstrip is located at Bob Hope
Airport, approximately 4.5 miles away. Therefore, no impact would occur. This issue would not be
subject to further analysis in the EIR.
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14. Population and Housing
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:
a.

Induce substantial unplanned population growth
in an area, either directly (e.g., by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (e.g., through
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

b.

Displace a substantial number of existing housing
units,
necessitating
the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

c.

Displace a substantial number of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

a) Would the project induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example,
by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads
or other infrastructure)?
Less than Significant Impact. Construction associated with buildout of the Vision Plan is expected
to employ temporary construction workers during each phase of development; total construction
employees would vary depending on the phase of construction. However, these employees are
expected to be drawn from the existing workforce within the County and would not be expected to
move to or temporarily seek housing in the City. During operation, additional full-time animal care,
grounds maintenance, admissions, education, and public relations staff at the Zoo would be required.
In addition to Zoo staff, GLAZA would employ limited additional staff for fundraising, membership
services, publications, and special events. Retail uses at the Zoo would likely require several
additional employees, while dining (i.e., restaurant and catering) staff would include substantially
more staff during peak periods. In total, the proposed Project is estimated to employ up to 600
personnel onsite at a given time, which would be an increase of approximately 170 employees as
compared to existing conditions. However, similar to construction employment, a majority of
operational jobs associated with the proposed Project are anticipated to be supplied by the existing
local or regional labor force within the City and surrounding Los Angeles County. Further, the
proposed Project does not include the construction of new residential units or businesses, or the
extension of roads or infrastructure to undeveloped areas; therefore, the potential to induce
population growth through proposed Project implementation is very low. The proposed Project
could spur additional economic growth in the Project site, which could thereby induce limited new
growth within the local community and regional area. New businesses may be attracted to the
Project vicinity to support the Zoo’s projected growth in attendance and expanded visitor services.
However, this potential for indirect economic growth is limited, as the Project site is located in a
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designated open space area and the urban area surrounding Griffith Park is already densely
developed, with limited space for commercial development. Therefore, this issue is expected to be
less than significant, but will be evaluated further in the EIR.
b) Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
No Impact. The proposed Project would not displace any housing units, and the construction of
replacement housing would not be required. Therefore, there would be no impact on housing, and
this topic will not be discussed further in the EIR.
c) Would the project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?
No Impact. The proposed Project would not displace any people, and the construction of
replacement housing would not be required. Therefore, there would be no impacts related to
displacement, and this topic will not be discussed further in the EIR.
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15. Public Services
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:
a.

Result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities or a need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other
performance objectives for any of the following
public services:
i.

Fire Protection?

ii.

Police Protection?

iii.

Schools?

iv.

Parks?

v.

Other public facilities?

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:
i. Fire protection?
Less than Significant Impact. The Project site is served by Fire Station No. 56 of the West Bureau
of the LAFD. Provision of the new visitor centers and other event spaces would result in a substantial
increase in the public and private events hosted at the Zoo. For example, the Zoo is projected to host
an average of 100 birthday parties and 75 private events per year by 2034, as compared to the 55
birthday parties and 38 private events hosted at the Zoo in Fiscal Year (FY) 2017. Expansion and
provision of other visitor service areas (e.g., restaurants, retail, etc.) is also anticipated to drive
substantial increases in Zoo attendance over the 20-year planning horizon. Based upon recent and
historic trends in Zoo attendance and planned facility and program improvements, implementation
of the proposed Project would facilitate expansion of annual visitation from approximately 1.8
million guests currently to 3.0 million guests by 2040 (AECOM 2017). Increased visitation and
associated traffic may generate additional need for fire protection in the LAFD service area. As
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described in Section 14, Population and Housing, the proposed Project would generate a minor
increase in population due to increased employment opportunities at the Zoo and additional
economic growth. While the proposed Project would require approximately 170 additional
employees for operation of the Zoo, it is anticipated that the local populace would supply most of the
jobs and any increase in population requiring fire protection services would be incremental.
Therefore, the proposed Project is not anticipated to increase demand to the extent that the
construction of additional fire protection facilities would be required.
To prevent hazards that would increase the need for fire protection, the proposed Project would be
constructed in accordance with all applicable fire codes (e.g., adequate emergency access, emergency
water supply, proper sprinkler installation, fire alarms, and fire suppression systems) set forth by
the state Fire Marshall and LAFD. The proposed Project would not create a fire hazard and is not
expected to require services that would exceed the capacity of LAFD to serve the site or surrounding
areas. Construction of additional facilities is not expected to be required to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives. If any traffic control plans are
needed during construction, the nearest local fire responders would be notified to coordinate
emergency response routing. While the need for additional fire protection and resources in the LAFD
service area is expected to be less than significant, this topic will be discussed further in the EIR.
ii. Police protection?
Less than Significant Impact. Security at the Zoo is provided by an onsite security team that
assumes policing and first-aid responsibilities, with support from the West Bureau of the Los Angeles
Police Department (LAPD) when required. Because implementation of the Vision Plan is anticipated
to increase Zoo visitation by 1.2 million through 2040, there would be an increased demand for
additional police protection at and in the vicinity of the Zoo, especially during special events.
However, existing services have the capacity to accommodate additional demand in the Downtown
area. Property fencing, security lighting, and gates would continue to provide security at the Zoo and
reduce potential demand on LAPD personnel. Vegetation would not substantially block visibility
from the surrounding roads, and police department response times are not anticipated to be affected
by proposed Project implementation. The LAPD would not need to construct a new facility or alter
an existing facility to accommodate the proposed Project. As such, impacts to public safety and police
protection services would be less than significant.
If any traffic control plans are needed during construction, the nearest local police station would be
notified to coordinate emergency response routing. During construction, the areas within the Zoo
undergoing construction would be fenced and screened, nighttime lighting would be provided, and
access would be controlled to deter theft. While the proposed Project is not expected to result in an
increase in demand for police services such that additional facilities would need to be constructed,
this topic will be discussed further in the EIR.
iii. Schools?
Less than Significant Impact. The Project site is comprised of open space land use, and the closest
schools are Scholars Preparatory School College of Beauty, Arts, and Sciences (approximately 0.5
miles to the east of the Project site) and Hoover High School and Eleanor J. Toll Middle School within
the City of Glendale (approximately 1.25 miles northeast of the Project site). The proposed Project
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does not include residential development that would directly increase the demand for additional or
modified school facilities. Although most employees of the Zoo are expected to be local to Los Angeles
County, an incremental increase in population could occur (refer to Section 14, Population and
Housing). Increased permanent populations may require use of local public schools. However, the
proposed Project does not have the potential to generate substantial population growth resulting in
the need for construction of new school facilities. The proposed Project would not substantially
induce population growth; therefore, the proposed Project would not increase the demand for
schools near the Project site. While the proposed Project may potentially serve as a park and
recreational resource for nearby schools, construction and operation of the proposed Project would
not directly or indirectly increase student enrollment levels at any nearby schools. Although the
proposed Project is not expected to result in an increase in demand for schools such that additional
facilities would need to be constructed, this topic will be discussed further in the EIR.
iv. Parks?
Less than Significant Impact. As mentioned, it is anticipated that the local populace would supply
most of the jobs generated by buildout of the proposed Project and any increase in population
requiring additional park facilities would be incremental. The Project site is located within open
space land use in Griffith Park which provides regional open space and recreational uses.
Additionally, the proposed Project would include enhancement of recreational uses within the Zoo
and construction of a public park with picnic facilities adjacent to the proposed above-ground
parking garage, which would assist the surrounding communities by meeting the need for open
space and recreational facilities. However, the proposed Project would generate an increase in
annual Zoo attendance, which may potentially generate an increase in the use of other recreational
facilities surrounding the Project site within Griffith Park. See Section 16, Recreation, for additional
analysis on the proposed Project’s potential impacts on Griffith Park. While the proposed Project
would not directly strain existing park services, this topic will be discussed further in the EIR.
v. Other public facilities?
Less than Significant Impact. As previously described, implementation of the proposed Project is
expected to result in an incremental increase in population due to the increased availability of jobs.
With an increase in population, the number of individuals visiting nearby libraries would
incrementally increase. The proposed Project would maintain existing County population
projections under the General Plan 2035. Therefore, the proposed Project’s impacts would be less
than significant, but this impact will be discussed in the EIR.
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16. Recreation
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:
a.

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

b.

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

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or
be accelerated?
Less than Significant Impact. The Zoo is a featured destination within Griffith Park, the largest
regional recreational and the open space use in the County. Other recreational uses in the vicinity of
the Zoo at Griffith Park include the Ferraro Soccer Complex, the Autry Museum of the American West,
Griffith Park Dog Park, the Wilson and Harding Golf Courses, the Los Angeles Equestrian Center, and
Travel Town train museum. Griffith Park also includes open space and recreation areas with sports
fields, benches for picnicking, bridle trails that equestrians share with hikers and bicycles.
With the exception of the proposed parking and vehicle entry improvements, the proposed Project
would expand and improve upon Zoo facilities within the existing Zoo boundaries only. Thus,
implementation of the proposed Project would result in no net loss of recreational lands and would
not cause direct impacts to recreational facilities within Griffith Park. However, the proposed Project
has the potential to result in indirect impacts to recreational facilities within the Park due to the
projected increase in visitation over the 20-year planning horizon. For example, the estimated 1.2
million visitor increase in annual visitation at the Zoo would have the potential to spill over into
other recreational uses in Griffith Park. In addition, the proposed Project would result in increased
employment at the Zoo and, therefore, would result in minor population growth that could increase
the use of existing parks or other recreational facilities in the surrounding area. The expected
increase in the use of Griffith Park could potentially result in or accelerate physical deterioration of
the Park facilities. While impacts on Griffith Park facilities are expected to be less than significant,
this topic will be discussed further in the EIR.
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?
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Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed Project would include the construction of
recreational facilities that may include overnight special event spaces, picnic spots, rock climbing,
playgrounds (i.e., Nature Play Park), and a public park adjacent to the proposed above-ground
parking garage. As mentioned in Section 1, Aesthetics, Section 2, Agriculture and Forest Resources,
and Section 4, Biological Resources, implementation of the proposed Project would result in the
removal of potentially hundreds of the trees within the Project site to support development of the
proposed new and expanded facilities and exhibits. While construction activities would include
planting new trees and other vegetation to retain the Zoo’s lush landscape, the removal of existing
vegetation may potentially have an adverse physical impact on the environment (refer to Section 4,
Biological Resources). Additionally, as described in Section 7, Geology and Soils, construction of the
proposed Project would require substantial excavation (i.e., up to 122,000 cubic yards), including
38,000 cubic yards of the existing undeveloped hillside underlying the proposed California planning
area. Alteration of this landform would result in adverse physical impacts on the geological
environment. While BMPs and standard measures would be incorporated into the proposed Project
to prevent erosion and sedimentation, impacts would be potentially significant. Therefore, this topic
will be discussed further in the EIR.
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17. Transportation/Traffic
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:
a.

Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or
policy establishing measures of effectiveness for
the performance of the circulation system, taking
into account all modes of transportation, including
mass transit and non‐motorized travel and
relevant components of the circulation system,
including, but not limited to, intersections, streets,
highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle
paths, and mass transit?

b.

Conflict
with
an
applicable
congestion
management program, including, but not limited
to, level‐of‐service standards and travel demand
measures or other standards established by the
county congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?

c.

Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks?

d.

Substantially increase hazards because of a design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

e.

Result in inadequate emergency access?

f.

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
regarding public transit, bicycle or pedestrian
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance
or safety of such facilities?

a) Would the project exceed the capacity of the existing circulation system, based on an applicable
measure of effectiveness (as designated in a general plan policy, ordinance, etc.), taking into
account all relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to
intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?
Potentially Significant Impact. The Mobility Plan 2035 is part of the City’s General Plan and
outlines goals to achieve a transportation system that balances all modes of transportation (Los
Angeles Department of City Planning 2016). The Complete Streets Design Guide is a policy
established in the Mobility Plan to guide the operations and design of streets and other public ROW.
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Another policy requires developers to ensure high quality pedestrian access in all site planning and
public ROW modifications to provide a safe and comfortable walking environment. The proposed
Project would encourage active modes of transportation, including vehicles, pedestrians, bicyclists,
and public transit, that would be consistent with the goals of the Mobility Plan.
The Zoo is located immediately west of the I-5 and immediately south of the SR-134. Vehicle access
from the I-5 is provided by northbound off-ramps and southbound on-ramps at Zoo Drive as well as
Crystal Springs Drive, which turns into Western Heritage Way at the eastern boundary of the Zoo
parking lot. Vehicle access from the SR-134 is provided via an eastbound off-ramp and a westbound
on-ramp at Riverside Drive, which supports a stop-controlled intersection at Zoo Drive. Currently,
congestion on Zoo Drive and Western Heritage Way backs up onto I-5 and SR-134 during peak visitor
days. Implementation of the proposed Project would have the potential to increase traffic and
congestion due to the projected increase in Zoo attendance (from1.8 million visitors to 3.0 million
visitors by 2040). In terms of roadway and intersection operations, the intersections of Zoo Drive &
Riverside Drive, Zoo Drive & Western Heritage Way, and Western Heritage Way & Crystal Springs
Drive are likely to see an increase in turning movements with the anticipated increase of trips
generated by the proposed Project’s projected visitation. Visitors would enter and leave the Project
site onto nearby collector streets and arterial roadways to access other areas of Griffith Park or
access to nearby I-5 and SR-134. To improve circulation on peak days and, as determined by a future
traffic study, the intersection at the I-5 northbound exit loop will either be resigned or signalized.
This may also include a sign on the bridge over the I-5 indicating the Zoo offramp.
Proposed Project implementation would also potentially attract a greater number of pedestrians and
cyclists to the vicinity, due to the projected visitation increase over the 20-year planning horizon.
However, these modes of visitation are expected to be limited given the Zoo’s location. As Zoo Drive,
Western Heritage Way, and Crystal Springs Drive, currently include striping for class II bicycle paths,
it is anticipated that implementation of the proposed Project would not exceed the capacity of the
existing bicycle infrastructure in the vicinity of the Project site. In conjunction with increased turning
movements from these roads, the increased presence of both vehicles and pedestrian and bicycle
crossings at intersections near the Project site (e.g. Zoo Drive and Crystal Springs Drive) would result
in increased traffic-related hazards. The proposed Project would also implement significant
pedestrian circulation improvements at the Zoo entrance and throughout the Zoo interior, including
developing a primary pedestrian loop path, separating service traffic from pedestrian routes, and
alternative modes of transportation (e.g., land and aerial trams). The configuration and widths of the
new pedestrian loop and secondary pedestrian paths would allow for more efficient pedestrian
traffic and a greater capacity of visitors within the Zoo on peak visitor days.
The proposed Project would also potentially affect vehicle miles traveled (VMT) by visitors and
employees as visitation increases and facilities expand over time. As both a regional and local
attraction, average VMT is expected to be highly variable and would be evaluated as part of a traffic
study prepared to inform the EIR, consistent with SCAG and state CEQA guidance.
Phase 1 of the Vision Plan would complete the initial circulation improvements of the Vision Plan
(e.g., intersection improvements) and relocation of Crystal Springs to the east perimeter of the
parking lot, increasing parking by 300 spaces. In Phase 8, a new 2,000-space garage would be
constructed in the north parking lot. Additionally, a total of 92 employee parking spaces would be
provided at the Animal Health center and 56 employee parking spaces at the proposed Service
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Center.
While the proposed improvements included in the proposed Project may improve circulation within
and in the vicinity of the Zoo, visitation is expected to increase from 1.8 million visitors to 3.0 million
visitors over the 20-year life of the Vision Plan, placing additional demand on the circulation
network. Therefore, the proposed Project would potentially conflict with an applicable ordinance or
policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system. To
assess the impact on the effectiveness for performance of the circulation system, the EIR will be
informed by a Project-specific transportation and traffic study. The proposed Project’s effect on the
performance of the circulation system will be discussed further in the EIR.
b) Would the project conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but
not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards
established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?
Potentially Significant Impact. The City’s Mobility Plan 2035 includes traffic and circulation
objectives and policies for the City, such as ensuring a safe and effective transportation system that
provides adequate traffic movement while preserving community character and promoting
alternative transportation through improved pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure (Los Angeles
Department of City Planning 2016).
As described in Response 17(a), peak visitation days at the Zoo currently cause congestion on the
surrounding roadways and sometimes onto the nearby freeways (i.e., I-5 and SR-134).
Implementation of the proposed Project is expected to increase Zoo attendance from 1.8 million
visitors per year to 3 million visitors per year by 2040, thereby increasing the vehicular congestion
in the vicinity of the Project site. However, the proposed Project includes near-term improvements
to the I-5 offramp at Zoo Drive and the intersection at Zoo Drive and Western Heritage Way to
alleviate existing and future congestion during peak days. These improvements may include, but
would not be limited to, grade changes, stoplights, and new signs. City policies and design standards
would be incorporated to minimize traffic congestion resulting from the proposed Project and
promote multi-modal active transportation components (e.g., L.A. Metro bus). During operation of
the proposed Project, access to surrounding roadways and freeways would be maintained.
Construction activities associated with the proposed road improvements are anticipated to last for
no longer than two years. During this time, temporary construction staging areas would be
established along the existing roadway shoulders within the public ROW and within temporary
construction easements, as necessary. Trucks would be used to haul in materials for construction of
the circulation improvements as well as the proposed construction, demolition, and renovation
projects at the Zoo. Further, construction personnel traveling to and from the Project site would
result in additional daily trips. Construction-related traffic could result in additional congestion
along Zoo Drive, Crystal Springs Drive, I-5, and SR-134. However, the additional traffic generated by
the heavy haul trucks and construction personnel would be temporary and short-term. Existing
traffic patterns and flow would be maintained to the maximum extent feasible during construction
and vehicle detours would be avoided. The majority of the construction activities associated with
proposed Project would not require temporary lane closure or interruption of pedestrian and bicycle
facilities. Access to homes and businesses in the Project vicinity and emergency access would be
maintained at all times. However, because of the additional visitors in the area, the proposed Project
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could generate traffic that would conflict with the applicable congestion management program. A
Project-specific transportation and traffic study will be conducted prior to preparation of the EIR to
further analyze the traffic impacts associated with the proposed Project. Therefore, the proposed
Project could result in a potentially significant impact, and this topic will be discussed further in the
EIR.
c) Would the project result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic
levels or a change in location that result in substantial safety risks?
No Impact. The nearest airstrip is located at Bob Hope Airport, approximately 4.5 miles away. The
proposed Project would not result in any changes in air traffic patterns because the proposed Project
would not affect air traffic levels or change the location of nearby airports or air operations.
Therefore, there would be no impact on air traffic patterns, and this topic will not be discussed
further in the EIR.
d) Would the project substantially increase hazards because of a design feature (e.g., sharp curves
or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
Less than Significant Impact. The proposed Project would not increase hazards because of a design
feature or incompatible uses. The proposed Project includes parking and circulation improvements
at the Zoo’s vehicular entry. The north end of Crystal Springs Drive currently runs between the Zoo’s
main and southern parking lots, separating the Zoo site and main parking lot from additional parking
spaces and the North Hollywood High School Zoo Magnet Center, with a busy street. Under
implementation of the proposed Project, Crystal Springs Drive would be re-routed along the
southern perimeter of the parking lots to enhance efficiency and public safety by reducing pedestrian
street crossings from the southern parking lot to the Zoo entrance. Implementation of the proposed
roadway improvements would comply with City standards and would incorporate design elements
that optimize safety (e.g., roadway lighting). Additionally, the proposed Project would not result in a
change of land use and therefore, would not increase hazards due to incompatible uses.
During construction, potential safety hazards could result from construction vehicles and equipment
either traveling or being staged along the roadway, which could result in potential collisions with
oncoming traffic. Temporary measures and a construction staging plan would be implemented to
minimize hazards from incompatible uses (e.g., construction equipment). Therefore, impacts related
to design features or incompatible uses would be less than significant, and this topic will be
discussed further in the EIR.
e) Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?
Less than Significant Impact. The Project site is surrounded by Zoo Drive, Crystal Springs Drive, I5, and SR-134, which would provide access for emergency vehicles during operation and
construction of the proposed Project, as necessary. Access to surrounding major and secondary
highways would be maintained during operation of the proposed Project. Construction activities
associated with the proposed Project would add vehicles (e.g., construction equipment, worker
vehicles, etc.) to local roads that could increase congestion. However, emergency access would be
maintained to the maximum extent feasible during construction and impacts related to emergency
access are expected to be less than significant. Due of the important relationship between proposed
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Project vehicle use and emergency access to nearby hospitals, this topic will be discussed further in
the EIR.

f) Would the project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?
Less than Significant Impact. The proposed Project would not conflict with adopted policies, plans,
or programs supporting alternative transportation. The proposed Project may include bicycle racks
and connections to the L.A. Metro bicycle paths along the Los Angeles River channel, Crystal Springs
Drive, and to other bike paths within Griffith Park as well as the adjacent street network.
Additionally, reconfiguration of Crystal Springs Drive would allow the Zoo’s south-bound bus stop
to be moved to Western Heritage Way between the Zoo and Autry Museum of the American West,
rather than accommodating two separate bus stops for the two attractions. The shared L.A. Metro
bus stop would increase efficiency of the bus route and encourage public transportation to the Zoo
and Museum. The proposed Project would be consistent with adopted policies, plans, and programs
supporting alternative transportation; therefore, the proposed Project would have beneficial
impacts, and this topic will be discussed further in the EIR.
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18. Tribal Cultural Resources
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in
Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site,
feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically
defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape,
sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California
Native American tribe, and that is:
a.

Listed or eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local
register of historical resources as defined in Public
Resources Code section 5020.1(k)?

b.

A resource determined by the lead agency, in its
discretion and supported by substantial evidence,
to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section
5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a California Native
American tribe?

a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural
landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred
place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is listed or
eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of
historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k)?
Less than Significant Impact. As described in Section 5, Cultural Resources, due to the site’s
previous use as a golf course, there has been substantial ground disturbance within the interior of
the Project site. As such, there is little potential for the discovery of unknown buried tribal cultural
resource(s) during construction activities within the developed portions of the Project site.
Nevertheless, the proposed Project would involve substantial ground disturbance in currently
undeveloped areas within the Zoo that are proposed for development (i.e., Africa and California
planning areas). Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project may result in the potential to
discover, alter, remove, or destroy tribal cultural resources including objects, sites, or features with
value to a California Native American Tribe. In the unlikely event that such resources are uncovered
during development in any of the proposed Project locations, activities would be suspended until a
qualified archaeologist could determine the significance of the resource(s). The NAHC has been
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contacted to determine the Native American Tribes historically associated with the area and
outreach to tribal representatives to request consultation under AB 52 is currently underway.
Consultation with identified tribes will be conducted and the likelihood for resources evaluated in
the EIR. Impacts would be less than significant, but this topic will be discussed further in the EIR.
b) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural
landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred
place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is a resource
determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be
significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section
5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native
American tribe?
Less than Significant Impact. The proposed Project is located on a heavily developed site that has
been highly disturbed during construction of the former golf course as well as construction of Zoo
facilities. However, construction of the proposed Project would require ground-disturbing activities
in undeveloped portions of the Zoo. Proposed construction activities could potentially unearth tribal
cultural resources that may be determined to be significant pursuant to PRC Section 5024.1. Such
resources could include objects, sites, or human remains. In the event human remains are
discovered, further disturbances and construction activities shall stop in any area or nearby area
suspected to overlie remains in accordance with State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, and
the Los Angeles County Coroner would be contacted in accordance with Title 14, CCR, Section
15064.5(e). Pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98, if the coroner determines that the human remains are
of Native American origin, the NAHC would be notified to determine the MLD for the area. The MLD
would make recommendations for the arrangements of the human remains and further provisions
of PRC Section 5097.98 are to be followed as applicable. The NAHC has been contacted to determine
the Native American Tribes historically associated with the area. Consultation with identified tribes
will be conducted and the likelihood for resources evaluated. Impacts would be less than significant,
but this topic will be discussed further in the EIR.
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19. Utilities and Service Systems
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:
a.

Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?

b.

Require or result in the construction of new water
or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?

c.

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

d.

Have sufficient water supplies available to serve
the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or would new or expanded entitlements
be needed?

e.

Result in a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider that serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?

f.

Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste
disposal needs?

g.

Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

a) Would the project exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water
Quality Control Board?
Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed Project involves expansion of animal care facilities,
new animal enclosures with water features, and the addition of new visitor-serving uses within the
Zoo, such as restaurants, retail, recreational spaces, and restrooms. As previously described,
buildout of the Vision Plan would result in increased employment opportunities as well as projected
attendance at the Zoo. Future wastewater generation would increase due to the addition of up to
170 new employees as well as an increase of up to 1.2 million new visitors. As such, implementation
of the Vision Plan would require installation of new wastewater infrastructure at the Zoo.
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Wastewater generated at the Project site would continue to be treated at the Los Angeles-Glendale
Water Reclamation Plant for use of treated water in recharging of the underlying groundwater basin.
The wastewater treatment required for these uses would not exceed the requirements of the
applicable RWQCB. While impacts would be less than significant, this topic will be discussed further
in the EIR.
b) Would the project require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?
Less Than Significant Impact. See Response 19(a). The City’s water is supplied from a mixture of
local groundwater, treated State Water Project (SWP) water, and water that is imported by the City
of Los Angeles from the Owens Valley via the LAA (County of Los Angeles Department of Public
Works 2017). The addition of up to 170 new employees and projected increase of up to 1.2 million
visitors annually would result in increased water consumption and wastewater generation at the
Zoo, as compared to existing conditions. Features of the proposed Project, including recreational
uses (e.g., Nature Play Park, Rainforest Interpretive Center, etc.) and meeting and event spaces, are
expected to result in increased day-use populations at the Project site and additional water
consumption and wastewater generation. Additional amenities, such as restaurants, public
restrooms and drinking water fountains are also proposed to accommodate anticipated attendance
at the Zoo. Aesthetic and recreational features, such as water features and landscape irrigation, are
also proposed to enhance the visitor experience at the Project site. In addition, the proposed Project
would introduce additional uses at the Zoo that would result in additional water consumption and
wastewater generation, such as additional animal pool tanks and other water features, restaurants,
and drinking fountains. As a majority of the existing utilities infrastructure within the Zoo are
reported to be currently at full capacity, the proposed Project would include the installation of new
water and wastewater utility infrastructure throughout the Project site in the near-term.
Potable water at the Zoo would continue to be supplied from existing City infrastructure, which
would be connected to new water mains and pipelines installed throughout the Zoo campus during
each phase of Vision Plan implementation. Wastewater generated within the Project site would be
conveyed to an existing City sewer main along Western Heritage Way. Wastewater would continue
to be treated at the Los Angeles-Glendale Water Reclamation Plant, which processes approximately
20 million gallons of wastewater per day for use of treated water in recharging of the underlying
groundwater basin (LA Sanitation 2018a). The Vision Plan also identifies the potential for
development of a recycled water system for use within restrooms, exhibit/treatment systems, for
washdown of animal holding areas, and power-washing walkways. Use of recycled water for these
uses would substantially decrease the Zoo’s consumption of potable water. As previously mentioned,
new wastewater and water infrastructure would be replaced at the Zoo during each phase of Vision
Plan implementation. However, installation of new water mains and pipelines is not anticipated to
cause significant environmental impacts. While impacts are expected to be less than significant, this
topic will be discussed further in the EIR.
c) Would the project require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
effects?
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Less Than Significant Impact. All stormwater and pool water from the Project site currently drains
to the Zoo’s pumping plant and then is pumped to the Los Angeles-Glendale Water Reclamation
Plant. From the Plant, stormwater is recycled for City-wide use as tertiary treated water or
discharged to the Los Angeles River Watershed. The recently completed improvements to the main
Zoo parking lot included permeable paving and bio-retention cells for stormwater capture. The
proposed Project plans for similar BMPs to capture stormwater throughout the Project site. In
addition to such measures, the Vision Plan also proposes use of five subsurface cisterns (i.e.,
underground reservoirs) within different Zoo drainage areas to store captured runoff. These cisterns
would range in capacity from 2.89 mg/yr to 18.27 mg/yr.
•

Area 1 would encompass 8.88 acres beneath the Africa planning area and would collect
approximately 2.89 mg/yr.

•

Area 2 would encompass 22.34 acres across a majority of Asia and would collect approximately
7.28 mg/yr within a centralized collection cistern.

•

Area 3 covers the northern portion of the Zoo, including Condor Canyon and the Bird Show and
Animal Programs amphitheater, and surrounding foothills and would drain approximately 9.06
mg/yr for a total of 27.8 acres.

•

Area 4, underlying the Zoo Entry and California, would collect 11.10 mg/yr within 34.07 acres.

•

Area 5 would be the largest drainage area at 56.07 acres, encompassing the Nature Play Park and
neighboring hill sides, and would collect approximately 18.27 mg/yr.
Stormwater water collection lines would branch from each underground cistern to collect
stormwater from drains throughout each Zoo drainage area. These large subsurface cisterns would
allow large volumes of stormwater runoff to be retained onsite and be infiltrated into the ground,
treated and pumped out for use later or released to Los Angeles River. During periods of heavy
rainfall, a large water collection line connecting to each subsurface cistern would carry overflow
directly to the Los Angeles-Glendale Water Reclamation Plant. The use of these storage tanks would
retain and reuse an estimated 80 percent of all rainfall on the Zoo’s site and is projected to provide
the Zoo’s 149 AFY of useable water, or 44 percent of the Zoo’s total projected annual water
consumption in 2015. Implementation of the proposed subsurface cisterns would be consistent with
the goals of the City’s One Water LA 2040 Plan. While impacts are expected to be less than significant,
this topic will be discussed further in the EIR.

d) Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing
entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?
Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed Project would continue to receive water from several
sources including, LAA, local groundwater, MWD, and recycled water. Recycled water use is
currently limited to irrigation of landscaping in the Zoo parking lot; however, City-sourced recycled
water is available throughout Griffith Park and there is potential for development of a recycled water
system for use within restrooms, exhibit/treatment systems (i.e., ponds, aesthetics, etc.), for
washdown of animal holding areas, and power-washing walkways. Additionally, as described in
Response 19(c) above, the Vision Plan also proposes use of five subsurface cisterns to store capture
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and retain runoff within different Zoo drainage areas for treatment and use, infiltration into the
ground, or release into the Los Angeles River. The use of these storage tanks would retain and reuse
an estimated 149 AFY of useable water. However, recycled water would provide only a portion of
the Zoo’s projected water demands following implementation of the proposed Project. Both
proposed Project operation and construction would require large amounts of water, potentially
resulting in the need for new or expanded entitlements; therefore, impacts could be potentially
significant, and this topic will be discussed further in the EIR.
e) Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that serves
or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand
in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?
Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed Project would increase demand for potable water to
support the proposed animal care facilities, service areas, landscaping uses, restaurants, and other
uses that would increase generation of wastewater (e.g. animal pools, restrooms, drinking fountains,
and water features). The proposed Project would also generate new wastewater that would continue
to be served by the Los Angeles-Glendale Water Reclamation Plant, which processes approximately
20 million gallons of wastewater per day (LA Sanitation 2018a). To accommodate the projected
increase in visitation as well as the additional employees required, the proposed Project would
involve installation of new water and wastewater systems onsite and offsite, as required. The
provision of these new facilities at the Zoo has the potential to result in an increase in demand for
wastewater treatment that may exceed the treatment provider’s capacity to serve the proposed
Project. Therefore, impacts would be potentially significant, and this topic will be discussed further
in the EIR.
f) Would the project be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the
project’s solid waste disposal needs?
Less Than Significant Impact. The City of Los Angeles purchased Central Los Angeles Recycling &
Transfer Station (CLARTS) in 2004 to serve the City’s curbside collection operations, commercial
waste haulers, independent operators, and the general public (LA Sanitation 2018b). CLARTS was
designed to accommodate a capacity of 4,025 tons of solid waste per day. From CLARTS, waste is
transferred to a landfill or recycling facility. The City of Los Angeles has begun several initiatives to
reduce local waste destined for the landfill. Clean Streets LA, established through Executive Directive
No. 8, will put 5,000 more trashcans on City streets to improve cleanliness in areas identified as
waste “hot spots” across the City. Additionally, the City has adopted a “Zero Waste LA” franchise
system, which is a new public private partnership designed to address the millions of tons of waste
disposed annually by businesses, consumers, and residents. The City has also mandated that local
jurisdictions implement certain waste diversion measures through CalRecycle requirements.
As previously described, the proposed Project would attract up to 1.2 million additional visitors
annually to the Project site where waste would be generated, handled, and directed to CLARTS.
Through the City’s existing waste diversion initiatives, waste flow to the landfill would be minimized.
Outstanding waste would be accommodated by transfer station and landfill facilities, where facility
capacities are sufficient to process waste generated at the Project site.
Construction of the proposed Project would include approximately 122,000 cubic yards of earth
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work, with the generation of up to approximately 26,000 cubic yards of cut earth material requiring
disposal. The disposal of solid waste would be minimized through the recycling and reuse of
materials (e.g., as beneficial reuse material, as engineered fill, or as pressed earth blocks), as feasible.
Waste would be generated during excavation and development of the undeveloped hillside planned
for Condor Canyon and the California planning area, as well as the removal of outdated structures;
however, this waste would be accommodated by a landfill with sufficient capacity. Although impacts
on receiving landfills are expected to be less than significant, and this topic will be discussed further
in the EIR.
g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste?
Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in Response 19(f), proposed Project operation could
result in the generation of additional solid waste due to the projected increase in annual visitors,
which would generate subsequent waste. Operation of the Zoo would continue to comply with
federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. Proposed Project
construction would include the demolition of the existing infrastructure, which would generate solid
waste requiring disposal at nearby landfills. Some of the solid waste generated during construction
activities may be characterized as hazardous and may require disposal at appropriate hazardous
waste facilities. The proposed Project would comply with applicable federal, state, and local laws
pertaining to the safe handling, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials, including RCRA,
which includes requirements for hazardous solid waste management; the DTSC Environmental
Health Standards for the Management of Hazardous Waste (CCR Title 22, Division 4.5), which include
standards for generators and transporters of hazardous waste; and the provisions of the City’s Fire
Department, Hazardous Materials Division, which include requirements for proper handling,
storage, and disposal of hazardous substances. The City contractor would be responsible for
educating construction workers on the proper classification and disposal of solid waste, which
would ensure compliance with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations. While impacts
related to solid waste management and disposal are expected to be less than significant, this issue
will be fully analyzed in the EIR.
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20. Wildfire
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands
classified as very high fire hazard severity zone, would
the project:
a.

Impair an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

b.

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

c.

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

d.

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

a) Would the project impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
Less than Significant Impact. The County of Los Angeles has designated disaster routes that are
used to bring emergency personnel, equipment, and supplies to impacted areas. The Project site is
located near the I-5 and SR-134, which are designated primary disaster routes (Los Angeles County
Department of Public Works 2012). The Project site is also located 0.53 miles east of San Fernando
Road, a secondary disaster route. Operation and construction of the proposed Project is not
anticipated to disrupt access to primary disaster routes. Alternative routes would be used to bypass
potential construction activities on secondary disaster routes. Therefore, impacts on emergency
response plans or emergency evacuation plans would be less than significant, but this topic will be
discussed further in the EIR.
b) Would the project exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to pollutant
concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire due to slope, prevailing
winds, and other factors?
Potentially Significant Impact. Due to the lush vegetation and urban wilderness within Griffith
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Park, a majority of the Park is designated by the California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection (CAL FIRE) as Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone in Local Responsibility Area (CAL FIRE
2011). The proposed Project would not introduce new operations that increase the potential for
wildfires in the vicinity of the Project site. Use of the heavy construction materials during proposed
Project construction would also create the potential for sparking. Sparking within a heavily
vegetated area could potentially create wildfires and impacts to public safety. However, all
appropriate preventative measures will be taken and standard BMPs, such as the storage of fire
suppression materials on the construction site, would be implemented during all construction
activities. Any spark resulting from the use of construction activities would be extinguished
immediately. Further, following the completion of construction activities, the proposed Project is not
anticipated to substantially increase the potential for wildfires. Nonetheless, construction activities
and ongoing operations associated with the proposed Project would have the potential, however
slight, to result in loss, injury, or death related to wildfires. Thus, this topic will be discussed further
in the EIR.
c). Would the project require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as
roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate
fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?
Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed Project would involve improvements to existing
roadways, including realignment of Crystal Springs Drive and Zoo entry, as well as infrastructure
improvements within the Project site. It is not expected that these improvements would exacerbate
fire risks, as development would occur within existing developed areas. However, during
construction, new electricity, natural gas, and fuel infrastructure would be installed within each
phase of Vision Plan implementation with the potential introduction of ignition sources. This
potential for ignition would have particular risk for wildfire along the perimeter areas that interface
with the undeveloped hillsides of Griffith Park. Further, ongoing maintenance of infrastructure in
these areas would present a similar risk of wildfire ignition. This issue is considered potentially
significant and would be analyzed in the EIR.
d) Would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or
downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage
changes?
Potentially Significant Impact. The Project site is located at the base of hillsides of Griffith Park
with a range of slopes. Five drainages would flow through the Project site under the Vision Plan.
Following wildfire within Griffith Park in the vicinity of the Zoo, unstable soils and changes to
drainage and vegetation would have the potential to mobilize and flow downhill toward the Zoo,
placing Zoo structures, personnel, and visitors at risk. While the potential for substantial post-fire
debris or mudflow is relatively low, given that the Project site lies within an area of high fire hazard,
this issue is a potentially significant impact and will be analyzed in the EIR.
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21. Mandatory Findings of Significance
Potentially
Significant
Impact
a.

Does the project have the potential to degrade the
quality of the environment, substantially reduce
the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish
or wildlife population to drop below self‐
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, substantially reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal, or eliminate
important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?

b.

Does the project have impacts that are individually
limited
but
cumulatively
considerable?
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the
incremental effects of a project are considerable
when viewed in connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current projects, and
the effects of probable future projects.)

c.

Does the project have environmental effects that
will cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below
self‐sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of
the major periods of California history or prehistory?
Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed Project is located in an open space area within an
urban environment. Although the proposed operations included in the proposed Project would be
consistent with current uses, the proposed Project would include substantial construction activities
over the 20-year planning horizon that would be inconsistent with current uses and may potentially
impact resident animals of the Zoo, Zoo employees, visitors, and the surrounding environment. For
example, the proposed Project would also involve substantial excavation, which could result in
impacts to geology and soils within the Project site. Consequently, impacts could be significant, and
this topic will be discussed further in the EIR.
b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?
(“cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable
when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects,
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and the effects of probable future projects)?
Potentially Significant Impact. Proposed Project impacts are generally confined to the Project site
and vicinity. However, there could be significant impacts on aesthetics, air quality, urban forest
resources, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, GHG emissions, hazards and
hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, noise, recreation, transportation and traffic,
utilities and service systems, and wildfire. These impacts could potentially contribute to
cumulatively considerable impacts, and this topic will be discussed further in the EIR.
c) Does the project have environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly?
Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed Project would include the demolition, renovation,
and construction of visitor-serving uses, animal care facilities, and administrative/service uses
within the Zoo. No potentially significant impacts are expected to result from the proposed Project
related to agricultural resources, energy, mineral resources, population and housing, public services,
and tribal cultural resources. However, it is unknown at this time if potentially significant impacts
associated with aesthetics, air quality, urban forest resources, biological resources, cultural
resources, geology and soils, GHG emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water
quality, land use and planning, noise, recreation, transportation and traffic, utilities and service
systems, and wildfires can be reduced to less than significant through implementation of mitigation
measures.
Until the impacts are fully analyzed and mitigation measures are determined, a final impact analysis
cannot be made. Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project may result in a potentially
significant impact and could result in significant adverse effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly. These topics will be evaluated in the EIR.
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Acronyms and Abbreviations
AB

Assembly Bill

ACM

asbestos-containing material

ADA

Americans with Disabilities Act

AQMP

Air Quality Management Plan

AZA

Association of Zoos and Aquariums

BMPs

best management practices

CAAQS

California Ambient Air Quality Standards

CAL FIRE

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection

Caltrans

California Department of Transportation

CARB

California Air Resources Board

CBC

California Building Code

CCAA

California Clean Air Act

CCAP

Community Climate Action Plan

CCR

California Code of Regulations

CDFW

California Department of Fish and Wildlife

CEQA

California Environmental Quality Act

City

City of Los Angeles

CLARTS

Central Los Angeles Recycling & Transfer Station

CNDDB

California Natural Diversity Database

CNEL

Community Noise Equivalent Level

CO

Carbon Monoxide

CO2

Carbon Dioxide

CWA

Clean Water Act

dB

decibel

dBA

A-weighted decibel

DTSC

California Department of Toxic Substances

EIR

Environmental Impact Report

FCAA

Federal Clean Air Act

FEMA

Federal Emergency Management Agency

FRA

Federal Railroad Administration
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FY

Fiscal Year

GHG

Greenhouse Gases

GLAZA

Greater Los Angeles Zoo Association

GRACE

Conservation Education Center

I-5

Interstate 5

IS

Initial Study

L.A. Metro

LA County Metropolitan Transit Authority

LAA

Los Angeles Aqueduct

LA Sanitation

Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation

LABOE

City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering

LADOT

City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation

LAFD

Los Angeles Fire Department

LAPD

Los Angeles Police Department

LBP

lead-based paint

LEED

Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design

LUST

leaking underground storage tank

mg/yr

million gallons per year

MMP

mitigation monitoring program

MRZ

Mineral Resource Zone

MWD

Metropolitan Water District

NAAQS

National Ambient Air Quality Standards

NAHC

Native American Heritage Commission

NO2

Nitrogen Dioxide

NoX

Oxides of Nitrogen

NOA

Notice of Availability

NOD

Notice of Determination

NOP

Notice of Preparation

NPDES

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

O3

Ozone

PM10

Particulate Matter

PM2.5

Fine Particulate Matter

PRC

Public Resources Code

RCRA

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

ROW

right-of-way
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RWQCB

Regional Water Quality Control Board

SB

Senate Bill

SCAB

South Coast Air Basin

SCAQMD

South Coast Air Quality Management District

SEA

Significant Ecological Area

SMARA

Surface Mining and Reclamation Act

SO2

Sulfur Dioxide

SR-134

State Route 134

SWP

State Water Project

TAC

toxic air contaminant

U.S. EPA

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

USACE

United States Army Corps of Engineers

USFWS

United States Fish and Wildlife Service

USGS

United States Geological Survey

UST

underground storage tank

VOC

Volatile Organic Compounds
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