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RECOMMENDATIONS:

That the Board:

1. Review, consider, and certify the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), on file inthe Board Office, prepared by and posted on the Department of Public Works Bureau ofEngineering website, http://eng.lacity.org/techdocs/emg/griffith_park_baseball_field.htm,for the proposed Griffith Park Crystal Springs - New Baseball Fields (W.O. #E170110B)project, finding that all potentially significant environmental effects of the project havebeen properly disclosed and evaluated in compliance with the California EnvironmentalQuality Act (CEQA) and the State and City CEQA Guidelines, and that the FEIR reflectsthe Department of Recreation and Parks' (RAP) independent judgment and analysis;
2. Review, consider, and adopt the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan for theproposed project, published under separate cover, that specifies the mitigation measuresto be implemented in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15407(d)), andmonitoring requirements for those measures;

3. Adopt the Findings of Fact and the Statement of Overriding Considerations for theproposed project, published under separate cover;
4. Approve the proposed project (also referred to as the preferred project) as described inthe FEIR; and,
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5. Request the Bureau of Engineering (BOE) to file a Notice of Determination with the LosAngeles City Clerk and the Los Angeles County Clerk within five (5) working days ofthe Board certifying the FEIR.

SUMMARY:

Griffith Park is one of the largest municipal parks in the nation, approximately 4,200 acres insize. The Park was established in 1896 by the donation of private land owned by ColonelGriffith J. Griffith to the city of Los Angeles and is under the jurisdiction of the Department ofRecreation and Parks. In 2009, the City designated Griffith Park as Historic-Cultural Monument(HCM) No. 942. The four-acre project site is located within the Crystal Springs Picnic Area ofGriffith Park, immediately south of the Wilson and Harding Golf Courses. The site is notidentified as a contributing feature of the Griffith Park HCM, but its open space and many nativeand ornamental trees provide important environmental, aesthetic, horticultural and sociologicalvalue.

The proposed Griffith Park Crystal Springs - New Baseball Fields (W.0 #E170110B) projectcalls for the construction of two (2) new youth baseball fields within the existing Crystal SpringsPicnic Area. Each baseball field would consist of natural grass and dirt playing surface, two (2)dugouts, bleachers, outfield/perimeter fencing and scoreboards. The project also includeslandscaping and an irrigation system. The northeast segment of the access loop driveway, whichcurrently allows circulation around the Crystal Springs Picnic Area, would be eliminated and acul-de-sac would be constructed at each terminus of the impacted loop driveway segment.Construction of the northern cul-de-sac would eliminate five (5) parking spaces. Additionally,approximately seven (7) picnic tables would be relocated.

In accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), BOEprepared an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the project. The Final EIR (FEIR) iscomprised of the Draft EIR (DEIR) and its appendices; comments received during the publichearing and the forty-five (45)-day review period and the City's responses to significantenvironmental issues raised; clarifying information and minor modifications pertinent to theDEIR; the FEIR appendices; a document containing the Findings of Fact and the Statement ofOverriding Considerations, Sections 1-3 and Section 4, respectively; and the MitigationMonitoring and Reporting Plan.

The FEIR discloses that the project would result in significant environmental impacts related toaesthetics, biological resources, cultural resources (includes historic, archaeological andpaleontological resources), and noise. Implementation of feasible mitigation measures wouldreduce impacts related to cultural resources (project-specific) and noise to a less-than-significantlevel. However, no feasible mitigation measures were identified that would both addressresulting impacts on aesthetics and meet the project objectives; therefore, significant impacts



REPORT OF GENERAL MANAGER

PG. 3 NO. 14-061

related to aesthetics would be adverse and unavoidable. The project would also result incumulative impacts related to historic, archaeological and paleontological resources.

Based on the conceptual site layouts, it is estimated that the proposed project would require theremoval of forty-five (45) trees (and may temporarily impact four [4] additional trees) of the 67trees recorded on the site. Among the trees to be removed are protected and heritage trees; suchas Black Walnuts, Coast Live Oaks, and California Sycamores, that are unique trees because oftheir size and maturity and visual and ecological qualities. Although the project would complywith City ordinances and policies with respect to protected and heritage trees, it is possible thatthis impact may not be mitigated to a less than significant level. Therefore, the removal andrelocation of trees could cause unavoidable significant impacts relative to biological resources.The replacement trees, along with any trees that would be relocated, would be planted atappropriate locations within Griffith Park under the approval and direction of the Department ofRecreation and Parks' Forestry Division.

The Draft EIR was circulated to all interested parties and responsible agencies for a forty-five(45) day review and comment period from October 31, 2013 through December 17, 2013. Inaddition, BOE also held a public hearing on the EIR on November 20, 2013. During this publicreview and comment period, approximately 180 comment letters from individuals and 330 formletters were received expressing both support of, or opposition to, the project. Significantenvironmental issues raised included tree removal, alternatives, transportation and trafficimpacts, and changes in recreational use. All comments that were received, and City responsesto significant environmental issues raised, were incorporated into the FEIR along with thetranscript of the public hearing. A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) has beenprepared that specifies all of the feasible mitigation measures identified in the FEIR, which willeither reduce or eliminate the potentially significant environmental impacts of the project inaccordance with Section 15097 of the State CEQA Guidelines. However, as described above,the project would result in unavoidable, significant adverse impacts to aesthetic and biologicalresources, and cumulative impacts to cultural resources, and as such, requires that the Boardadopt the Findings of Fact (Findings) and the Statement of Overriding Considerations prior totaking action to approve the project. The Findings is a written statement made by the decision-making body of the lead agency that explains how it dealt with each significant impact andalternative in the EIR. The Statement of Overriding Considerations explains in detail why thesocial, economic, legal, technical or other beneficial aspects of the project outweigh theunavoidable, adverse environmental impacts, and why the lead agency is willing to accept suchimpacts.
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Funding for this project will be from the Proposition K and Quimby Act programs. Uponcertification of this Final EIR by the Board of Recreation and Park Commissioners, BOE andRAP staff will proceed with the design of the project and completion of the constructiondocuments. The completed construction documents will then be presented to the Board forapproval and call for bids.

FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT:

There is no immediate fiscal impact to RAP's General Fund. The assessments of the futureoperations and maintenance costs have yet to be determined and will be addressed in futurebudget requests.

This Report was prepared by Sean H. Phan, Project Manager, BOE Recreation and CulturalFacilities Program. Reviewed by Maria Martin, Environmental Supervisor II, EnvironmentalManagement Group; Neil Drucker, Program Manager, BOE Recreational and Cultural Facilities• Program; Ted Allen, Acting Deputy City Engineer, Bureau of Engineering; and Cathie SantoDomingo, Superintendent, Planning, Construction and Maintenance Branch, Department ofRecreation and Parks.



EXCERPT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETINGBOARD OF RECREATION AND PARK COMMISSIONERS
APRIL 2, 2014

14-061 
GRIFFITH PARK CRYSTAL SPRINGS — NEW BASEBALLFIELDS (W.O. #E170110B) PROJECT — CERTIFICATION OFTHE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT ANDAPPROVAL OF THE PROJECT 
(Original Date — 3/5/14)

Cathie Santo Domingo amended the report to replace the second paragraph on page 4 of thereport with the following language:

"The offices of Council District 4 and Council District 13 support active recreation and baseball(adult and youth) fields in the Crystal Springs area of Griffith Park. Neither office supports theNorth Atwater Park alternative."

The above item was presented to the Board by Department staff, and the Board furtherdiscussed the item in detail. Public comment was invited on the item. Thirty-seven requests forpublic comment were received and such comments were made to the Commission.
In response to comments made by Commissioner Sanford, Cathie Santo Domingorecommended the report be further amended to add a recommendation to direct staff to providea report back addressing the mitigation of the trees and addressing the specific usage of thefacility.

It was moved by Vice President Zuniga, seconded by Commissioner Patsaouras, that GeneralManager's Report 14-061 be approved as amended, and that the Resolutions recommended inthe report be thereby approved. There being no objections, the Motion was unanimouslyapproved.



EXHIBIT B



MINUTES

BOARD OF RECREATION AND PARK COMMISSIONERS
OF THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES

April 2, 2014

The Board of Recreation and Park Commissioners of the City of Los Angeles convened in regularsession at the EXPO Center at 9:41 am. Present were President Lynn Alvarez, Vice President IrisZuniga and Commissioners Sylvia Patsaouras and Misty M. Sanford. Also present were Michael A.Shull, General Manager, and Deputy City Attorney Arletta Maria Brimsey.
The following Department staff was present:

Regina Adams, Executive Officer
Kevin Regan, Assistant General Manager, Operations BranchVicki Israel, Assistant General Manager, Partnership and Revenue BranchRamon Barajas, Assistant General Manager, Planning, Construction, and Maintenance BranchNoel Williams, Chief Accounting. Employee, Finance Division

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES

It was moved by Commissioner Patsouras, seconded by Vice President Zuniga, that the Minutes ofthe Meeting of March 19, 2014 be approved. There being no objections, the Motion wasunanimously approved.

GENERAL MANAGER'S REPORTS

14-078
DEARBORN PARK — IRRIGATION AND FIELD IMPROVEMENTS(W.O. #E170332F) PROJECT—APPROVAL OF FINAL PLANS ANDCALL FOR BIDS

Cathie Santo Domingo, Superintendent, amended the City Engineer's estimate for the additionalconstruction costs, listed in paragraph 2, on page 2 of the report to $250,000.00.
14-079 
1ST AND BROADWAY CIVIC CENTER PARK — PARKDEVELOPMENT (PRJ20655) PROJECT — AUTHORIZATION TODEMOLISH, APPROVAL OF DEMOLITION PLANS, ALLOCATIONOF QUIMBY FEES, AND EXEMPTION FROM THE CALIFORNIAENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

The report was withdrawn.

14-080 
GREEK THEATRE CONCESSION — AMENDMENT TO CONTRACTNO. 3444 WITH STRATEGIC ADVISORY GROUP LLC(CONSULTANTS) 
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14-082 
SUMMER LUNCH PROGRAM — NATIONAL RECREATION ANDPARK ASSOCIATION 2014 OUT-OF-SCHOOL TIME PROGRAMSGRANT — AUTHORIZATION TO SUBMIT GRANT APPLICATION;ACCEPTANCE OF GRANT FUNDS 

14-083 
VARIOUS DONATIONS OPERATIONS BRANCH — METRO

14-084 
VARIOUS COMMUNICATIONS

The above items were each separately described and presented to the Board by Department staff,and the Board further discussed various of the items in detail. Public comment was invited on allitems of the agenda. One request for public comment was received and such comment was madeto the Commission.

It was moved by Vice President Zurliga, seconded by Commissioner Patsaouras, that the GeneralManager's Reports be approved as amended, and that the Resolutions recommended in the reportsbe thereby approved. There being no objections, the Motion was unanimously approved.
14-081
TRAVEL TOWN MUSEUM GIFT SHOP CONCESSION —AMENDMENT NO. 2 TO CONCESSION CONTRACT NUMBER 262AND DONATION OF A NEW MODULAR BUILDING 

Pursuant to advice received by the City Attorney, President Alvarez recused herself from acting onthis item.

After President Alvarez exited the room, the meeting was chaired by Vice President Zuniga.
Based on comments provided in the Concession Task Force meeting, Noel Williams, ChiefAccounting Employee, amended the contract to state that only for the financial information, that inYear Five of the operation of the Agreement, staff would begin evaluating and negotiating with theNon-Profit for financial terms to take effect during Year Seven. Those terms would be either thegreater of 5% of revenues, or the stated amount which is in the contract for the next evaluationperiod.

The above item was presented to the Board by Department staff, and the Board further discussedthe item in detail. Public comment was invited on the item. Six requests for public comment werereceived and such comment was made to the Commission.
It was moved by Commissioner Patsaouras, seconded by Commissioner Sanford, that GeneralManager's Report 14-081 be approved as amended, and that the Resolutions recommended in thereport be thereby approved. There being no objections, the Motion was unanimously approved.
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UNFINISHED BUSINESS

Memorandum: LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT - PROPOSED MEMORANDUMOF AGREEMENT
(Original Date - 4/17/13)

The report was held.

14-009 
PARKS INITIATIVE - LAUREL CANYON/MULHOLLAND OPENSPACE ACQUISITION PROJECT, 8100 WEST MULHOLLANDDRIVE - REQUEST FOR FINAL AUTHORIZATION TO ACQUIREPROPERTY - ESCROW INSTRUCTIONS AND LEGALLYOBLIGATED ACQUISITION COSTS, PURCHASE AND SALEAGREEMENT, ALLOCATION OF PROPOSITION K FUNDS, ANDEXEMPTION FROM THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTALQUALITY ACT 
(Original Date - 1/22/14)

Commissioner Sanford requested that the report be amended to add a recommendation directingstaff to negotiate a maintenance agreement with Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority.
14-047 
PLAYGROUND AND RECREATION RELATED EQUIPMENT,ACCESSORIES, AND SUPPLIES CONTRACT - USE OF THENATIONAL JOINT POWERS ALLIANCE (NJPA) SELECTIONPROCESS FOR PLAYGROUND AND RECREATION RELATEDEQUIPMENT, ACCESSORIES, AND SUPPLIES WITHPLAYPOWER, INC. 
(Original Date - 3/5/14)

14-048 
PLAYGROUND EQUIPMENT, SURFACING, SITE FURNISHINGS,AND RELATED PRODUCTS AND SERVICES CONTRACT - USEOF THE STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA, COUNTY OFMECKLENBURG SELECTION PROCESS TO PROVIDEPLAYGROUND EQUIPMENT, SURFACING, SITE FURNISHINGSAND RELATED PRODUCTS AND SERVICES (CONTRACT NO.110179) WITH PLAYCORE WISCONSIN, INC. DBA GAMETIME (Original Date - 3/5/14)

14-049 
RECREATION AND PARKS EQUIPMENT CONTRACT - USE OFHOUSTON-GALVESTON AREA COUNCIL SELECTION PROCESSFOR RECREATION AND PARKS EQUIPMENT, SERVICE ANDINSTALLATION WITH LANDSCAPE STRUCTURES, INC. (Original Date - 3/5/14)
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14-050 
ALTERNATIVE ENERGY EQUIPMENT CONTRACT — USE OFHOUSTON-GALVESTON AREA COUNCIL SELECTION PROCESSFOR THE PURCHASE OF ALTERNATIVE ENERGY EQUIPMENTAND INSTALLATION SERVICES WITH SOLARWORLD AMERICASLLC
(Original Date — 3/5/14)

The above items were each separately described and presented to the Board by Department staff,and the Board further discussed various of the items in detail. Public comment was invited on allitems. Two requests for public comment were received and such comments were made to theCommission.

It was moved by Commissioner Sanford, seconded by Vice President Zuniga, that the GeneralManager's Reports be approved as amended, and with exceptions as noted, and that theResolutions recommended in the reports be thereby approved. There being no objections, theMotion was unanimously approved.

14-062 - Taken Out of Order
GRIFFITH PARK — PERFORMING ARTS CENTER (W.O.#E170202A) PROJECT — ADOPTION OF THE INITIALSTUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION ANDCONCEPTUAL APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT
(Original Date — 3/5/14)

The above item was presented to the Board by Department staff, and the Board further discussedthe item in detail. Public comment was invited on the item. Thirty-nine requests for public commentwere received and such comments were made to the Commission.
It was moved by Commissioner Sanford, seconded by Vice President Zuniga, that GeneralManager's Report 14-062 be approved, and that the Resolutions recommended in the report bethereby approved. There being no objections, the Motion was unanimously approved.
14-061 
GRIFFITH PARK CRYSTAL SPRINGS — NEW BASEBALL FIELDS(W.O. #E170110B) PROJECT — CERTIFICATION OF THE FINALENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND APPROVAL OF THEPROJECT
(Original Date — 3/5/14)

Cathie Santo Domingo amended the report to replace the second paragraph on page 4 of the reportwith the following language:

"The offices of Council District 4 and Council District 13 support active recreation and baseball (adultand youth) fields in the Crystal Springs area of Griffith Park. Neither office supports the NorthAtwater Park alternative."
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The above item was presented to the Board by Department staff, and the Board further discussedthe item in detail. Public comment was invited on the item. Thirty-seven requests for publiccomment were received and such comments were made to the Commission.
In response to comments made by Commissioner Sanford, Cathie Santo Domingo recommendedthe report be further amended to add a recommendation to direct staff to provide a report backaddressing the mitigation of the trees and addressing the specific usage of the facility.
It was moved by Vice President Zuriiga, seconded by Commissioner Patsaouras, that GeneralManager's Report 14-061 be approved as amended, and that the Resolutions recommended in thereport be thereby approved. There being no objections, the Motion was unanimously approved.
COMMISSION TASK FORCES

Commission Task Force on Facility Repair and Maintenance (Commissioners Blumenfield andSanford)

Commissioner Patsaouras reported that there was a contract on golf and tennis reservation systemsthat would be coming before the full Board in May. There was also a report on the Lummis Homeregarding Request for Proposals (RFP). Staff has extended the due date on the RFP and willconduct additional outreach to broaden the search for potential proposers. Lastly, the Travel Townagreement which was approved earlier in the meeting was amended based on comments providedin the Concessions Task Force meeting.

Commission Task Force on Concessions (Commissioners Patsaouras and Zuniga)
Commissioner Sanford reported that staff will work to reschedule the Facility Task Force meetings totake place after the Board of Recreation and Park meetings to allow time for more in depthdiscussions. She further reported that staff discussed the request for the reconsideration of theplacement of a monument in Solano Canyon and the review of a request made by CouncilmemberBernard Parks to rename Saint Andrews Recreation Center. Lastly, she reported that a discussiontook place relative to the Daughters of American Revolution's offer to install a plaque in Pan PacificPark.

GENERAL MANAGER'S ORAL REPORT 

Michael Shull, General Manager, reported on Department activities.
FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS 

There was no request for future items.

PUBLIC COMMENTS 

Public comment was invited. One request for public comment was received and such comment wasmade to the Commission.
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NEXT MEETING

The next scheduled meeting of the Board of Recreation and Park Commissioners was scheduled tobe held on Monday, April 14, 2014 at 9:30 a.m., at Northridge Recreation Center, 18300 LemarshStreet, Northridge, CA 91324.

ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business to come before the Board, the meeting adjourned at 1:35 p.m.

ATTEST
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,rst r n !If Friends of Griffith Park
P.O. Box 27573
Los Angeles, CA 90027-0573
friendsofgriffithpark.org

January 10, 2013

Ms. Cathie Santo Domingo
Bureau of Engineering, RCFP
1[49 S Broadway, Ste 860
Los Angeles, CA 90015

RE: Prop K L.A. for Kids Proposals for Two New Baseball Fields in Griffith Park

Dear Ms. Santo Domingo,

Friends of Griffith Park has expressed its support to the Bureau of Engineering and theDepartment of Recreation and Parks for Option 3: Griffith Park North Atwater Location fortwo new Prop K funded baseball fields. We believe that this option fulfills the project's statedgoals while creating the fewest significant impacts on recreational users and the environment.In our view, it is the only viable project proposal that has been presented to the public so farand the only proposal that meets the goals of Prop K.
The subject of this letter is the negative recreational and environmental impacts of proposedOption 1: North East Corner of the Crystal Springs Picnic Area that was preferred 4-3 by theLVNOC in (Month) 2012. In arriving at our conclusion to oppose this choice, we have takeninto consideration the needs of all affected Crystal Springs user-groups and the CrystalSprings environment itself.

Potential CEOA Impacts of Option 1 1. Recreational Resources

Option I creates a core change in use and users and a net loss in the quantity and quality ofestablished recreational usage at the Crystal Springs site.
Besides its availability for "walk-up" picnics, the Crystal Springs picnic facility is the onlyfacility in Griffith Park available on a "by-reservation" basis. It is heavily used by extendedfamilies and affinity groups to celebrate milestones, quinceaneras, annual picnics, reunions,and other special occasions. Under the proposed plan, one of the family picnic pads must beeliminated because it is within the footprint of the proposed project. However, three otherpads would also be severely impacted because of their extreme proximity to the fence,dugout and bleachers of the proposed west field. A total of 375 potential "by-reservation"family picnickers would be affected, as one eliminated picnic pad accommodates 75 people,and the other three pads accommodate 100 each.

Crystal Springs is also the only picnic facility in Griffith Park available for large outdoorspecial events, including youth, school and cultural fairs and festivals that attract up to 1000

Advocacy • Support • Education • Service



persons or more. Option I would severely disable, if not end, Crystal Spring's ability tofunction as a facility for large group picnics and outdoor special events.

Because it requires a taking of, and significant reduction in, the physical area and user-capacity of the site's picnic facilities, it evicts a large quantity of established recreationists.At the same time, Option I reduces the overall quality of the existing recreational experience,even in those vestiges of the site not proposed for demolition, due to the requisite enclosureof open space, removal of trees, and resultant compression and marginalization of establisheduses and users.

Loss of essential space. Space is the essential prerequisite of a picnic facility. The CrystalSprings facility offers adequate space for group and individual picnicking, related forms ofplay, and other types of passive recreation and relaxation. The notion that reducing the spacedevoted to these established purposes can be offset by crowding the facility's picnic tablestogether more densely indicates a lack of understanding of the Crystal Springs facility's coreuses and users. No one would consider reducing the playing area of a youth baseball field inorder to build a picnic facility within its footprint.

Loss of shade, increase in temperature. Recreation at Crystal Springs is enabled andenhanced by mature trees that shade and cool the site. The removal of 44 trees would raisetemperatures and expose the site to open sun, impairing its continued function as a desirablefacility for picnicking and passive relaxation.

Increase in noise. Crystal Springs' mature trees also serve as acoustical barriers to the nearby5-Golden State Freeway. Their removal would increase ambient sound to the detriment ofpicnickers, passive recreationists and other users of the site. Option I also includes theinstallation of two public address systems which will introduce unwanted noise. The additionof permanent, amplified sound to the site will disturb the peace of its picnickers and passiverecreationists, golfers using the adjacent course, and equestrians and hikers on the trailparalleling the ball fields. All will be disturbed additionally by the sharp crack of balls hittingbats and sporadic shouts and cheers from the bleachers. In the case of equestrians, thesesudden noises will also pose safety issues: horses are highly sensitive to unexpected soundswhich can cause them to bolt.

Loss of recreational options. Option I will evict established picnickers and passiverecreationists, restrict their options for outdoor games and free play, and compress andmarginalize remaining users. It will also negatively impact bicycling by children at this site.Griffith Park offers experienced cyclists paved roads shared with auto traffic and pavedmountain roads closed to automobiles. Crystal Springs offers a third, child-friendly option: aflat, paved loop around its picnic facilities far enough removed from general park traffic to besuitable for children. The Bike Rental Concession at Crystal Springs rents bicycles forchildren and youth, pedal go-karts, and pedal surries for families that can be operated safelyon this road, usually as a companion activity to picnicking. Option 1 displaces theserecreationists by eliminating this loop.

Aesthetic concerns. The Crystal Springs picnic facility is a valuable scenic resource in and ofitself for people seeking a retreat from the city. Its visual character will be significantlydamaged by the loss of 44 trees. The quality of views from the grounds themselves will becompromised, as will the views of the facility from Crystal Springs Drive. Under Option 1,
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the views of trees and treetops will be replaced by a vista of barren ground, barrier fencingand corporate banners.

2. Biological Resources

Because of biological adaptation, Crystal Springs plays an unexpected, but critical, role in thehealth and survival of Griffith Park wildlife. The area sustains native mammals and birds, andfacilitates their safe movement along the Park's eastern edge, and to and from the LosAngeles River paralleling the site. Wild species nest, burrow, hunt and graze on CrystalSprings picnic grounds whose unimpeded open nature, vegetation including protected nativetrees, and relative nighttime darkness will be sacrificed by Option 1, to the impairment of thisnatural resource.

Removal of trees. The removal of 44 trees reduces the canopy, biomass, and ecologicalintegrity of Crystal Springs, an area that is of ecological importance to the Cooper's hawks,red-tailed hawks, common poor-will, woodpeckers, owls, egrets, great blue herons, squirrels,rabbits, coyotes and mule deer and other species that are seen there. These species haveincorporated the site into their habitat and are sustained by, and dependent on, its continuanceas a friendly environment. With the proposed reduction in vegetative resources, a reductionin fauna will follow. Especially impacted will be nesting sites in the upper tree canopy thatwill be removed with the trees.

In 2006, the City of Los Angeles passed the Protected Tree Ordinance, which designatesindigenous coast live oaks and western sycamores as protected species. Option 1 mandatesthe removal of many Crystal Springs sycamores and oaks, all protected under the code. Itwill also necessitate the removal of a centerpiece tree — a venerable native sycamore that hasbeen designated by the City as a "Heritage Tree" and is a living artifact of Los Angeles andGriffith Park history. This giant in the landscape likely pre-dates the Crystal Springs picnicfacility itself; horticultural testing may tell if it pre-dates the Park itself.

Wildlife connectivity. Option 1 mandates the introduction and installation of some 1400linear feet of barrier fencing, (4 to 20 feet in height), to prevent Crystal Springs recreationistsand users of the adjacent trail from being hit by stray balls, as well as to secure the ball fieldsthemselves from outside use.

In the eastern part of Griffith Park, several man-made barriers already exist that frustrate themovement of native species, and prevent them from reaching the Los Angeles River. Option1 adds another. It significantly narrows the available space within which mammals can travelsafely—both within the Park, and to and from the equestrian tunnel next to the CrystalSprings picnic facility, an important connector to the river.

Wildlife planning considerations. The Planning Department of the County of Los Angeleslists Griffith Park as a Significant Ecological Area (SEA). Due to sightings of rare speciesthat have occurred, the Park is also listed with the California Natural Diversity Database,signifying that impacts on rare species, as well as loss of the habitat which may support them,and should be a planning consideration. Additionally, the Griffith Park segment of the LosAngeles River paralleling and connecting to Crystal Springs, is one of nine focus areas in theCongressionally funded Army Corps of Engineers Los Angeles River Ecosystem FeasibilityStudy. A major objective of the Study is to establish habitat connectivity. The river reach atCrystal Springs was one of nine chosen for its greatest potential for ecosystem restoration. It
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is comment on the environmental significance of Griffith Park, that of the nine reaches of theLos Angeles River being studied by the Army Corps, four of them are located in GriffithPark.

Wildland fires. To minimize the risk of brush fires, barbeque equipment and fires areprohibited in Griffith Park, unless provided by the City in designated perimeter areas. TheCrystal Springs picnic facility is one of a handful of places in Griffith Park where outdoorcooking is permitted. Barbeque grills and fire-safe hot coal disposal bins are provided for thispurpose. By reducing opportunities for safe grilling at Crystal Springs, Option I may lead tounsafe grilling by displaced picnickers in fire risk areas.

Nightime illumination. Artificial lighting deters the hunting, mating and migration behaviorsof Griffith Park's nocturnal animals, including nighttime feeders like owls, raccoons,coyotes, skunks and bats. The increase in nighttime illumination that will accompany Option1 will significantly impact wildlife.

Dust. If dirt infields are not properly and continuously maintained, the dust that will resultcan coat trees and plants to the detriment of passive users, wildlife and the vegetation itself.
Safe watershed. The initial rendering of the ballfields avoids probable parking impacts, suchas accommodating parking demand at peak game times, or additional parking spacerequirements which may be imposed based upon bench-seat count. If additional parking ismandated, loss of water permeability and watershed issues must be addressed per the CleanWater Act and Federal, State and County agencies.

3. Historic Resources

By unanimous vote of the Los Angeles City Council, in January of 2009, Griffith Park wasdesignated in its entirety as City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument #942Its benefactor, Colonel Griffith J. Griffith, was an immigrant who was born into poverty. Heenvisioned that the Park he endowed would be "a place of rest and relaxation," and "aresort for the rank and file of the plain people." In 1910, the Colonel wrote:

Public parks are a safety valve of great cities and should be accessible and attractive,where neither race, creed or color should be excluded... Give
nature a chance to do her good work and nature will give every person agreater opportunity in health, strength and mental power."

The Crystal Springs picnic facility is one of the best surviving exemplars of ColonelGriffith's vision for the Park. As the Colonel intended, it is available to every race, creed andcolor—and is enjoyed particularly by working class and immigrant youth and their familiesas a retreat from the congested metropolis. Prop K funding for two new ballfields in GriffithPark is not a grandfathered project and is, therefore, a candidate for historic evaluation andreview.

Picnicking. a historically significant activity. Picnicking is one of the three earliest forms ofrecreation in Griffith Park, (hiking and horseback riding are the others). Photographs datingfrom the earliest years of the 20th century show parties in heavy Victorian dress picnickingunder the Park's sycamores.
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The Crystal Springs picnic facility was developed in 1936, after the Civilian ConservationCorps (CCC) dismantled their live-in camp there. In 1935, Camp Griffith Park was visited byPresident Franklin Roosevelt and First Lady Eleanor to dedicate the sculpture, "The Spirit ofthe CCC," a WPA Arts Project, a reproduction of which is now in Travel Town. Since thattime, generations of families have made Crystal Springs their headquarters for family picnicsand celebrations.

Historic losses and rebuilding of baseball fields. Contrary to the assertion that the Option 1replaces ballfields that were lost at Crystal Springs, there is no record of ballfields in this areauntil the existing Crystal Springs baseball facility, Pote Field, was built in the late 1950s. The1935 Master Plan for Griffith Park shows two ballfields near the municipal plunge at theGriffith Park Rec Center at Los Feliz and Riverside Drive. These fields were demolished bythe construction of the 5-Golden State Freeway in 1957. Some believe that Pote Field and theyouth baseball/softball field currently in Griffith Park's North Atwater area were built tocompensate for the loss of the Rec Center fields, but there are no records on this point. Ratherthan ballfields at Griffith Park Rec Center, there are presently two newer soccer fields therein addition to the tennis courts which existed prior to the freeway and were not affected by itsconstruction.

Records do show that some 260 acres of Griffith Park (1/5 of the Park's flat land) were lost to5-Golden State Freeway construction, including a significant portion of Crystal Springspicnic area which was previously a much larger facility. The land lost to picnicking was notrestored. In fact, a portion of Crystal Springs's picnic area that did survive was used for thedevelopment of Pote Field.

Historic loss of picnic area. Over the years, the amount of informal and developed picnic areain Griffith Park that has been demolished to make way for facility development has beenconsiderable. In 1957 260 acres of flat—much of it space for picnicking and free play---werelost to the freeway; in 1958, Toyon Canyon's 40-acres were lost to a landfill; in 1988 thePine Meadows picnic area's 11 acres were turned over to the Autry Museum for $1 a year; in1997, the Greater Los Angeles Zoo carved out 9-acres of the historic Mineral Wells picnicarea, for its new animal health center (the Zoo wanted to take all of the picnic area, butactivists fought back and limited the taking). Records fail to pinpoint the moment whenVermont Canyon's developed picnic areas, created in the 1910's, were displaced by stackedparking for the Greek, but that is the norm. Baseball fields come and go in Griffith Park, butGriffith Park's picnicking acreage simply disappears without replacement.
Trees as historic resources. Native trees are important historic resources throughout the Park.Option 1 seeks to remove a number of native sycamore and oaks, including a giant specimenat Crystal Springs that been designated by the City as a "Heritage Tree" and is a living,breathing part of the Park's historic fabric. This tree may pre-date the Crystal Springs picnicfacility; horticultural testing should be undertaken to determine its exact age, for it may pre-date the Park itself.

The Anza National Historic Trail. The City of Los Angeles' only certified section of the JuanBautista de Anza National Historic Trail defines the eastern edge of the Crystal Springspicnic facility. This trail is heavily used by hikers, runners, equestrians, and picnickingfamilies out for a stroll. It is one link in a 1200 mile historic trail being assembled by theNational Park Service (NPS) that when completed, will stretch from Nogales, Arizona to thePresidio in San Francisco. The trail will celebrate the exploits of the Anza Expedition which
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opened California to Spanish colonization in 1775-6, and led to the founding of Los Angelesin 1781.

An important NPS recreational goal is to expose trail users to the landscapes and naturalfeatures that were seen by expedition members. Currently there are outstanding views ofGriffith Park's natural canopy and rugged, western hills from the trail adjacent to CrystalSprings. Option 1 would change this to views of barren fields with chain link fencing hung,with corporate banners. This will have a damaging effect on the Trail and on Griffith Park'shistoric fabric: Crystal Springs is the site of the historic Feliz Adobe, the former ranchhouseof Jose Vicente Feliz which is a City landmark in and of itself. Feliz was a military escort tothe Anza Expedition, one of the founders of Los Angeles and owner of Rancho Los Feliz,which ultimately became Griffith Park.

Option 1 Basic Eligibility Concerns

In addition to the impacts on recreational, biological and historical resources, we areconcerned that Option 1 does not meet basic Prop K eligibility requirements. The PropositionK — L.A. for Kids Request Steering Committee Request for Proposals (RFP) states that:

The primary purpose offunding allocated through this RFP will be to combat theinadequacies and decay of the City's infrastructure for youth, which has resulted inserious unmet needs for park, recreation, child-care and community facilities.

Griffith Park's Crystal Springs picnic facility is a healthy, heavily-used facility offeringrecreation for youth and their families. Option l's required demolition of, and negativeimpacts on, the Crystal Springs site will cause a significant reduction in the capacity of thisfacility and in doing so, create an unmet need for group picnicking and outdoor event space.This is the opposite of the intended effect.

The basic Eligibility Requirements listed on the Proposition K — L.A. for Kids Request forProposals Competitive Grant process fact sheet include the stipulation that applicants mustdemonstrate that the proposed project will result in qualitative and/or quantitative increase inrecreation services to our city's youth and the general population. Moreover, as a part of thecompetitive scoring process, the Prop K-- L.A. for Kids Steering Committee Request forProposals, also requires applicants to respond to the Section II "Service Capability" and"Bonus Points Discussions" below:

4. Service Capability

iv. Estimate how many additional youth will be served with the proposed expanded servicesover the life of the capital improvement project.
v. Discuss how the proposed project will create or enhance the existing capacity ofrecreation and leisure facilities available to local youth and residents.

The number of additional youth that will be served by two new ballfields at the CrystalSprings site over the life of the capital improvement project, cannot compensate for theattendant reduction in the number of youth served by the existing capital facility whose lifewill be cut short to make way for the project as proposed in Option 1. In addition to "by-reservation" family picnic usage affecting up to 375 picnickers daily, this picnicking facilitywill no longer be available for reservation-only special events, affecting 1000 or more users
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for each event. Many of the special events are youth focused, including numerous schoolevents. Also, within the footprint of the proposed ballfields, the current facility supports ahigh volume of walk-up blanket picnicking and passive leisure activities for a diversity ofrecreationists year-round and is open every day of the year. Besides these direct losses ofrecreational usage, the degradation in the quality of picnicking for the entirety of CrystalSprings picnic facility will further lower the usage by passive recreationists and picnickers.
In summary, the construction of the proposed project at the Crystal Springs site will decreasethe site's existing recreational capacity resulting in a net loss of recreation available to youth.It will create, instead of resolve, an unmet need. Furthermore, the diversity of recreationalusers will be reduced as there is no reason to believe that the new ballfields will be open tothe general population, whether by advance arrangement or on a walk-up basis. In all plansand materials specific to the proposed project, the facilities are described as "Little LeagueFields," which are leased to private operators and open only to qualified paying participants.
5. Bonus Points Discussions

Project includes an at-risk youth component
No. Conversion of the existing picnic facility at Crystal Springs into two new ballfields willreduce recreational services to the region's at-risk youth. The site's picnic facilities areheavily used by youth and their families, many of whom live in under-served neighborhoodslacking in trees, greenery and open space. Additionally, the Crystal Springs Group Picnicarea is one of a handful of places in Griffith Park where outdoor grilling is permitted.Preparation of a meal on an outdoor setting is typically the centerpiece of family and grouppicnics for lower income recreationists, who do not have backyards in which they can enjoythis type of recreation.

Project serves an area without similar services or facilitiesNo. Because Griffith Park is a regional park, the assessment of recreational services andfacilities must be considered on a regional basis. Currently, Griffith Park has more sportsfields and courts than any other park in the Los Angeles system. There are presently twobaseball fields in Griffith Park proper and within a short radius of the Park there are anadditional 9 youth baseball fields for a total of I 1.

Griffith Park (2)
Silver Lake Field of Dreams (1)
Weddington Park (4)
Taylor Yard (2)
Pan Pacific Park (1)
Bellevue Recreation Center (1)

By contrast, there is only one group picnic area in Griffith Park and within a short radius ofthe Park there are no others. The demolition and/or significant reduction in size in the CrystalSprings picnic facility will evict more recreationist than Option I will serve.
Project demonstrates high cost-effectiveness
No. Option 1 is not cost-effectiveness at all. It will require the demolition of a healthy andheavily used existing facility that has been enjoyed by generations of youth and their familiesand continues to serve these users. There is a long history of public investment in the CrystalSprings picnic facility. Formal picnic grounds have been maintained there since 1936 and
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investment was made in renovations there for the 1984 Los Angeles Olympics. Thereconstruction of this popular facility at another site, (were it possible to be found), wouldrequire considerable investment (could funding be found). The cost to duplicate the picnicarea would be significant; the cost to install mature trees to shade the replacement area wouldbe prohibitively expensive. Additionally, the by-reservation functions at Crystal Springs'provide needed revenue directly to the Recreation and Parks Department's Budget for itsoperations and youth programming. They will be greatly reduced, if not eliminated by Option1, further calling into question the proposal's cost effectiveness.

In summary, we believe that Option 1 does not meet several Prop K Eligibility Requirements.Instead we are recommending Option 3, which conforms favorably to the basic goals ofProposition K and RFP stipulations.

Friends of Griffith Park

Friends of Griffith Park is a grassroots 501(c) (3) non-profit organization. We advocate forthe Griffith Park as a whole and for all its user groups and seek a balance of interests that willconserve and preserve the Park for future generations.

It is our understanding that Option 1: North East Corner of Crystal Springs Picnic Area isunder consideration. The comments in this letter express our opposition to this option. If it isalso under consideration, the concerns expressed herein also extend to Option 2: South Endof Crystal Springs Picnic Area, a different configuration that creates similar impacts to thepicnic facility.

Friends of Griffith Park reiterates its support for Option 3: Grth Park North AtwaterLocation as the appropriate location for two new ballfields funded by Prop K. Additionally,there may be other possible locations within Griffith Park, not yet proposed, even bettersuited for new ballfields.

R ectfully,

Gerry Hans
President
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,
Friends cf Grif
P.O. Box 27573
Los Angeles, CA 90027-0573
friendsofgriffithpark.org

March 06, 2013

Ms. Maria Martin
City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering
Environmental Management Group
1149 S. Broadway, 6th Floor, Mail Stop 939Los Angeles, CA 90015-2213

RE: Prop K Proposals for Two New Baseball Fields in Griffith Park(Letter #2)

Dear Ms. Martin,

This letter follows our comment letter dated Jan 10, 2013, regarding the Prop Kball fields in Griffith Park.

Our additional general comments: 
1. Consider alternative locations, including Central Service Yard, Ferraro Fields,and Headworks. Study potential reconfigurations of these alternative sites, whichmay help make them more efficient for active recreational usage. In particular,study reconfiguration of Ferraro Fields.

2. While considering alternative locations, recognize that it is not necessary toposition two ball fields next to each other. There is little that can be sharedbetween two ball fields, so there is negligible operational benefit having themplaced aside each other. In fact, many potential impacts may be lessened byplacing them in relatively separate locations, such as parking/traffic impacts.
Our additional comments regarding the impacts at Crystal Spring picnickingfacility: 
1. To repeat a comment made during the Scoping Meeting on January 24, 2012,in the Environmental Screening Checklist, 4. Biological Resources, e) conflictwith local policies, should be checked as "potentially significant impact."
2. According to the National Park Service, The Juan Bautista de Anza NationalHistoric Trail segment within Griffith Park is the only certified section of thisNational Historic Trail within the entire Los Angeles area. This should afford itadditional protection, per our previous comments. Historic-Cultural agencies andentities should be advised and consulted.

Advocacy * Support • Education * Service



3. A special effort should be made to identify and quantify the user groupsaffected negatively by placing ball fields in Crystal Springs. User surveys shouldbe undertaken to chronicle usage of the entire area which may be impacted.When this has been accomplished, outreach to these users should be initiated.So far, there have been insufficient postings and notifications, if any, in theCrystal Spring picnicking facility.

4. The foot print of the proposed site should be chalked out in order to givecurrent users a true picture of the impacted area. Three-dimensional renderingsof the ball fields within the setting, including all fencing, should be drawn in orderto give a better sense of the impacts. These renderings should include typicalscoreboards and sponsor banners on fencing.

5. Future impacts, beyond those resulting directly from the current pre-designplan, should not be segmented out of the EIR process. For example, additionalparking space requirements may present impacts on their own merit (the takingof more open space), above and beyond the impacts caused by the project asdescribed.

Sin rely,

Gerry Hans
President
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EXHIBIT E



IELEPHONE:(310) 798-2400
FACSIMILE: (310) 798-2402

CHATTEN-BROWN & CARSTENS LLP
2200 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY

SUITE 318
HERMOSA BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90254

www.cbcesuitlaw.com

December 17, 2013

Via U.S. Mail and email Maria.Martin@lacio).org

Ms. Maria Martin
City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering
Environmental Management Group
1149 S. Broadway, 6th Floor, Mail Stop 939
Los Angeles, CA 90015-2213

E-MAIL:
IMMItEgCBaBARTHLAW.COM

Re: SCH No. 2013011012
Draft EIR Comments on Griffith Park Crystal Springs New Baseball Fields
Proposition K

Dear Ms. Martin:

We submit these comments on behalf of Friends of Griffith Park (FoGP). Friendsof Griffith Park is a non-profit charitable group that promotes the enlightened stewardshipof Griffith Park so it can survive and thrive in the 21st Century. For this reason, FoGPhas been active and interested in the City's process to determine a suitable location (orlocations) for the two new ball fields proposed for Griffith Park ("Project"). As currentlyproposed, the Project would locate two new youth baseball fields on approximately fouracres in the Crystal Springs picnic area of Griffith Park. The existing loop road would beconverted to have two cul-de-sacs. The Project would require the removal of thirty-threetrees and the relocation of twelve trees. Just as important, the Project would require therelocation of seven picnic tables that currently comprise one of the only large grouppicnic areas in Griffith Park. While the picnic tables themselves would be retained, theywould be placed in a much smaller area, thereby constraining the size of the groups thatthey may serve and likely ending the ability to have reserved group picnics. (Departmentof Recreation and Parks presentation, LVNOC Meeting #2, February 27, 2012.) Sincepicnicking is a low-cost recreational activity available to all Los Angeles families, theloss of these group picnic areas will have significant impacts on Griffith Park and itsability to provide recreational opportunities. Accordingly, FoGP respectfully requeststhat the City carefully consider replacement of these picnic areas with ball fields that maynot be available for free public use.



Ms. Maria Martin
City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering
December 17, 2013
Page 2

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is intended to produce an EIR
that adequately informs the public and decision makers about the potential environmental
impacts of a project and to provide alternatives and mitigation to lessen or eliminate those
impacts. (CEQA Guidelines § 15002; Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Bd. of Supervisors
(1990) 52 Cal. 3d 553, 564; Laurel Heights Improvement Ass 'n of San Francisco v.
Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Ca1.3d 376, 392.) The DEIR. prepared
for the Griffith Park Crystal Springs New Baseball Fields Project contains numerous
deficiencies that prevent it from complying with CEQA. The DEIR fails as an
informational document, it is based upon premises that are contradicted by evidence in
the record, and it fails to address the concerns and alternatives submitted by FoGP during
the scoping period. The DEIR recognizes that significant impacts will occur, but fails to
explore the significance of those impacts, to develop a full range of effective mitigation
measures, or to adequately analyze alternatives to the Project avoid or lessen impacts, as
required by law. The DEIR must be substantially revised before the Project may be
approved by the City.

L The EIR's Alternatives Analysis is Inadequate.

CEQA mandates that a public agencies, "not approve projects as proposed if there
are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would
substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects." (Public
Resources Code § 21002.) Accordingly, the alternatives analysis is the "core of the Elk"
(Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal. 3d 553, 564.) "One of
[an EIR's] major functions . . . is to ensure that all reasonable alternatives to proposed
projects are thoroughly assessed by the responsible official." (Laurel Heights
improvement Ass 'n. v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal. 3d 376,
400.) Further, "Under CEQA, the public agency bears the burden of affirmatively
demonstrating that...the agency's approval of the proposed project followed meaningful
consideration of alternatives and mitigation measures." (Mountain Lion Foundation v.
Fish and Game Commission (1997) 16 CaL4th 105, 134.)

A. The DEIR Ignored Feasible Alternatives Suggested During the Scoping
Process.

By failing to thoroughly assess all reasonable alternatives to the proposed Project
that were put forth during the scoping process, the City has failed to comply with CEQA.
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The DEIR correctly states that Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines requiresthat an EIR should discuss a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project, butthat it need not consider alternatives that are infeasible. Although the DEIR chose todiscuss five allegedly feasible alternatives, it ignored completely those alternatives thatpresented the best opportunities to "avoid or substantially lessen" environmental impactsand best fit the objectives and spirit of the project. Of those alternatives the DEIR"considered and found infeasible," most were red herrings that would never have beenimplemented for various reasons: Carpenter Community Charter School, Toyon CanyonLandfill, and Commonwealth Nursery. Alternative lb should not be considered analternative since it is merely a different layout at the same Crystal Springs Picnic Facilitylocation. Much better alternatives which were also suggested during the scoping period(and even earlier) were intentionally and completely ignored. These alternatives arediscussed below.

1. Alternative Placement: During the scoping period, it was suggested that thetwo new ball fields did not necessarily need to be adjacent to each other. The Project andits Objectives call for new ball fields, not one new sports complex comprising two ballfields. This was not considered, discussed or analyzed in the DEIR. This alternativeconfiguration has great potential to reduce the negative environmental impacts to already-crowded venues within Griffith Park. It also has the potential to fit within the existinginfrastructure of the park, such that new rest rooms and parking spaces, for example,present less challenge and expense.

By placing ball fields in two distinct locations rather than adjacent, accessibility ofthese ball fields to two different communities is possible. There is significant value inhaving recreational facilities in close proximity to the residential areas in need of them,without the requirement of transportation via parents of the 6 to 12 year olds targeted bythe Project. Having one enhanced field at North Atwater location, for example, couldhelp serve the needs of that residential area. Also, locating one ball field at the NorthAtwater location, rather than two, would eliminate the single significant impact (noise)which would occur if two ball fields located there under the North Atwater Alternative,according to the DEIR noise analysis.

The DEW fails totally to analyze the split-field alternative in relationship toreduction of adverse impacts and in relationship to fulfillment of the project objectives.The DEIR must be revised to analyze the inherently feasible alternative of locating thetwo Project ball fields in different locations, with reduced environmental impacts at each.
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2. Central Service Yard (CSY); This previously suggested alternative was notconsidered at all in the DEIR. Yet, it is the most highly-studied venue for active sports ofall alternatives under consideration by the City. City Project, a non-profit environmentaljustice organization, initiated a conceptual design project for the area as LA's "next greaturban park." Of course full implementation of City Project's entire proposal would becostly and prohibitive. However, the current Prop K funding creates an opportunity tobegin transforming at least a portion of this property to park recreational usage.(See, KCET Departures
http://www.kcet,org/socal/departuresilandofsunshine/ACE LAR comments 20131118 Jrpdated2.pdf ; CITY PROJECT CSY
http://www. kcet.org/socal/departures/columns/2011%20GPEBLAR%20Final%20Conceotual°7020Plan%2020120713%20BIYY020,pdf.)

CSY is a large complex of buildings, parking lots, and outdoor storage yardsadjacent to the LA River on its east bank. It is currently occupied by multiple Citydepartments. CSY is also dedicated park land and should not be used for non-parklandbusiness. (City Charter, Sec. 594 Control and Management of Recreation and ParkLands. (c) Restrictions on Transfer of Dedicated Parks ["All lands heretofore or hereafterset apart or dedicated as a public park shall forever remain to the use of the publicinviolate..."].) Without demolishing any buildings, the acreage for two ball fields couldbe easily configured onto this 28-acre City property by utilizing some of the storage yardarea. Thus, CSY is a feasible alternative that must be analyzed in a revised DEIR.

3. Ferraro Fields: Yet another suggested alternative location was notconsidered at all in the DEIR. Ferraro Fields is already an active sports complex, andwould therefore eliminate environmental challenges apparent at the Crystal Springslocation. The Ferraro Fields property is nearly 30 acres and is comprised of seven soccerfields, parking lot, a shady picnic area with playground, a large un-landscaped area, andan off-leash dog park facility. A road currently encircles the area, providing ampleadditional parking capacity. At least one ball field could be built at this area withoutsacrificing soccer fields. With a reconfiguration, it may be possible to build two fieldsbut may require relocating the dog park and/or realigning the road.

Design concepts and detailed analysis for all three of the above alternatives shouldbe a part of a revised DEIR
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B. The EIR's Alternatives Analysis Failed to Accurately Analyze theComparative Environmental Impacts of Alternative Sites.

1. Aesthetics

The DEIR correctly states that at both Crystal Springs locations, the"Aesthetics impact after mitigation would be significant." The DEIR fails, however, toanalyze the full extent of the recreational activities these aesthetical changes will impact.The character of Griffith Park as an urban wilderness is largely defined by its nativehabitat. "Urban Wilderness Identity", per the Griffith Park Vision Plan, applies to all ofGriffith Park. Far more value should be placed on retaining native species trees, bothfrom a biological resource perspective and for aesthetical context. Large native"protected" trees will need to be removed at both Crystal Springs sites. (Griffith ParkVision Plan, Executive Summary.
httn://laparks.org/planning/pdf/GPvisionnlantpdf; Protected Tree Ordinance (2006):http://cityplanning.lacitv.org/Code Studies/Other/ProtectedTrecOrd.pdf.)

The DEW also fails to anticipate the much-increased future usage of the CrystalSprings area's adjacent trails. Increase in usage will result from the recently approved LaKretz Bridge over the Los Angeles River which will deliver new, higher levels ofequestrians, runners and hikers to the area. Future improvements to the Juan Bautista deAnza National Historic Trail in Griffith Park (National Park Service), currently inconceptual design and planning phase, will also produce increased numbers of users.Higher usage, in turn, presents an even higher level of aesthetics impact which was notconsidered by the DEIR.
(Attachment #3: Griffith Park Anza Trail brochure, and Attachment #4: National ParkService support letter)

2. Biological Resources

The DEIR correctly states that at both Crystal Springs locations, the "BiologicalResources impact after mitigation would be significant." The DEIR fails, however, toanalyze the full extent of the impact and is therefore inadequate.

The Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan (LRRMP) is cited with areference to enhancing the biological resources lost when the river was re-engineered inthe 1930s. (DER p. 3, 2-6.) However, the DEIR does not attempt to analyze theimportance Crystal Springs area has to wildlife connectivity, via the adjacent tunnel to theLos Angeles River or otherwise. The Griffith Park Wildlife Connectivity Survey has
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continued since summer 2011 and is neither referenced nor consulted. The nearby tunnel
is one of only two viable park corridors to cross 1-5, allowing good connectivity to the
river for wildlife. Alternatives sites do not create this significant impact. Even so, the
DEIR finds, without support, "There are no migratory wildlife corridors for wildlife
within the project site.." (DEIR pp. 3, 4-19.) How is this claim substantiated? The
DEIR's failure to discuss the potential loss of habitat connectivity and wildlife corridors,
an impact that affects only the Crystal Springs locations, is a failure to disclose that
violates CEQA. The DE1R must be revised to analyze the Project's potential impacts on
wildlife corridors and habitat connectivity.

The loss of trees at Crystal Springs is discussed in the DEIR. However, there is
inadequate analysis of the wildlife supported by the trees. No nesting surveys were done
to identify nesting birds, migratory or otherwise. Only anecdotal observations were made
during a brief visit on one hot summer day, outside the main nesting season.
Additionally, some valuable bird species known to inhabit the Crystal Springs location
are not mentioned at all in the DE1R. Omitted species include redtail hawk, common
poorwill, great blue heron, and western bluebird.

Due to the inadequate disclosure and analysis of biological resources located
onsite, the DEIR's mitigation measures for biological impacts are inadequate. Without an
adequate analysis, the likely adverse biological impacts on Griffith Park and the Santa
Monica Mountains cannot be mitigated.

Light spillage from the Crystal Springs site also affects the Project's adverse
impacts on wildlife. Decades of scientific research has established that artificial
nighttime lighting interferes with wildlife and habitat value. The introduction of
nighttime lighting can interfere with predator-prey relationships, affect bird nesting
behavior, as well as circadian and annual rhythms affecting wildlife behavior. The DEIR
also fails to adequately consider the disruption to wildlife that would result from lighting
two ball fields at Crystal Springs, in violation of CEQA. (See, The Ecological Consequences
of Artificial Night Lighting, Travis Longcore and Catherine Rich, 2006.)

Finally, FoGP notes that the DEIR confuses the City of Los Angeles Protected
Tree Ordinance (2006) and the Department of Recreation and Parks Tree Preservation
Policy.

1. Errata: The City ordinance is incorrectly called "Tree Preservation Ordinance"
multiple times in the DEIR A suitable name for the ordinance is "Protected Tree
Ordinance." The City has a list of special native species, called "protected trees,"
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which need to be respected for fulfilling important native habitat functions. Bymisnaming the ordinance, the DEIR misrepresents and obscures the purposes forwhich these trees were protected.

2. Errata: The Department's policy statement on trees is incorrectly called "TreePreservation Ordinance" on page 3 4-6, and should be "Tree Preservation Policy."

3. Noise

The noise-related "significant impact" noted for Alternative #2, North Atwater, ishighly subjective due to the operation of the often-criticized metrics associated withnoise. Ironically, the lower ambient noise level at Alternative #2 provides a moreacceptable noise level for the recreational activity of youth baseball, given that numerousstudies have shown that youth may be disproportionately impacted by high volumes andhearing loss.

The DEW analysis also fails to take into consideration future sound mitigationprograms which will likely be introduced at the Crystal Springs location. Soundmitigation measures will ultimately be accomplished at Crystal Springs with freewaybarriers, berms, plantings, or combinations thereof. When this proposed sound mitigationis implemented to reduce traffic noise levels from 1-5, the lower ambient level will thenput Crystal Springs ballgame noise impacts on par with that expected at the NorthAtwater location. Thus, the basis for the City's conclusion that the Crystal Springslocation is superior — the lesser noise impact — will be eliminated. CEQA analysis mustinclude consideration of other relevant, probable future projects, such as the proposednoise reductions for 1-5, the Anza Trail, and other Caltrans projects for the area. (PublicResources Code § 21083(b)(2).)

4. Recreational Resources

Since the purpose of Objective #2 is to create high quality, affordable recreationalprogramming for at-risk youth, the DEIR should include a thorough analysis of the costsof ball team play to ensure that the Project will meet the Objective. Little League andsimilar league activities (with uniforms, equipment, coaching) may be out of reach formany families with at-risk children. (See, Big Price Tags Attached Even to LittlestGames, New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2012/04/24/sports/big-price-tags-attached-to-even-the-littlest-leagues.html?_r-A;); Youth Baseball Costs Soar on and off theField, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/04/24/youth-vorts-costs-soar n 1448988.html.) The DEIR should also analyze whether alternative sports with
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lower costs, such as soccer, might better fit the City's Objectives. A convincing argumentmust assert how the Project's ball fields will be available to at-risk youth.

Currently, at the Crystal Springs Picnic Facility, families with "at-risk" 6 to12 year
olds targeted by the City can recreate creatively at no cost. Many families have been
doing so at Crystal Springs for three or four generations. An analysis by professionals
with "environmental justice" expertise should also be performed to ascertain that policies
that protect people on environmental justice grounds, including state law, are upheld with
any project at this site. Finally, as previously referenced, privatization, in any way, of
dedicated parkland at Griffith Park would violate City Charter, Section 594 (c).

5. Transportation and Traffic

The DEIR discusses traffic studies with meaningless results, while ignoring the
obvious parking problem at the Crystal Springs location. On many warm days, all 265 of
the site's parking spaces are taken. Cars must circle until another car leaves. This is the
current state of affairs, even without the new parking demands of two simultaneous Little
League games. Additionally, since teams must be prepared to take the field as soon as a
previous game ends, the parking lot will need to accommodate parking generated by a
minimum of four teams, in addition to the existing demand created by picnicking, Pote
Field, and adjacent facilities. Thus, 120 additional spaces may be understating the ball
field needs.

A thorough analysis of baseline parking by season, by weekdays, by weekend, and
by time of day must be done. Only then can logical and informed decisions about the
impacts to the area can be formed. At present, anecdotal reports by park rangers support
the conclusion that this area is already at maximum capacity on warm days. The existing
parking supply is insufficient to meet existing demands. The nearest alternative parking
is at Merry-go-round Lot #1, a half-mile away, and is also often at capacity.

The DEIR also fails to include an analysis of the impacts and safety of the area for
bicycle users, particularly young bicyclists, with regard to the proposed reconfiguration of
the road to accommodate the Crystal Springs ball fields.

6. The Table Summarizing the Alternatives Analysis is Unsubstantiated and
Confusing.

The DE1R attempts to tabulate its alternatives analysis into a single table, Table 4-
2, located at DEIR page 4-39. This table presents a failed attempt to quantify relative
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impacts which are not quantifiable. Not all adverse impacts are of the same magnitude,as illustrated by a reference to significant impacts as "I" and lesser ones as "II." A falseassumption is made giving equal weighting, plus or minus from the initial impact ranking,for the various impacts and various alternatives, skewing the results in favor ofAlternative lb. This table is not credible and should not be the basis for the conclusionwhich follows on the same page.

A more acceptable conclusion from this chart is that two significantly adverseimpacts which are unavoidable ("I" level for both Biological and Aesthetics, per Table 4-2) are present at both Crystal Springs locations. At least one of the analyzed alternativessubstantially lessens or avoids both of these impacts, and it is likely that the other feasiblealternatives suggested by FoGP would avoid or lessen these impacts, as well. Therefore,other alternatives should be explored and analyzed in a revised DEM.

The Project Fails to Satisfy Proposition K Requirements for PublicAccess.

It is our understanding that Proposition K funds are not available for projectswhich are not accessible to the general public. Given that "youth fields" was latersubstituted for the original application's specification of fields for "Little Leagueregulation baseball," it is important that ball fields placed into service via Prop K funding- regardless of location in Griffith Park - conform to Prop K guidelines. (Attachment #1,pp. 11-12, Prop. K Application.) The DEW fails to prove that the Project will beaccessible to the general public, either at the Project's opening or during the life of theball fields. In practice, many Little League fields are not available for public use, or areavailable rarely due to their use by Little League participants. The Project must berevised to include conditions honoring Proposition K prerequisites for general publicaccess.

The voter-supported intention of Prop K is to expand recreation in the City of LosAngeles. Ball fields would only bring new recreation to Griffith Park if the ball fieldswere located in a place where they truly brought new recreation, rather than "trading-off"lost picnickers for new ball players, as it would be the situation at Crystal Springs PicnicFacility. The DEIR fails to rationalize the purported increase in recreational opportunityprovided by this taxpayer-provided Proposition K funding, given the detrimental impactthe Project would have on recreational picnicking opportunities at Crystal Springs.
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IIL Inadequate Public Notice Was Given to Affected Parties.

The normal course of public notification of this Project — via City Hall, theinternet, and of businesses and residences within the affected area's perimeter — do notsuffice as adequate notification for this Project. In this situation, where a treasured city-wide resource is potentially impacted, the City should have notified the most affectedparty - the picnickers - as a first priority. This was suggested in writing during thescoping period, but not heeded. Specifically, in order to reach members of the public thatutilize the Project area, notices with a map depicting the proposed Project location shouldhave been posted at the Crystal Springs Picnic Area itself. Secondly, since a databaseexists of all group picnic "use-fee" patrons (organizations, churches, families, andcorporations), many which are regular group picnickers, the Department of Recreationand Parks should have been directed to send notifications to them. CEQA's vitality isderived from public participation. (Ocean View Estates Homeowners Assn v. MontecitoWater District (2004)116 Cal.App.4th 396, 400.) Going forward, FoGP requests that theCity post notices at Crystal Springs and mail notices to groups contained within thedatabase.

IV. The Project Objectives are Flawed and May Not be Satisfied by the
Project.

A Project's objectives are important because they shape the Project and are themetric by which Project alternatives are measured. Thus, flaws in the Project Objectiveswill extend to all parts of the environmental analysis.

Objective #1, "Restore baseball/softball fields to Griffith Park Crystal Springs thatserved the area prior to the construction of the 1-5 freeway," is flawed since there is noevidence that any ball fields ever previously existed at the Crystal Springs location exceptfor the current Pote Field. (DEIR p. 2-17.) Two ball fields did exist at a differentlocation more than one mile away, and this was over 55 years ago. Thus, as written,Objective #1 appears to be improperly biased toward the Crystal Springs location for thefields. Previous efforts to dispel this misinformation went unacknowledged in the DEIR.In addition, use of unduly narrow project objectives violates CEQA (In Re Bay DeltaCoordinated Environmental Impact Report Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal. 4th 1143, 1166["a lead agency may not give a project's purpose an artificially narrow definition"].)

DEIR Objective #2 is to "Increase access to high quality, affordable recreationalprograms for youths in the area, especially at-risk boys and girls ranging from 6 to 12
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years of age." (DEIR p. 2-17.) Yet "At-risk" is never defined in the DEIR In mostinstances, the most at-risk youth include a higher age group. Moreover, the DEIRcontains little substantiation that the Crystal Springs location is better suited to fulfill the"at-risk" objective than other possible Project locations. Current demographics supportthe conclusion that other locations may be more conducive to satisfying this ProjectObjective. The FEIR must contain supportable Project Objectives that are less narrowly-tailored toward the Crystal Springs site.

V. The City Appears to Have Unlawfully Precommitted to the CrystalSprings Location.

The Proposition K process and especially the Local Volunteer NeighborhoodCommittee (LVNOC) were predestined to name Crystal Springs Picnic Grounds as thefavored location. This was, in part, the result of committee appointments made withoutregard for fair representation of the local community. FoGP requests a review of theappointments in relationship to demographics, fair representation and any LVNOCCommittee member self-interests in the revised DEIR Despite the significantenvironmental impacts that the Project would impose upon the Crystal Springs location,the CEQA process has been predisposed to this site. For example, a Task OrderSolicitation (TOS) issued by City Bureau of Engineering Department on October 2, 2013,requests designs for only the Crystal Springs Project location, even though the DEIR andaccompanying analysis determining the City's preferred alternative had not yet beencompleted. (Attachment #4: Task Order Solicitation, dated October 2, 2013.) Thisdemonstrates a precommittment to the proposed project in violation of CaliforniaSupreme Court decision in Save Tara v. City of West Hollywood (2007) 45 Ca1.4th 116.An agency "must not 'take any action' that significantly furthers a project 'in a mannerthat forecloses alternatives or mitigation measures that would ordinarily be part of CEQAreview of that public project.'" (Id. at 138, citations omitted.) As one court stated:

The CEQA process is intended to be a careful examination, fully open tothe public, of the environmental consequences of a given project, coveringthe entire project, from start to finish. This examination is intended to
provide the fullest information reasonably available upon which thedecision makers and the public they serve can rely in determining whetheror not to start the project at all, not merely to decide whether to finish it.The EIR is intended to furnish both the road map and the environmentalprice tag for a project, so that the decision maker and the public both know,before the journey begins, just where the journey will lead, and how much
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they-and the environment-will have to give up in order to take that journey.

(Natural Resources Defense Council v. City of Los Angeles (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 268,271.) By precommitting to the Crystal Springs location, the City appears to have
foreclosed true consideration of the alternative locations discussed in the DEIR, withoutany public disclosure or participation.

VI. The DEIR Fails as an Informational Document.

As an informational document, this DEIR fails to provide sufficient detail toenable adequate analysis of the Project's impacts and benefits. The following are
examples of information which is missing:

• Who will use the fields?
• What hours will the fields be available for free use on a "walk-up" basis?
• Will they be available without reservations at specified times?
• What geographic areas will they serve and how will this be ascertained?
• How will the targeted "at-risk" boys and girls be accommodated?
• Will there be equal access to girls who may want to play softball rather than

baseball?
• How will the Department manage and maintain these fields?
• What is the data on ball fields within the local area and does the data support ballfields over soccer fields in relationship to the project objective #2, "at-risk" youth?
• Will the ball fields be available to teen age group, which generally are consideredmore "at-risk" than 6-12 age group?
• What are the statistics of "at-risk" youth on Los Feliz side of LA River vs. east

bank LA River areas?
• How many residents will the ball fields serve and what is the per capita dollar

investment ?

The responses to these questions are relevant to a thorough analysis of the Project'spotential environmental impacts as well as a reasoned assessment of its community
benefits. Since the Project will have at least one significant and unavoidable
environmental impact, a Statement of Overriding Considerations will have to be preparedbefore the City may approve the Baseball Fields Project. This information will berequired to provide substantial evidence in support of such a Statement of OverridingConsiderations.
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Friends of Griffith Park respectfully requests that the City revise the DEIR
prepared for this Project to include reasoned analysis of the additional, feasible
alternatives suggested in this letter and in FoGP's previous correspondence with the City.
A thorough analysis of alternative configurations and locations that will actually avoid or

substantially lessen the potential impacts of placing new ball fields in Griffith Park is
required — not only to comply with CEQA, but to protect the integrity of the City's largest
park. Thank you for your consideration of these comments. Friends of Griffith Park
looks forward to the City's release of a revised DEIR for this Project and to participatingin the FEIR process.

Sincerely,

Doug Carstens
Michelle N. Black

ATTACHMENTS:
1. Prop K Application, pages 11-12
2. Griffith Park Anza Trail brochure
3. National Park Service Anza Trail support letter
4. Task Order Solicitation, BOE, of October 2, 2013
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V.
1) PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND IlliWIAGENIENT MI5 points: 3 MOW 111,XIMUNtli

a, Provide a complete description of the proposed capital improvement and/or,acquisition of land for parks, • reasstional, or open-space purposes project.Proposers may propose projects that construct and knprove recreation faciles,renovate, improve and expand .existing facilities, and site preparation. The pnbjestdescription should discuss the project's design, location, style, type andapproximate size.

The Department of Recreation and. Parks (Department) requests $500,000. underproject category Athletic Fields for the proposed project to construct new ball fieldsat the Crystal Springs (Griffith Park).

The Griffith Park Crystal Springs. Picnic Area. New Baseball Field Project, located at4730 crystal Springs Drive, Los Angeles, CA 90027 (Census Tract . No. 1802),consists of the design and construction of Twin Little League Regulation- SizedBaseball Fields with associated Irrigation and landscaping features in a 4.0-acre..portion of the Griffith Park Cristo, Springs Picnic Area The location of this 150,000-square foot project within the 40-acre picnic area footprint is consistent with .GriffithPark facNty planning guidelines that call for new pnbjects such as this one to be sitedwithin already- developed areas. This action . preserves the Park's .statas as thenation's largest municipal park with an Urban Wilderness Identity.
TA° The Project is specifically designed to increase opportunities for youth _and,.especially, at-risk boys and girls ranging in age from 8- to 12-years of age tea leaii,how to play Little League ragulatIon'baseball. The City will establish highly-rated.Baseball Instructional programs that are expressly designed to address the needs of.at-risk youth who need positive team-play learning opportunities to develop Intoresponsible adults. It Is expected that local Interest would be such that adults willgladly_ sponsor a Lille League Program including tournamert play opperturulies withother City-sponsored Lithe League teams.

The Picnic Area is situated on the extreme eastern side of the Park just west of the (-5 Freeway, immecfiately, east Of the Ranger .Station and Visitors Center, and duesouth of the twin 18-hole Wilson and Harding Golf Courses. The Picnic Area is home,to a picnic facifity arranged. around three dusters of tables with free barbeque pitsand Pots Field, a NCAA regulation-eked adult baseball This facility is availablefor use' by advance reservation only and fealures. a scoreboard, bleacher*,MetrOOMS, chrldren's play area and paved parking. The Picnic Area features mature'landscaped areas and is ringed by an internal road system. .
The vision for developing two new youth baseball fields In the.-Picnic Area has beenconsidered for the past several years. Five separate conceptual designe, eachfeaturing two baseball diamonds at different site 'locations with alternative layouts

• 
and dimensions were developed by the City in the May-July, 2005 timeframe. Sincethen, the decision has been made to locate twin Little League regulation-pizat

City of Los Angeles • Crystal Springs (Griffith Parit)liati FieldsDepartment at Recreation end Parks 2009 Proposition K — LA for Kids Program
Page 11 of 58



baseball fields in a landscaped area 'located immediate* south of the two golfcourses and east of Pete Field. The site selected is located in a huge* open. areathat is partially landscaped with trees. A preliminary site plan has been developedas well as a schedule and budget for final design and. construction. Pots Meldparking and restroorn facilities are expected to be made available for use: It isplanned as a day-use facility.

These corrinsintlles are collectively characterized as having a populace that isracially diverse, low-to moderate income, family oriented and growing slowly in sizeand density. Census data projections for 2009 estimated that almost25 percent ofthe population living within a 3.0-mile radius of the project site Is categorized in the15- to 34-year age range. This represents over 27 percent of the total personsresiding within a 5.0-mile radius of the Crystal Springs Picnic Area.
The current lack of Little League Regulation-Sized Baseball Fields In Griffith Parkhighlight Just how great the need is for the City to provide its residents with suchteem-sports programming opportunities as documented in the recently prepared Cityof Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks (RAP) Cftywide Parks .NeedsAssessment Report (2008). Current calculations show a per capita ratio of .1baseball field per 15,449 poisons. RAP Five-Year Pkeving Goals call for theelevation of this ratio to 1 baseball field per 12,000 .persons by 2013.' This goal cartbe met with the addition of 73 new baseball fields including these two fields.

b. Provide a detailed narrative history of agencylorganlzation's previous experiencewith capital Improvement projects (including project management) and results of that .involvement.

The Department of Recreation and Parts (Department), governed by the Board ofRecreation and Park Commissioners, has provided quality recreational services tothe citizens of Los Angeles for over 100 years. it has also operated .and maintained.the City's parks, swimming pools, public golf courses, recreation centers, museums,childcare centers, youth camps, tennis courts, sports programs and programs for'senior citizens. The Department's annual budget has averaged in excess of $159million annually for the past three yews.

The Department and the Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering (BOE),have worked cooperatively on hundreds of the Department's Proposition K. Stateand federally funded capital Improvement projects, including the construction ofrecreation centers, swimming pools, pocket parks, athletic fields, community centers,haft, childcare centers, playgrounds, and skate parks. The two departments utilizestaff resources and administrative authority granted by the City Charter to developproject implementation plans for all capital improvement projects. This uniquecollaborative relationship has provided the best possible utikzatlon of staff and Cityresources to facilitate the completion of hundreds .of capital improvement projects,Ille the multi-ninon dollar Taylor Yard Sports Fields, Griffith Park Observatory. andthe Lanark, Echo, Northridge and Harvard Park pool projects. Both Deparbnentshave extensive and broad experience developing and managing. Proposition Kprojecti and hundreds of other projects funded by federal, state, and local funding
City of Los Angeles Crystal Springs (WW1 Park)-flail FieldsDepartment of Recreation and Parke 2009 Proposition K — LA for Mit PrograrnPage 12 of 58
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United States Department of the Interior

P4 rets, REF9t70

December 13, 2013

Gerry Hans
President, Friends of Griffith Park
2624 Green Oak Place
Los Angeles, CA 90068

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Juan Bautista de Ana NatWest' Historic Trail

333 Bush Street, Suite SOO
San Francisco. Cafifomlo 94104

415 623-2340

RE: Enhancement of Griffith Park's Certified Segment of Anza National Historic Trail

Dear Mr. Hans:

The Juan Bautista de An National Historic Trail commemorates the 1775-76 Spaidsh expedition ofthe more than 240 men, women, and children who journeyed across the frontier of New Spain to settleAka California. The Anza Trail connects history, nature, culture, and outdoor recreation along a1200-mile corridor extending from Nogales, AZ to the San Francisco Bay Area. This historic corridorincludes a 30-mile stretch along the Los Angeles River, spanning from its headwatas in Canoga Parkto its confluence with the Arroyo Seen near downtown Los Angeles, and runs directly adjacentGriffith Park.

The National Park Service is honored to be a partner in sharing the compelling multi-ethnic story ofthe Anza expedition and helping to steward the Anza Trail for generations to come. An integralcomponent of our success is working with local partners to provide on-the-ground experiences whichhelp connect the Anza story to the community and raise awareness of its place in shaping local history.Toward that goal, in 1996 the National Park Service partnered with the City ofLos Angeles to certi4ra 4-mile stretch of trail along the northern and eastern boundary of Griffith Park as an officialcomponent of the An National Historic Trail's recreational retracenent mute.

In highly urbanized segments of the historic trail corridor, such as that found throughout the greaterLos Angeles area, our ability to share effectively the story of Anza is greatly dependent uponenvironmental conditions which provide the community a vicarious experience of the setting andsurroundings representative of what the expedition would have encountered during its historicjourney. Griffith Park's rich and diverse natural resources prove an ideal setting for suchtransforrnative interpretive experiences.

Therefore, I wish to express my support for the Friends of Griffith Park's work with the National ParkService's Rivers, Trails and Conservation Assistance (RTCA) program to assess current trail



conditions and develop a comprehensive plan for trail enhancement which facilitates access to, buildsawareness of, and improves the environmental conditions surrounding Griffith Park's Anza Trailsciatica

In particular, I encourage your efforts to seek ways to improve the trail users' experience by mitigatingsome of the negative impacts associated with the trail 'a proximity to the 1-5 freeway corridor. Specificstrategies to address noise pollution, visual/view shed impacts, and habitat and air quality have directand positive implications to our work in sharing Anza's story and revealing the nature of theexpedition's journey in this area centuries ago.

While these measures can sometimes seem daunting in scale and scope, every effort made to improvehabitat quality and environmental conditions in this area, regardless of size, not only thcilitates thecommunity's connection to its natural environment but to its cultural heritage as well. For this reason,I applaud your efforts to help NPS steward this natural, cultural, and recreational resource for thebroader community and support your work in enhancing its overall condition for generations to come.
Thank you for your time, care, and consideration!

Sincerely,

aomi L Torres
Superintended
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Task Order Solicitation

Pro-Qualified On-call Architectural Division Consultant Contract

City of Los Angeles
Department of Public Works

Bureau of Engineering

October 2, 2013

1. Introduction

The City of Los Angeles, Bureau of Engineering (BOE) is proposing to construct two (2)youth baseball fields and additional amenities, including, but not limited to bleachers,fencing, trash enclosure, ADA path of travel, security lighting, parking and modificationof the existing driveway at the Griffith Park Crystal Springs Ball Fields. The project siteis located at 4730 Crystal Springs Drive, Los Angeles, CA 90027, in the Griffith Parkarea, bounded on the north by Los Feliz Boulevard and on the west by InterstateFreeway 5.

The design of this project is scheduled to start immediately upon issuance of an NTP tothe selected firm, with anticipated construction to begin in summer 2014.

2. Background

This is a competitive Proposition K project It was designed by Land Images, aprequalified on-call landscape consultant for the Department of Recreation and Park(RAP). This contract recently expired. The project received a lot of input from thecommunity during the community outreach phase. Land images provided the schematicdesigns and alternatives during the public meeting periods. The majority of LocalVolunteer Neighborhood Oversight Committee (LVNOC) members approved theschematic layout at Crystal Springs, in the Griffith Park area. The proposed location willresult in removal of existing trees and displacement of picnic tables. Construction planswere prepared by Land Images and submitted to the Los Angeles Department ofBuilding and Safety for plan check in September. However, other disciplines of design,including, but not limited to civil, structural, and electrical still needs to be addressed inorder to have complete constructible plans.

3. Scope of Services

The Bureau is interested in obtaining the services of a consulting landscape firm tocontinue the design of the project. To successfully deliver the project, it is important forBOE and its Consultant to work closely with the Department of Recreation and Parks(RAP), who is the BOE's client. As such, RAP input and review will play a central role inthis project
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The scope of services is as follows:

2.1 Preparation of complete design and construction documents for the projectbased on your Design Services Agreement with the City of Los Angeles, Bureauof Engineering. The design services shall include, but are not limited to,landscape, architectural, electrical engineering, structural and civil engineeringfor the project. The City of Los Angeles will provide the geotechnical investigationreport, and a topographical survey of the project site. The City is currentlyprospering the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the project. Once the reportIs finalized, additional design is needed to address the required mitigationmeasures.

2.2 The Construction Budget for the proposed project is set at $1,300.000.
2.3 The design and construction documents, which include landscape, structural,civil, and electrical drawings, must be completed, and all applicable approvalsfrom agencies having jurisdiction over the project, such as Building and Safety,City Planning, and Fie Department must be obtained within 6 months followingthe Notice to Proceed date.

2.4 The project specifications for this project shall be based on the ConstructionSpecification Institute (CS1) format The specification shall be double-spaced onone side of 8-1/2" x 11" bond paper. The City will prepare the GeneralConditions and the General Requirements of the specifications, the bid forms,instruction to bidders, bond forms, advertisement for bids, constructionagreements and other documents required by public authorities havingjurisdiction and as necessary for securing the bids for construction of the project.
2.5 The location of any existing utilities and controls, such as but not limited to, stormdrain lines, sewer lines, irrigation controls, lighting controls, water lines, etc., shallbe verified and relocated within the affected area of reconstruction.
2.6 The selected consultant shall perform the following:

a. Attend meetings with City staff members and prepare meeting minutesduring the design phase of the project.

b. Meet with the Department of Building and Safety (LADBS) and allagencies having jurisdiction over the project for preliminary plan checkreview and code requirement verifications.
c. Prior to the start of design, coordinate with the Department of Recreationand Parks (RAP), the Department of Water and Power (DWP) ServicePlanners and other pertinent utility companies to confirm availability ofservice connections and meter locations; perform design work for anymodification that may be required by DWP and other utility companies,
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and acquire all necessary/applicable permits for utility serviceconnections, The City will pay for all permits and fees In conjunction withthis paragraph.

d. Submit plans for review, comments, and approval at the completion ofschematic design, design development, 50% construction documents, and90% construction documents. Working drawings shall be submitted as sixsets of copies (two full-sized and four half-sized), Specifications and costestimates shall be submitted at the completion of 50% and 90%construction documents. Cost estimates shall Indicate the quantity andunit cost of each component based on the 16 divisions of the CSI. TheCity will do a final coordination review and comments on the 90%construction documents. The Architect will incorporate these finalcomments along wtth the Architect's internal review to arrive at the 100%construction documents.

e. All construction documents must be provided in electronic format (pdf) forthe drawings and specifications (on CD). Upon request, AutoCAD file ofthe drawings shall be provided to the City. Project drawings shall be on24-inch by 36-inch sized sheets with a modified City, Bureau ofEngineering (BOE) Title Block, which includes a space at the lower righthand corner for the Department of Recreation of Parks Plan File Number.The City Project Manager will provide an electronic copy of the modifiedBOE Title Block.

f. Submit the 90% CD plans to the Los Angeles Department of Building &Safety (LADBS) for a courtesy review. The City will pay the Plan CheckFees (i.e. — for building, grading, electrical, etc.). This project is located onFederal land and, as such, a Building Permit is not required; however, theCity desires that the project conform substantially to current codes.Obtain the LADBS comments and incorporate them into the plans, exceptas directed by the Project Manager, in order to bring the documents up to(or close to) the status of "Ready to Issue" (RTI).

g. Review and respond to requests for Information (RFIs), submittals, andshop drawings prior to and during the construction of the project. Prepareany required plan clarifications in conjunction with the response to RFIs.
h. Attend weekly meetings and prepare meeting minutes during theconstruction phase of the project. Construction meetings will be held atthe job site and will be approximately 1 hour in length. The constructionduration for this project will be approximately 12 months.

i. Provide availability to clarify issues during the construction phaseregarding changes in condition (i.e. when construction documents do notmatch the existing conditions).
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J. Participate in the BOE construction closeout process and prepare the final"As-Built' drawings in AutoCAD and pdf format (on CD's).
3. Project Schedule

The following is an estimated Project Schedule:
• Pre-Design 2 week
• Design 6 months• Bid and Award   3 months• Construction  12 months• Project Close-Out 6 months

4. Solicitation Schedule

• Issue Task Order Solicitation October 2nd, 2013• Receive Solicitation Responses October 17th, 2013• Consultant Selection Week of October 28th, 2013• Negotiate Task Order Week of October 2e, 2013• Issue Task Order Week of October 28th, 2013
6. MandatortiPre-PronosaLSIte Visit

A mandatry pre-proposal jobsIte visit will be =ducted at 10 AM.pn Wednetjcjw,October 9. 2013 kthe site. 

6. Solicitation Response Reaulrements 

SolicitatiOn Responses shall be bound and not exceed 45 pages, exclusive of cover,dividers and resumes. Three copies shall be submitted no later than 4 PM on October17th, 2013. Solicitation Responses shall be submitted to the 8th Floor receptionist,Sandra Humphries, of the Recreational and Cultural Facilities Program, located atPublic Works Building, 1149 S. Broadway Ste#880, Los Angeles, CA 90015, Attention:Mr. Neil Drucker. Bound Solicitation Responses shall include:

• Section 1— Project understanding: Explain your firm's overall approach to the work.• Section 2 — Related Experience: Describe similar projects your firm has recentlycompleted.
• Section 3 — Project Team: Provide project team organization chart and describebackground, roles and responsibilities of key team members. Provideinformation on MBENVBE/OBE involvement. Provide resumes of thosewho will actually work on the project in the Appendix.• Section 4 — Detailed Scope of Work and Schedule: Expand and develop the City'sScope of Work and Schedule contained herein.
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• Section 5 — Fee Estimate. Provide cost calculations (firm) for the work described inthe Scope of Work. List assumptions associated with all costcalculations. List MBE, WBE, and OBE participation as a % for eachphase.
• Appendix: Include resumes

T. Selection Criteria

The selection criteria and scoring "weight' will be as follows:
• Capability and qualifications of the firm to provide the Scope of Services asdemonstrated by the solicitation response. — 20%
• The Project Team's and /or individual Team member's experience as it relates to thescope of this project. 40%
• History of the firm in successful budget and schedule compliance — 20%
• The value offered to the City considering the proposed Fee Estimate — 20%• Any proposal submitted by a firm who has not attended the mandatory pre-proposaljob site visit will be disqualified to provide bid

8. Suaaested IABEfWEIE Participallen_Levejle

It is the long standing policy of the City that personal services contracts should, to themaximum extent reasonably feasible, include the utilization of subconsuitants — MinorityOwned, Women Owned and Other Business Enterprises — MBFJWBEFOBE. A GoodFaith Outreach is required of the prime consultants during the procurement process onall personal services contracts over $100,000. it should be noted that while thisOutreach effort is not mandated on contracts below $100,000, the use ofMBE/WBE/OBE on these contracts is encouraged where feasible.

8. Insurance Ritouirempids

Insurance policies must be current and on file with the City Administrative Office (CAO)— Risk Management when the Task Order is awarded to the selected Pre-Quatified OnCall Consultant. Work cannot commence or continue if the proper proof of Insuranceforms is not on file with the CAO. Also, invoices will not be paid if the proper proof ofInsurance forms is not on file with the CAO.

10. Solicitation Manage;

The City's Solicitation Manager is Mr. Neil Ducker, Program Manager, Bureau ofEngineering, Recreational and Cultural Facilities Program. Please direct all projectrelated questions to Sean H Phan at (213) 847-4706.

11. flonollualon Affidavit

Page 5 of



A non-collusion affidavit must be included and signed by the consultant, and returnedwith the proposal.

12. Disclaimer

The City may or may not decide to award any or part of this Task Order based on itssole convenience and shall not be responsible for any solicitation
The Landscape Architect prequalified on-call contracts are expired. No notice ofproceed will be issued until the contract amendment has been fully executed.
CONTACT INFORMATION
All questions and written notices shall be sent to the Project Manager:

Sean Phan
Bureau of Engineering, Recreational and Cultural Facilities Division1149 South Broadway, Suite 860
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Sean Phan — 213-847-4708, or e-mail Sean.Phandtlacity.orq

This task order solicitation Is not an authorization to start this work. An NTP will beissued when your firm has been selected and your fee proposal has been accepted.
Proposal Is to be delivered by 4:00 PM on October 17th, 2013, and addressed to

Neil Drucker, Program Manager
Bureau of Engineering, Recreational and Cultural Facilities Division1149 South Broadway, Suite 860
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Attention: Sean Phan

Sincerely,

Neil Drucker
Program Manager
Recreational and Cultural Facilities Program

WISP
Griffith Pa* Costal Springs Ball Fields

Altedimerdc CrystalSprIngefidermatic Layout

cc Cathie Santo Domingo, RAP Planning & ConstructionBill Lee
Mork Nokias
MeV Drucker
Shashi B1 to
Sean Phan
Fite
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PION-COLLUSION AFFIDAVIT

The appropriate, authorized operator's designate must sign and affix the corporate seal (see spacebelow).

  depose and say that I am
  of 
('President,'' Vice etc.) (Insert Name and Address of Organization

who submits this proposal to the City of Los Angeles, City Attorney's Office, and hereby declare thatthis proposal is genuine, and not sham or collusive, nor made in the interest or In behalf of any personnot herein named and the proposer had not directly Induced or solicited any other proposer to put ina sham proposal, or any other person, firm, or corporation to refrain from submitting a proposal, andthat the proposer has not in any manner sought by collusion to secure for him/herself an advantageover any other proposer.

Date:  at 
(Month, Day, Year) (City, State)

(Corporate Seal) I certify under penalty of perjury that the foregoing Is coned.

(Signature)

79571
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EXHIBIT F



March 16, 2014

Ms. Lynn Alvarez, President
Los Angeles City Recreation and Parks DepartmentOffice of Board of Commissioners
221 N. Figueroa St. Suite 1510
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Opposition to Agenda Item 14-056 (March 19 Agenda)Opposition to Agenda item 14-061 (April 2 Agenda)Opposition to Agenda Item 14-062 (April 2 Agenda)
Dear President Alvarez:

The referenced agenda items continue and accelerate a policy of increased commercializationin Griffith Park.

Item 14-056 concerns the Halloween Event. In you discussion on March 5, 2014 about thisitem, almost ALL of the discussion concerned how much the City will receive from thecontractor. No one claimed to know how much revenue had been generated by last year'sHaunted Hayride event.

There was NO discussion about any of the following:
• The appropriateness of using the park to promote adult themed events
• The displacement of myriad mostly low income passive users of the Old Zoo area
• The myriad wildlife which will be affected by noise, traffic, and lighting caused by theevent

Item 14-061 concerns the installation of baseball fields in the Crystal Springs picnic area. Inthe Report of General Manager, it notes that "the project would result in significantenvironmental impacts related to aesthetics, biological resources, cultural resources (includeshistoric, archaeological and paleontological resources0, and noise." But then the report admitsthat "no feasible mitigation measures were identified...significant impacts ...would be adverseand unavoidable." (emphasis added).

Later in the report, it states that "the statement of overriding considerations explains in detailwhy the social, economic, legal, technical or other beneficial aspects of the project outweighunavoidable, adverse environmental impacts, and why the lead agency is willing to acceptsuch impacts."

In considering the "social" impacts, is the displacement of mostly low income and passiveusers of the picnic area addressed? Here again, I note that "economic" considerations (Iassume Rec & Parks receives a little cash from the bailfields users) trump all else. TurningGriffith Park into a cash register seems to be your overriding concern.



Item 14-062 concerns installation of a permanent Performing Arts Center in the Old Zoo picnicarea. It is not adjacent to the Old Zoo picnic area, as is stated in the general manager'sreport. In the general manager's report there is not one word about the displacement ofmostly low income passive users of the Old Zoo picnic area. There is not one word aboutyear round increase in noise, traffic, lighting, and the impact on wildlife. Furthermore, theconstruction of such permanent edifice is inconsistent with the urban wilderness character ofGriffith Park, and it ignores the cultural, historic status of Griffith Park.
There is no need to build a permanent stage. A temporary stage has worked well in recentyears.

Taken together, the three proposals continue the slicing and dicing of the relatively scarce, flator gently sloping areas within Griffith Park suitable for picnicking and other passive activities.The proposed ballfields will carve out a significant section of the Crystal Springs picnic area,the permanent stage carves out a section of the Old Zoo picnic area, and the Halloween event(aka Haunted Hayride) takes the Old Zoo picnic area completely out of service as a picnicarea for over a month each year.

All three of these misguided proposals continue proceeding on the slippery slope ofcommercialization of Griffith Park. This is not what parks are supposed to be about!
The Commission should reconsider all three of these proposals and address the cumulative,adverse impact of these proposals on wildlife, passive users of picnic areas, and cultural,historic aspects of Griffith Park.

Regards,

Joseph F. Young
C-chair, Griffith Park Task Force
Sierra Club — Angeles Chapter

Copies:

Vice President Iris Zuniga
Member Kafi D. Blumenfield
Member Sylvia Patsaouras
Member Misty M. Sanford
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Dear Mr. LaBonge, Page 1 of 1

From: Van Griffith <gvg805@aol.com>
To: mgranne <mgranne@aol.com>
Cc: rap.commissioners <rap.commissionersialecfty.org>

Subject: Dear Mr. LaBonge,
Date: Sun, Mar 23, 2014 221 pm

Dear Mr. LaBonge,

I am writing.on behalf of myself and the Griffith charitable trust to expressour opposition to the ball fields proposed in the Crystal Springs picnic area ofthe park. This area is one Of the most pristine picnic places in the park andthe most heavily used. To remove 49 mature trees for the benefit of 50 to 100little leaguers that would only use it on the weekends would be a shame.Especially if these fields are going to be locked when, not in use and notavailable to the public is something I feel my geat grandfather would stronglyoppose. I cannot help but think of the•tens of thousands' of families who livein apartments with no backyards or lawns whatsoever who would be denied accessto this beautiful spot. I feel a much better place.for the fields would be upby the soccer fields, I think it should be called The Tom Labonge SportsComplex at Ferraro fields. There is plenty of room up there and no need toremove the beautiful trees. I hope you will~•consider this alternative location.If you have questions or comments please don't hesitate to call me.'

Yours Truly,
Van GriffithCc. Maria Martin

Sent from Van Griffith

http://taail.aol,corn/38442-111/aol-6/en-ushnail/PrintMessage.aspx 3/23/2014
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The Griffith J. Griffith Chajitable Trust

March 24, 2014

Ms. Lynn Alvarez, President
Board of Commissioners
City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks221 North Figueroa Street, Suite 1510Los Angeles, CA. 90012

Dear Ms. Alvarez and Commission, Members, •

The Griffith J. Griffith Trust established by Col. Griffith in 1924 s4ongly opposes the construction of LittleLeague ball fields in the Crystal Springs picnic area for the following reasons:
1. The annihilation of the 40+ mature trees, some proteted, which have shaded picnic tablesand family gatherings there over centuries. To sacrifice them fo any reason is incomprehensible and onthat basis alone, should preclude the area from site consideratio I would encourage youCommissioners to walk the area to see firsthand how majestic ese trees are and which ones would bebulldozed. Transplantation is not a viable option. For years expertshave been unable to sustain re-growth. (When the L.A. Zoo Veterinarian Complex was cons, some transplanted mature treesdied).

2. The EIR is sadly lacking and often erroneous as the law firm of Chatten-Brown & Carstens someticulously pointed out in their 13 page letter to the Bureau of gngineering. What corrections have beenmade as a result?

3. Should a majority of picnic users from all over the L.A. region be displaced by a minimumnumber of sports participants? This bucolic most accessible and heavily used area has been enjoyed bygenerations of families. Ball fields belong in a sports-friendly site not an established picnic grove.
4. Contrary to the EIR, the entire eastern portion of the lark would be heavily impacted from theapproximate 2 year construction period; especially the Ranger Oixrations, Visitor Center, historic LosFeliz Adobe, equestrians and golfers on a nearby green—not to mention a traffic nightmare with trucksand equipment entering and exiting from Crystal Springs Drive.
5. Col. Griffith did not envision his parkland to be carved up by Special Interests groups—hisintent was to establish an oasis for all Angelenos to enjoy, a respite from the noise and distractions ofeveryday life outside its borders.

Los Angeles has been involved in the Million Tree Project, planting trees throughout the City ratherthan destroying them. Removing treeswould be hard to justify. would hope this Commission wouldagree that Crystal Springs should remain a picnic area not a sports venue.

Van Griffith, Mike Eberts, Glare DardenGriffith J. Griffith Charitable Trust members
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TELEPHONE:(310) 798-2400
FACSIMILE: (310) 798-2402

CHATTEN-BROWN & CARSTENS LLP
2200 PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY

SUITE 318
HERMOSA BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90254

www.cbcearthlaw.com

March 31, 2014

Via U.S. Mail and email Maria.Martin@lacity.org

Ms. Maria Martin
City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering
Environmental Management Group
1149 S. Broadway, 6th Floor, Mail Stop 939
Los Angeles, CA 90015-2213

E-MAIL:
MNB@CBCEARTHLAW.COM

Re: SCH No. 2013011012
Final EIR Comments on Griffith Park Crystal Springs New Baseball FieldsProposition K

Dear Ms. Martin:

We submit these comments on behalf of Friends of Griffith Park (FoGP). Friends ofGriffith Park is a non-profit charitable group that promotes the enlightened stewardship ofGriffith Park so it can survive and thrive in the 21st Century. The Draft EIR (DEIR)prepared for the Project finds that the proposed Crystal Springs ball fields site would havesignificant and unavoidable adverse impacts on aesthetics and biological resources. Based onthese findings and on previous communications with the City, FoGP submitted comments onthe DEIR that included various alternatives to the proposed Project site, designed to lessen oravoid the Project's significant impacts, particularly with regard to tree removal. Thesealternatives included alternative configurations of the ball fields, and separation of the ballfields into two separate sites. Unfortunately, the final EIR (FEIR) fails to provide theadequate responses to these comments, or to supplement the DEIR's inadequate analysis ofthe Project's impacts.

The EIR is a document of accountability. (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v.Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Ca1.3d 376, 392.) CEQA ensuresaccountability through the requirement that the Lead Agency provide written "good faith,reasoned analysis" in response to comments on an EIR by the public. (Guideline § 15088,subd.(c).) When a comment raises a significant environmental issue, the lead agency mustaddress the comment "in detail giving reasons why" the comment was "not accepted." (Ibid.)"Conclusory statements unsupported by factual information will not suffice." (Ibid; LaurelHeights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1993) 6 Ca1.4th 1112,1124.) The level of detail of responses to comments must be commensurate with the level of



Ms. Maria Martin
City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering
March 31, 2014
Page 2

detail of the comments. (Friends of the Eel River v. Sonoma County Water Agency (2003)108 Cal.App.4th 859, 878 ["the determination of the sufficiency of the agency's responses tocomments on the draft EIR turns upon the detail required in the responses"].)

This requirement for good faith, reasoned analysis "ensures that stubborn problems orserious criticism are not swept under the rug." (Santa Clarita Organization for Planning theEnvironment v. County of Los Angeles (2003) 106 Cal. App. 4th 715, 732.) The courts haveheld that inadequate responses to comments — alone — can be grounds for voiding a project'sapproval. (See, Env. Protection Information Center. v. Johnson (1985) 170 Cal. App. 3d604, 627.) Failure to respond to a single comment is sufficient to invalidate approval of aFEIR. (Flanders Foundation v. City of Carmel by-the-Sea (2012) 202 Cal. App. 4th 603.)The EIR fails to include good faith, specific responses to specific comments. In fact, theFEIR's responses to FoGP's comments are so cursory, that they are quoted in their entiretywithin this letter.

Friends of Griffith Park's December 17, 2013 draft EIR comments raised issues withthe EIR's inadequate alternatives analysis, as well as its analysis of biological resources,aesthetics, recreational resources, and traffic congestion. These comments were detailed andwell-supported. Even so, the final EIR dismisses many of these comments, particularly thosedirected at the EIR's alternatives analysis.

For example, FoGP suggested several alternative sites for the Project, as well asalternate configurations that would avoid the need to remove as many protected trees asrequired by the Project. This would substantially lessen the significance of the Project'simpact on aesthetics and biological resources, as required by CEQA. Separating the two ballfields would also reduce impacts to recreational picnickers (by leaving part of the large grouppicnic area intact) as well as any traffic impacts (by diffusing project-generated trafficbetween sites). The FEIR responded to only one of FoGP's suggested configurations,stating:

Placing one field at Crystal Springs and one at North Atwater Park would notqualitatively change the overall effects of the projects. Instead, impacts would bespread between two separate locations.

(FEIR p. 2-26.) While separating the ball fields would spread impacts between the twolocations, it does not mean that those impacts would not be substantially lessened or avoided.The placement of only one new ball field in each location would provide greater flexibilityto avoid the removal of protected trees. Thus, the total number of protected trees would besubstantially reduced, with corresponding substantial reductions in aesthetic and biologicalimpacts. The failure to study this alternative, given the Project's significant and unavoidableimpacts renders the EIR inadequate. The FEIR wholly ignored FoGP's comments about
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other alternatives and did not provide the requisite good faith analysis.

With regard to FoGP's concerns about nesting birds, the FEIR responded only,"Potential effects on nesting birds are discussed in the Draft EIR and addressed in mitigationmeasure BIO-1." (FEIR p. 2-26.) No mention is made of species that were not analyzed inthe EIR, habitat connectivity, wildlife corridors, or the City's tree ordinance.

The EIR also ignores FoGP's concerns about the impacts of night lighting, statingonly, "The project does not include any night lighting, other than security lighting." (FEIR p.2-26.) But no mitigation measures are included that prohibit nighttime lighting from beingadded to the Project later, and baseball is frequently a sport played at night, especially duringthe summer when daytime temperatures may be uncomfortable or dangerous.

Instead of substantively addressing FoGP's legitimate concerns about the Project'suse of Proposition K funds and privatization of park resources, the FEIR's response tocomment states only, "The project does not propose any privatization of dedicated parkland." (FEIR p. 2-26.) No information is provided about how this will be accomplished, andno additional conditions are placed on the Project to ensure that it remains available to thepublic.

Finally, the FEIR's sole response to FoGP's concerns about traffic and parkingcongestion is, "Transportation and traffic impacts are discussed in the Draft EIR." (FEIR p.2-26.) No effort is made to address the specific concerns raised by FoGP's letter.

The draft Statement of Overriding Considerations (SOC) is similarly deficient, as thefindings required by Public Resources Code section 21081 are not supported by substantialevidence. With regard to aesthetics, the SOC states "no feasible mitigation measures wereidentified that would both address resulting impacts on aesthetics and meeting the projectobjectives." (SOC p. 23, p. 6.) FoGP specifically proposed alternate configurations of theball fields and the idea of separating the ball fields in order to reduce their aesthetic impacton the Crystal Springs picnic area. Locating one ball field at Crystal Springs and one inanother location satisfies all of the Project objectives. Additionally, mitigation measuresneed not themselves satisfy project objectives; they exist to mitigate the project's impacts.This finding is therefore unsupportable. With regard to impacts to protected trees, the SOCfails to even discuss alternatives or mitigation measures related to the protection of the treesthemselves. (SOC pp. 7-8.) Instead, it skips straight to mitigation of impacts to nesting birdsand declares that "[s]pecific economic, legal, social, technological, or otherconsiderations...make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified inthe final EIR." Not one of these considerations is provided as rationale for the override,however.
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The draft SOC proposes to override the Project's significant and unavoidable aestheticand biological impacts based on the alleged recreational opportunities the ball fields wouldprovide. (SOC p. 24.) Specifically, the SOC claims the Project will "[i]ncrease[e] access tohigh quality, affordable recreational programs for youths in the area, especially at-risk boysand girls ranging from 6 to 12 years of age," "[p]roved[e] area residents with team-sportsprogramming opportunities," and "[m]eet the requirements of available funding sources(Proposition K and Quimby Act)." (SOC p. 24.) However, nothing in the Project or its EIRactually requires the implementation of any type of recreational program for the community.And there are certainly no restrictions on programming to ensure that it is high quality,affordable, or directed toward at-risk 6 to 12-year-olds. There is also a significant likelihoodthat the Project's fields will be used for significant amounts of time by private entities, whichwould violate the requirements of Proposition K. Since the City has not responded toFoGP's DEIR comment request for information about the specific programming that wouldtake place at the proposed ball fields, and since no further information is contained in theother documents available to the public, nothing supports the City's claims that the Projectwill actually provide the programming upon which the override of environmental harms isbased. The SOC is wholly lacking in substantial evidence and cannot be sustained.

Friends of Griffith Park respectfully requests that the City revise the EIR prepared forthis Project to include reasoned analysis of the additional, feasible alternatives suggested byFoGP, especially alternative placements of the fields. A thorough analysis of alternativeconfigurations and locations that will actually avoid or substantially lessen the potentialimpacts of placing new ball fields in Griffith Park is required to comply with CEQA and toprotect the integrity of Griffith Park. And as illustrated by the many letters, emails, andpetitions submitted to the City in connection with this Project, the public supports analternative that lessens impacts to the Crystal Springs picnic area.

Sincerely,

Doug Carstens
Michelle N. Black

cc: Commissioners
City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks
Via email RAP.Commissioners@lacity.org


