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pg/g microgram(s) per gram

pug/m? microgram(s) per cubic meter

uPa micropascal(s)

2035 General Plan County of Los Angeles 2035 General Plan
AAM annual arithmetic mean

AB Assembly Bill

ADA Americans with Disabilities Act

AHERA Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act
Air Basin South Coast Air Basin

APE area of potential effects

APN Assessor’s Parcel Number

AQMP Air Quality Management Plan

AR Assessment Report

ARG Architectural Resources Group

AR-TCR Archaeological Resource-Tribal Cultural Resource
ASCE American Society of Civil Engineers

Azusa Land Reclamation

Azusa Land Reclamation Company Landfill

B.P.

years before present

Basin Plan Water Quality Control Plan, Los Angeles Region: Basin Plan for the
Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties

bgs below ground surface

BMP best management practice

Building and Safety County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Building and Safety

CAA Clean Air Act

CAAQS California Ambient Air Quality Standards

cal calibrated

CAL FIRE California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection

Cal/OSHA California Division of Occupational Safety and Health Administration

CalEEMod California Emission Estimator Model

CalEPA California Environmental Protection Agency

CalGEM State of California Department of Conservation, Geologic Energy
Management Division

CALGreen California Green Building Standards Code
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CalRecycle California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery
Caltrans California Department of Transportation

CAPCOA California Air Pollution Control Officers Association
CARB California Air Resources Board

CAT California Action Team

CBC California Building Code

CCAA California Clean Air Act

CClI Code Consultants, Inc.

CCR California Code of Regulations

CDFW California Department of Fish and Wildlife

CEC California Energy Commission

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act

CERS California Environmental Reporting System

CESA California Endangered Species Act

CFGC California Fish and Game Code

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

CGS California Geological Survey

CH4 methane

CHL California Historical Landmark

CHR California Historical Resource

CHRIS California Historical Resources Information System
City City of Los Angeles

City of L.A. Thresholds L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide: Your Resource for Preparing CEQA
Guide Analyses in Los Angeles

City RAP City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks
CIWMP Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan
CLABC County of Los Angeles Building Code

CMP Congestion Management Program

CNDDB California Natural Diversity Database

CNEL Community Noise Equivalent Level

CNPS California Native Plant Society

CO carbon monoxide

CO; carbon dioxide

COqe carbon dioxide equivalent
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County County of Los Angeles

County Code Los Angeles County Code

County Public Works Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
CPHI California Point of Historical Interest

CPS-SLIC Cleanup Program Site — Spills, Leaks, Investigations and Cleanups
CRHR California Register of Historical Resources

CTMP construction traffic management plan

CUPA Certified Unified Program Agency

CWA Clean Water Act

CwWC California Water Code

dB decibel(s)

dBA A-weighted decibel(s)

dbh diameter at breast height

DDT dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane

DPM diesel particulate matter

DSOD Division of Safety of Dams

DTSC California Department of Toxic Substance Control
DWR California Department of Water Resources

EDR Environmental Data Resources, Inc.

EIR environmental impact report

Emergency Response Plan

Los Angeles County Operational Area Emergency Response Plan

EO

Executive Order

EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

ESA Endangered Species Act

EWMP Enhanced Watershed Management Program

FAR floor area ratio

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency

FHWA Federal Highway Administration

FIRM Flood Insurance Rate Map

Foundation Los Angeles County Museum of Natural History Foundation
FTA Federal Transit Administration

General Plan

Los Angeles County General Plan 2035

GHG

greenhouse gas
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gpd gallons per day

gsf gross square feet

GWh gigawatt-hours

GWP global warming potential

H,S hydrogen sulfide

HABS Historic American Buildings Survey

HASP Health and Safety Plan

HCM Historic-Cultural Monument

HFC hydrofluorocarbon

HPO Historic Preservation Ordinance

HPOZ Historic Preservation Overlay Zone

HQTA high-quality transit area

HRA health risk assessment

HSC California Health and Safety Code

HVAC heating, ventilation, and air conditioning

Hydrology Manual County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Hydrology Manual

I-10 Interstate 10

IBC International Building Code

in/sec inch(es) per second

IPCC Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change

IRWMP Integrated Regional Water Management Plan

KHSRA Kenneth Hahn State Recreation Area

KPFF KPFF Consulting Engineers

kWh kilowatt-hours

Lo highest ambient noise level that occurred at the site

Liy ambient noise level exceeded for 1.7% of the time of the measurement
duration

Las ambient noise level exceeded for 25% of the time of the measurement
duration

Lso ambient noise level exceeded for 50% of the time of the measurement
duration

Lss ambient noise level exceeded for 8.3% of the time of the measurement
duration

LA County Parks Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation

LACFCD Los Angeles County Flood Control District
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LACMA Los Angeles County Museum of Art

LADOT Los Angeles Department of Transportation
LADWP Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
LAFD Los Angeles Fire Department

LAMC City of Los Angeles Municipal Code

LAPD Los Angeles Police Department

LARWQCB Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
LASAN Los Angeles Sanitation and Environment

LCFS Low Carbon Fuel Standard

Lan Day-Night Sound Level

LEL Lower Explosive Limit

Leg Equivalent noise level

LID Low Impact Development

Limax root-mean-squared maximum noise level

LOS Level of Service

LST localized significance threshold

LUST leaking underground storage tank

LV Vibration Velocity Level

Lxx percentile-exceeded sound level

m meter(s)

MATES V Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study V

MBTA Migratory Bird Treaty Act

Metro Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
mg/cm? milligram(s) per square centimeter

MLD most likely descendent

MMT COze million metric tons carbon dioxide equivalent

mph miles per hour

MPO Metropolitan Planning Organization

MS4 Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System

MTCOze metric tons COze

Museum of Natural History | County of Los Angeles Museum of Natural History
Mw Moment Magnitude Scale

MWD Metropolitan Water District of Southern California

Xiv



La Brea Tar Pits Master Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report

Acronyms and Abbreviations

N.O nitrous oxide

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards

NAHC Native American Heritage Commission

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act

NESHAP National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
NHMLAC Natural History Museums of Los Angeles County
NHPA National Historic Preservation Act

NO> nitrogen dioxide

NOP Notice of Preparation

NOx oxides of nitrogen

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
NRHP National Register of Historic Places

0; ozone

OEHHA Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
OEM Los Angeles County Office of Emergency Management
OPR Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration

Page Museum

George C. Page Museum

PAH polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon

PCB polychlorinated biphenyls

PCE perchloroethylene

PCE perchloroethylene

PF Public Facilities

PFC perfluorocarbons

PM particulate matter

PM;q particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter
PM; 5 particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter
Porter-Cologne Act Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act

ppb parts per billion

PPE personal protective equipment

ppm parts per million

ppmv parts per million volume

PPV peak particle velocity

XV




La Brea Tar Pits Master Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report

Acronyms and Abbreviations

PRC Public Resources Code

PRMP Paleontological Resources Management Plan
project La Brea Tar Pits Master Plan

PROW Public Right-of-Way

PVS peak vector sum

RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
RMS Root Mean Square

ROC reactive organic gases

RPS Renewable Portfolio Standard

RTP Regional Transportation Plan

RTP/SCS Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board
SAFE Safer Affordable Fuel-Efficient

SB Senate Bill

SCAG Southern California Association of Governments
SCAQMD South Coast Air Quality Management District
SCCIC South Central Coastal Information Center
SCOTUS Supreme Court of the United States

SCS Sustainable Community Strategy

SEA Significant Ecological Area

sf square feet or square foot

SFs sulfur hexafluoride

SFHA Special Flood Hazard Area

SGMA Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
SIP State Implementation Plan

SMP Soil Management Plan

SNAP Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program
SO, sulfur dioxide

SoCalGas Southern California Gas Company

SOx sulfur oxides

SQMP stormwater quality management program
SRA source receptor area

SVP Society of Vertebrate Paleontology

XVi




La Brea Tar Pits Master Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report

Acronyms and Abbreviations

SWCA SWCA Environmental Consultants
SWPPP Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board
TAC toxic air contaminant

Tanner Air Toxics Act

Toxic Air Contaminant Identification and Control Act of 1983 (Assembly
Bill 1807)

Tar Pits La Brea Tar Pits

TCE trichloroethylene

TDM Transportation Demand Management
TMDL Total Maximum Daily Loads

Transportation Assessment

La Brea Tar Pits Master Plan Final Transportation Assessment

TSCA

Toxic Substances Control Act

USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
USPS U.S. Postal Service

UST underground storage tank

UWMP urban water management plan

VC vinyl chloride

VdB vibration velocity decibels

VMT vehicle miles traveled

VOC volatile organic compound

WDR Waste Discharge Requirement
WEAP Worker Environmental Awareness Program
WMA Watershed Management Area
WMC Watershed Management Committee
ZEV zero-emission vehicle

Xvii




CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

This chapter provides an overview of the purpose and intended uses of this environmental impact report
(EIR) for the La Brea Tar Pits Master Plan (project). It explains the organization of the EIR and includes a
description of the environmental and public review process for the project.

La Brea Tar Pits, the George C. Page Museum (Page Museum), and associated facilities, are owned by
the County of Los Angeles (County) but are managed by the non-profit Los Angeles County Museum of
Natural History Foundation (Foundation). The Foundation’s role is to carry out all County services
including public access and programming, administration, and operation for the County of Los Angeles
Museum of Natural History (Museum of Natural History), including La Brea Tar Pits and the Page
Museum under the oversight of the County.

The County, as Lead Agency, acting through the Foundation proposes a redevelopment, or “reimagining,”
of the 13-acre La Brea Tar Pits site. The proposed project is referred to as the La Brea Tar Pits Master
Plan. The project includes a reimagined site design, expansion, and upgrades for the Tar Pits complex,
including renovations to the Page Museum, and development of a new museum building. The project site
is located at 5801 Wilshire Boulevard in Los Angeles. The project site is within Hancock Park and is
adjacent to the Los Angeles County Museum of Art (LACMA).

1.1 PURPOSE OF THE EIR AND THE ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
PROCESS

The County has prepared this EIR to assess the environmental impacts of the project. The California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines identify the Lead Agency as the public agency with the
principal responsibility for carrying out or approving a project (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15367).
The County is the CEQA Lead Agency for the project because the project is on County-owned land; the
Museum of Natural History is a County departmental unit.' Thus, the County is responsible for the
coordination and direct oversight of the environmental review process.

This EIR has been prepared in compliance with CEQA, codified as California Public Resources Code
(PRC) Section 21000 et seq., and the State CEQA Guidelines in the California Code of Regulations,
Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3. The basic purposes of CEQA are to: 1) inform decision makers and the
public about the potential significant environmental effects of proposed activities, 2) identify the ways
that environmental effects can be avoided or significantly reduced, 3) prevent significant, avoidable
environmental effects by requiring changes in projects through the use of alternatives or mitigation
measures when feasible, and 4) disclose to the public the reasons an implementing agency may approve a
project even if significant unavoidable environmental effects are involved.

"'In accordance with Chapter 2.94 of the Los Angeles County Code and various other operating agreements, the County Museum
of Natural History is a department of the County and has administrative charge and control over all County matters relating to
history and science, and shall also include the administration of Hancock Park (except that area of said park devoted to the

Los Angeles County Museum of Art [LACMAY]), and the care, safeguarding, and maintenance of all exhibits, equipment, and
structural improvements directly relating to exhibits, the administration and maintenance of LACMA, and other property
hereafter acquired for or devoted to history and science.
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An EIR uses a multidisciplinary approach, applying social and natural sciences to make a qualitative and
quantitative analysis of all the foreseeable environmental impacts that a project would exert on the
project’s surrounding area and environs. As stated in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15151:

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision makers with
information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of
environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project
need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is
reasonably feasible.

As described in Section 15121(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, this EIR is intended to serve as an
informational document for public agency decision makers and the public. In accordance with State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126, this EIR describes the project and the existing environmental and
regulatory setting, identifies environmental impacts associated with project implementation, identifies
mitigation measures for potentially significant impacts, and provides an analysis of alternatives.
Thresholds of significance for each environmental resource analyzed in this EIR are based on the
Environmental Checklist contained in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. The thresholds of
significance are defined within each impact analysis section. The environmental impact analyses in this
EIR are based on a variety of sources, including agency consultation, technical studies, and field surveys.
The County would consider the information presented in this EIR, public comments received on the Draft
EIR, and other factors, prior to approving the project. The Final EIR would be submitted for consideration
and certification to the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors (Board) prior to the Board’s
consideration of the project for approval.

1.2  SCOPING AND NOTICE OF PREPARATION PROCESS

Pursuant to Section 15082 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the Lead Agency is required to send a Notice of
Preparation (NOP) stating that an EIR would be prepared to the State Office of Planning and Research,
responsible and trustee agencies, and federal agencies involved in funding or approving the project.

The NOP must provide sufficient information for responsible agencies to make a meaningful response.

At a minimum, the NOP must include a description of the proposed project, location of the proposed
project, and probable environmental effects of the proposed project (State CEQA Guidelines Section
15082(a)(1)). Within 30 days after receiving the NOP, responsible and trustee agencies and the State
Office of Planning and Research shall provide the Lead Agency with specific detail about the scope and
content of the environmental information related to that agency’s area of statutory responsibility that must
be included in the EIR (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15082(b)).

On February 14, 2022, in accordance with Sections 15063 and 15082 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the
County published an NOP for the EIR and circulated it to governmental agencies, organizations, and
persons who may be interested in the proposed project, including nearby landowners, homeowners, and
tenants. The NOP requested comments on the scope of the EIR and asked interested parties for their
suggestions regarding ways the project could be revised to reduce or avoid any significant environmental
impacts. The NOP provided a general description of the proposed project, a description of the project site,
and a preliminary list of potential environmental effects.

The 30-day NOP comment period extended through March 16, 2022. Copies of the NOP were made
available for public review on the project’s website, available at https://tarpits.org/reimagine. In addition,
the NOP was also distributed via the following methods: direct mailings to residents in the 90036 zip
code; two rounds of email blasts sent to residents in the 90036 and 90048 zip codes; and a full-page
advertisement placed in the Beverly Press/Park La Brea News on February 17 and February 24, 2022.
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Two public scoping meetings were held virtually via Zoom on March 2, 2022, at 2:30 p.m. and 5:30 p.m.
to provide a description of the project and solicit input from any interested parties on the scope and
content of the EIR in conformance with PRC Section 21083.9. Live language interpretation of the
presentation and scoping meeting input was provided in Spanish and Korean during both scoping
meetings.

A summary matrix of written comments received during the NOP comment period as well as verbal
comments recorded at the two public scoping meetings is provided as an appendix to this EIR
(Appendix A).

1.3 EIR CONTENTS

This EIR is organized into the following chapters, sections, and appendices:
1. Introduction. The introduction includes the purpose of an EIR and procedural information.

2. Summary. The summary provides a synopsis of the proposed project’s potential impacts.
It identifies, in an overview fashion, the project under consideration and its objectives; presents a
summary of areas of controversy and issues to be resolved; and summarizes the proposed
project’s impacts and mitigation measures. This chapter also contains a summary analysis of the
alternatives to the project, as well as a summary of environmental impacts in table format.

3. Project Description. This chapter includes information about the project location, the existing
setting, the project site history, project objectives, project characteristics, and project
construction.

4. Environmental Setting. This chapter describes the project’s environmental setting, including
existing physical characteristics of the project site. This chapter also provides a discussion of the
cumulative context considered for the project, including growth projections and a list of past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity of the project.

5. Environmental Impact Analysis. This chapter discusses the environmental setting as it relates to
the various issue areas, regulatory settings, thresholds of significance, impact assessment
methodology, project-specific impacts and mitigation measures, and cumulative impacts.

The EIR analyzes the potentially significant impacts to the following resource areas, as identified
during the preparation of the NOP:

e Aesthetics e Hazards and Hazardous Materials
e Air Quality e Hydrology and Water Quality
e Biological Resources e Land Use and Planning

e Cultural Resources — Archacological Resources e Noise

e Cultural Resources — Historic Resources e Recreation

e Geology and Soils e Transportation

e Greenhouse Gas Emissions e Tribal Cultural Resources

e Mandatory Findings of Significance e Utilities and Service Systems

Environmental issue areas not identified in the list above are discussed in Chapter 7, Other CEQA
Considerations, Section 7.4 Environmental Effects Found Not to be Significant. These include
agricultural and forestry resources, energy, mineral resources, population and housing, public
services, and wildfire.
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6. Alternatives Analysis. The analysis summarizes the environmental advantages and
disadvantages associated with the project and alternatives. As required, the “No Project
Alternative” is included among the alternatives considered. An “Environmentally Superior
Alternative” is identified.

7. Other CEQA Considerations. Identifies other potential environmental effects for which CEQA
requires analysis, including the potential for the project to result in growth-inducing impacts,
significant irreversible environmental changes, unavoidable significant environmental impacts,
and effects found not to be significant and not discussed in detail in the EIR.

8. References and Report Preparation. This chapter provides a list of the references cited in the
EIR. This chapter also provides a list of individuals who contributed to the preparation of the
EIR.

9. Appendices. The appendices contain important information used to support the analyses and
conclusions made in the EIR. Among the appendices that are included are technical reports
addressing air quality and greenhouse gas emissions, biological resources, archaeological and
tribal resources, historic resources, geology and soils, noise and vibration, and traffic and
transportation.

1.4 AGENCY USE OF THE DOCUMENT

Lead Agency reviewers and decision makers (i.e., the County Board of Supervisors) will use the EIR as
an informational document to assist in the decision-making process, ultimately resulting in approval,
denial, or conditions of approval for the project. The following jurisdictions may also use this EIR in
reviewing and issuing their respective authorizations (if applicable) and/or making recommendations
during the project review process:

e Los Angeles Department of Water and Power

e Los Angeles Sanitation and Environment

e City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation

e (California Department of Fish and Wildlife

e South Coast Air Quality Management District

e Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
e (California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)
e U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)

The CDFW is a potential responsible agency and trustee agency, as defined by Sections 15381 and 15386,
respectively, of the State CEQA Guidelines. While CDFW does not have regulatory authority over
approval of the broader La Brea Tar Pits Master Plan, CDFW could have regulatory authority over project
activities within the riparian habitat and/or aquatic resources in and along Oil Creek and at the Lake Pit.
Similarly, USACE could also have discretionary authority over activities in these features. These
considerations are further discussed under thresholds b and c in Section 5.3.5 of this EIR.
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Lead Agency: County of Los Angeles

Natural History Museums of Los Angeles County
Leslie Negritto, Chief Operating Officer

Phone: (213) 763-3303

Email: Inegritto@nhm.org

Environmental Consultant: SWCA Environmental Consultants
Bobbette Biddulph, Senior Project Manager
320 North Halstead Street, Suite 120
Pasadena, California 91107

1.5 REVIEW OF THE DRAFT EIR

The Notice of Availability of this Draft EIR was distributed to responsible and trustee agencies, other
affected agencies, interested parties, and all parties requesting a copy of the Draft EIR in accordance with
PRC Section 21092(b)(3). The Notice of Completion and Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR are
distributed and posted as required by CEQA. The public review period is 45 days. During this 45-day
period, the EIR and its appendices will be available for review on the Natural History Museum’s website:
https://tarpits.org/reimagine.

Printed copies of the documents with attached electronic appendices are also available for review during
the 45-day public review period at the following locations and hours, as listed in Table 1-1.

Table 1-1. Document Review Locations

Online Access (URL), if

Location Address Hours of Operation available
George C. Page 5801 Wilshire Boulevard Open daily 9:30 am to 5 pm, https://tarpits.org/reimagine
Museum (Front Desk) Los Angeles, CA 90036 except the first Tuesday of the

month
Julian Dixon Library 4975 Overland Avenue Tuesday and Wednesday: n/a
Culver City, CA 90230 12 pmto 8 pm
Thursday through Saturday:
10 am to 6 pm
Sunday: Closed
View Park Bebe Moore 3854 West 54th Street Monday through Thursday: n/a
Campbell Library View Park-Windsor Hills, CA 90043 10 am to 8 pm
Friday and Saturday:
10 am to 6 pm
Sunday: Closed
West Hollywood Library 625 North San Vicente Boulevard Monday through Friday: n/a
West Hollywood, CA 90069 12 pmto 6 pm

Saturday and Sunday: Closed

Chief Executive Office at 500 West Temple Street, Room 754 Appointment must be made for n/a
the Hall of Administration Los Angeles, California 90012 review. Appointments are
available Monday through
Friday, 8 am to 3 pm. Contact
Alisa Chepeian, (213) 974-4266,
achepeian@ceo.lacounty.gov
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On behalf of the County of Los Angeles as the Lead Agency, comments on the Draft EIR should be
addressed to:

Leslie Negritto, Chief Operating Officer

Natural History Museums of Los Angeles County
900 Exposition Boulevard

Los Angeles, California 90007

Email: Inegritto@nhm.org

Written responses to all significant environmental issues raised will be prepared and included as part of
the Final EIR and the administrative record for consideration by decision makers for the project.
The County may approve the project if the EIR has been certified per State CEQA Guidelines 15090.
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CHAPTER 2. SUMMARY

The Los Angeles County Museum of Natural History Foundation (Foundation) proposes a
redevelopment, or “reimagining,” of the 13-acre La Brea Tar Pits project site. The proposed project is the
La Brea Tar Pits Loops and Lenses, Master Plan and Concept Design, prepared for the Foundation and
the County and referred to as the La Brea Tar Pits Master Plan (Master Plan, Weiss/Manfredi 2023).

The Master Plan is included in Appendix B.

The project site is located at 5801 Wilshire Boulevard in Los Angeles and is on property owned by the
County of Los Angeles (County). La Brea Tar Pits, the George C. Page Museum (Page Museum), and
associated facilities, are owned by the County but are managed by the Foundation. The Foundation’s role
is to carry out all County services including public access and programming, administration, and
operation for the County of Los Angeles Museum of Natural History (Museum of Natural History),'
including La Brea Tar Pits and the Page Museum. The County is the Lead Agency under CEQA for this
EIR; the Museum of Natural History is a County departmental unit.

The County has prepared this EIR to assess the environmental impacts of the project. The State CEQA
Guidelines identify the Lead Agency as the public agency with the principal responsibility for conducting
or approving a project (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15367). The County is the CEQA Lead Agency
for the project because the project is on County-owned land. The County is responsible for the
coordination and direct oversight of the environmental review process and the Board, as governing body
of the County, will exercise independent judgment and analysis should it certify the EIR.

This EIR has been prepared in compliance with CEQA (as amended), codified as California Public
Resources Code Section 21000 et seq. and the State CEQA Guidelines in the Code of Regulations,
Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3. The basic purposes of CEQA are to: 1) inform decision-makers and the
public about the potential, significant environmental effects of proposed activities, 2) identify the ways
that environmental effects can be avoided or significantly reduced, 3) prevent significant, avoidable
environmental effects by requiring changes in projects through the use of alternatives or mitigation
measures when feasible, and 4) disclose to the public the reasons an implementing agency may approve a
project even if significant unavoidable environmental effects are involved.
This chapter includes the following information:

e The purpose of the EIR

e A brief description of the project location

e A summary of the project background and the objectives of the project that were established by
the Foundation and the Museum of Natural History

e A summary of impacts and mitigation measures associated with the project
e A summary of the known areas of controversy
e A summary of issues to be resolved

e A summary of project alternatives

"'In accordance with Chapter 2.94 of the Los Angeles County Code and various other operating agreements, the County Museum
of Natural History is a department of the County and has administrative charge and control over all County matters relating to
history and science, and shall also include the administration of Hancock Park (except that area of said park devoted to the

Los Angeles County Museum of Art [LACMAY]), and the care, safeguarding, and maintenance of all exhibits, equipment, and
structural improvements directly relating to exhibits, the administration and maintenance of LACMA, and other property
hereafter acquired for or devoted to history and science.
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2.1 PURPOSE OF THE EIR

The County, as the Lead Agency under CEQA, has prepared this EIR to assess the environmental impacts
that would result from the approval of the proposed project. This EIR will serve as a public information
document to be used by the general public, responsible and trustee agencies, and decision-making bodies
to review and evaluate the environmental effects associated with the project, potential mitigation
measures recommended to address or minimize those effects, and reasonable alternatives to the project.
The review process provides both agencies and individuals an opportunity to share their expertise, discuss
agency analyses, check for accuracy, detect omissions, discover public concerns, and solicit mitigation
measures and alternatives capable of avoiding or reducing the significant effects of the project while still
attaining most of the basic objectives of the project.

2.2 PROJECT LOCATION

The 13-acre La Brea Tar Pits site is located within the eastern and northwestern portions of the 23-acre
Hancock Park (Assessor’s Parcel Number [APN] 5508-016-902) at 5801 Wilshire Boulevard. The project
site includes 13 acres of the eastern and northwestern portions of Hancock Park and is directly adjacent to
the Los Angeles County Museum of Art (LACMA). Both LACMA and the Natural History Museum are
responsible for managing separate and distinct portions of the 23 acres in Hancock Park, with the Natural
History Museum responsible for the 13-acre project site and LACMA responsible for the remainder of
Hancock Park to the south and west of the project boundaries. LACMA’s facilities are not included in the
project.

The project site is located approximately 5.5 miles west of downtown Los Angeles and approximately
8.6 miles east of the Pacific Ocean. It is bounded by West 6th Street to the north (an approximately
1,200-foot-long frontage), South Curson Avenue to the east (an approximately 830-foot-long frontage),
Wilshire Boulevard to the south (an approximately 500-foot-long frontage), and LACMA to the west
(an approximately 250-foot-long frontage). The area is known as the Miracle Mile neighborhood of the
city of Los Angeles.

Primary regional access to the project site is provided by Interstate 10, which runs east-west less than
2 miles south of the project site. The major arterials providing regional and subregional access to the
project site vicinity include Wilshire Boulevard, La Brea Avenue, and Fairfax Avenue.

2.3 PROJECT OVERVIEW

The project would result in a reimagined site design, expansion, and upgrades for the Tar Pits complex,
including renovations to the Page Museum and development of a new museum building. Table 2-1
provides a summary of the project components; some additional detail on the project components is
provided following the table. See Chapter 3, Project Description, for a detailed description of the
proposed project.
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Table 2-1. Project Components Summary

Project Component Description
Page Museum Renovations Renovate existing building within the same footprint (approximately 63,200 square
feet).
New Museum Building Construct a new two-story, 40,000-gross-square-foot (gsf) museum building

northwest of the Page Museum, including two new theaters. The construction of the
new museum building would require the removal of vegetation in the footprint of the
new building.

Wilshire Gateway Renovate the existing entrance to La Brea Tar Pits at Wilshire Boulevard and South
Curson Avenue with shaded canopy and new welcome pavilion.

6th Street Gateway Renovate the existing entrance at the northwest corner of West 6th Street and the
entrance to the LACMA service drive with shaded canopy and new welcome
pavilion.

Tar Pits Renovate the existing facilities at all the tar pits in the northwestern portion of the

(Pits 3, 4, 9, 13, 61, 67, and 91; Project 23) project site. These renovations would require the removal and replacement of some
vegetation, although the exact amount and nature of the vegetation removal and
enhancements have not been determined at the time of this report.

Pedestrian Path and Recreation Areas Reconfigure the existing pedestrian pathways on-site into a continuous paved path
linking existing features on the project site.

Provide improvements to the Central Green.
Establish a children’s play area, picnic areas, and a possible future small dog park.

Circulation and Parking Relocate the parking lot approximately 50 to 70 feet to the north. The size of the
parking lot (63,000 square feet) and the number of parking spaces would not
change. The shifting of the parking lot on the northern side of the project site may
require removal or relocation of the trees between the existing parking lot and West
6th Street. If these trees need to be removed or relocated, they would be either
moved to another location within the 13-acre project site or replaced elsewhere
within the project site.

Add new landscaping and vehicle access lanes to the parking lot.

Establish a new school drop-off/loading area approximately 215 to 230 feet long on
South Curson Avenue adjacent to the Wilshire Gateway picnic area.

Landscaping Concept Plan Establish three distinct landscaping zones encircled by a looping pedestrian path.

More than 330 trees are currently on the project site. The project would require
removal and replacement and/or relocation of between 150 and 200 trees.

The planting strategy includes the introduction or relocation of a similar number of
trees as would be removed. It is preliminarily estimated that 10 percent of the 150 to
200 trees to be removed would be relocated rather than replaced.

Create three biofiltration areas for stormwater management.

2.31 Page Museum Renovations

The project would renovate the existing Page Museum within the same footprint as the existing building
(currently approximately 63,200 square feet) to allow for an enlarged exhibition space, additional
collections storage, a ground floor café, and retail space. The central atrium would be renovated to
provide additional exhibitions, an additional classroom, and visible laboratory space. A sloped green roof
would be installed north of the Page Museum and would curve to the west. The project would add several
sustainability features to the Page Museum. The features include enhanced daylighting, rainwater
collection leading to bioswales, a sloped green roof, and rooftop solar photovoltaic panels.

2.3.2 New Museum Building

A two-story museum building would be constructed northwest of the Page Museum. The building would
be approximately 40,000 gross square feet (gsf) and would increase the total museum square footage to

2-3



La Brea Tar Pits Master Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report
Chapter 2 Summary

104,000 gsf. The new museum building would include an extended central lobby, exhibit spaces, two
theaters, research and collections laboratories, administration spaces, and a loading dock.

The Page Museum and new museum building would be continuously connected on the first floor.

The first-floor central lobby would face southwest toward the Central Green and branch off into the
Page Museum to the east and the new museum building to the west. The Page Museum and the new
museum building would be disconnected on the second floor, which would rise above the earthen berm.
The separated facilities would be accessible through sloped outdoor walkways from the Central Green or
through the interior in the new museum building. There would be pedestrian entrances leading into the
central lobby from the Central Green and parking lot.

2.3.3 Tar Pits

The project would renovate the existing facilities at all the tar pits in the western portion of the project
site. The existing fencing around Pit 9, Pit 13, and Pits 3, 4, 61, and 67 would be removed. The project
would construct clearly defined viewing areas around each of the tar pits, with improved pit protection
zones and fencing, seating, and interpretive signage.

The project would relocate the wooden fossil boxes, research facilities, and ongoing excavation
associated with Project 23% to space within and adjacent to the new museum building. The temporary
storage and research buildings adjacent to Project 23 would be demolished or repurposed within the
project site.

Pit 91 would continue to be a key research and interpretation destination in the park. The project includes
the demolition of the current viewing station overlooking Pit 91. In addition, a shaded outdoor classroom,
a canopy, built-in seating, and a possible support structure would be constructed. While excavation at Pit
91 could be completed in a few years, the site would be maintained and enhanced to support future
excavation and educational opportunities. The new support facilities at Pit 91 would continue to support
temporary excavation sites at adjacent Pit 10 or other future field sites.

234 Entrance Renovation and Other Internal Improvements

The project would renovate the existing entrance to La Brea Tar Pits located at Wilshire Boulevard and
South Curson Avenue. A large, shaded canopy would stretch down Wilshire Boulevard and curve around
to South Curson Avenue to create a new welcome pavilion and shaded entry plaza — the Wilshire
Gateway. This gateway would provide orientation, spaces for gathering and queuing, and restrooms.

A picnic area would also be located under the shaded canopy.

A pedestrian bridge and walking path would be constructed over the Lake Pit. Directly to the east of the
Lake Pit, a new garden bioswale would be installed to manage stormwater and would include vegetation
related to the relocated mammoths and mastodon sculptures.

A school drop-off area on South Curson Avenue would lead directly to the educational group and tour
entrance, enabling the choreography of student tour check-in processes that are distinct from general
museum visitors and other tour groups.

2 Project 23 is an active fossil recovery site. In 2006, the LACMA began work on a new underground parking garage. During the
course of construction, 16 new fossil deposits were discovered, including an almost-complete skeleton of an adult mammoth.
Construction was halted, and 23 large wooden boxes were built around each fossil deposit (hence the short-hand descriptor,
“Project 23”). These boxes and numerous buckets of fossil material were moved to the Project 23 current location for recovery.
Adjacent covered research and storage areas support the ongoing fossil recovery.
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The project would renovate the existing entrance at the northwest corner of Hancock Park at West 6th
Street and the entrance to the LACMA parking garage. Similar to the Wilshire Gateway, a shaded canopy
and welcome pavilion would provide orientation, legibility, and amenities. As a visible point of arrival
from the residential communities to the north, this new entry would welcome visitors to a shaded park
space where community park and recreational needs are balanced with the research activities. Under the
canopy of shade trees, visitors would find diverse destinations, including play areas, picnic areas, seating
and interpretation zones at the protected tar seeps, gentle topography and bioswales along Oil Creek, and
the revitalized destinations of the Dorothy Brown Amphitheater, Observation Pit, and Pit 91. Along the
south edge of the loop path, connections would allow access to other Hancock Park programs and
transportation connections.

2.3.5 Landscaping

The planting and landscaping concept for La Brea Tar Pits would be divided into three distinct zones
encircled by the looping path system. Each loop of the pedestrian path would have a theme that represents
different geologic epochs—Pleistocene in the southeastern loop, Holocene in the northwestern loop, and
Anthropocene in the central loop. The Pleistocene Garden, located directly east of the Lake Pit, would be
approximately 10,000 to 11,000 square feet in size, and incorporate a biofiltration area to help manage
stormwater. It would be planted with herbaceous and woody species and the mammoth and mastodon
sculptures currently located in the Lake Pit would be relocated there. The western loop would consist of a
Holocene landscape with climate-appropriate native plantings to ease water consumption, ensure
appropriate maintenance, and promote sustainable growth. A forested woodland consisting of Torrey pine
and coast live oak would be planted with the intention of providing a focal area and shade. The western
loop also contains Oil Creek, which would be developed into a biofiltration zone for stormwater
management and would be planted with sequoia and Monterey pine trees in wetter pockets.

The woodland forest zone of the western loop would be extended along the park’s peripheral edges
(northern, southern, eastern, and western) to provide shade to the picnic areas and the parking lot to the
north. Tree species are expected to include Torrey pine, coast live oak, western sycamore, and valley oak
and would support the development of a unified canopy across the site. A 6,000 to 7,000-square-foot
biofiltration area would be located within the center of the vehicular drop-off loop to manage stormwater
flows from the parking lot.

2.3.6 Project Construction

Construction of the project would occur when all design and construction plans are completed and
approved by the County and other required agencies. Construction activities would include demolition of
the existing museum entrances, grading and excavation, and construction of new structures and related
infrastructure. All construction activities, including construction staging of equipment, would be situated
entirely within the project site. Typical construction equipment would be used during all phases of the
project construction and would be stored within the staging area, including excavators, dozers, backhoes,
dump trucks, water trucks, sand blasters, rollers, pavers, generators, scrapers, forklifts, delivery trucks,
paving equipment, cranes, and air compressors. The grading and construction phase would be the peak
period of construction with the highest number of construction vehicles. The grading phase is estimated to
result in up to 127 one-way truck trips (e.g., vendor, hauling) and 75 worker vehicle trips per day.

The building construction phase is estimated to result in up to 24 one-way truck trips and 200 worker
vehicle trips per day.

Any hazardous materials found during construction and renovation would be abated and removed during
the construction process in accordance with the applicable hazardous materials standards and
requirements. Due to anticipated soil conditions, on-site soils are not expected to be suitable for reuse and
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would need to be exported for remediation and disposal. Therefore, it is anticipated that project earthwork
activities would include an estimated 53,000 cubic yards of cut/export and potentially 37,000 cubic yards
of imported fill. At the time of preparation of this EIR, final engineering, design, and grading plans for the
project had not been finalized. Because the project design is at a preliminary stage, the level of detail
needed to determine the precise depth of ground disturbance is not known. However, the level of design
that has occurred to date allows for a general characterization of the overall ground disturbance and
excavation that would be necessary for the project. The project design team worked with the Foundation
and the County to characterize a “worst-case” ground-disturbance estimate, which represents the most-
impactful scenario in terms of depths and amount of excavation that includes all project elements. While
separate estimates for each project element (e.g., the new museum building) are not yet available, the
estimate based on the worst-cast scenario provides a reasonable basis on which the potential for
environmental impacts can be analyzed.

Under the most-impactful scenario, the project would maximally require excavations from 6 to 10 feet
deep. In general, the new museum building would require the most ground disturbance and excavation.
While the final elevation of the foundation for the new museum building is not known at this time, it may
be below the existing ground surface to provide a smooth connection to the existing Page Museum. While
certain project elements are expected to require less excavation than the new museum, this EIR assumes
that excavations could occur up to 10 feet deep throughout the 13-acre project site to allow maximum
flexibility as the project designs become more refined.

24 PROJECT OBJECTIVES

As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the Los Angeles County Museum of Natural History, as a
departmental unit of the County and the Foundation have identified the following objectives for the
project:
1. Renovate and expand the existing museum structure to address deferred maintenance of the
building envelope and systems, to meet modern seismic, electrical, building code standards,
and universal design standards, and to meet sustainability goals consistent with the County’s
sustainability plan (County of Los Angeles 2019).

2. Provide expanded collections storage facilities that enable access for scientific research,
and preserve, protect, and allow future growth of the museum’s world-class collections.

3. Provide expanded state-of-the-art laboratory research facilities to accommodate internationally
significant and advanced research in paleontology.

4. Provide state-of-the-art exhibition facilities and learning environments within the park and
museum to enrich the visitor experience and to support active educational and public
programming.

5. Improve access and entry for different visitor types, increase connections between the museum
and the park, as well as support increased visitation, special events, and revenue-producing
amenities within the park and museum.

6. Expand the museum exhibits, educational classrooms, collection spaces, offices, and laboratory
research facilities in one unified, cohesive facility, with the fewest impacts to historical resources
possible.

7. Create a central entrance to the museum facilities to enhance the visitor experience of the
museum and Hancock Park.
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8. Preserve and protect the National Natural Landmark—La Brea Tar Pits—to allow access for
future research and excavation, support cultural and educational interpretation, and enable the
ongoing natural processes of the asphaltic seeps.

9. Redesign and renovate the Hancock Park community park green space as an expression of the
goals of the County of Los Angeles’s General Plan Conservation and Natural Resources Element
and the City of Los Angeles’s Open Space and Conservation Elements of the General Plan, to
increase sustainable landscape and site design, to support passive recreational use, to increase the
legibility of this important cultural destination, and to enhance connections to the quickly
evolving Miracle Mile neighborhood.

2.5 SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS IDENTIFIED

Impacts of the proposed project have been classified using the following categories:

e Less than significant impacts: Less than significant impacts means the effect does not meet or
exceed the applicable significance criteria thresholds for a particular resource. No mitigation
measures are required for less than significant impacts.

e Less than significant impact with mitigation: An adverse impact that would cause a substantial
adverse effect that meets or exceeds the applicable significance criteria thresholds for a particular
resource but can be reduced to a less-than-significant impact through successfully implementing
identified mitigation measures.

e Significant and unavoidable impacts: Significant impacts that cannot be fully and effectively
mitigated. No measures could be taken to avoid or reduce these adverse effects to insignificant or
negligible levels.

The term “significance” is used throughout the EIR to characterize the magnitude of the projected impact.
For this EIR, a significant impact is a substantial or potentially substantial change to resources in the local
proposed project site or the area adjacent to the project site. In the discussions of each issue area,
thresholds are identified that are used to distinguish between significant impacts and impacts that are less
than significant. To the extent feasible, mitigation measures have been identified to reduce project
impacts to less than significant. CEQA requires that public agencies should not approve projects as
proposed if feasible mitigation measures are available that would substantially lessen the environmental
effects of such projects (California Public Resources Code Section 21002).

The impacts and associated mitigation measures identified for the project are shown in Table 2-2.

The table includes impacts that are categorized as significant and less than significant, all of which are
identified with an impact number (e.g., AQ Impact 1). The impact summary table describes and classifies
each impact, lists recommended mitigation when applicable, and states the level of impact remaining after
implementation of identified mitigation. A summary of project alternatives, including the environmentally
superior alternative, is included in Section 2.8, Project Alternatives.
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Table 2-2. Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Impacts Before Impacts Following
Impacts Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation
Aesthetics
AES Impact 1: The project would not have a substantial Less than No mitigation is required. Not applicable (N/A)

effect on a scenic vista either during project construction or  significant
operation. Impacts during project construction and operation

would be less than significant. (CEQA Checklist Appendix G

Threshold 1. a)

AES Impact 2: The project would not substantially damage Less than No mitigation is required. N/A
scenic resources within a State- or City-designated Scenic  significant

Highway during either project construction or operation.

Impacts during construction and operation of the project

would be less than significant. (CEQA Checklist Appendix G

Threshold 1. b)

AES Impact 3: The project would not conflict with Less than No mitigation is required. N/A
applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic significant

quality during either project construction or operation.

Impacts during construction and operation of the project

would be less than significant (CEQA Checklist Appendix G

Threshold I. c).

AES Impact 4: The project could create a new source of Significant AES/mm-4.1: During project construction, the following measures Less than significant
substantial light or glare during both construction activities shall be required:

and project operation as part of the final building and project
design which could adversely affect daytime or nighttime
views in the area. Impacts during construction and
operation of the project could be significant. (CEQA
Checklist Appendix G Threshold I. d)

. The hours of construction activities shall be limited to
between 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m. on weekdays and
between 8:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on Saturdays and
national holidays, with no construction permitted on
Sundays.

. If construction during evening hours is deemed necessary,
construction-related illumination shall be used for safety
and security purposes only. Additionally, any construction
lighting shall be directed toward the area undergoing
work, which requires that construction lighting be shielded
and/or aimed so that no direct beam illumination would fall
outside of the project site boundary.

AES/mm-4.2: The project shall implement the following design
features:

e  All facades and/or building surfaces including glass
windows shall be constructed using non-reflective
materials or be treated with non-reflective coating.
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Impacts Before Impacts Following
Impacts Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation

e  All light emanating from new uses shall be either low
scaled lighting or shielded to focus lighting and prevent
lighting from spilling onto adjacent sensitive uses.

e  The project shall not include outdoor lighting that causes
residential property to be illuminated by more than two
footcandles of lighting intensity or receive direct glare from
the light source.

e  All lights used to illuminate parking areas shall be
designed, located, and arranged to reflect the light away
from any street and any adjacent premises.

e  Signage with a light intensity of greater than three
footcandles above ambient lighting, as measured at the
property line of the nearest residentially zoned property,
shall be prohibited.

AES Impact 5 (Cumulative): The project has the potential ~ Significant Implement Mitigation Measures AES/mm-4.1 and AES/mm-4.2. Less than significant
to contribute considerably to cumulative impacts associated

with light and glare during both project construction and

operation.

Air Quality

AQ Impact 1: The project would not conflict with or obstruct Less than No mitigation is required. N/A
implementation of applicable air quality plans during either  significant

construction or operation. Construction and operation

impacts would be less than significant.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold lll. a)

AQ Impact 2: The project would not result in a cumulatively Less than No mitigation is required. N/A
considerable net increase of criteria pollutants that would significant

exceed applicable SCAQMD thresholds during either

construction or operation. Construction and operation

impacts would be less than significant.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold Ill. b)

AQ Impact 3: The project could expose sensitive residential Significant AQ/mm-3.1: To reduce the potential for health risks as a result of Less than significant
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations during construction of the project, the following measures shall be

construction related to diesel exhaust. Construction impacts implemented:

could be significant. e Prior to the start of construction activities, it shall be

Operation of the project would not expose sensitive ensured that all 75 horsepower or greater diesel-powered

residential receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. equipment are powered with CARB-certified Tier 4 Interim

Operation impacts would be less than significant. engines, except where the County establishes that Tier 4

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold Il c) Interim equipment is not available.
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Impacts Before

Impacts Following

Impacts Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation
There are several other SCAQMD rules and regulations that serve
as mitigation measures for the project construction. These rules are:
. SCAQMD Rule 403, which requires projects to incorporate
fugitive dust control measures;
. SCAQMD Rule 1113, which limits the volatile organic
compound content of architectural coating; and
e  SCAQMD Regulation Xlll, New Source Review, which
requires new on-site facility nitrogen oxide emissions to be
minimized through the use of emission control measures
(e.g., use of best available technology control technology
for new combustion sources such as boilers and water
heaters).
AQ Impact 4: The project would not result in other Less than No mitigation is required. N/A
emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely significant
affecting a substantial number of people during either
project construction or operation. Construction and
operation impacts would be less than significant.
(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold Ill. d)
AQ Impact 5 (Cumulative): The project’s air pollutant Significant Implement Mitigation Measure AQ/mm-3.1. Less than significant
emissions related to diesel exhaust during construction
could result in a cumulative contribution to air pollution in
the region. Operation of the project would not result in a
significant contribution to air pollution in the region.
Biological Resources
BIO Impact 1: The project could result in in significant Significant BIO/mm-1.1: To protect the federal candidate monarch butterfly, Less than significant

effects during the construction process on one species,
the federal candidate monarch butterfly, either directly or
through habitat modifications. Impacts during project
construction could be significant.

During project operation, the project would not result in
significant effects, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any identified candidate, sensitive, or
special-status species. Impacts during project operation
would be less than significant.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold IV. a)

which is a candidate species for listing under the federal
Endangered Species Act, the following measures (BIO/mm-1.1a or
BIO/mm-1.1b) shall be implemented:

OR

a.

Full avoidance of impacting any milkweed populations on-
site with observable monarch eggs and larvae. After
obtaining permits and prior to construction, all individual
milkweed plants will be surveyed. All individual plants
found with eggs or larvae will be flagged for re-survey and
avoidance. Individual plants without eggs and larvae will
be removed. Flagged plants will be re-surveyed and
removed when no eggs or larvae are present. All tropical
milkweed will be replaced with native narrowleaf milkweed
(Asclepias fascicularis) following construction.
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Impacts Before
Impacts Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Impacts Following
Mitigation

If monarch eggs and larvae are not present, any tropical
milkweed populations in the project area should be
replanted with native narrowleaf milkweed and other
nectar-providing plants following construction activities.
All tropical milkweed on the property will be assessed for
the absence of monarch eggs and larvae and replaced
with narrowleaf milkweed after construction.

BIO Impact 2: The project could directly and indirectly Significant
impact the riparian wetland habitat associated with Qil

Creek during both construction and operation as a

reconnaissance survey suggests there may be

approximately 0.3 acre of regulated aquatic resources

associated with Oil Creek. Impacts during construction and

operation could be significant.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold IV. b)

BIO/mm-2.1: Impacts to Oil Creek may be avoidable but are subject
to final project design. To protect sensitive and regulated aquatic
resources associated with Oil Creek, one of the following measures
(BIO/mm-2.1a or BIO/mm-2.1b) shall be implemented:

OR

a.

Full avoidance of Oil Creek, including riparian habitats.
To attain full avoidance of Oil Creek, construction and
ground disturbance shall not occur within 125 feet of the
centerline of Oil Creek. The limits of riparian habitat shall
be flagged and construction fencing erected to clearly
denote the limits of construction. No overnight staging of
equipment or materials shall occur within the protected
“no work” zone as delineated by the fencing. Storing,
fueling, and equipment maintenance shall not occur in
locations where spilled materials could potentially enter
Oil Creek and its associated riparian habitat. Spill
kits/absorbent clean-up materials shall be available on-
site. All equipment and vehicles shall be checked and
maintained daily to prevent spills of fuel, oil, and other
hazardous materials. A designated staging area shall be
established for vehicle/equipment parking and storage of
fuel, lubricants, and solvents a minimum of 100 feet
outside of the protected zone. All fueling and maintenance
activities shall take place in the designated staging area.

If full avoidance of Oil Creek and a designated “no work”
buffer is not possible after determination of final design,
the following measures shall be required:

i. A formal aquatic resources delineation shall be
implemented to determine the jurisdictional
boundaries of the Oil Creek feature.

The delineation shall determine the limits of
potentially regulated aquatic resources, the riparian
features, and an appropriate buffer for protection
(the “protected zone”). The aquatic resources
delineation shall identify all appropriate
jurisdictional agencies and be used in securing all
applicable permits prior to construction and after a

Less than significant
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Impacts

Impacts Before
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Impacts Following
Mitigation

project final design has been determined. At the
discretion of the regulatory agencies, the
requirements of the permits may supplement or
exceed the requirements of this measure.

If permits are required, all environmental
requirements of the regulatory permits shall be
implemented, and the executed permits shall be
kept on-site.

Within the riparian habitat and buffer, vegetation
removal shall be kept to the minimum necessary to
removed diseased and/or non-native vegetation
and to implement the features of the Master Plan.
Initial removal of vegetation within the riparian
habitat shall be monitored full-time by a qualified
biologist, and weekly spot-check monitoring shall
continue throughout the construction of the project.
Work within riparian habitat shall not be conducted
during or immediately after a rain event.

A restoration plan, prepared by a qualified
restoration ecologist, shall be prepared and
implemented. The restoration plan will include
detailed success criteria, typically associated with
80% relative cover to pre-project baseline
conditions with less than 10% invasive cover, to
provide replacement habitat at an equal or better
value than the existing Oil Creek riparian corridor,
within 5 years of planting. The final plan shall be
approved by the County of Los Angeles Museum
of Natural History, the County Department of
Regional Planning, and the permitting agencies
(if any). At a minimum, restoration requirements
included in the plan and implemented shall include
the following:

. Native tree replacement requirements
consistent with the requirements of the Plant
Pest and Disease Management Plan
(BIO/mm-6.2).

e  Adetailed planting scheme identifying the
location and sizes of all container stock.

. Details on planned irrigation which shall
provide for successful plant establishment;
survival should occur without supplemental
irrigation for at least 2 years.
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Impacts Before Impacts Following
Impacts Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation

e Annual monitoring, maintenance, and
adaptive management measures and annual
reporting requirements.

iv. The riparian habitat and buffer specified in the
aquatic resources delineation shall be flagged and
construction fencing erected to clearly denote the
limits of the protected zone. No overnight staging
of equipment or materials shall occur within the
protected zone. Storing, fueling, and equipment
maintenance shall not occur in locations where
spilled materials could potentially enter Oil Creek
and its associated riparian habitat. Spill
kits/absorbent clean-up materials shall be available
on-site. All equipment and vehicles shall be
checked and maintained daily to prevent spills of
fuel, oil, and other hazardous materials.

A designated staging area shall be established for
vehicle/equipment parking and storage of fuel,
lubricants, and solvents a minimum of 100 feet
outside of the protected zone. All fueling and
maintenance activities shall take place in the
designated staging area.

V. Mitigation requirements and permit conditions shall

be conveyed to construction crews prior to
construction.

BIO Impact 3: The project could directly and indirectly Significant BIO/mm-3.1: This mitigation measure only applies to project Less than significant
impact the Lake Pit lakebed and its associated riparian features implemented in and around the Lake Pit, including the
habitat during both construction and operation as a pedestrian path and bridge. The following measures shall be
reconnaissance survey suggests there may be implemented prior to the implementation of these features:
approximately 1.2 acres of regulated aquatic resources a. A formal aquatic resources delineation shall be
associated with the Lake Pit. Impacts during construction implemented to determine the jurisdictional boundaries of
and operation could be significant. the Lake Pit features. The delineation shall determine the
(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold IV. b) limits of potentially regulated aquatic resources, the
riparian features, and an appropriate buffer for protection
(the “protected zone”). The aquatic resources delineation
shall identify all appropriate jurisdictional agencies and be
used in securing all applicable permits prior to
construction and after a project final design has been
determined. At the discretion of the regulatory agencies,
the requirements of the permits may supplement or
exceed the requirements of this measure. If permits are
required, all environmental requirements of the regulatory
permits shall be implemented, and the executed permits
shall be kept on-site.
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Impacts

Impacts Before
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Impacts Following
Mitigation

Within the riparian habitat and buffer, vegetation removal
shall be kept to the minimum necessary to remove
diseased and/or non-native vegetation and to implement
the features of the Master Plan. Initial removal of
vegetation within the riparian habitat shall be monitored
full-time by a qualified biologist, and weekly spot-check
monitoring shall continue throughout the construction of
the project. Work within riparian habitat shall not be
conducted during or immediately after a rain event.

A restoration plan, prepared by a qualified restoration
ecologist, shall be prepared and implemented.

The restoration plan will include detailed success criteria,
typically associated with 80% relative cover to pre-project
baseline conditions with less than 10% invasive cover, to
provide replacement habitat at an equal or better value
than the existing riparian vegetation within and along the
margins of the Lake Pit, within 5 years of planting.

The final plan shall be approved by the County of

Los Angeles Museum of Natural History, the County
Department of Regional Planning, and the permitting
agencies (if any). At a minimum, restoration requirements
included in the plan and implemented shall include the
following:

e  Adetailed planting scheme identifying the location
and sizes of all container stock.

. Details on planned Irrigation which shall provide for
successful plant establishment; survival should occur
without supplemental irrigation for at least 2 years.

. Five years of annual monitoring, maintenance, and
adaptive management measures and annual
reporting requirements.

The riparian habitat and buffer specified in the aquatic
resources delineation shall be flagged and construction
fencing erected to clearly denote the limits of the
protected zone. No overnight staging of equipment or
materials shall occur within the protected zone. Storing,
fueling, and equipment maintenance shall not occur in
locations where spilled materials could potentially enter
the Lake Pit and its associated riparian habitat. Spill
kits/absorbent clean-up materials shall be available on-
site. All equipment and vehicles shall be checked and
maintained daily to prevent spills of fuel, oil, and other
hazardous materials. A designated staging area shall be
established for vehicle/equipment parking and storage of
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Impacts Before

Impacts Following

Impacts Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation
fuel, lubricants, and solvents a minimum of 100 feet
outside of the protected zone. All fueling and maintenance
activities shall take place in the designated staging area.
e. Mitigation requirements and permit conditions shall be
conveyed to construction crews prior to construction.
BIO Impact 4: The project site may contain potential Significant Implement Mitigation Measures BIO/mm-2.1 and BIO/mm-3.1. Less than significant
jurisdictional wetland/aquatic resources in and along Oil
Creek and the Lake Pit. Project construction and operation
may result in impacts to wetland habitat. Impacts during
construction and operation of the project could be
significant.
(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold IV. c)
BIO Impact 5: The project could directly impact nesting Significant BIO/mm-5.1: To avoid impacts to nesting birds, one of the following Less than significant

birds during project construction and temporally impact
nesting bird habitat during project operation. Impacts during
construction and operation of the project could be
significant.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold IV. d)

measures (BIO/mm-5.1a or BIO/mm-5.1b) shall be implemented:

a. If possible, no vegetation trimming, pruning, removal,
construction, or grading shall occur during the nesting and
breeding season (January 1 through September 15).

OR

b. If activities associated with vegetation trimming, pruning,
removal, construction, or grading are necessary during the
bird nesting and breeding season (January 1 through
September 15), the following measures shall be
implemented:

e A qualified biologist shall conduct surveys for active
nests weekly, beginning 14 days prior to initiation of
any new construction activities, with the last survey
conducted no more than 3 days prior to the start of
clearance/construction work. If ground-disturbing
activities are delayed, additional pre-construction
surveys should be conducted so that no more than
3 days have elapsed between the survey and
ground-disturbing activities.

. Active nests found within 100 feet of the construction
zone shall be delineated with highly visible
construction fencing or other exclusionary material
that would inhibit entry by personnel or equipment
into the buffer zone. The size of the buffer zone shall
be at the discretion of the qualified biologist and shall
be no less than 25 feet. Raptors may require a larger
buffer zone, up to 300 feet. Installation of the
exclusionary material shall be completed by
construction personnel under the supervision of a
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Impacts Before
Impacts Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Impacts Following
Mitigation

qualified biologist prior to initiation of construction
activities. The buffer zone shall remain intact and
maintained while the nest is active (i.e., occupied or
being constructed by at least one adult bird) and until
young birds have fledged and no continued use of
the nest is observed, as determined by a qualified
biologist. The barrier shall be removed by
construction personnel only at the direction of the
biologist.

BIO/mm-5.2: New and replacement trees shall be 24-inch box

specimen trees or larger to reduce temporary impacts to nesting

birds.

BIO Impact 6: Removal, relocation, trimming, or Significant
replacement of the 13 protected oak trees on the project

site during project construction and operation could

potentially conflict with the County of Los Angeles Oak Tree

Ordinance. Impacts during construction and operation of the

project could be significant.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold IV. e)

BIO/mm-6.1: For oak trees within the project site that are to be
retained in their current location, prior to construction, chain-link
fencing shall be installed around the protected zone of the trees

(5 feet beyond the dripline, the outermost extent of the tree’s
branches, or 15 feet from the trunk, whichever is greater).

The fencing shall remain in place throughout the entire period of
construction. Any excavation or grading allowed within the protected
zone shall be limited to hand tools or small hand-powered
equipment.

In addition, one of the following measures (BIO/mm-6.1a or
BIO/mm-6.1b) shall be implemented:

a. If possible, removal, relocation, trimming, or replacement
of the oak trees at the Tar Pits site shall be avoided.

b.  If modification (removal, relocation, trimming, or
replacement) of protected oaks is required, coordination
with the County of Los Angeles Department of Regional
Planning shall occur prior to commencement of any work
on-site. Any encroachment or removal requests must be
reviewed by the County of Los Angeles Department of
Regional Planning for consistency with County policies
and ordinances relating to oak tree protection prior to
commencement of any work on-site. Although an oak tree
permit is not required, measures to mitigate for impacts to
oak trees shall include the following:

. Removed oak trees shall be mitigated by planting
coast live oaks at a 2:1 ratio on the project site. Each
replacement tree shall be at least a 15-gallon
specimen.

Less than significant
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Impacts Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation
. The replacement oaks shall be monitored for a
period of 5 years, with any failures resulting in a new
oak being planted and initiation of a new 5-year
monitoring period for the replanted tree.
BIO/mm-6.2: A Plant Pest and Disease Management Plan shall be
prepared prior to initiation of landscape planting and developed in
consultation with an International Society of Arboriculture Certified
Arborist. The Plant Pest and Disease Management Plan shall define
methods to ensure new plant materials (container stock) are free of
insect pests and diseases prior to delivery to the project site.
Implementation of the Plant Pest and Disease Management Plan
shall occur through the life of the project; modification and
adaptation may occur to ensure applicability and viability of the plan.
BIO Impact 7: Construction and operation of the project No impact No mitigation required. N/A
would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan,
or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan. No impact would occur.
(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold IV. f)
BIO Impact 8 (Cumulative): During construction and Significant The project would be required to implement Mitigation Measures Less than significant
operation, the project has the potential to contribute BIO/mm-1.1, BIO/mm-2.1, BIO/mm-3.1, BIO/mm-5.1, BIO/mm-5.2,
considerably to cumulative impacts to biological resources. BIO/mm-6.1, and BIO/mm-6.2.
Cultural Resources — Archaeological Resources
CR-ARCH Impact 1: During project construction, the Significant CR-ARCH/mm-1.1: Retain a Qualified Archaeologist. Less than significant

project could cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an unknown archaeological resource
pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5.
Construction impacts could be significant.

Project operation would not cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of an unknown archaeological
resource pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.5. No operational impacts would occur.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold v. b)

a. Prior to initiating any ground-disturbing activities, a
Qualified Archaeologist shall be retained. A Qualified
Archaeologist is defined as one who meets the Secretary
of the Interior’'s (SOI) Standards for professional
archeology and those defined for a Principal Investigator
by the Society for California Archaeology (SCA).

The qualifications shall be presented as part of a resume
for at least one primary point of contact who will act in
capacity as the Qualified Archaeologist but also other key
staff who may serve in this role. The resume shall
demonstrate their SOl and SCA qualifications and shall be
subject to approval by the County.

b.  Ground-disturbing activities shall include excavating,
digging, trenching, plowing, drilling, tunneling, quarrying,
grading, leveling, removing peat, clearing, driving posts,
augering, backfilling, blasting, stripping topsoil or a similar
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activity at the project site. The Qualified Archaeologist
shall carry out and ensure proper implementation of the
mitigation measures and regulatory compliance related to
archaeological resources and, where appropriate, tribal
cultural resources during the project. The Qualified
Archaeologist shall be responsible for establishing a
meeting schedule with Page Museum curators and
collections managers during implementation of the project
to address any outstanding questions or concerns that
arise during mitigation efforts to ensure effective
communication and coordination.

No more than 21 days before ground-disturbing activities
for the project commence, the Qualified Archaeologist
shall submit a letter confirming that they have been
retained consistent with the terms of the CR-ARCH/mm-
1.1 and attach the professional resumes for all staff who
may be acting in the capacity of the Qualified
Archaeologist.

CR-ARCH/mm-1.2: Prepare an Archaeological and Tribal Cultural
Resources Management Plan (AR-TCR Management Plan).

a.

Prior to commencing ground-disturbing activities, an AR-
TCR Management Plan shall be prepared by the Qualified
Archaeologist and submitted to the Page Museum
curators and the NHMLAC Curator of Anthropology, who
shall review and approve the AR-TCR Management Plan
on behalf of the County. The AR-TCR Management Plan
shall be prepared in conformance with Public Resources
Code Section 5024.1, Title 14 California Code of
Regulations, Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines,
and PRC Sections 21083.2 and 21084.1.

The AR-TCR Management Plan shall include but not be
limited to the following elements:

i Historical context statement, research design, the
specific types of archaeological sites likely to be
encountered.

ii. Construction worker training program (described in
CR-ARCH/mm-1.3).

iii. Monitoring protocol for ground-disturbing activities
that includes a framework for assessing the
geoarchaeological setting to determine whether
sediments capable of preserving archaeological
remains are present in substantial conformance
with the Archaeological and Tribal Cultural
Resources Assessment and include a protocol for
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Vi.

identifying the conditions under which additional or
reduced levels of monitoring (e.g., spot-checking)
may be appropriate. The duration and timing of the
monitoring shall be determined based on the rate
of excavation, geoarchaeological assessment, and,
if present, the quantity, type, and spatial
distribution of archaeological resources identified.

Limited program of archaeological
presence/absence testing within naturally
deposited asphaltic or non-asphaltic alluvial
sediments before they are mechanically
excavated. In particular, the area of the new
museum, promenade, and parking lot expansion
shall be further investigated. These investigations
shall be conducted via a combination of
archaeological units, hand tools, and mechanical
trenching. The methods used to conduct the limited
archaeological testing shall be coordinated with
contractors to ensure that sufficient time is afforded
to evaluate the significance any identified
resources, and if they are found to be significant,
time to develop and implement a treatment plan
appropriate to the type of resource. The timing of
any such efforts shall be conducted in localized
areas so that delays to project earthwork activities
are minimized while allowing archaeological
materials to be identified in a manner that retains
the scientific integrity of the discovery.

An approach to evaluate newly identified site
components, if applicable, as contributors to the
significance of LAN-159/H as a “historical
resource” pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.5(a) or a “unique archaeological resource”
pursuant to PRC 21083.2(g). If any archaeological
resources are identified and are found not to be
significant or do not retain integrity, then they shall
be recorded to a level sufficient to document the
contents and condition.

Potential treatment plans to be implemented in the
event a newly discovered archaeological resource
is determined by the Qualified Archaeologist to
contribute to the significance of the site as a
historical resource based on California Register of
Historical Resources criteria or a unique
archaeological resource in substantial

2-19



La Brea Tar Pits Master Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report

Chapter 2 Summary

Impacts

Impacts Before
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Impacts Following
Mitigation

conformance with the Archaeological and Tribal
Cultural Resources Assessment. The AR-TCR
Management Plan shall require that if the
treatment plans outlined therein are found to be
infeasible or other alternatives are proposed, the
Qualified Archaeologist shall coordinate with the
project proponent and the County to amend the

AR-TCR Management Plan with a formal treatment

plan that would reduce impacts to the resource(s).
The treatment plans stated in the AR-TCR
Management Plan or prepared after the discovery

of a historical resource, shall be in accordance with

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064 .5(f) for historical
resources and Public Resources Code Sections
21083.2(b) for unique archaeological resources.
Preservation in place (i.e., avoidance) is the
preferred manner of treatment and if it is
determined avoidance is not feasible, treatment
may include but not be limited to any of the
following depending on the type of resource and
the significance evaluation:

Native American archaeological site
components. Data recovery shall be
conducted (i.e., excavation, laboratory
processing and analysis) to remove the
resource(s) and reduce potential impacts to
less than significant where significance is
determined under CRHR Criterion 4 or as a
unique archaeological resources and
integrity is retained. Additional treatment
measures to mitigate potentially significant
impacts to the component as a tribal cultural
resource, which is to be carried out in
consultation with the Tribal Consultants and
after considering the status of the discovery
as a tribal cultural resource.

Historical archaeological site components.
If a historical archaeological component of
the site is present and found to retain
integrity, data recovery shall be conducted
(i.e., excavation, laboratory processing and
analysis) to remove the resource(s) and
reduce potential impacts to less than
significant.
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Vii. Discovery and processing protocol for inadvertent
discoveries of archaeological resources that are
encountered when an Archaeological Monitor is
not present.

viii. A process by which recovered materials will be
prepared for curation at the Page Museum or the
Natural History Museum at the Los Angeles
Exposition Park, as directed by Page Museum
curators and collections managers, and in
consultation with Tribal Consultants. The curation
shall ensure their long-term preservation and allow
access to interested scholars and shall be done at
the expense of the County and/or the Foundation.
If the materials are Native American in origin or
any item of cultural patrimony, the manner of their
handling and long-term curation may require
additional consultation with the appropriate Native
American community that shall be determined as
part of a tribal consultation process to be
conducted by the County who shall be responsible
for the disposition of these materials.

ix. The AR-TCR Management Plan shall summarize
the requirements for tribal coordination during in
the event of an inadvertent discovery of Native
American archaeological resources, including the
applicable regulatory compliance measures or
conditions of approval for the inadvertent discovery
of archaeological resources to be carried out in
concert.

CR-ARCH/mm-1.3: Conduct an archaeological awareness training.

a.

The Qualified Archaeologist or a designee working under
their direction shall provide training to on-site project
personnel who are responsible for overseeing ground-
disturbing activities (i.e., a foreman or site supervisor) and
machine operators. The initial training shall be conducted
prior to the start of ground-disturbing activities in the
project site. The training shall brief the crews on the
regulatory compliance requirements and applicable
mitigation measures that must be adhered to during
ground-disturbing activities for the protection of
archaeological resources. As an element of the worker
training, the Qualified Archaeologist or their designee shall
advise the construction crews on proper procedures to
follow if an unanticipated archaeological resource is
discovered during construction, including the authority of
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Archaeological Monitor(s) to temporarily halt or redirect
work away from such a discovery. Workers shall be
shown examples of the types of archaeological resources
that would require notification of the archaeologist, if
encountered. The workers shall be provided with contact
information for the Qualified Archaeologist and their
designee(s) as part of a brief handout summarizing the
critical components of the training. Once the ground-
disturbing activities have commenced, the need for
additional or supplemental worker trainings shall be
determined by the Qualified Archaeologist based upon
consultation with project personnel.

Within five days of completing each training, a list of those
in attendance shall be provided by the Qualified
Archaeologist to a point of contact designated by the
Museum of Natural History.

CR-ARCH/mm-1.4: Monitoring for Archaeological Resources.

a.

At least one Archaeological Monitor working under the
direction of the Qualified Archaeologist shall be present
during ground-disturbing activities to implement the AR-
TCR Management Plan. The Archaeological Monitor shall
have the authority to temporarily halt or redirect
construction activities when an archaeological resource,
suspected resource, or archaeologically sensitive
sediments are encountered, as determined by the
Qualified Archaeologist in consultation with the Page
Museum curators. The presence/absence testing protocol
shall be implemented within the asphaltic alluvial
sediments that have elevated archaeological sensitivity as
stipulated in the AR-TCR Management Plan and
conducted in concert with Tribal Monitors and applicable
tribal cultural measure measures. The Qualified
Archaeologist and Archaeological Monitor shall document
the results of the presence/absence testing and allow
ground-disturbing activities to proceed in the sediments
with archaeological sensitivity once the archaeological
and tribal monitors have confirmed the absence of
resources. The Archaeological Monitor shall continue to
monitor the ground-disturbing activities with the depths
assessed by the presence/absence testing. Once the
Archaeological Monitor identifies sediments or depths of
excavation that are not capable of containing or are
unlikely to contain archaeological resources, a
corresponding reduction of monitoring coverage would be
appropriate, and may be recommended by the Qualified
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Archaeologist. The Archaeological Monitor shall complete
a daily written log documenting construction activities and
observations, which shall be included in the final report.
The number of Archaeological Monitors shall be
determined by the County, based on the scale of ground-
disturbing activities and a reasonable degree of effort
required to implement the mitigation measures.

In the event that potentially significant archaeological
resources are exposed during construction, work in the
immediate vicinity of the find (within 8 meters [25 feet])
shall stop until the Qualified Archaeologist can evaluate
the significance of the find, with input from the tribal
monitor if the discovery is affiliated with Native Americans
and is also being assessed as tribal cultural resources.
Construction activities may continue in other areas in
coordination with the Qualified Archaeologist and, if
applicable, tribal monitors.

At the conclusion of all ground-disturbing activities the
Qualified Archaeologist shall prepare a technical report
documenting the methods and results of all work
completed under the AR-TCR Management Plan,
including, if any, treatment of archaeological materials,
results of artifact processing, analysis, and research, and
evaluation of the resource(s) for the California Register of
Historical Resources. The format and content of the report
shall follow the California Office of Historic Preservation’s
Archaeological Resource Management Reports (ARMR):
Recommended Contents and Format. Any archaeological
resources identified shall be documented on appropriate
California Department of Parks and Recreation 523-Series
Forms. The report shall be prepared under the supervision
of a Qualified Archaeologist and submitted to curators of
the Page Museum for initial review (on behalf of the
Museum of Natural History, as the County departmental
unit), and final copies shall be submitted to the County.
The report shall be completed with 12 months of
completion of the monitoring, unless other arrangements
are required, as documented in writing and approved by
the County, given the nature of the discovery, in which
case a revised date can be determined through
consultation with the Museum of Natural History. The final
draft of the report shall be submitted to the South Central
Coastal Information Center and the Tribal Consultants.
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CR-ARCH Impact 2: Construction of the project could Significant
disturb previously unidentified human remains if present

within the project site. Construction impacts could be

significant.

Operation of the project would not disturb any human
remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries. No operational impacts would occur.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold v. c)

Implement Mitigation Measures CR-ARCH/mm-1.1 through
CR-ARCH/mm-1.4.

Less than significant

CR-ARCH Impact 3 (Cumulative): Prior to the Significant
consideration of proposed mitigation measures,

construction of the project could result in significant

contributions to cumulative impacts related to the

disturbance and destruction of archaeological resources

pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, and

human remains. Cumulative construction impacts could be

significant.

Implement Mitigation Measures CR-ARCH/mm-1.1 through
CR-ARCH/mm-1.4. These measures put forward a process that
ensures any new archaeological resources or new components of
existing historical resources would be identified, inventoried, and
evaluated as contributors to the historical significance of the
resource, and treated appropriately if found to be a contributing
element, which incorporates input from culturally and geographically
affiliated California Native American tribes.

Less than significant

Cultural Resources — Historical Resources

CR-HIST Impact 1: As a result of project construction, the  Significant
project would cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a Historical Resource pursuant to Section
15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines. Specifically, the
project would cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of two identified historical resources: the La
Brea Tar Pits Historic District and the George C. Page
Museum. This impact would be significant.

Project operation would not cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of historic resources pursuant to
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. No operational
impacts would occur.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold V. a)

CR-HIST/mm-1.1: Impacts to the La Brea Tar Pits Historic District
and Page Museum resulting from project implementation shall be
reduced through the ongoing input to the Design Team from a
qualified Historic Architect, as the project design progresses.

The Historic Architect shall satisfy the Secretary of the Interior’s
Professional Qualifications Standards for Historic Architecture as
defined by the National Park Service and in accordance with

36 CFR 61 and possess a minimum of ten (10) years of project-level
experience in designing, developing, and reviewing architectural
plans for conformance with the Secretary’s Standards.

The Historic Architect shall work with the Design Team to identify
options for new construction, upgrades, stabilization, repairs, and
rehabilitation activities that will facilitate compliance with the
Secretary’s Standards. This historic preservation input to the Design
Team shall begin in the earliest phases of schematic design phase
possible and extend throughout the development of 50%
Construction Drawings.

For new construction, the Historic Architect shall work with the
Design Team to identify options and opportunities for: (1) ensuring
compatibility of scale and character for new construction, site and
landscape features, and circulation corridors, (2) ensuring that new
construction, in materials, finishes, design, scale, and appearance,
is compatible but differentiated from historic contributors and
character-defining features; and (3) ensuring that new construction

Significant and
unavoidable
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is designed and sited in such a way that it reinforces and
strengthens, as much as feasible, character-defining site plan
features, landscaping, and circulation corridors.

For modernization and upgrade projects, the Historic Architect shall
work with the Design Team to identify project options that facilitate
compliance with the Secretary’s Standards.

The Historic Architect shall review proposed materials, finishes,
window treatments/configuration, and other details to ensure
compliance with the Secretary’s Standards. The Historic Architect
shall provide specifications for architectural features or materials
requiring restoration or removal, maintaining and protecting relevant
features in place, or on-site storage. Specifications shall include
detailed drawings or instructions where historic features may be
impacted.

The Historic Architect shall document the input provided to the
Design Team in Memoranda for the Record at the Schematic and
50% Construction Documents phases. A Draft Memorandum for the
Record shall be provided to interested parties including the Los
Angeles Conservancy and the Los Angeles County Historic
Preservation Commission for review and comment.

The Historic Architect shall participate in pre-construction and
construction monitoring activities, as appropriate, to facilitate
conformance with the Secretary’s Standards and/or lessening of
material impairment to historical resources.

CR-HIST/mm-1.2: An Inventory and Treatment Plan shall be
prepared by a qualified historic preservation professional and
implemented for the La Brea Tar Pits Historic District. Once
complete, the Draft Inventory and Treatment Plan shall be provided
to interested parties such as the Los Angeles Conservancy and
County of Los Angeles Historic Preservation Commission for review
and comment. The Inventory and Treatment Plan shall be finalized
prior to the commencement of construction activities.

Specific requirements for the Inventory and Treatment Plan are
provided below:

e A qualified historic preservation professional shall be
retained to prepare the Inventory and Treatment Plan.
The historic preservation professional shall satisfy the
Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualifications
Standards for History and/or Architectural History as
defined by the National Park Service and in accordance
with 36 CFR 61 and possess a minimum of ten (10) years
of project-level experience in CEQA review of historic
resources and reviewing architectural plans for
conformance with the Secretary’s Standards. A landscape
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architect or landscape specialist with a minimum of five (5)
demonstrated years of experience working with historic
landscapes shall contribute to preparation of the Inventory
and Treatment Plan to identify historic landscaping and
trees that fall within the period of significance for the
historic district (up to 1977).

e  The Inventory and Treatment Plan shall adhere to best
professional practices promulgated by the National Park
Service and State Office of Historic Preservation.

. The Inventory and Treatment Plan shall supplement the
historic resources survey completed and documented in
the Historic Resources Technical Report for the La Brea
Tar Pits Master Plan by documenting the character-
defining features and existing conditions of those
“contributing” (i.e., historically significant) components of
the historical resource. The inventory shall include site
plan features, commemorative plaques and statues,
artwork and sculptures, and other extant contributors to
the historic district.

e  The study shall include recommendations for annual
maintenance activities, treatment and repair priorities,
and maximum retention of remaining district contributors.
All recommendations shall be designed to maximize
retention of remaining contributors to the historic district
and minimize the loss of character-defining features.

The Final Inventory and Treatment Plan shall be used for the
ongoing stewardship of the property following construction.

CR-HIST/mm-1.3: A Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS)-
like Documentation Package shall be prepared to document the
contributing features of the La Brea Tar Pits Historic District and
Page Museum prior to the authorization of demolition or construction
activities. The HABS-like Documentation Package shall adhere to
best professional practices promulgated by the National Park
Service and shall be provided to interested parties such as the

Los Angeles Conservancy and County of Los Angeles Historic
Preservation Commission for review and comment. Documentation
shall be in accordance with the applicable standards described in
the Secretary of the Interior’'s Standards for Architectural and
Engineering Documentation.

Prior to the commencement of construction activities, a historian or
architectural historian who meets the Secretary of the Interior's
Professional Qualifications Standards in History and/or Architectural
History shall be retained to prepare HABS-like documentation for the
La Brea Tar Pits Historic District and Page Museum.
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Required contents for the HABS-like package include the following:

e  Photographs: Photographic documentation will focus on
the Page Museum and, within the historic district, those
contributing elements (built, landscape, hardscape,
paleontological, and natural features) slated for
demolition, alterations, or adjacent new construction.
Photographs shall include detail shots of contributing
features and components slated for demolition, with
overview and context photographs for the adjacent
setting. Photographs shall be taken using a professional-
quality single lens reflex (SLR) digital camera with a
minimum resolution of 10 megapixels. Digital photographs
will be provided in electronic format.

. Descriptive and Historic Narrative: The historian or
architectural historian will prepare descriptive and historic
narrative of the historical resources/features slated for
demolition. Physical descriptions will detail each
contributing component, with accompanying photographs,
and information on how the resource fits within the
broader historic district during its period of significance.
The historic narrative shall draw upon previously prepared
studies, including the Historical Resources Technical
Report prepared for the La Brea Tar Pits Master Plan, as
well as the La Brea Tar Pits Inventory and Treatment Plan
prepared under Mitigation Measure CR-HIST/mm-1.2.
The narrative shall also include a methodology section
specifying the name of researcher, date of research, and
sources/archives visited, as well as a bibliography. Within
the written history, statements shall be footnoted as to
their sources, where appropriate.

Upon finalization of the HABS-like Documentation Package, a hard
copy and digital copy shall be prepared and offered to the Natural
History Museum Seaver Center for Western History Research,
University of Southern California Special Collections, and the

Los Angeles Public Library.

CR-HIST/mm-1.4: A Retrospective Exhibit and Interpretive Program
shall be prepared and implemented. The Retrospective Exhibit and
Interpretive Project shall be prepared by a qualified historic
preservation professional who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s
Professional Qualifications Standards in History and/or Architectural
History. The exhibit materials shall be drawn from previous studies
including but not limited to the Inventory and Treatment Plan
described in Mitigation Measure CR-HIST/mm-1.2 and the HABS-
like documentation package described in Mitigation Measure
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CR-HIST/mm-1.3, as well as other supplemental research materials
as needed.

The retrospective exhibit and interpretive program shall focus on the
history of the site, the people involved in the early ownership,
development, and scientific discoveries and excavations, and the
events leading to its donation to the County of Los Angeles, as well
as on the site’s development through the end of the period of
significance for the La Brea Tar Pits Historic District, 1977.

The retrospective exhibit and interpretive program may include but
not be limited to exhibit materials and interpretive panels, both
exterior (e.g., as a series of panels in the park), interior (e.g., as a
permanent exhibit in the Page Museum or new museum building),
and online (on the museum website). The exhibit and interpretive
program shall be designed for maximum public accessibility.

The plan for the interpretive and commemorative program shall be
detailed in an Interpretive Program Plan Memorandum to be
prepared with the guidance of a qualified historic preservation
professional. The retrospective exhibit and interpretive program shall
be completed within three (3) years of commencement of initial
construction activities. The Draft Interpretive Program Plan
Memorandum shall be reviewed by interested parties such as the
Los Angeles Conservancy and County of Los Angeles Historic
Preservation Commission for comment.

CR-HIST/mm-1.5: A pre-construction protection plan for historical
resources shall be prepared prior to any major alteration or
construction activities that may potentially damage historic
resources or contributing features of the La Brea Tar Pits Historic
District or Page Museum. A qualified Historic Architect shall be
retained to develop a Preservation Protection Plan that identifies
potential risks to historical resources within or adjacent to the
immediate project footprint. The Historic Architect shall satisfy the
Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualifications Standards for
Historic Architecture as defined by the National Park Service and in
accordance with 36 CFR 61 and possess a minimum of ten (10)
years of project-level experience in reviewing architectural plans for
conformance with the Secretary’s Standards.

The Preservation Protection Plan may include, but not be limited to,
the following components:

. Inclusion/mapping of the historical resource/contributing
feature on any architectural drawings, site plans, and/or
construction documents.

. Site walk with Design Team and construction team
representative to review staging areas for construction
and construction sequence and activities, to identify areas
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of concern and to provide input for proactive avoidance of
unforeseen impacts.

. Procedures and timing for the placement and removal of
temporary protection features, such as fencing and other
barriers, around the historical resource/contributing
feature.

. Monitoring of the installation and removal of temporary
protection features by the Historic Architect, or designee.

. Post-construction survey to document the condition of the
historic resource after project completion.

. Preparation of a technical memorandum documenting the
pre-construction and post-construction conditions of the
historic resource and compliance with protective
measures outlined in the Preservation Protection Plan.

The Preservation Protection Plan shall be submitted in draft form to
interested parties including the Los Angeles Conservancy and the
Los Angeles County Historic Preservation Commission for review
and comment.
CR-HIST Impact 2 (Cumulative): Construction of the Significant Implement Mitigation Measures CR-HIST/mm-1.1 through CR- Significant and
project would result in substantial adverse changes to the HIST/mm-1.5. unavoidable
significance of a Historical Resource pursuant to Section
15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines, which would be
considerable impacts contributing to cumulative historical
resources impacts. Specifically, the project would cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of two
identified historical resources: the La Brea Tar Pits Historic
District and the George C. Page Museum. These direct
construction impacts would also be significant.
No operational impacts to historical resources would occur;
therefore, contributions to cumulative impact would similarly
not occur during the project’s operational period.
Geology and Soils
GEO Impact 1: The project would not directly or indirectly Less than No mitigation is required. N/A

cause substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss,  significant
injury, or death involving surface fault rupture, seismic

ground shaking, or seismic-related ground failure including

liquefaction. Impacts associated with these issues would be

less than significant during project construction and

operation.
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The project would not directly or indirectly cause substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving landslides during either project construction or
operation. No impact would occur during project
construction and operation related to landslides.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold VII. a)

GEO Impact 2: Through compliance with existing Less than
regulations, the project would not result in substantial soil significant
erosion or the loss of topsoil during project construction or

operation. Impacts would be less than significant during

project construction and operation.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold VII. b)

No mitigation is required.

N/A

GEO Impact 3: The project could cause geologic instability ~ Significant
at the project site related to subsidence as well as

compressible and collapsible soils during project

construction and operation. Impacts during construction and

operation could be significant.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold VII. c)

GEO/mm-3.1: To prevent subsidence of the ground surface within
the project site, temporary dewatering shall be required during
construction for excavations which extend below the existing
groundwater level (i.e., greater than 10 feet below ground surface),
anticipated for deepest excavations associated with the proposed

Page Museum one-story addition, as excavations will be required for

construction of the proposed mat foundation and associated new
utility placement. Dewatering activities shall be conducted as

follows:
a.

Dewatering shall be performed prior to excavation.
Temporary dewatering shall be performed during the
construction stage, prior to beginning any excavation
which will extend beneath the groundwater.

The Construction Contractor shall decide the proper
timeline which will permit a dry environment for the
excavation work and prevent water seepage into the
excavation.

The design of a temporary dewatering system shall be
performed by an experienced, qualified dewatering
contractor. Prior to proceeding with the actual design of
the dewatering system, a test installation shall be
constructed to verify the design’s effectiveness.

The dewatering system shall be designed to lower the site
groundwater sufficiently to permit a dry environment and
to prevent water seepage from the temporary perimeter
cut slopes. The design shall balance the soil conditions
with well spacing and well depth. Recommendations for
well design provided in the project’'s Geology and Soil

Less than significant
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Discipline Report shall be incorporated into the final
design of the dewatering system, including:

. Installation of relatively closely spaced wells around
the excavation perimeter, referred to as well points

o  Wells shall include perforated casing with annular
space filled with suitable filter material

. Well points shall extend past the depth of proposed
excavation

. Elements of current dewatering system within the
Lake Pit shall be incorporated, including collection
piping, sump pumps, a sand-oil separator device,
and a micro-filter device. In addition, separator and
filter devices shall be considered for temporary
dewatering pumps to help maintain the system’s
efficiency and increase the amount of time prior to
the pumps being plugged up with tar.

d.  Groundwater shall be pumped from the tar sands and is
anticipated to contain a relatively high percentage of tar.
The tar shall be removed, and the groundwater treated in
accordance with all applicable regulatory requirements
prior to disposal.

GEO/mm-3.2: To ensure proper design and stability of structures to
be constructed on existing artificial fill or upper alluvial soils, the
excavation and replacement of existing compressible materials
within the areas of the proposed improvements shall be required.
Excavation and replacement shall consist of complete removal of
artificial fill and/or compressible surficial alluvial soil beneath the
areas of the proposed improvements and replacement with
compacted structural fill, with an anticipated artificial fill depth
ranging between 1 and 8 feet below ground surface based on review
of existing explorations performed within or adjacent to the project
site. This value will be confirmed after completion of subsurface
explorations during the final geotechnical design to further
characterize the subsurface conditions underlying the improvement
areas (i.e., compressibility of the soft layers and the depth to firm
material). Due to the anticipated soil contamination, on-site soils are
not anticipated to be suitable for reuse as fill material and shall be
exported for proper remediation and disposal in accordance with all
applicable regulatory requirements. The final engineering design of
the structures included in the project shall be reviewed and
approved by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works,
Building and Safety Division.
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GEO Impact 4: The project site is located on expansive Significant
soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building

Code (1994), creating a potentially significant risk to life

and/or property during project construction and operation.

Impacts could be significant.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold VII. d)

GEO/mm-4.1: To address impacts related to expansive soils within
the project site, additional expansion testing shall be required as
part of the final geotechnical design for the project. Based on the
outcome of the additional expansion testing, one or more of the
following options shall be implemented to address expansive soils:

a. Over-excavation: Over-excavation and replacement of the
expansive material with a soil having low or non-
expansive potential, with the upper 2 feet of expansive soil
(where encountered at the site) being removed and
replaced with non-expansive fill.

OR

b.  Soil Treatment: Chemical treatment, such as lime
treatment. This generally involves mixing a certain
percentage of the chemical into the subgrade soil,
compacting the mixed soil-chemical material, and then
allowing the material curing time prior to continuing
construction. The percentage of the chemical addition and
the associated engineering properties of the improved soil
will need to be determined through geotechnical
laboratory testing. If chosen, the final geotechnical design
shall provide design and construction recommendations
related for this option.

OR

c.  Structural Design: The structural design option would
involve increasing the bearing pressure on the soil and/or
extending the foundation or flatwork depth. However,
while increasing the bearing pressure reduces the
potential impact from expansive soil, it does increase the
potential impact associated with excessive settlement.

If this option is elected, settlement evaluation shall be
performed as part of the final geotechnical design and
based on the proposed loading conditions. Loading
conditions shall be limited to a maximum differential of
1 inch over a 20-foot span within the structure.

The final design solution will be determined by the project engineer
consistent with the above measures. The final engineering design of
the structures included in the project shall be reviewed and
approved by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works,
Building and Safety Division.

Less than significant
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GEO Impact 5: The project would not include the use of
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems
during either project construction or operation. No impact
would occur.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold VII. e)

No impact

No mitigation is required.

N/A

GEO Impact 6: Given the high paleontological sensitivity of ~Significant
the project site, ground-disturbing activities associated with

project construction could damage paleontological

resources that may be present below the surface.

Construction impacts could be significant.

Operation of the project would not directly or indirectly
destroy a unique paleontological resource, site, or unique
geologic feature. No operational impacts would occur.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold VII. f)

GEO/mm-6.1: Retain a Qualified Professional Paleontologist
(Project Paleontologist): Prior to the start of construction and/or
ground-disturbing activities, the Los Angeles County Museum of
Natural History Foundation, at the direction of the County, shall
retain a Qualified Professional Paleontologist (Project
Paleontologist) who meets or exceeds the professional standards
defined by the SVP (2010), and who has specific experience
overseeing mitigation projects in Pleistocene deposits of the Los
Angeles Basin. The SVP (2010:10) defines a qualified professional
paleontologist as: “a practicing scientist who is recognized in the
paleontological community as a professional and can demonstrate
familiarity and proficiency with paleontology in a stratigraphic
context.” The Project Paleontologist shall have a graduate degree in
paleontology or geology, and/or a publication record in peer
reviewed journals; have demonstrated competence in field
techniques, preparation, identification, curation, and reporting; have
at least 2 full years of professional experience as assistant to a
qualified professional paleontologist with administration and project
management experience (supported by a list of projects and referral
contacts); have proficiency in recognizing fossils in the field and in
determining their significance; have expertise in local geology,
stratigraphy, and biostratigraphy; and have experience collecting
vertebrate fossils in the field (SVP 2010). The Project Paleontologist
and Page Museum curators and collections managers shall meet
weekly during scheduled ground-disturbing activities associated with
the construction of the project to address any outstanding questions
or concerns that arise during mitigation efforts to ensure effective
communication and coordination. The Project Paleontologist shall
oversee all regulatory compliance measures, shall oversee
mitigation protocols related to paleontological resources, and shall
be a point of contact for the Page Museum curators and County
officials. A professional resume or curriculum vitae of the Project
Paleontologist shall be submitted to the County for approval prior to
the start of ground-disturbing activities.

GEO/mm-6.2: Prepare a Paleontological Resources
Management Plan: After finalization of the engineering, design, and
grading plans for the project and prior to the start of preconstruction
ground-disturbing activities, a Paleontological Resources
Management Plan (PRMP) shall be prepared by the Project

Less than significant
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Paleontologist and submitted to the Page Museum curators, who
shall review and approve the final PRMP on behalf of the County
and Natural History Museum. The PRMP shall define the processes
and procedures for paleontological monitoring and fossil excavation
based on the nature of ground-disturbing activities required for
project. The PRMP shall:

a.

Incorporate the results of the Paleontological Resources
Technical Report (SWCA 2023), the final geotechnical
investigation, and the final engineering/grading plans for
the project.

Require all construction personnel to attend a Worker
Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) training to be
presented by the Project Paleontologist, or their designee.

Define the processes and procedures for coordinating and
communicating with responsible parties and stakeholders
(including but not limited to the contractors, consultants,
County officials, and the Page Museum curators and
collections managers), when construction activities would
be halted due to discovery and subsequent salvage efforts
during ground-disturbing activities, and when regularly
scheduled meetings between the Project Paleontologist
and the Page Museum curators and collections managers
would be required.

Outline a procedure whereby mechanical excavation is
conducted to remove any non-fossil-bearing sediments or
soils subject to environmental soil remediation, such that
adequate time is afforded to identify fossil localities and to
conduct scientific salvage operations to a feasible extent
(see Millington and Dietler 2023); the timing of scientific
fossil salvage operations during initial grading should be
given special considerations in the PRMP such that
delays to earthwork activities are minimized while allowing
paleontological material to be salvaged at an acceptable
level that retains the scientific integrity of the discoveries.

Require full-time paleontological monitoring by qualified
paleontological monitors who meet the standards of the
SVP (2010) and shall be supervised by the Project
Paleontologist; qualified paleontological monitors shall
have the authority to temporarily halt construction
activities to record and salvage fossil discoveries as they
are unearthed to allow for potentially significant fossils to
be collected with their scientific integrity intact to the
extent feasible and practical.

2-34



La Brea Tar Pits Master Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report

Chapter 2 Summary

Impacts

Impacts Before
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Impacts Following
Mitigation

f.  Discuss unanticipated fossil discovery and communication
protocols if paleontological resources are discovered by
non-paleontology staff working on the project in instances
where paleontological monitors are documenting or
recording paleontological resources discovered elsewhere
within the project site.

g. Discuss feasible monitoring procedures for each of the
different ground-disturbing activities, including but not
limited to active observation or inspection of sediments
during active ground disturbances, whether they be
trenching, grading, excavating, drilling, or some other
activity that disturbs sediments; inspection of sedimentary
spoils spiles or cuttings, as well as backfill originating from
Hancock Park that may contain asphaltum or fossil
material; and/or matrix screening of spoils for small or
microfossils as needed.

h.  Define fossil salvaging procedures, including but not
limited to outlining the treebox method for asphaltum
bearing large accumulations of fossils, salvaging of
isolated fossils, matrix screening in the field for
microfossils, and chain-of-custody procedures for
transferring the fossil discoveries to the Page Museum
curators or collection managers as they are exhumed from
the project site. Because of the unique conditions of
La Brea Tar Pits and the chemical considerations of
working with asphaltum fossil deposits, any
paleontological resource discoveries shall remain on-site
with the Page Museum. The paleontological monitor shall
record pertinent geologic data and collect appropriate
sediment samples from any fossil localities.

i Require the Project Paleontologist to prepare a report of
the findings of the monitoring efforts within 90 days after
construction is completed.

GEO/mm-6.3: Conduct Worker Training: The Project
Paleontologist shall develop and present a WEAP training to
educate the construction crew on the legal requirements for
preserving fossil resources, as well as the procedures to follow in
the event of an unanticipated fossil discovery. This training program
shall be given to the crew before ground-disturbing work
commences and shall include handouts to be given to new workers
as needed.

GEO/mm-6.4: Monitor for Paleontological Resources: Full-time
monitoring shall be required during all ground-disturbing activities
(including artificial fill or previously disturbed sediments), regardless
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of depth. Additionally, special considerations shall be given to the
project design elements and geotechnical and soils remediation or
hazard reduction recommendations, including but not limited to the
paleontological screening of tar sands prior to disposal or treatment.
Procedures and protocols for paleontological monitoring and fossil
salvage shall be outlined in the PRMP. Monitoring shall:

a.

Be conducted by a qualified paleontological monitor who
meets the standards of the SVP (2010) and shall be
supervised by the Project Paleontologist, who shall
coordinate with the Page Museum curators and
collections managers and County officials. The Project
Paleontologist may periodically inspect construction
activities to recommend adjusting the level of monitoring
in response to subsurface conditions; however,
modifications, such as increasing, reducing, or ceasing of
paleontological monitoring, or any changes of the
implementation of the PRMP, should be approved by
Page Museum curators and the Natural History Museum.

Include inspection of exposed sedimentary units during
active excavations, grading, tar sand removal, and any
other ground-disturbing activity that has the potential to
impact sediments capable of preserving significant fossils.
The Page Museum curators (or their representatives) and
the paleontological monitor shall have authority to
temporarily divert activity away from exposed fossils to
evaluate the significance of the find and, shall the fossils
be determined significant or likely significant,
professionally and efficiently recover the fossil specimens
and collect associated data while minimizing delays. Data
collection procedures may require the support of
construction contractors to carefully and efficiently collect
field data and extract the fossils to allow construction to
continue.

Require grading and earthwork contractors to follow the
guidance of Page Museum staff or the Project
Paleontologist regarding the collection and/or extraction of
paleontological resources. The paleontological monitor
shall record pertinent geologic data and collect
appropriate sediment samples from any fossil localities.
Recovered fossils shall be directly retained by the Page
Museum for later analysis, laboratory preparation, and
eventual curation if deemed significant or important by the
Page Museum curators or collection managers.
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GEO/mm-6.5: Prepare a Paleontological Resources Monitoring
Report: Upon conclusion of ground-disturbing activities, the Project
Paleontologist overseeing the implementation of the PRMP,
including paleontological monitoring and fossil salvaging, shall
prepare a final monitoring report that documents the paleontological
monitoring efforts for the project and describes any paleontological
resources discoveries observed and/or recorded during the life of
the project. The final monitoring report and any associated data
pertinent to the salvaged fossil specimen(s) shall be submitted to the
Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County within 90 days after
construction is completed. If the project is developed in phases, the
final report is only necessary at the completion of the last phase to
be constructed. At the discretion of the County, if there are
unanticipated gaps in the phases of construction or other reasons
why the County would prefer phased final reports, multiple final
reports could be prepared.
GEO Impact 7 (Cumulative): The project would not result  Significant Implement Mitigation Measures GEO/mm-6.1 through GEO/mm-6.5. Less than significant
in significant contributions to cumulatively considerable
impacts related to geotechnical or soils-related hazards;
however, the project could result in significant contributions
to cumulatively considerable impacts related to
paleontological resources.
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
GHG Impact 1: During project construction, the project Significant GHG/mm-1.1: The modifications to the George C. Page Museum Less than significant
would not generate greenhouse gas emissions, either and the development of the new museum shall not include the
directly or indirectly, that would result in a significant impact installation of natural gas infrastructure. Future operation of the new
on the environment. Project construction impacts would be facilities shall not use natural gas—fired appliances. In addition, the
less than significant. project shall provide more electric vehicle charging stations than the
During project operation, the project would generate mandatory rgquirements in the Lps Angeles Cou.nty Code, Title 31,
greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that Green_ BU"d'f_\g Standard_s, electric vehlcl_e charging space and
may have a significant impact on the environment. Project charging station calculations (Code Section 5.106.5.3.3).
operation impacts could be significant.
(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold VIII. a)
GHG Impact 2: The project could result in a significant Significant Implement Mitigation Measures TRA/mm-1.1. Less than significant

impact related to consistency with an applicable plan,
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases, specifically the potential
conflict with the SCAG 2020-2045 RTP/SCS in relation to
improving mobility and accessibility, transportation
productivity, and encouraging active transportation. Impacts
could be significant.
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(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold VIII. b)
GHG Impact 3 (Cumulative): The project could resultina  Significant Implement Mitigation Measures GHG/mm-1.1 and TRA/mm-1.1. Less than significant
significant contribution to the cumulative impact of GHG
emissions and global climate change.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
HAZ Impact 1: During project construction, the project Significant HAZ/mm-1.1: Prior to earthwork activities, the project contractor, in  Less than significant

could create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal
of hazardous materials. Construction workers, facility
employees, and the public could be exposed to hazardous
materials associated with the naturally occurring tar seeps
present within the project site through the required removal
of contaminated soils to an off-site location. Impacts during
project construction could be significant.

Project operation would not create a significant hazard to
the public or the environment through the routine transport,
use, or disposal of hazardous materials. Operational
impacts would be less than significant.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold IX. a)

coordination with the LAFD and the County, through the Foundation,

shall be required to prepare a Soil Management Plan (SMP) for the
removal of contaminated soils and their transportation off-site.

The SMP

shall be prepared in accordance with all relevant and

applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations that pertain

to the transportation and disposal of hazardous materials and waste.

The SMP

HAZ/mm-

shall:

Describe the methodology to identify and manage (reuse
or off-site disposal) contaminated soil during soil
excavation and/or construction;

Provide protocols for confirmation sampling, segregation
and stockpiling, profiling, backfilling, disposal, guidelines
for imported soil, and backfill approval from the DTSC

Information Advisory on Clean Imported Fill Material; and

In addition, the LAFD may consult with other agencies
(e.g., DTSC and the LARWQCB) if the nature of the
contamination warrants the involvement of these
agencies.

1.2: The following requirements and precautionary actions

shall be implemented when disturbing soil at the project site:

No soil disturbance or excavation activities shall occur
without a project site-specific Health and Safety Plan
(HASP). Any soil that is disturbed, excavated, or trenched
due to on-site construction activities shall be handled in
accordance with applicable local, state, and federal
regulations, as well as sampled and analyzed by a
certified laboratory for constituents in accordance with the
accepting landfill's requirements (including testing for the
presence of hydrocarbons, volatile organic compounds,
semi-volatile organic compounds, heavy metals, and
pesticides).

The contractor shall prepare a project-specific HASP. It is
the responsibility of the contractor to review available
information regarding project site conditions, including the
SMP, and potential health and safety concerns in the
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planned area of work. The HASP shall describe the
proposed construction activities and hazards associated
with each activity. Hazard mitigation shall be presented in
the HASP to limit construction-related risks to workers.
The HASP shall include emergency contact numbers,
maps to the nearest hospital, gas monitoring action levels,
gas response actions, allowable worker exposure times,
and mandatory personal protective equipment (PPE)
requirements. The HASP shall specify Certificate of
Competency action levels for construction workers as well
as monitoring criteria for increasing the level of PPE.

The HASP shall be signed by all workers on-site to
demonstrate their understanding of the construction-
related risks.

The contractor and each subcontractor shall require their
employees who may directly come in contact with Suspect
Soil (soil that is stained or odorous) to perform all activities
in accordance with the contractor's HASP. If Suspect Soil
is encountered, to minimize the exposure of other workers
to potential contaminants on the project site, the
contractor may erect temporary fencing around excavation
areas with appropriate signage as necessary to restrict
access and to warn unauthorized on-site personnel not to
enter the fenced area.

There shall be no reuse of excavated soil deemed
inappropriate for reuse as defined in the project-specific
SMP.

The contractor shall conduct, or have its designated
subcontractor conduct, visual screening of soil during
activities that include soil disturbance. If the contractor or
subcontractor(s) encounter any Suspect Soil, the
contractor and subcontractor(s) shall immediately stop
work and take measures to not further disturb the soils
(e.g., cover suspect soil with plastic sheeting) and inform
the Foundation and the environmental monitor.

The Foundation shall identify the environmental monitor—
an experienced professional trained in the practice of the
evaluation and screening of soil for potential impact
working under the direction of a licensed Geologist or
Engineer—prior to the beginning of work.
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. Prior to excavation activities, the contractor or designated
subcontractor shall establish specific areas for stockpiling
Suspect Soil, should it be encountered, to control contact
by workers and dispersal into the environment, per the
provisions provided in the SMP.

HAZ Impact 2: Construction of the project could result in Significant
the release of hazardous materials into the environment

related to naturally occurring tar seeps and subsurface

methane gas. Impacts during project construction could be

significant.

During project operation, hazardous vapors from subsurface
methane gas could result in the release of hazardous
materials into the environment. Impacts during project
operation could be significant.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold IX. b)

Implement Mitigation Measures HAZ/mm-1.1 and HAZ/mm-1.2.

HAZ/mm-2.1: During construction activities at the project site,
controls shall be in place to address the effects of subsurface gases
and impacted soil and groundwater on workers and the public.
During construction, the following shall be implemented:

. Monitoring devices for methane and benzene shall be
present to alert workers of elevated gas concentrations
when subsurface soil-disturbing work is being performed.

e Any trench or excavation wider than 18 inches and having
a depth greater than 2x its narrowest width shall be
monitored with a portable combustible gas detector.

The portable detector shall have a resolution capable of
reporting to 1% LEL (Lower Explosive Limit), or 0.1% by
volume in air, or in parts per million (ppm). If
concentrations of combustible gases reach or exceed
20% LEL, or 1.0% by volume in air, or 10,000 ppm, the
trench or excavation shall be evacuated until such time as
the gas concentrations are determined to be steadily
below these levels. All welding and electrical equipment
shall be removed from the trench/excavation until the area
is deemed to be safe. Portable blowers are the most
appropriate means of controlling combustible gas
concentrations. The blower motors and appurtenant
electrical wiring shall not be placed in the trench or
excavation.

. No welding, cutting, or other hot work shall be performed
close to flammable tars which, when subjected to heat,
might produce flammable or toxic vapors (per OSHA
1910.252(a)(3)(i)). Smoking should also be avoided when
working near tar seeps.

. Contingency procedures shall be in place if elevated gas
concentrations are detected, such as the mandatory use
of PPE, evacuating the area, and/or increasing ventilation
within the immediate work area where the elevated
concentrations are detected.

e Workers shall be trained to identify exposure symptoms
and implement alarm response actions.

Less than significant
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. Soil and groundwater exposure during excavations shall
be minimized to reduce the surface area which could off-
gas. This shall be achieved by staggering exposed
excavation areas.

. Soil removed as part of construction shall be sampled and
tested for off-site disposal in a timely manner. If soil is
stockpiled prior to disposal, it shall be managed in
accordance with the project’s Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan.

. Fencing shall be erected to limit public access and allow
for gas dilution. The construction contractor can determine
the appropriate type of fencing, as long as public access
is restricted such that interaction with hazardous
construction conditions does not occur.

e  All requirements of the project-specific HASP shall be
implemented and followed as described in HAZ/mm-1.2.

HAZ/mm-2.2: As part of the final project design, the project
engineer shall develop and implement a methane mitigation system.
The mitigation system, which would provide a barrier for hazardous
vapors, methane, and tar, consists of a subslab venting system that
exhausts to the atmosphere, a subslab impermeable gas/tar barrier
membrane system, and a monitoring system consisting of probes
above and below the gas barrier membrane. The monitoring
program consists of routine (quarterly) monitoring and reporting to
the County Public Works, Environmental Programs Division.

The Environmental Programs Division shall also review the plans to
see if the criteria meet the requirements of Los Angeles County
Code 110.4 Methane Gas Hazards. Additionally, tar collection
systems underneath the gas mitigation systems need to be
evaluated by the engineer and by the county engineer to evaluate
the performance of the overall system.

A contingency plan should also be prepared to describe how matters
shall be handled in the event that high concentrations of methane
gas enter a building despite the mitigation measures.

The inspection and periodic observations of membrane and vapor
control measures shall be performed by the Vapor Barrier Engineer
(i.e., the Engineer or his Designee). At a minimum,
inspection/observation shall take place during the installation of the
vent piping, after backfilling of the vent piping, during the installation
of the vapor barrier, after the installation of the vapor barrier (prior to
backfilling), during the placement of the protection course,
immediately prior to placement of foundation concrete, during and at
the completion of the vent riser installation for the vent piping, and at
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the completion of construction prior to the issuance of the system
certification and certification of occupancy.

HAZ Impact 3: The project could introduce hazardous
materials within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school
during both construction and operation. Impacts during
project construction and operation could be significant.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold IX. c)

Significant

Implement Mitigation Measures HAZ/mm-1.1, HAZ/mm-1.2,
HAZ/mm-2.1, and HAZ/mm-2.2.

Less than significant

HAZ Impact 4: The project site is not identified on any of
the hazardous materials lists compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5. Construction and
operation of the project would not create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment as it relates to
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5. No impact would occur.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold IX. d)

No impact

No mitigation is required.

N/A

HAZ Impact 5: The project site is not located within 2 miles
of a public airport or public use airport. The project would
not result in an airport-related safety hazard during either
project construction or operation. No impact would occur.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold IX. e)

No impact

No mitigation is required.

N/A

HAZ Impact 6: The project would not impair implementation
of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan during either
construction or operation. Construction and operational
impacts would be less than significant.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold IX. f)

Less than
significant

No mitigation is required.

N/A

HAZ Impact 7 (Cumulative): Prior to the consideration of
proposed mitigation measures, construction and operation
of the project could result in hazardous materials impacts
associated with the naturally occurring tar seeps and
methane conditions present at the project site, including
accidental spills or releases associated with the disposal,
transport, and management of hazardous materials.

If unaddressed, potential contributions to cumulative
hazardous materials impacts could be significant.

Significant

Implement Mitigation Measures HAZ/mm-1.1, HAZ/mm-1.2,
HAZ/mm-2.1, and HAZ/mm-2.2.

Less than significant
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Hydrology and Water Quality
HYD Impact 1: During project construction, the project Significant HYD/mm-1.1: The Foundation shall implement the following non- Less than significant

would not violate water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade
surface or groundwater quality. Construction impacts would
be less than significant.

Implementation of the project would increase impervious
surfaces within the project site, and project operation would
have the potential to contribute to the degradation of
surface or groundwater quality. Operational impacts could
be significant.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold X. a)

structural Best Management Practices (BMPs) for the life of the
project:
Open Paved Areas and Biofiltration Planter Areas

e  Regular sweeping of all open and planter areas, at a
minimum, on a weekly basis in order to prevent dispersal
of pollutants that may collect on those surfaces.

. Regular pruning of the trees and shrubs in the planter
areas to avoid formation of dried leaves and twigs, which
are normally blown by the wind during windy days. These
dried leaves are likely to clog the surface inlets of the
drainage system when rain comes, which would result in
flooding of the surrounding area due to reduced flow
capacities of the inlets.

e  Trash and recycling containers shall be used such that, if
they are to be located outside or apart from the principal
structure, are fully enclosed and watertight in order to
prevent contact of stormwater with waste matter, which
can be a potential source of bacteria and other pollutants
in runoff. These containers shall be emptied and the
wastes disposed of properly on a regular basis.

Education and Training

e Annual training of employees on property management
and proper methods of handling and disposal of waste
shall be provided. Employees should understand the on-
site BMPs and their maintenance requirements.

Landscape Management

. Landscaping shall be maintained using minimum or no
pesticides.

Litter Control

. An adequate number of trash receptacles shall be
provided and inspected regularly. Leaky receptacles shall
be prepared or replaced. Receptacles shall be covered.

. Prohibit/prevent dumping of liquid or hazardous wastes.
Post “no hazardous materials” signs. Inspect and pick up
litter daily and clean up spills immediately. Keep spill
control materials available on-site.
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Housekeeping of Loading Docks

. Loaded and unloaded items shall be moved indoors as
soon as possible.

Catch Basin Inspection

. Stormwater pollution prevention information shall be
provided. Owner shall be made aware that the following is
to be followed: “Property owner shall not allow anyone to
discharge anything to storm drains or to store or deposit
materials so as to create potential discharge to storm
drains.”

. Catch basins shall be inspected regularly.

Design and Construct Trash and Waste Storage Areas to
Reduce Pollutant Introduction

e  Trash and waste will be handled and stored for pickup
adjacent to the loading dock. This limits the potential
introduction of pollutants into the site. Trash and waste
pickup will occur regularly.

Use Efficient Irrigation Systems and Landscaping Design

. Landscape shall be generally designed to provide an
efficient and continuous irrigation system.

. Landscape areas shall be designed to include plants that
are friendly to the climate of Los Angeles.

Storm Drain Stencil Signage

. Stencil or label all storm drain inlets and catch basins,
constructed or modified, within the project area with
prohibitive language to prevent dumping of improper
materials into the urban runoff conveyance system.

HYD/mm-1.2: The Foundation shall ensure all structural and non-
structural Best Management Practices (BMPs) are operated,
monitored, and maintained for the life of the project pursuant to the
following:

. All structural BMPs shall be inspected, cleaned-out, and
where necessary, repaired, at the following minimum
frequencies: 1) prior to October 15th each year; 2) during
each month between October 15th and April 15th of each
year and, 3) at least twice during the dry season (between
April 16th and October 14th of each year).

. Debris and other water pollutants removed from structural
BMPs during cleanout shall be contained and disposed of
in a proper manner.
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e  The drainage system, the associated structures, and
BMPs shall be maintained according to manufacturer’s
specification to ensure maximum pollutant removal
efficiencies.

HYD Impact 2: The project would not substantially
decrease groundwater supplies or interfere with
groundwater recharge. Construction and operational
impacts would be less than significant.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold X. b)

Less than
significant

No mitigation is required.

N/A

HYD Impact 3: The project would not substantially alter the
existing drainage pattern of the site or increase surface
water runoff in a manner that would result in substantial
erosion or siltation, flooding, or an exceedance of
stormwater drainage systems. Construction and operational
impacts would be less than significant.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold X. c)

Less than
significant

No mitigation is required.

N/A

HYD Impact 4: The project site is not in a flood hazard
zone or tsunami zone and the risk of seiche is low.
Therefore, there would be no risk of release of pollutants
due to project inundation by these hazards. No construction
or operational impacts would occur.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold X. d)

No impact

No mitigation is required.

N/A

HYD Impact 5: The project would not conflict with or
obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or
sustainable groundwater management plan. Construction
and operational impacts would be less than significant.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold X. e)

Less than
significant

No mitigation is required.

N/A

HYD Impact 6 (Cumulative): Prior to consideration of the
proposed mitigation measures, operation of the project
could have the potential to contribute to the degradation of
surface or groundwater quality. If unaddressed, potential
contributions to cumulative impacts associated with
degradation of surface or groundwater quality could be
significant.

Significant

Implement Mitigation Measures HYD/mm-1.1 and HYD/mm-1.2.

Less than significant

Land Use and Planning

LUP Impact 1: The project would not include features that
would physically divide an established community during
construction and operation. No impact would occur.

No impact

No mitigation is required.

N/A
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(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold XI. a)

LUP Impact 2: Implementation of the project would result in  Significant
the alteration of designated historical resources and would

be potentially inconsistent with the objectives, goals, and

policies of the County’s General Plan Conservation and

Natural Resources Element, the City’s General Plan

Conservation Element, and the Wilshire Community Plan as

they pertain to the protection of designated historical

resources. Impacts would be significant.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold XI. b)

Implement Mitigation Measures CR-HIST/mm-1.1 through CR-
HIST/mm-1.5.

Significant and
unavoidable

LUP Impact 3 (Cumulative): The project would contribute  Significant
incrementally toward cumulative effects on historical

resources associated with the project and related land use

policies protecting these resources (i.e., County of Los

Angeles General Plan, the City of Los Angeles General

Plan, and the Wilshire Community Plan). The potential

inconsistencies are identified in Table 5.10-8. The project

would contribute significantly to cumulative impacts to

historic resources, which would be considered a significant

impact.

Implement Mitigation Measures CR-HIST/mm-1.1 through CR-
HIST/mm-1.5.

Significant and
unavoidable

Noise and Vibration

NOI Impact 1: During project construction, the project could Significant
generate a substantial increase (5 dBA Leq) in ambient

noise levels in the vicinity of the project, which could affect
noise-sensitive land uses. As a result, the project could

result in generation of a substantial temporary increase in

ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess

of established standards. Therefore, noise impacts resulting

from project construction could be significant.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold XIII. a)

NOI/mm-1.1: The following measures shall be implemented to
reduce construction-related noise impacts:

a. Operation of equipment used in construction, alteration,
drilling, or demolition work shall be prohibited between the
hours of 7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., Monday through Friday;
before 8:00 a.m. or after 6:00 p.m. on Saturday; and any
time on Sundays or legal holidays.

b. A temporary and impermeable 12-foot-high temporary
barrier designed to provide a 10 dBA noise reduction,
shall be erected along the eastern and northern sides of
the project site boundary. This barrier shall be constructed
in one of the following ways:

e from acoustical blankets hung over or from a
supporting frame, or

e from commercially available acoustical panels lined
with sound-absorbing material, or

. from common construction materials such as
plywood, provided that the barrier is designed with

Less than significant
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overlapping material at the seams to ensure that no
gaps exist between the panels.

c. Noise levels from powered equipment or powered hand
tools at a distance of 50 feet from the noise source or
within 500 feet of a residential zone will be limited to
75 dBA, such limits shall not apply where compliance is
technically infeasible. Technical infeasibility means that
the noise limit cannot be achieved despite the use of
mufflers, shields, sound barriers, and/or other noise
reduction devices or techniques during operation of the
equipment.

d.  All construction equipment shall be properly maintained
per manufacturers’ specifications and fitted with the best
available noise-suppression devices.

e. Pneumatic tools used at the site shall be equipped with an
exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust to
minimize noise levels.

f.  Stationary noise sources shall be located as far from
adjacent sensitive receptors as possible and shall be
muffled and enclosed within temporary sheds or insulated
barriers when possible.

g. Prior to commencement of construction, a designated
project contact person will directly notify the management
of any surrounding residential properties located within
100 feet of the project site about the construction
schedule and activities and provide a contact number to
address any noise-related complaints during construction.

h. A designated point of contact shall be identified to address
noise-related complaints during construction. The noise
disturbance coordinator will be responsible for responding
to any local complaints about construction noise.

NOI Impact 2: During project operation, the project would Less than No mitigation is required. N/A
not generate a substantial increase in ambient noise in significant

excess of applicable standards or thresholds; noise impacts

during project operation would be less than significant.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold XIII. a)

NOI Impact 3: The project would not generate excessive Less than No mitigation is required. N/A
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels either significant

during project construction or operation; impacts related to

groundborne vibration and noise levels would be less than

significant.
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(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold XIII. b)

NOI Impact 4: Because the project is not located in the
vicinity of an airstrip or airport, the project would not expose
people residing or working in the project site to excessive
noise levels related to aircraft during either project
construction or operation. No impact would occur.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold XIII. c)

No impact

No mitigation is required.

N/A

NOI Impact 5 (Cumulative): The project would not
contribute considerably to cumulative noise and/or vibration
impacts.

Less than
significant

No mitigation is required.

N/A

Recreation

REC Impact 1: The project would not result in substantial
physical deterioration of existing parks and recreation
facilities during either project construction or operation.
Impacts would be less than significant.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold XVI. a)

Less than
significant

No mitigation is required.

N/A

REC Impact 2: Construction of the project would include
enhancements and modifications to existing recreational
facilities within the 13-acre project site. These activities
could have an adverse physical effect on the environment.
Construction impacts could be significant.

Operation of the project would not require the construction
or expansion of recreational facilities which might have an
adverse physical effect on the environment. Operational
impacts would be less than significant.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold XVI. b)

Significant

Implement construction-related Mitigation Measures AES/mm-4.1;
AQ/mm 3.1; BIO/mm-1.1, BIO/mm-2.1, BIO/mm-3.1, BIO/mm-5.1
and 5.2, BIO/mm-6.1; CR-ARCH/mm-1.1 through 1.4; GEO/
mm-3.1 and 3.2, GEO/mm-4.1, GEO/mm-6.1 through 6.5; GHG/
mm-1.1; HAZ/mm-1.1 and 1.2, HAZ/mm-2.1 and 2.2; NOI/mm-1.1;
TRA/mm-4.1 through 4.3; and TCR/mm-1.1 through 1.4.

Less than significant

REC Impact 3 (Cumulative): Prior to the application of
proposed project mitigation measures, the project could
contribute to cumulative impacts associated with adverse
physical effects on the environment. Cumulative
construction impacts could be significant. Operation of the
project would not contribute to cumulative impacts.

Significant

Implement construction-related Mitigation Measures AES/mm-4.1;
AQ/mm 3.1; BIO/mm-1.1, BIO/mm-2.1, BIO/mm-3.1, BIO/mm-5.1
and 5.2, BIO/mm-6.1; CR-ARCH/mm-1.1 through 1.4; GEO/
mm-3.1 and 3.2, GEO/mm-4.1, GEO/mm-6.1 through 6.5; GHG/
mm-1.1; HAZ/mm-1.1 through 1.3, HAZ/mm-2.1; NOl/mm-1.1;
TRA/mm-4.1 through 4.3; and TCR/mm-1.1 through 1.4.

Less than significant
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Transportation

TRA Impact 1: The project could result in a significant
impact related to consistency with transportation plans,
programs, ordinances, or policies.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold XVII a)

Significant

TRA/mm-1.1: In consultation with the LADOT, the Los Angeles
County Museum of Natural History Foundation (Foundation) shall
prepare and implement a Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) Program to reduce museum employee and visitor vehicle
trips and increase alternative modes such as walking, bicycling,
public transit, and rideshare.

The Foundation shall designate an existing member of staff as the
on-site TDM Coordinator. This coordinator shall be responsible for
monitoring and tracking employee and visitor mode share and
annual reporting to LADOT.

Employee Strategies:

Information shall be distributed to employees and displayed on a
bulletin board, display case, or kiosk (displaying transportation
information) where the greatest number of employees are likely to
see it. The following measures may be applied to reduce employee
vehicle trips and VMT:

. Provide a transportation information bulletin board on-site
with public transit information, contact information for
rideshare and transit, ridesharing promotional material,
bike route and facility information, and listing of on-site
services or facilities.

. Provide facilities on-site to support bicycling to work, such
as secure bike parking, showers, and lockers.

. Encourage and support participation in Metro vanpool,
including subsidies for participation.

. Implement paid parking for employees.
e  Subsidize transit passes.

e  Offer flexible work schedules and telecommuting, when
feasible.

Visitor Strategies:

Transportation information for visitors shall be displayed on La Brea
Tar Pits’ website and distributed with physical marketing materials.
The following measures may be applied to reduce visitor vehicle
trips and VMT:

. Advertise and offer discounted museum tickets for visitors
who use public transit or a bicycle to visit the project.

Less than significant
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. Provide and maintain secure on-site bicycle parking for
visitors and monitor usage to determine if additional
bicycle racks are needed.
o  Provide wayfinding signage directing bicyclists from
the visitor entrances to where on-site bicycle parking
is located.
o  Ensure bicycle parking is well lit and monitored by
staff.
. Continue to have paid parking for visitors.
. Coordinate with Metro to improve transit access and user
comfort and encourage visitors to take local bus service or
the future Purple Line extension to La Brea Tar Pits,
through the following measures:
o Improve pedestrian wayfinding between the planned
Purple Line station, local bus stops, and La Brea Tar
Pits.
o Implement bus stop improvements such as shelters
along Wilshire Boulevard bus stops that would be
used by La Brea Tar Pits visitors.
o  Coordinate with Metro and the City of Los Angeles to
ensure that safe and comfortable pedestrian facilities
(such as ADA curb ramps and continental
crosswalks) are available between local bus stops
and the project entrances, including at the Curson
Avenue/ Wilshire Boulevard intersection.
e  Coordinate with the City of Los Angeles to implement
planned bikeways in the vicinity of the project site and
contribute to the implementation of the bikeways. This
includes planned bikeways along Wilshire Boulevard and
West 6th Street.
TRA Impact 2: The project would result in a net increase in ~ Significant Implement Mitigation Measure TRA/mm-1.1. Significant and
VMT and would result in a substantial increase in vehicle unavoidable

miles traveled. Impacts would be considered significant.
(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold XVII b)

TRA Impact 3: Once developed, the project would not Less than No mitigation is required. N/A
substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design significant
feature; impacts would be less than significant.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold XVII c)
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TRA Impact 4: The project could result in inadequate Significant
emergency access during construction and operation.
Project impacts would be potentially significant.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold XVII d)

TRA/mm-4.1: A construction traffic management plan (CTMP) shall
be developed by the contractor, approved by the County and the
City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT), and
implemented to alleviate construction period impacts. The CTMP will
include, but may not be limited to, the following restrictions:

. Prohibition of construction worker parking on nearby
residential streets.

. Prohibition of construction-related vehicles parking or
staging on surrounding public streets.

. Temporary pedestrian and vehicular traffic controls
(i.e., flag persons) during all construction activities
adjacent to public rights-of-way to improve traffic flow on
public roadways.

e  Safety precautions for pedestrians and bicyclists through
such measures as alternate routing and protection
barriers shall be implemented as appropriate.

. Scheduling of construction-related deliveries, haul trips,
etc., shall occur outside the commuter peak hours to the
extent feasible.

TRA/mm-4.2: Consultation shall occur with the City of Los Angeles
Fire Department (LAFD) to analyze the project’'s emergency access
design, including a review of the proposed vehicle access points.
Construction activities and their impact on emergency access shall
also be reviewed to ensure that the final design provides adequate
access to the project site and neighboring businesses and
residences.

TRA/mm-4.3: To improve emergency access safety and circulation,
coordination shall occur with LADOT to explore the feasibility of
implementing one or more of the following improvements:

e  Signal timing at the built-out intersection of Curson
Avenue/Wilshire Boulevard shall be regularly updated to
optimize traffic signal timing. In addition, the weekday a.m.
and p.m. peak period bus-only lanes on Wilshire
Boulevard shall be extended to the weekday midday and
weekend midday peak hours to improve bus operations
through that intersection.

e  Signal timing at the Curson Avenue/West 6th Street
intersection shall be regularly updated to optimize splits.
In addition, improve existing lane striping to extend the
northbound left-turn lane at the intersection, and/or add an
inbound left-turn lane at the project’s Curson Avenue
driveway.

Less than significant
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Incorporate safety features to accommodate passenger
pick-up and drop-off along West 6th Street when planned
separated bike lanes are implemented.

Monitor driveway operations at Curson Avenue.

The County of Los Angeles does not have the authority to
impose these measures because they are within the
discretionally authority of the City of Los Angeles. Thus,
while they are recommended, the County of Los Angeles
is not required to implement them. However, the
requirement to coordinate with the City and facilitate
possible implementation of the above measures shall be
required.

TRA Impact 5 (Cumulative): The project would result in a
significant contribution to cumulative transportation impacts
by resulting in a net increase in VMT.

Significant

Implement Mitigation Measure TRA/mm-1.1.

Significant and
unavoidable

Tribal Cultural Resources

TCR Impact 1: During project construction, the project
could cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a tribal cultural resource as defined in PRC
Sections 5020.1(k) and 5024.1. Construction impacts could
be significant.

Significant

Project operation would not cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource as
defined in PRC Sections 5020.1(k) and 5024.1.

No operational impacts would occur.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold XVIII. a, i. and ii)

TCR/mm-

a.

1.1: Retain Tribal Consultants.

Prior to any ground-disturbing activities on the project site
associated with the proposed project, the Gabrieleno
Band of Mission Indians — Kizh Nation, Gabrieleno/
Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians, and
Gabirielino Tongva Indians of California shall be retained
as Tribal Consultants. Each of the Tribal Consultants shall
provide the services of a representative, known as a Tribal
Monitor. The Tribal Monitor(s) shall be present on-site and
carry out actions described in the Archaeological and
Tribal Cultural Resources Management Plan (AR-TCR
Management Plan) and any actions required to comply
with mitigation measures for tribal cultural resources.
These actions shall include but not be limited to
monitoring ground-disturbing activities. Ground disturbing
activities are defined as excavating, digging, trenching,
plowing, drilling, tunneling, quarrying, grading, leveling,
removing trees, clearing, driving posts or pilings, augering,
backfilling, blasting, stripping topsoil or a similar activity at
the project site. The frequency of the monitoring services
shall be provided on a rotational basis as outlined in
TCR/mm-1.3.

Less than significant
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b. Atleast 21 days before any ground disturbing activities
commence, each of the Tribal Consultants shall submit a
letter of retention to the Museum of Natural History
confirming that the that they have been retained
consistent with the terms of the TCR/mm-1.1.

TCR/mm-1.2: Prior to any ground-disturbing activities on the project
site associated with the proposed project, the Tribal Consultants or
Tribal Monitors shall provide a worker training to on-site project
personnel responsible for supervising ground-disturbing activities
(i.e., foreman or supervisor) and machine operators. The initial
training shall be conducted prior to the start of ground-disturbing
activities in the project site. The worker training shall include but not
be limited to any topics related to protocols related to tribal cultural
resources, regulatory compliance requirements, monitoring
procedures and stop-work restrictions, and any other applicable
mitigation measures that must be adhered to during ground-
disturbing activities for the protection of tribal cultural resources.

As an element of the worker training, the Tribal Consultants or Tribal
Monitors shall advise the construction crews on proper procedures
to follow if an unanticipated tribal cultural resource is discovered
during construction whether a Tribal Monitor is present or not.

The Tribal Consultants or Tribal Monitors shall also provide the
construction workers with contact information for the Tribal
Consultants and Tribal Monitors. Once the ground disturbances
have commenced, the need for additional or supplemental worker
training shall be determined through consultation with the Tribal
Consultants, and project proponent or their designated project
supervisor. Within 5 days of completing a worker training, a list of
those in attendance shall be provided to the Museum of Natural
History by the Tribal Consultants, the Qualified Archaeologist, or a
designee of either parties.

TCR/mm-1.3: Monitoring for Tribal Cultural Resources.

a. Prior to any ground-disturbing activities associated with
the project, a minimum of one Tribal Monitor shall be
present during ground-disturbing activities as stipulated in
the AR-TCR Management Plan. The AR-TCR
Management Plan shall establish a monitoring schedule in
a manner that provides opportunities for each of the three
Tribal Consultants to participate in monitoring throughout
the project’s duration and within specific project phases
that involve ground-disturbing activities. The monitoring
schedule shall be determined at the sole discretion of the
Museum of Natural History. The Museum of Natural
History or their designee shall notify each Tribal
Consultant in advance of its assigned monitoring period to
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allow for adequate preparation and planning.

The Qualified Archaeologist shall be responsible for
coordinating and communicating with the Tribal
Consultants to address the need for consistency in
reporting of the results during the rotational monitoring
process. If one Tribal Monitor is unable to attend on a
given day, but another Tribal Monitor is present, ground
disturbing work shall commence. The need for additional
monitors exceeding the two respective Tribal Monitors
shall be assessed if the areas subject to monitoring
exceeds what can be reasonably covered. The Tribal
Monitors shall work under the direction of their respective
Tribal Consultant. The Tribal Monitors shall complete daily
monitoring logs that provide descriptions of the relevant
ground-disturbing activities (the type of construction
activities performed and location of ground-disturbing
activities), sediment types, presence or absence of tribal
cultural resources or potential tribal cultural resources,
and any other facts, conditions, materials, or discoveries
of significance to the Tribal Consultants. Monitor logs shall
identify and describe any discovered tribal cultural
resources or potential tribal cultural resources as defined
in Public Resources Code Section 21074(a), which
includes but is not limited to Native American artifacts,
remains, places of significance, as well as any discovered
Native American (ancestral) human remains and burial
goods. Copies of monitor logs shall be provided to the
project lead agency and the Qualified Archaeologist for
purposes of summarizing in the monitoring report.

The Tribal Monitors shall have the authority to temporarily
halt or redirect construction activities if a tribal cultural
resource or potential tribal cultural resource is exposed
during construction. If a tribal cultural resource or potential
tribal cultural resource is identified, work in the immediate
vicinity (not less than 50 feet) of the find shall stop unless
another distance is determined by both the Tribal and
Archaeological Monitors, which shall consider the nature
of the find and the potential for additional portions of the
resource to remain buried in the unexcavated areas of the
project site. Construction activities may continue in other
areas in coordination with the qualified archaeologist and
tribal consultant.

If a potential component of the existing tribal cultural
resource (LAN-159/H) is identified, it shall be assessed by
the Tribal Consultants as a tribal cultural resource in terms
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of its cultural value, based on tribal expertise, and
supported by substantial evidence. If the discovery is
archaeological in nature, then the assessment shall also
incorporate the Qualified Archaeologist’s evaluation as a
potential contributor to the significance of LAN-159/H
based on the California Register of Historical Resources
criteria or as a unique archaeological resource, as specific
in the AR-TCR Management Plan and in substantial
conformance with the Archaeological and Tribal Cultural
Resources Assessment. Any identified tribal cultural
resources shall be assessed by both Tribal Consultants
and the materials shall be cataloged and stored at the
Page Museum for the period in which the ground-
disturbing activities are occurring. Further analysis and the
disposition of any collected materials shall be determined
through consultation with the Tribal Consultant, the
County, and informed by the evaluation of the materials as
elements that contribute to the significance of the
archaeological resource. Any consultation required shall
occur on an as-needed basis during the ground-disturbing
activities and continue after tribal monitoring has
concluded as part of the reporting process described in
Part F of TCR/mm-1.4 and CR-ARCH/mm-1.4.

If initial monitoring identifies no further sensitivity

(i.e., sediments incapable of containing tribal cultural
resources) below a certain depth or within a certain
portion of the project site, a corresponding reduction of
monitoring coverage would be appropriate. The reasoning
for and scale of the recommended reduction shall be
assessed by the Tribal Consultant in consultation with the
Qualified Archaeologist and communicated to the
Museum of Natural History in writing prior to reduction.
Monitoring for tribal cultural resources shall be required
until there is written confirmation from the County or a
supervisor responsible for overseeing the ground-
disturbing activities that there shall be no further ground-
disturbing activities on the project site or in connection
with the project site, either for the duration of the project.

Within one month of concluding the tribal cultural
resources monitoring, the Tribal Consultants shall prepare
a memo stating that the monitoring requirements have
been fulfilled consistent with the terms of TCR/mm-1.3
and summarize the results of any finds and actions taken
by the tribal monitor to implement the final measures
related to tribal cultural resources. The memo shall be
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submitted to the Museum of Natural History and the
Qualified Archaeologist to be attached to a final
archaeological and tribal monitoring report prepared by
the Qualified Archaeologist consistent with CR-
ARCH/mm-1.4.

TCR/mm-1.4: If human remains are encountered during
construction all ground-disturbing work shall be immediately diverted
from the discovery as directed by the Tribal Consultant and Qualified
Archaeologist and based on consideration of the possibility that
additional or multiple Native American human remains may be
located in the project site, and after having considered whether the
bones are human or faunal. Upon discovery of human remains,
whether the archaeological or tribal monitor is present, the Los
Angeles County Coroner’s Office shall be notified, as prescribed in
PRC Section 5097.98 and Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5.
If the Coroner determines that the remains are of Native American
origin, the Coroner shall proceed as directed in Section 15064.5(e)
of the State CEQA Guidelines, and as specified in the TCRMMP,
which require the coroner to notify the NAHC who will appoint a
Most Likely Descendent (MLD). Funerary objects, called associated
grave goods in PRC 5097.98, are also to be treated accordingly.
While the coroner determines whether the remains are Native
American and the MLD is designated and notified, the discovery is
to remain confidential and secure to prevent any further disturbance.

TCR Impact 2 (Cumulative): Prior to the consideration of  Significant
proposed mitigation measures, construction of the project

could result in significant contributions to cumulative

impacts related to the disturbance and destruction of tribal

cultural resources.

Implement Mitigation Measures TCR/mm-1.1 through TCR/mm-1.4.
These measures put forward a process that ensures any new tribal
cultural resources or new components of an existing tribal cultural
resource will be identified, inventoried, evaluated for significance in
terms of its value to a California Native American tribe, and treated
appropriately if found to be a contributing element.

Less than significant

Utilities and Service Systems

UTL Impact 1: During project construction, the project
could require the construction of new or expanded sewer
lines from the project site to an identified point of connection
within existing sewer system facilities. LASAN will not be
able to give a definitive confirmation of adequate sewer
system capacity for the project without further detailed
gauging and evaluation associated with more detailed
architectural plans, which would be provided during the
project’s permitting phase. At this juncture, it is not known if
new or upgraded sewer lines would be required and
conclusion of this analysis would be speculative. Impacts
related to construction of new or expanded utility

Significant

UTL/mm-1.1: To confirm the sewer system serving the project site
can accommodate the total wastewater flows generated by the
project, the Los Angeles County Museum of Natural History
Foundation (Foundation) shall coordinate with Los Angeles
Sanitation and Environment (LASAN) during project permitting and
prior to construction for confirmation of sewer system capacity.
LASAN shall make this determination by conducting detailed
gauging and further evaluation to identify a specific sewer
connection point and/or to determine if upgrading or additional
sewer lines are necessary to accommodate the project.

Less than significant
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Impacts Before

Impacts Following

Impacts Mitigation Mitigation Measures Mitigation
infrastructure could be significant. Operational impacts Implement Mitigation Measures AES/mm-4.1; AQ/mm-3.1; BIO/mm-
would be less than significant. 1.1, BIO/mm-2.1, BIO/mm-3.1, BIO/mm-5.1 and 5.2, BIO/mm-6.1;

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold XIX. a) CR-ARCH/mm-1.1 through 1.4; GEO/mm-3.1 and 3.2, GEO/mm-
4.1, GEO/mm-6.1 through 6.5; GHG/mm-1.1; HAZ/mm-1.1 and 1.2,
HAZ/mm-2.1 and 2.2; NOI/mm-1.1; TRA/mm-1.1, TRA/mm-4.1
through 4.3; and TCR/mm-1.1 through 1.4.
UTL Impact 2: LADWP would have sufficient water supply  Less than No mitigation is required. N/A
to serve the water demand generated by the project and the significant
existing service area during normal, single dry year, and
multiple dry years conditions during both construction and
operation of the project. Impacts related to water supply and
demand would be less than significant.
(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold XIX. b)
UTL Impact 3: It has been determined that the wastewater Less than No mitigation is required. N/A
treatment provider serving the project (LASAN) would have  significant
adequate capacity to serve the wastewater flows generated
by the project. Impacts would be less than significant.
(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold XIX. c)
UTL Impact 4: The project would not generate solid waste  Less than No mitigation is required. N/A
in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure or otherwise significant
impair state or local solid waste reduction goals during
construction and operation of the project. Impacts would be
less than significant.
(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold XIX. d)
UTL Impact 5: The project would comply with federal, state, Less than No mitigation is required. N/A
and local solid waste reduction goals during construction significant
and operation. Impacts would be less than significant.
(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold XIX. e)
UTL Impact 6 (Cumulative): The project could result in Significant Implement Mitigation Measures AES/mm-4.1; AQ/mm-3.1; BIO/mm- Less than significant

contributions to cumulatively considerable impacts related
to off-site upgrades to LASAN'’s sewage collection system.
At this juncture, it is not known whether new or upgraded
sewer lines would be required and the conclusion of this
analysis would be speculative. However, it is reasonable to
assume that some potential for environmental impacts
would occur with an infrastructure upgrade that may be
required to collect sewage from the La Brea Master Plan
project in combination with other development projects that
are developed within LASAN'’s service area.

1.1, BIO/mm-2.1, BIO/mm-3.1, BIO/mm-5.1 and 5.2, BIO/mm-6.1;
CR-ARCH/mm-1.1 through 1.4; CR-HIST/mm-1.1 through 1.5;
GEO/mm-3.1 and 3.2, GEO/mm-4.1, GEO/mm-6.1 through 6.5;
GHG/mm-1.1; HAZ/mm-1.1 through 1.2, HAZ/mm-2.1 and 2.2;
NOI/mm-1.1; TRA/mm-1.1, TRA/mm-4.1 through 4.3; TCR/mm-1.1
through 1.4; and UTL/mm-1.1.
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2.6 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY

Section 15123(b)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires identifying areas of controversy known to the
Lead Agency, including issues raised by agencies and the public. On February 14, 2022, in accordance
with Sections 15063 and 15082 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the County published a Notice of
Preparation (NOP) for the EIR and circulated it to governmental agencies, organizations, and persons who
may be interested in the proposed project, including nearby landowners, homeowners, and tenants.

As part of releasing the NOP, the County requested comments on the scope of the EIR and asked
interested parties for their suggestions regarding ways the project could be revised to reduce or avoid any
significant environmental impacts. The NOP provided a general description of the proposed project, a
description of the project site, and a preliminary list of potential environmental effects. The 30-day
comment period extended through March 16, 2022.

Two public scoping meetings were held virtually via Zoom on March 2, 2022, at 2:30 p.m. and 5:30 p.m.
Pacific Standard Time, to solicit input from any interested parties on the scope and content of the EIR in
conformance with Section 21083.9 of the California Public Resources Code. Live language interpretation
of the presentation and scoping meeting input was provided in Spanish and Korean during the scoping
meetings.

Following the close of the 30-day comment period on the NOP, comment letters were reviewed to
identify any key issues that may require additional technical studies or background research. A summary
matrix of written comments received during the NOP comment period and the verbal comments recorded
at the two public scoping meetings is provided in Appendix A.

Areas of controversy raised by public agencies, public organizations, and individual members of the
public primarily included concerns regarding the overall design of the project as it relates to protecting the
passive recreational spaces and pedestrian pathways in and around the Lake Pit; the desire for the
inclusion of a dog park and children’s playground; the potential for project renovations to increase light
pollution in the area; changes to landscaping and the potential for tree removal and/or replacement within
the project site; and impacts of the project on traffic and circulation in and around the project site. To the
extent these issues and concerns are within the scope of CEQA, they are addressed in the evaluation and
identification of potential mitigation measures for each environmental issue area included in Chapter 5,
Environmental Impact Analysis.

2.7 ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED

Section 15123(b)(3) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires the summary section of an EIR to identify
any “issues to be resolved” by the decision-making body, including the choice among alternatives and
whether or how to mitigate any significant effects. In consideration of the project, the Foundation, under
the direction of the County, will need to weigh transportation issues, modifications to designated
historical resources, the replacement or relocation of existing trees, and the potential for additional
environmental impacts to occur as described in this EIR. Specifically, determinations will need to be
made as to whether the recommended mitigation measures for identified significant impacts should be
adopted or modified, and whether the benefits of the project outweigh the environmental impacts that
cannot be feasibly avoided or mitigated to less than significant (i.e., the project’s significant and
unavoidable impacts to historical resources, conflicts with applicable plans and policies to protect
historical resources, and increase in vehicle trips within the project area). Additionally, a determination
will need to be made as to whether any of the alternatives, instead of the project, should be approved.
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2.8 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

Section 15123(b)(3) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR summary identify the choice
among project alternatives. Alternatives to the project are discussed in detail in Chapter 6, Alternatives
Analysis, of this EIR in accordance with Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines. Alternatives
required to be considered under CEQA are those that would avoid or substantially lessen one or more of
the significant environmental effects identified during evaluation of the proposed project. CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) states that an EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives.

As evaluated throughout Chapter 5 of this EIR, the significant impacts of the project prior to
implementation of project mitigation measures would occur in the following environmental issues areas:
aesthetics; air quality; biological resources; archaeological resources; historical resources; geology and
soils; greenhouse gas emissions; hazards and hazardous materials; hydrology and water quality; land use
and planning; noise and vibration; recreation; transportation; tribal cultural resources; and utilities and
service systems.

Chapter 6 of this EIR identifies, describes, and evaluates the following four alternatives:

e No Project/No Build Alternative. Section 15126.6(¢e) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires
analysis of the No Project/No Build Alternative. In the No Project/No Build Alternative,
implementation of the project would not occur and the existing project site and its physical
conditions would generally remain as they are in their current state. This includes the majority of
Hancock Park and the structures within the project boundary, including the Page Museum;
therefore, these features would resemble existing conditions. Site elements, including the surface
parking lot, maintenance areas, amphitheater, landscaping, and pathways, would all remain. Site
access for visitors, loading, maintenance vehicles, and the fire department would remain in its
current configuration.

e Alternative 1: Renovate Page Museum Only. In Alternative 1, the exterior conditions of the
La Brea Tar Pits Historic District and the Page Museum would be retained as-is under existing
conditions, while addressing some of the museum’s deficiencies by way of an interior renovation
only. The renovation work within the Page Museum would upgrade its existing facilities and
systems while maintaining its current program, spatial organization, and room sizes. This
alternative was considered as the renovation would retain or replace in kind the historic,
character-defining features related to the museum’s interior such as the central open-air atrium
and the fishbowl-like lab space. This alternative would emphasize remedial work on the building
structure and existing exhibits and would be performed from the museum interior as much as
possible. This alternative scenario would, however, require further study to determine the
feasibility of the renovation to also meet modern seismic standards since modifications to the
building’s exterior would be avoided under this alternative. In those instances, the identified areas
would be repaired or replaced in kind and designed to resemble their current physical appearance
to avoid impacting the historic, character-defining features of the museum’s exterior.

The remainder of the project site would also resemble existing conditions, and site access for
visitors, loading, maintenance vehicles, and the fire department would remain in the current
configuration in this alternative. Other museum-related facilities, as well as associated passive
recreational areas and pathways around and within the project site, would remain as-is under
current conditions.

e Alternative 2: Maintain Central Atrium Pleistocene Garden. Alternative 2 would include
renovating the existing Page Museum to maintain the central atrium with the Pleistocene Garden
in place while also providing the same expanded museum facilities and programming as proposed
by the project. To maintain the central atrium footprint while providing the proposed laboratory,
classroom, and multi-purpose educational spaces, Alternative 2 would include expanding the new
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museum space to the north and west of the existing Page Museum, increasing the size of the new
museum building by approximately 15,000 square feet above what is proposed by the project.

In addition, the character of the open-air roof would remain intact. This alternative would slightly
reconfigure the surface parking lot, like the project, extending it west of the new museum
building footprint. This alternative would adjust the project’s triple-loop pedestrian path adjacent
to the proposed new museum building to accommodate the larger building footprint.

The landscaping improvements and overall landscape design of the project site in Alternative 2
would be similar to the project, except for the reconfigured northern portion of the project site,
the reduced open space area, as well as the adjustment to the pedestrian path.

e Alternative 3: Adjust Footprint to Reduce Contact with Page Museum and Expand Central
Green. Alternative 3would include the renovation of the Page Museum within the existing
building footprint, similar to the project, but would incorporate a series of design refinements to
reduce impacts on certain primary, character-defining features of the Page Museum, including
refining the materiality and size of the expansion atrium pop-up to better compliment the frieze,
preserving a larger portion of the existing berm on the west side of the Page Museum, and
detailing the second-floor glass enclosure underneath the Page Museum frieze to be as transparent
as possible. This alternative would also include constructing a new museum building of
approximately 40,000 square feet, similar to the project, but would adjust the building footprint to
the north and west of the project’s proposed footprint. This adjustment would allow for more
separation of the new museum from the existing Page Museum by narrowing the transition area
connection between the two buildings. Adjusting the footprint of the new museum to the north
would also allow for approximately 4,000 square feet of open space to be added to the Central
Green. In this alternative, the on-site surface parking would be reconfigured to complement the
adjusted building footprint, extending west of the new museum building as with the project, but
this alternative would maintain the number of parking spaces that currently exist on-site and
would not add additional parking spaces.

Table 2-3 provides a comparison of impacts among the project alternatives.

Table 2-3. Comparison of Impacts Among Alternatives

Alternative 2:

Alternative 3:
Adjust Footprint to

No Project/ Alternative 1: Maintain Central Reduce Contact with
No Build Renovate Page Atrium Pleistocene Page Museum and
Issue Area Alternative Museum Only Garden Expand Central Green
Aesthetics Decreased Decreased Similar Similar
Air Quality Decreased Decreased Similar Similar
Biological Resources Decreased Decreased Similar Similar
Cultural Resources — Decreased Decreased Similar Similar

Archaeological Resources

Cultural Resources — Historical
Resources

Decreased; would
avoid the project’s
significant and
unavoidable impact

Decreased; would
avoid the project’s
significant and
unavoidable impact

Similar; impacts would
continue to be
significant and
unavoidable®

Decreased; impacts
would continue to be
significant and
unavoidable®

Geology and Soils Decreased Decreased Similar Similar
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Similar Similar Similar Similar
Hazards and Hazardous Materials Decreased Similar Similar Similar
Hydrology and Water Quality Decreased Similar Similar Similar
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Alternative 3:
Alternative 2: Adjust Footprint to
No Project/ Alternative 1: Maintain Central Reduce Contact with
No Build Renovate Page Atrium Pleistocene Page Museum and
Issue Area Alternative Museum Only Garden Expand Central Green

Land Use and Planning

Decreased; would
avoid the project’s
significant and

Decreased; would
avoid the project’s
significant and

Similar; impacts would
continue to be
significant and

Decreased; impacts
would continue to be
significant and

unavoidable impact  unavoidable impact  unavoidable unavoidable.
Noise and Vibration Decreased Decreased Similar Similar
Recreation Similar Similar Similar Similar
Transportation Decreased; would Decreased; would Similar; impacts would Similar; impacts would

avoid the project’s
significant and

avoid the project’s
significant and

continue to be
significant and

continue to be
significant and

unavoidable impact  unavoidable impact  unavoidable unavoidable
Tribal Cultural Resources Decreased Decreased Similar Similar
Utilities and Service Systems Decreased Decreased Similar Similar
Meets Project Objectives? Partially Partially Partially Yes

Notes:

* The benefits of avoiding the impacts to the Page Museum’s character-defining features do not outweigh the additional impacts to the character-
defining features of the La Brea Tar Pits Historic District and would not avoid the project’s significant and unavoidable impacts related to alterations of
historical resources.

fimpacts to certain character-defining features are lessened to both the Page Museum and the La Brea Tar Pits Historic District, thereby reducing the
overall severity of the impacts to historical resources; however, it would not avoid the project’s significant and unavoidable impacts.

As detailed in Chapter 6 and based strictly on an analysis of the relative environmental impacts,
Alternative 1, Renovate the Page Museum Only, would be the Environmentally Superior Alternative
because it would be the built alternative that minimizes the project’s adverse impacts on the environment.
The Foundation and the Museum of Natural History, as a departmental unit of the County, will consider
the whole of the record when considering the project including, but not limited to, public comment and
testimony related to the size and design of the residence. The Foundation and the Museum of Natural
History may select the project as proposed, an alternative, or a specified combination of particular
elements identified in the alternatives, as the approved project.

Alternative 1 would avoid the project’s significant and unavoidable impact to historical resources as it
would result in renovations to the interior of the Page Museum only, while retaining the character-
defining features of both the Page Museum and the La Brea Tar Pits Historic District that qualify them as
historical resources. Because Alternative 1 would avoid impacts to historical resources, it would also
avoid the project’s inconsistencies with applicable land use plans and policies. In addition, Alternative 1
would also avoid the project’s significant and unavoidable impact related to transportation as it would not
result in the project’s substantial increase in regional vehicle miles traveled (VMT). Alternative 1 would
also result in decreased impacts to a majority of the other environmental issues areas listed in Table 2-3 as
no grading or other earthwork activities would be necessary, and no other structures would be constructed
as a result of this alternative. Further, upon completing this alternative, there would be no changes to the
existing land use types or operational characteristics of the project site. Alternative 1 would meet one of
the project objectives related to preserving and protecting the National Natural Landmark—La Brea Tar
Pits. Alternative 1 would partially meet two other project objectives related to addressing the deferred
maintenance and meeting modern building code standards of Page Museum as well as partially meeting
the project objective related to providing state-of-the-art exhibition facilities and learning environments
within the museum. While it would not meet most of the project objectives, Alternative 1 is the
alternative scenario that reduces the most environmental impacts when compared to the project.
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For comparison, Alternative 2, Maintain Central Atrium Pleistocene Garden, would preserve most of the
character-defining features of the Page Museum, but it would result in the loss of a greater amount of
open space in the La Brea Tar Pits Historic District due to the increased footprint of the project. As such,
the benefits of avoiding the impacts to the Page Museum’s character-defining features do not outweigh
the additional impacts to character-defining features to the La Brea Tar Pits Historic District and this
alternative would not avoid the project’s significant and unavoidable impacts related to alterations of
historical resources. Since Alternative 2 would not avoid the project’s significant and unavoidable
impacts to historical resources, it would also result in the project’s inconsistencies with applicable land
use plans and policies. In addition, Alternative 2 would not avoid the project’s substantial increase in
regional VMT and would still result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to this issue.
Alternative 2 would also result in similar impacts as the project to the other environmental issues areas
listed in Table 2-3 as this alternative would result in similar types of construction activities and
operational uses as proposed by the project. Alternative 2 would meet seven project objectives and
partially meet the remaining two objectives due to the loss of open space as a result of the expanded
museum footprint.

Alternative 3, Adjust Footprint to Reduce Contact with Page Museum and Expand Central Green, would
result in similar environmental impacts as the project for each issue area analyzed in this EIR, as shown in
Table 2-3, except for historical resources and land use and planning. While Alternative 3 would lessen
certain impacts to character-defining features to both the Page Museum and the La Brea Tar Pits Historic
District thereby reducing the overall severity of the impacts to historical resources, it would not avoid the
project’s significant and unavoidable impacts. Similarly, the design refinements in this alternative would
help to further support the land uses plans and policies applicable to the project as they relate to the
protection and alternation of historical resources, but not in such a way to avoid the project’s related
significant and unavoidable impacts. This alternative would also result in the project’s significant and
unavoidable impacts related to increased regional VMT. However, Alternative 3 is the alternative that
meets all project objectives by providing an adjusted museum footprint and incorporating a series of
design refinements that would support the basic objectives of the project.
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CHAPTER 3. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This chapter provides a description of the proposed La Brea Tar Pits Master Plan (project), including the
project location and setting, the project objectives, and a description of project characteristics and design
features. This chapter also includes a description of intended uses of this EIR, including required agency
actions and coordination requirements.

La Brea Tar Pits is an active paleontological research site located within Hancock Park in the city of Los
Angeles (Figure 3-1 and Figure 3-2). La Brea Tar Pits, the George C. Page Museum (Page Museum), and
associated facilities, are owned by the County of Los Angeles (County) but are managed by the non-profit
Los Angeles County Museum of Natural History Foundation (Foundation). The Foundation’s role is to
carry out all County services including public access and programming, administration, and operation for
the County of Los Angeles Museum of Natural History (Museum of Natural History),' including La Brea
Tar Pits and the Page Museum. The County is the Lead Agency under CEQA for this EIR; the Museum
of Natural History is a County departmental unit.

The Foundation proposes a redevelopment, or “reimagining,” of the 13-acre La Brea Tar Pits site,
including the Page Museum and portions of the surrounding Hancock Park. The proposed project is the
La Brea Tar Pits Loops and Lenses, Master Plan and Concept Design, prepared for the Foundation and
the County and referred to as the La Brea Tar Pits Master Plan (Master Plan, Weiss/Manfredi 2023).
The project includes a reimagined site design, expansion, and upgrades for the Tar Pits complex,
including renovations to the Page Museum. The Master Plan is included as Appendix B.

The project site is located at 5801 Wilshire Boulevard in Los Angeles. The project site is adjacent to the
Los Angeles County Museum of Art (LACMA).

3.1 PROJECT LOCATION

The 13-acre La Brea Tar Pits site is located within the eastern and northwestern portions of the 23-acre
Hancock Park (Assessor’s Parcel Number [APN] 5508-016-902) at 5801 Wilshire Boulevard. The project
site includes 13 acres of the eastern and northwestern portions of Hancock Park and is directly adjacent to
LACMA; both LACMA and the Foundation are responsible for managing separate and distinct portions
of the 23-acre Hancock Park, with the Foundation responsible for the 13-acre project site and LACMA
responsible for the remainder of the site to the south and west of the project boundaries. LACMA’s
facilities are not included in the project.

The project site is located approximately 5.5 miles west of downtown Los Angeles and approximately
8.6 miles east of the Pacific Ocean. It is bounded by West 6th Street to the north (an approximately
1,200-foot-long frontage), South Curson Avenue to the east (an approximately 830-foot-long frontage),
Wilshire Boulevard to the south (an approximately 500-foot-long frontage), and LACMA to the west
(an approximately 250-foot-long frontage). The area surrounding the site is known as the Miracle Mile
neighborhood of the city of Los Angeles.

"'In accordance with Chapter 2.94 of the Los Angeles County Code and various other operating agreements, the County Museum
of Natural History is a department of the County and has administrative charge and control over all County matters relating to
history and science, and shall also include the administration of Hancock Park (except that area of said park devoted to the

Los Angeles County Museum of Art [LACMAY]), and the care, safeguarding, and maintenance of all exhibits, equipment, and
structural improvements directly relating to exhibits, the administration and maintenance of LACMA, and other property
hereafter acquired for or devoted to history and science.
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Primary regional access to the project site is provided by Interstate 10, which runs east-west less than

2 miles south of the project site. The major arterials providing regional and subregional access to the
project site vicinity include Wilshire Boulevard, La Brea Avenue, and Fairfax Avenue. The project site is
well served by public transit. Specifically, the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation
Authority (Metro) 20 and 720 bus lines on Wilshire Boulevard and the Metro 217, 218, and 780 bus lines
on Fairfax Avenue all stop within half a block of the project site.

In addition, Metro is currently constructing an extension of the Metro system D Line (formerly known as
the Purple Line), providing three new heavy-rail subway stations along Wilshire Boulevard, which will
serve the project site (Metro 2022). The new stations will be located at Wilshire Boulevard/La Brea
Avenue, Wilshire Boulevard/Fairfax Avenue, and Wilshire Boulevard/La Cienega Boulevard. They are
slated to open for service in 2024.

3.2 EXISTING SETTING
3.2.1 Surrounding Land Uses

The La Brea Tar Pits project site is surrounded by a variety of commercial uses, museums, residential
buildings, and schools.

The project site is bounded by the Park La Brea Pool and multi-family residential uses to the north across
West 6th Street, commercial and residential uses to the east across South Curson Avenue, the Craft
Contemporary Museum and other museum and commercial uses south across Wilshire Boulevard, and
museum and commercial uses to the west. LACMA is located to the south and west of the project site,
including its Pavilion for Japanese Art and the future David Geffen Galleries, a building that is currently
under construction to replace four of LACMA’s older buildings. Beyond LACMA’s facilities to the west
are an outdoor public art installation and the Academy Museum of Motion Pictures.

The closest sensitive land uses to the project site are off-site residential uses located 50 to 150 feet from
the project site. The nearest school to the project site is Fusion Academy Miracle Mile, a private learning
institution for middle school and high school-age students, located approximately 0.12 mile away, and
the nearest daycare is Michal Daycare located approximately 0.28 mile away.

3.2.2 Project Site Background

The project site is located within the former Rancho La Brea, a 4,439-acre Mexican land grant given to
Antonio Jose Rocha and Nemisio Dominguez in 1828. Rancho La Brea consisted of approximately
4,500 acres of land in current-day Wilshire’s Miracle Mile neighborhood, Hollywood, and parts of West
Hollywood. In 1860, Rancho La Brea was deeded to Henry Hancock and eventually subdivided and
developed. The first published mention of the occurrence of extinct fauna and fossils at Rancho La Brea
was made by William Denton in 1875. In 1902, the Salt Lake Oil Field was discovered, which is the
source of long-term seepage of crude oil to the ground surface within the project site. In 1913, George
Hancock gave the County the exclusive right to excavate fossils and specimens for a 2-year period within
and around the asphaltic deposits of the site. The largest and best documented collections at that time
were made between 1913 and 1915. During this period, 96 sites were excavated, yielding well over
750,000 specimens of plants and animals.

The County acquired Hancock Park in 1924, through a donation by George Hancock (Natural History
Museums of Los Angeles County 2022). Recognizing the site as scientifically valuable, Hancock donated
the site under the condition that the County would develop the park as a scientific monument known as
La Brea Tar Pits. After Hancock Park was established in 1924, little in the way of formal excavation was
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accomplished for the next 45 years (Natural History Museums of Los Angeles County 2022). In 1969,
the Rancho La Brea Project began by resuming excavation of a major deposit of fossils in Pit 91 that had
been discovered in 1915. In 1975, philanthropist George C. Page donated funds to construct an on-site
museum. The Page Museum opened to the public in 1977.

Currently, Hancock Park is registered as California Historical Landmark No. 170, and La Brea Tar Pits is
a U.S. National Natural Landmark (California State Parks 2022). The asphalt seeps at La Brea Tar Pits are
the only actively excavated urban Ice Age fossil dig sites in the world (Natural History Museums of Los
Angeles County 2022).

3.23 Existing Project Site Conditions

As described above, the project site includes 13 acres of the eastern and northwestern portions of
Hancock Park and broadly encompasses what is known as La Brea Tar Pits, which includes the Page
Museum (Figure 3-3). As shown in Figure 3-3, the existing two-story Page Museum is located within the
eastern portion of the project site. The first floor of the museum is set into a large earthen berm which
opens onto the Central Green, which is a 28,000-square-foot multipurpose grass lawn to the west of the
Page Museum. At the top of the earthen berm on the second floor is a 30-foot-wide rooftop covered
viewing platform which surrounds the first-floor central atrium courtyard.

The project site contains multiple fossil quarries, commonly called “tar pits.” The tar pits (Pits 3, 4, 9, 13,
61, 67, and 91) are within the northwestern portion of the project site. These tar pits are fenced and
include informational placards. Pit 10 is not open for public viewing as it is within the research facilities
enclosing Project 23.2 Numerous small tar seeps (an upwelling of asphaltum to the ground surface) are
spread throughout the project site.

To the south of the Page Museum is the Wilshire Boulevard entrance and the largest asphaltic feature on
the grounds of Hancock Park, the Lake Pit. The Lake Pit, which is the result of asphalt mining operations
dating to the late 1880s, is one of more than 96 mining and paleontological excavation pits that once filled
the park. In 1967, statues of Columbian mammoths were put on display in the Lake Pit, conveying the
struggle prehistoric fauna encountered when accidentally entering a tar deposit. The statues remain there
today, along with an approximately 8-foot-high fence surrounding the Lake Pit for safety and security
purposes. A comfort station, with public restrooms, picnic benches, and vending machines, is adjacent to
the Lake Pit to the west.

Oil Creek, a historic ephemeral creek supported by underground drainage, runs from the northeast by the
parking area off South Curson Avenue to the southwest through the project site.

The entirety of Hancock Park is enclosed with an 8- to 10-foot-high metal fence that serves to secure the
site by providing full closure of Hancock Park when La Brea Tar Pits, Page Museum, and LACMA are
closed in the evenings.

For additional information on the current site conditions, refer to Chapter 4, Environmental Setting.

2 Project 23 is an active fossil recovery site. In 2006, the LACMA began work on a new underground parking garage. During the
course of construction, 16 new fossil deposits were discovered, including an almost-complete skeleton of an adult mammoth.
Construction was halted, and 23 large wooden boxes were built around each fossil deposit (hence the short-hand descriptor,
“Project 23”). These boxes and numerous buckets of fossil material were moved to the Project 23 current location for recovery.
Adjacent covered research and storage areas support the ongoing fossil recovery.
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3.3 PROJECT OBJECTIVES

Section 15124(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines states that a project description shall contain “a statement
of the objectives sought by the proposed project,” and further states that “the statement of objectives
should include the underlying purpose of the project.” The Los Angeles County Museum of Natural
History, as a departmental unit of the County, and the Foundation have identified the following objectives
for the project:

1. Renovate and expand the existing museum structure to address deferred maintenance of the
building envelope and systems, to meet modern seismic, electrical, building code standards,
and universal design standards, and to meet sustainability goals consistent with the County’s
sustainability plan (County of Los Angeles 2019).

2. Provide expanded collections storage facilities that enable access for scientific research, and
preserve, protect, and allow future growth of the museum’s world-class collections.

3. Provide expanded state-of-the-art laboratory research facilities to accommodate internationally
significant and advanced research in paleontology.

4. Provide state-of-the-art exhibition facilities and learning environments within the park and
museum to enrich the visitor experience and to support active educational and public
programming.

5. Improve access and entry for different visitor types, increase connections between the museum
and the park, as well as support increased visitation, special events, and revenue-producing
amenities within the park and museum.

6. Expand the museum exhibits, educational classrooms, collection spaces, offices, and laboratory
research facilities in one unified, cohesive facility, with the fewest impacts to historical resources
possible.

7. Create a central entrance to the museum facilities to enhance the visitor experience of the
museum and Hancock Park.

8. Preserve and protect the National Natural Landmark—La Brea Tar Pits—to allow access for
future research and excavation, support cultural and educational interpretation, and enable the
ongoing natural processes of the asphaltic seeps.

9. Redesign and renovate the Hancock Park community park green space as an expression of the
goals of the County of Los Angeles’s General Plan Conservation and Natural Resources Element
and the City of Los Angeles’s Open Space and Conservation Elements of the General Plan, to
increase sustainable landscape and site design, to support passive recreational use, to increase the
legibility of this important cultural destination, and to enhance connections to the quickly
evolving Miracle Mile neighborhood.

3.4 PROPOSED PROJECT

The project would result in renovations and upgrades throughout the project site. The project would result
in a reimagined site design, expansion, and upgrades for the Tar Pits complex and the 13-acre portion of
Hancock Park, including renovations to the Page Museum (Figure 3-4). Table 3-1 provides a summary of
the project components; more detail on the project components is provided in the following sections.
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Table 3-1. Project Components Summary

Project Component Description
Page Museum Renovations Renovate existing building within the same footprint (approximately 63,200 square
feet).
New Museum Building Construct a new two-story, 40,000-gross-square-foot (gsf) museum building

northwest of the Page Museum, including two new theaters. The construction of the
new museum building would require the removal of vegetation in the footprint of the
new building.

Wilshire Gateway Renovate the existing entrance to La Brea Tar Pits at Wilshire Boulevard and South
Curson Avenue with shaded canopy and new welcome pavilion.

6th Street Gateway Renovate the existing entrance at the northwest corner of West 6th Street and the
entrance to the LACMA service drive with shaded canopy and new welcome
pavilion.

Tar Pits Renovate the existing facilities at all the tar pits in the northwestern portion of the

(Pits 3, 4, 9, 13, 61, 67, and 91; Project 23) project site. These renovations would require the removal and replacement of some
vegetation, although the exact amount and nature of the vegetation removal and
enhancements have not been determined at the time of this report.

Pedestrian Path and Recreation Areas Reconfigure the existing pedestrian pathways on-site into a continuous paved path
linking existing features on the project site.

Provide improvements to the Central Green.
Establish a children’s play area, picnic areas, and a possible future small dog park.

Circulation and Parking Relocate the parking lot approximately 50 to 70 feet to the north. The size of the
parking lot (63,000 square feet) and the number of parking spaces would not
change. The shifting of the parking lot on the northern side of the project site may
require removal or relocation of the trees between the existing parking lot and West
6th Street. If these trees need to be removed or relocated, they would be either
moved to another location within the 13-acre project site or replaced elsewhere
within the project site.

Add new landscaping and vehicle access lanes to the parking lot.

Establish a new school drop-off/loading area approximately 215 to 230 feet long on
South Curson Avenue adjacent to the Wilshire Gateway picnic area.

Landscaping Concept Plan Establish three distinct landscaping zones encircled by a looping pedestrian path.

More than 330 trees are currently on the project site. The project would require
removal and replacement and/or relocation of between 150 and 200 trees.

The planting strategy includes the planting (introduction or relocation) of a similar
number of trees as would be removed. It is preliminarily estimated that 10 percent of
the 150 to 200 trees to be removed would be relocated rather than replaced.

Create three biofiltration areas for stormwater management.

3.4.1 Page Museum Renovations

The project would include renovation of the existing Page Museum to allow for enlarged exhibition
space, additional storage, a ground floor caf¢, and retail space (Figure 3-5). The vegetation in the existing
central atrium of the Page Museum would be removed. The central atrium would be renovated to provide
additional exhibitions, an additional classroom, and visible laboratory space (Figure 3-6). The renovation
would also allow much of the collection space to be reorganized and enlarged to provide better display of
the collections to the public. The enlarged storage for the collections would accommodate up to

2,000 cubic feet of additional storage. In addition, space for visiting researchers and approximately

17 new employees would be added.

The second floor of the Page Museum would contain a multipurpose space. An outdoor café would be
located next to these spaces on the center terrace on the west side of the Page Museum. The existing Page
Museum entrance would be converted to an educational group and tour entrance, which would be
connected to a new school drop-off area on South Curson Avenue.
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The project would add extensive sustainability features to the Page Museum, including enhanced
daylighting, rainwater collection leading to bioswales, and rooftop solar photovoltaic panels.

3.4.2 New Museum Building

The two-story new museum building would be located to the northwest of the Page Museum, in an area
currently occupied by a portion of the parking lot. As described below in Section 3.4.9, the parking lot
would be shifted from its current position to the northeast. The building would be approximately

40,000 gsf and would increase the total museum square footage to 104,000 gsf. The new museum
building would include an extended central lobby, exhibit spaces, two theaters, a mechanical equipment
room, research and collections laboratories, administration spaces, and a loading dock. The new building
would have a maximum building height of 30 feet when measured from the terrace level and up to 60 feet
when measured from the finished floor of the new building.

The Page Museum and new museum building would be continuously connected on the first floor (see
Figure 3-5). The first-floor central lobby would face southwest toward the Central Green and branch off
into the Page Museum to the east and the new museum building to the west. An updated retail space and
café would be located off the lobby and look out over the Central Green.

The buildings would be disconnected on the second floor, which would rise above the earthen berm.
Interior staircases would lead to the upper floors and the two separated facilities would be accessible
through sloped outdoor walkways from the Central Green.

There would be pedestrian entrances leading into the central lobby from the Central Green and from the
parking lot.

3.4.3 Wilshire Gateway and Lake Pit

The project would renovate the existing entrance to La Brea Tar Pits located at Wilshire Boulevard and
South Curson Avenue. A large, shaded canopy would stretch down Wilshire Boulevard and curve around
to South Curson Avenue to create a new welcome pavilion and shaded entry plaza; this would provide
orientation, spaces for gathering and queuing, and restrooms (Figure 3-7). A picnic area would also be
located under the shaded canopy.

A pedestrian bridge and walking path may be constructed over the Lake Pit. If constructed, it would
include interpretive signage and explanations related to the former industrial heritage of the site. Other
features may be incorporated into the Lake Pit area (e.g., around the shore) to enhance the visitor
experience and improve management of the lake. Directly to the east of the Lake Pit, a new garden
bioswale would be installed to manage stormwater and would include vegetation related to the
Pleistocene era.

A school drop-off area on South Curson Avenue would lead directly to the education museum entrance,
enabling the management of student tour itineraries that are distinct from general museum visitors and
other tour groups.

3.4.4 6th Street Gateway

The project would renovate the existing entrance at the northwest corner of West 6th Street and the
entrance to the LACMA service drive. Like the Wilshire Gateway, a shaded canopy and welcome
pavilion would provide orientation, legibility, and amenities. The intent of this entry is to provide a
visible point of arrival from the residential communities to the north, providing access to the different
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destinations at the Tar Pits site, including play areas, picnic areas, seating, and interpretation zones at the
protected tar seeps.

345 Tar Pits

The project would renovate the existing facilities at all the tar pits in the western portion of the project
site. The existing fencing around Pit 9, Pit 13, and Pits 3, 4, 61, and 67 would be removed. The project
would construct clearly defined viewing areas around each of the tar pits, with improved pit protection
zones and fencing, seating, and interpretive signage.

The project would relocate the wooden fossil boxes, research facilities, and ongoing excavation
associated with Project 23 to space within and adjacent to the new museum building. The temporary
storage and research buildings adjacent to Project 23 would be demolished or repurposed within the
project site.

Pit 91 would continue to be a key research and interpretation destination in the park. The project includes
the demolition of the current viewing station overlooking Pit 91. In addition, a shaded outdoor classroom,
a canopy, built-in seating, and a possible support structure would be constructed (Figure 3-8 and Figure 3-
9). While excavation at Pit 91 could be completed in a few years, the site would be maintained and
enhanced to support future excavation and educational opportunities. In addition, the new support
facilities at Pit 91 would continue to support temporary excavation sites at adjacent Pit 10 or other future
field sites.

3.4.6 Pedestrian Path and Recreation

The project would reconfigure the existing pedestrian pathways on-site into a continuous paved
pedestrian path linking the existing elements of the site: the Lake Pit and Wilshire Gateway in the
southeast, the Central Green, museum, and tar seeps, and the 6th Street Gateway in the northwest (Figure
3-10). The pathway would be a series of three interconnected loops (see Figure 3-10 and Figure 3-11).
Each of the three loops would contain distinct themes and programming.

The Central Green would be at the center of the project site, directly southwest of the Page Museum and
new museum building (see Figure 3-4). This large common grass lawn provides a setting for community
activities, recreation, events, and public gathering. The project would improve the infrastructure to create
a drivable path for food trucks to access the Central Green.

To the west of the 6th Street Gateway, the project would add a children’s play area, picnic areas, and a
possible small dog park. Vegetated berms around recreation areas would create seating areas and elevated
vantage points.
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Figure 3-7. Visual simulation: Wilshire Gateway.
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Figure 3-8. Visual simulation: Pit 10 and Pit 91 outdoor classroom.
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Figure 3-9. Visual simulation: Pit 91 interior.
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Figure 3-10. Proposed landscaping concept.
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3.4.7 Landscaping

As shown in Figure 3-10, the planting and landscaping concept for La Brea Tar Pits would be divided into
three distinct zones encircled by the looping path system. Each loop of the pedestrian path would have a
theme that represents different geologic epochs—Pleistocene in the southeastern loop, Holocene in the
northwestern loop, and Anthropocene in the central loop (Figure 3-12 through Figure 3-14).

The Pleistocene Garden, located directly east of the Lake Pit, would be approximately 10,000 to

11,000 square feet in size, and incorporate a biofiltration area to help manage stormwater. It would be
planted with herbaceous and woody species and the mammoth and mastodon sculptures currently located
in the Lake Pit would be relocated there. The western loop would consist of a Holocene landscape with
climate-appropriate native plantings to ease water consumption, ensure appropriate maintenance, and
promote sustainable growth. A forested woodland consisting of Torrey pine and coast live oak would be
planted with the intention of providing a focal area and shade. The western loop also contains Oil Creek,
which would be developed into a biofiltration zone for stormwater management and would be planted
with sequoia and Monterey pine trees in wetter pockets.

The woodland forest zone of the western loop would be extended along the park’s peripheral edges
(northern, southern, eastern, and western) to provide shade to the picnic areas and the parking lot to the
north. Tree species are expected to include Torrey pine, coast live oak, western sycamore, and valley oak
and would support the development of a unified canopy across the site. A 6,000 to 7,000-square-foot
biofiltration area would be located within the center of the vehicular drop-off loop to manage stormwater
flows from the parking lot.

3.4.7.1 Tree Removal, Relocation, and Planting Strategy

More than 330 trees are currently on the project site. The project would require removal and replacement
and/or relocation of between 150 and 200 trees. The planting strategy includes the introduction or
relocation of a similar number of trees as would be removed. It is preliminarily estimated that 10 percent
of the 150 to 200 trees to be removed would be relocated rather than replaced. The relocated trees would
be from existing locations within the project site. New plantings would be consistent with the planting
and landscape concept and plant palette included in the La Brea Tar Pits Master Plan. New plantings
would be selected for resilience to disease and with consideration for their ability to create shaded areas at
the park. Trees that would be removed include non-native trees and/or trees that are diseased or are not in
good health. Species such as the western sycamore and California buckeye would be preserved, unless
they are diseased or in locations where new built features are planned (e.g., the pathway, museum
expansion, and shifted parking lot on the northern side of the project site). Trees could be relocated to
other locations of the 13-acre site if the trees are healthy and if it is determined through the more detailed
design process that relocation is feasible. It is preliminarily estimated that 10 percent of the 150 to

200 trees to be removed would be relocated rather than replaced.
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Figure 3-12. Landscape concept: Lake Pit and Pleistocene bioswale.
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Figure 3-13. Landscape concept: late Pleistocene-Holocene.
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3.4.7.2 Biofiltration Areas

The project includes three biofiltration features to manage stormwater runoff. The three features are
biofiltration planters, which are shallow vegetated planters that are designed to receive and detain
stormwater runoff from the building and site, filter the runoff, and eventually discharge the filtered runoff
to the public storm drain system. The proposed biofiltration planters have been sized based on tributary
area and are as follows:

¢ In the northwestern portion of the site, Oil Creek is proposed to be refurbished as a bioswale.
The existing creek drainage would be cleared, lined with an impermeable liner, and partially
filled with gravel subdrainage with a perforated pipe, amended soil, and plants. Runoff would be
conveyed to the creek via sheet flow and existing or relocated underground pipes. After being
filtered by the biofiltration media, stormwater would be collected at the bottom of the system and
connected to the existing downstream stormwater system.

e In the northeastern portion of the site, the large planter within the proposed drop-off area would
be constructed as a biofiltration planter. The planter would be excavated down 4 to 5 feet, lined
with an impermeable liner, and filled with gravel subdrainage with a perforated pipe, amended
soil, and plants. Supporting wall structures would likely be required underground (appearing at
the surface as curbs), to separate the compacted soil for traffic loading and the uncompacted
biofiltration media. Runoff would be conveyed to the system via sheet flow, filtered by the
system, and then collected in the perforated subdrain and piped to the existing site stormwater
system.

¢ In the southeastern portion of the site, east of Lake Pit, an in-ground biofiltration planter would be
installed. The construction of this system would be similar to the Oil Creek system as described
above. Subdrainage would be connected into public storm drain mains in either Wilshire
Boulevard or South Curson Avenue.

3.4.8 Circulation and Vehicle Parking

The existing parking lot in the northeast corner of Hancock Park would be shifted approximately 50 to

70 feet, along the boundary of West 6th Street. The new parking lot would provide a minimum of the
same amount of parking spaces as the existing parking lot (154 spaces). The project would add new
landscaping and vehicle access lanes to the parking lot. A vehicular drop-off loop would facilitate vehicle
circulation and visitor entry through a pedestrian entrance to the museum leading from the parking lot.

Three loading and service entrances would accommodate deliveries for laboratories, exhibition material,
food service, events, and staff offices. Two of the entrances would be from the parking lot into the new
museum building on the north side, and the third entrance would be from the parking lot into the Page
Museum, also on the north side.

The proposed project includes a new school drop-off area from South Curson Avenue, adjacent to the
Wilshire Gateway picnic area. This inset loading area would be 215 to 230 feet long to accommodate
school buses. School buses would also be able to access the parking lot from South Curson Avenue and
drop-off in the loading area in the parking lot.

Emergency vehicle access into the project site would be provided from the two site entrances off South
Curson Avenue and off West 6th Street.

The project does not include any circulation improvements beyond the 13-acre project site.
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The proposed project includes a new school drop-off area from South Curson Avenue, adjacent to the
Wilshire Gateway picnic area. This inset loading area would be 215 to 230 feet long to accommodate
school buses. School buses would also be able to access the parking lot from South Curson Avenue and
drop-off in the loading area in the parking lot.

Emergency vehicle access into the project site would be provided from the two site entrances off South
Curson Avenue and off West 6th Street.

3.4.9 Utilities

Delivery of potable water to the project site would be provided by the Los Angeles Department of Water
and Power (LADWP). Proposed on-site water delivery infrastructure would include a 3-inch water line
and a 3-inch fire line at the northeast corner of the site beneath the proposed parking lot, which would
connect to the existing water meter in the sidewalk on South Curson Avenue (KPFF Consulting Engineers
2021). From there, the project site is served by three water mains that include two 8-inch asbestos-cement
pipelines along Wilshire Boulevard and Curson Avenue, and a cast-iron pipeline along 6th Street
(LADWP 2022).

Wastewater discharge from the project site is directed to the east where it connects by gravity to an
existing City of Los Angeles public sewer main. The sewage infrastructure in the vicinity of the project
site includes an existing 12-inch line on South Curson Avenue. The 12-inch line feeds into an 18-inch line
on Wilshire Boulevard then into a 39-inch line on Crescent Heights Boulevard before discharging into a
48-inch sewer line also located on Crescent Heights Boulevard (Los Angeles Sanitation and Environment
[LASAN] 2022). Wastewater generated from the new project elements, as proposed, would be conveyed
from the sewer line at the northeast corner of the site beneath the proposed parking lot to the existing
12-inch sewer main along South Curson Avenue. On-site sewer lines would connect to the existing sewer
main along South Curson Avenue. Detailed gauging and calculation of available sewer line capacities
would be required as part of the permit process that would occur after the CEQA process, which would
occur when building plans are more fully developed.

Water and wastewater pipelines, connections, and other related infrastructure are the most significant
infrastructure needs that would be implemented at the 13-acre project site. However, other more minor
infrastructure needs and connections (e.g., telecommunications, electricity) would also be needed, most of
which would be below the ground surface (bgs). In addition, adjustments to the current plans for the on-
site infrastructure may occur through the design development and permitting process. To provide
flexibility during the design development process, this analysis assumes ground disturbance related to
infrastructure and utilities could occur anywhere on the 13-acre site. The parameters and assumed depths
of ground disturbing and excavation activities are described in Section 3.4.10, Project Construction.
Improvements beyond the 13-acre site are not anticipated to be required and, thus, have not been
addressed by the project-level analysis contained in this EIR.

The Foundation would coordinate with LASAN during project permitting. Following implementation of
the project, LADWP would maintain the project site’s water and electricity infrastructure, and LASAN
would maintain the sewer and stormwater drainage infrastructure.

3.4.10 Project Construction

Construction of the project would occur when all design and construction plans are completed and
approved by the County and other required agencies. Construction activities would include demolition of
the existing museum entrances, grading and excavation, and construction of new structures and related
infrastructure. All construction activities, including construction staging of equipment, would be situated
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entirely within the project site. Typical construction equipment would be used during all phases of the
project construction and would be stored within the staging area, including excavators, dozers, backhoes,
dump trucks, water trucks, sand blasters, rollers, pavers, generators, scrapers, forklifts, delivery trucks,
paving equipment, cranes, and air compressors. The grading and construction phase would be the peak
period of construction with the highest number of construction vehicles. The grading phase is estimated to
result in up to 127 one-way truck trips (e.g., vendor, hauling) and 75 worker vehicle trips per day.

The building construction phase is estimated to result in up to 24 one-way truck trips and 200 worker
vehicle trips per day.

Any hazardous materials found during construction and renovation would be abated and removed during
the construction process in accordance with the applicable hazardous materials standards and
requirements. Due to anticipated soil conditions, on-site soils are not expected to be suitable for reuse and
would need to be exported for remediation and disposal (KPFF Consulting Engineers 2021). Therefore, it
is anticipated that project earthwork activities would include an estimated 53,000 cubic yards of
cut/export and potentially 37,000 cubic yards of imported fill (KPFF Consulting Engineers 2023). At the
time of preparation of this EIR, final engineering, design, and grading plans for the project had not been
finalized. Because the project design is at a preliminary stage, the level of detail needed to determine the
precise depth of ground disturbance is not known. However, the level of design that has occurred to-date
allows for a general characterization of the overall ground disturbance and excavation that would be
necessary for the project. The project design team worked with the Foundation and the County to
characterize a “worst-case” ground-disturbance estimate, which represents the most-impactful scenario in
terms of depths and amount of excavation that includes all project elements. While separate estimates for
each project element (e.g., the new museum building) are not yet available, the estimate based on the
worst-cast scenario provides a reasonable basis on which the potential for environmental impacts can be
analyzed.

Under the most-impactful scenario, the project would maximally require excavations from 6 to

10 feet bgs. In general, the new museum building would require the most ground disturbance and
excavation. While the final elevation of the foundation for the new museum building is not known at this
time, it may be below the existing ground surface to provide a smooth connection to the existing Page
Museum.

The expansion of the new parking lot to the north and west of the existing lot would likely also require
grading and imported sediments to create a level surface as a base beneath the new surface, estimated as
requiring approximately 3.3 feet or less. The pedestrian paths, recreation areas, pit renovations, and
landscaping would all require shallow to moderate excavation not to exceed approximately 5 feet; deeper
excavation could possibly be required for tree planting/removal, although many of the ground-
disturbances for these components would be at more shallow depths (e.g., 18 inches), for example to
complete smaller plantings and construct/remove pathways.

Pile-drilling could be required to construct the structural supports for the new walkway over the Lake Pit
and possibly the two gateway entrances, and ground disturbances are expected to be approximately
consistent with the maximum depths of 10 feet considered for the project but contained with the relatively
narrow diameter of the bore and in a limited number of locations.

While certain project elements are expected to require less excavation than the new museum, this EIR
assumes that excavations could occur up to 10 feet deep throughout the 13-acre project site to allow
maximum flexibility as the project designs become more refined.
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3.4.11 Project Operation

Once the project is constructed and operational, there could be modest changes in project operation and
maintenance, which are considered in this EIR. However, much of the maintenance of the 13-acre
Hancock Park would occur as it does today with no measurable changes. Due to the increase in facility
square footage, a modest increase in staffing to support La Brea Tar Pits and the Page Museum is
anticipated. While an exact increase in the number of staff to be added to manage the site is not known,
for EIR purposes, an estimate of approximately 20 additional staff is assumed. This factor of employee
growth is based on the anticipation that, in the future, the buildings would have the same ratio of
employees to building square footage as is present today.

The project would result in an expected increase in visitation to the project site upon project completion.
Existing visitation at the Page Museum was estimated through the effort completed for the Transportation
Assessment by using attendance counts from July 2017 (see Appendix J for more detail). It is estimated
that a typical summer visitation is currently around 2,000 visitors on an average weekday and 2,600 daily
visitors on Saturdays. Estimated increases in visitors to the Page Museum resulting from the project have
been estimated based on the increase in square footage of the museum space (67%). Using this approach,
the increase in visitors on weekdays would be around 1,350 people, and on Saturdays the increase would
be approximately 1,750 people. Additional visitors also currently use the park without visiting the
museum,; this is expected to also increase modestly with the improvements to the project site. There
currently is not a quantification of this pass-through and/or passive visitation available.

The Foundation and the County do not anticipate other operational changes occurring with
implementation of the Master Plan.

3.5 AGENCY APPROVAL REQUIREMENTS AND INTENDED USES
OF THIS EIR

The County of Los Angeles is the Lead Agency for the project under CEQA. While the project site is
located within the city of Los Angeles, it is owned by the County of Los Angeles and is proposed for uses
that benefit the public. Accordingly, the project is not subject to City of Los Angeles regulatory controls.
Table 3-2 summarizes federal, state, and local approvals and/or permits that may be required for the
project and the agencies that are expected to use the EIR in their decision-making processes.

Table 3-2. Agency Approval Requirements

Agency Approval Required

County of Los Angeles Certification of the EIR
Approval of project as described in the EIR
Approval of Grading and Building Plans

Regional Water Quality Control Board Construction General Permit
Section 401 under the Clean Water Act (potentially)

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 Permit under Clean Water Act (potentially)

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Authorization under Section 1602, Lake and Streambed Alteration
Agreement (potentially)
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3.6 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF SUBSEQUENT ACTIONS

This EIR is intended to expedite the processing of future development that is consistent with the La Brea
Tar Pits Master Plan and with the analyses and findings of this EIR. Although more detailed final design
is forthcoming, this EIR evaluates a reasonable and likely maximum development scenario that would be
anticipated based on the level of information that is currently available.

If the Master Plan is approved, and when considering subsequent development, the County would be
required to determine whether the final design and development plans are consistent with the parameters
and assumptions described herein and would not result in new or more severe significant environmental
effects or require additional mitigation. If no additional or more severe environmental effects would have
the potential of occurring, the County could approve the final design and development without additional
environmental review. However, if there are significant changes proposed that are not consistent with the
approved Master Plan or the type and level of development analyzed in this EIR, and the County
concludes that these may result in new significant environmental impacts, additional environmental
review would be required consistent with the requirements of the State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162
through 15164.
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CHAPTER 4. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

This chapter introduces the project’s environmental setting, including the physical conditions of the
project site and its vicinity. Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15125, the impacts of a project
must be evaluated by comparing expected environmental conditions after project implementation to
conditions at a point in time referred to as the baseline. The changes in environmental conditions between
those two scenarios represent the environmental impacts of the project. The description of the
environmental conditions of the project site under baseline conditions is referred to as the environmental
setting. The following guidance for establishing baseline conditions provided in the State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15125 is as follows:

An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the
project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of
preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is commenced, from both a local and
regional perspective. This environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline physical
conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an impact is significant.

For the purpose of establishing baseline environmental conditions for the project, this EIR uses the date of
publication for the Notice of Preparation (NOP), which was published on February 14, 2022. More
detailed descriptions of the environmental setting under baseline conditions for each environmental issue
area can be found in the corresponding sections in Chapter 5, Environmental Impact Analysis, of this

EIR.

This chapter also provides context for the cumulative analyses provided in this EIR, including a
discussion about the approach to analyzing the project’s potential cumulative impacts, defining the
geographic scope of the cumulative study area, as well as providing regional growth projections and a list
of related development projects considered to be the cumulative development scenario for the project.

A cumulative impact analysis for each environmental issue area can be found in the corresponding
sections in Chapter 5, Environmental Impacts Analysis, of this EIR.

4.1 PHYSICAL SETTING
411 Regional Setting

Los Angeles County is geographically one of the largest counties in the country, encompassing
approximately 4,083 square miles of land with an estimated population of 9,829,544, as of July 2021
(U.S. Census Bureau 2021). Los Angeles County stretches along 75 miles of the Pacific Coast of
Southern California and is bordered to the east by Orange County and San Bernardino County, to the
north by Kern County, and to the west by Ventura County.

The county is a land of beaches, valleys, mountains, and deserts. Overall, the climate can be characterized
as “Mediterranean,” with hot, dry summers and mild, wet winters. The diversity of the topography results
in localized climate zones that are roughly divided by the Transverse Ranges (Santa Monica Mountains
and San Gabriel Mountains). There are three climate zones—coastal plain, mountain, and high desert—
which are closely tied to geologic landforms and vary based on elevation changes and distance from the
ocean.
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4.1.2 Local Setting

The project site is located approximately 5.5 miles west of downtown Los Angeles and approximately
8.6 miles east of the Pacific Ocean. It is bounded by West 6th Street to the north (an approximately
1,200-foot-long frontage), South Curson Avenue to the east (an approximately 830-foot-long frontage),
Wilshire Boulevard to the south (an approximately 500-foot-long frontage), and the Los Angeles County
Museum of Art (LACMA) to the west (approximately 250-foot-long frontage). The area is known as the
Miracle Mile neighborhood of the city of Los Angeles.

Primary regional access to the project site is provided by Interstate 10, which runs east-west less than
2 miles south of the project site. The major arterials providing regional and subregional success to the
project site vicinity include Wilshire Boulevard, La Brea Avenue, and Fairfax Avenue.

41.3 Existing Project Site Characteristics

The project site includes 13 acres of the eastern and northwestern portions of Hancock Park and broadly
encompasses what is known as La Brea Tar Pits, which includes the George C. Page Museum (Page
Museum). The entirety of the 23-acre Hancock Park is enclosed with an 8- to 10-foot-high metal fence
that serves to secure the site by providing full closure of Hancock Park when La Brea Tar Pits, the Page
Museum, and LACMA are closed in the evenings. LACMA’s portion of Hancock Park has been almost
entirely developed. In contrast, the property known as La Brea Tar Pits is generally a park-like setting.

The topography of the project site is primarily level, with sloped areas adjacent to the existing Page
Museum. The current landscape is dominated by a large lawn surrounding the museum and extending to
the west. Paved walkways meander through the project site, with mature trees and shrubs, primarily non-
native.

Because entrance to the park grounds is free, it is well used by the public. People walk dogs, jog, picnic,
and play on the large lawn area. Numerous people, large school groups, and leashed dogs were present
during the field surveys. The outer perimeter of the project site is surrounded by a metal fence with gates
at several locations. These gates are open during park operating hours and closed at night. The tar pits are
separately fenced inside the park.

4.1.3.1 George C. Page Museum

The two-story Page Museum is located within the eastern portion of the project site. The exterior museum
is shaped like a truncated pyramid. The first floor of the museum is set into a large earthen berm which
opens onto the Central Green (Figure 4-1). At the top of the earthen berm on the second floor is a 30-foot-
wide rooftop covered viewing platform which surrounds the first-floor Central Atrium courtyard.

On average, 700 to 1,000 people visit the Page Museum per day and 425,000 people visit per year.

It currently operates from 9:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., 7 days a week (it is closed on the first Tuesday of each
month). The surrounding Hancock Park is open from 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m., 7 days a week. Hancock
Park and the Central Green receive approximately 2 million visitors per year. Approximately 25 staff are
employed at the Page Museum, including excavators, preparators, collections managers, and support staff.

The museum is approximately 63,200 square feet in size and contains scientific exhibitions, fossil
laboratories, collections storage, theaters, classrooms, and office wings. The museum currently has a
collection of over 3.5 million specimens on-site, although only a fraction of the collection is on display.
There are approximately 8,000 square feet of collections storage. Within the museum, exhibitions are
approximately 19,600 total square feet, and research and collections (fossil laboratories, collections
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storage, and office support) are approximately 11,00 square feet. The West, North, East, and Timeline
exhibits currently surround the Central Atrium, an 8,700-square-foot outdoor garden and courtyard filled
with non-native vegetation and an artificial waterfall. Although open to the air, the atrium has a metal
lattice stretching across the ceiling. The Page Museum also includes an active paleontological laboratory.
Through the glass, visitors can observe volunteers and scientists clean and conserve the fossils discovered
in the tar pits on-site. A 1,500-square-foot retail shop exists in the lobby.

Approximately 5,300 square feet of educational space exists within the museum, spread over two
classrooms, the 2D Theater, the Ice Age Theater, and the 3D Theater. The 2D Theater is open for school
groups and 3D Theater and Ice Age Theater are currently open to the public. Theater capacities for each
resource include: 57 fixed seats in the 3D Theater, 100 floor seats in the 2D theater, and 100 floor seats in
the Ice Age Theater. The 3D Theater operates 6 days a week, showing the movie “Titans of the Ice Age”;
the 2D Theater is used for school groups; and the Ice Age Theater is used 3 days a week for “Ice Age
Encounters” and other activities, as needed. The classrooms are used for summer camps and internships.

4.1.3.2 Tar Pits

The project site contains multiple active fossil quarries, commonly called “tar pits.” The active tar pits
(Pits 3, 4,9, 13, 61, 67, and 91) are within the northwestern portion of the project site (Figure 4-2). These
tar pits are fenced and include informational placards. Pit 10 is not open for public viewing as it is within
the research facilities enclosing Project 23, as described below. Numerous small tar seeps (an upwelling
of asphaltum to the ground surface) are spread throughout the project site.

OBSERVATION PIT

The Observation Pit is a small building on the western boundary of the project site. Opened in 1952, the
domed pit served as the park’s only staged exhibit of scientific discovery until the Page Museum opened
in 1977. Built over an active pit (i.e., Pit 101), the Observation Pit replicates the experience of a fossil pit,
with a mix of real fossils and staged casts of fossils to mimic excavation.

PROJECT 23 AND PIT 91

Project 23 is an active fossil recovery site. During construction on the LACMA parking garage in 2006,
16 new paleontological deposits were discovered, including an almost-complete skeleton of an adult
mammoth. Given the size of the discoveries, 23 large wooden boxes were built around the various
deposits, allowing many of the discoveries to remain intact. “Project 23” has now become the short-hand
descriptor for the location and activities related to the excavation of deposits within the 23 large wooden
boxes that is now occurring in a portion of the La Brea site. These boxes and numerous buckets of fossil
material were moved to the Project 23 current location for recovery. Adjacent covered research and
storage areas support the ongoing fossil recovery.

Pit 91, an active excavation site, is directly adjacent to Project 23. There is a small indoor viewing station
that allows visitors to observe the ongoing excavation activities.
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LAKE PIT

To the south of the Page Museum is the Wilshire Boulevard entrance and the largest pit on the grounds of
Hancock Park, the Lake Pit. The Lake Pit, which is the result of asphalt mining operations dating to the
late 1880s, is one of the more than 96 mining and paleontological excavation pits that once filled the park.
All of the pits have gradually accumulated rain, groundwater, asphaltum, sediments, and leaves, yet the
Lake Pit is distinct due to its large size and the volume of water it contains. Due to a deep underground oil
field, the Lake Pit produces visible methane gas bubbles that emit a distinctive odor. In 1967, statues of
Columbian mammoths were put on display in the Lake Pit, conveying the struggle prehistoric fauna
encountered when accidentally entering a tar deposit. Today, an approximately 8-foot-high fence
surrounds the Lake Pit for safety and security purposes; a comfort station, with public restrooms, picnic
benches, and vending machines is adjacent to the Lake Pit to the west.

4.1.3.3 Natural Environment and Landscape Features

Project site vegetation consists of large expanses of lawn with primarily non-native planted trees and
shrubs, including pines (Pinus spp.), gum trees (Eucalyptus spp.), Brazilian peppertree (Schinus
terebinthifolius), various species of palm tree (e.g., fan; queen), London planetrees (Platanus x
hispanica), and other trees. Native trees are present, including coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia), valley
oak (Quercus lobata), California [western] sycamore (Platanus racemosa), buckeye (Aesculus
californica), and coast redwood (Sequoia sempervirens). It is estimated that approximately 330 to

340 trees currently exist within the 13-acre project boundary. Within these existing trees, there are

13 native oak trees (12 Quercus agrifolia and one Quercus lobata). The highest concentration of
landscaping occurs in the northern perimeter along West 6th Street and the eastern perimeter along
South Curson Boulevard, which includes a mix of shrubs, non-native ornamental trees, and palm trees.
In addition, an ephemeral creek, referred to as Oil Creek, flows from the northeast to the southwest, from
the southwestern end of the parking area to the southeast side of Pit 91.

An approximately 28,000-square-foot multipurpose grass lawn, known as the Central Green, is located to
the west of the Page Museum.

Oil Creek, a historic drainage, appears to originate from underground sources and conveys flow from the
northeast to the southwest through the project site. As early as 1941 (based on historical aerial imagery),
the creek conveyed flow from approximately the intersection of 6th Street and South Curson Avenue
southwest to the intersection of Wilshire Boulevard and South Ogden Drive. In its current state, Oil Creek
appears to receive its primary hydrologic input source from groundwater. Oil Creek also receives
hydrologic inputs from precipitation and irrigation system runoff. Dense vegetation and heavy leaf litter
exist in the northeastern portion of the creek. The drainage has been disturbed and manipulated over time.
It is partially paved where the parking lot is located and is channelized with pavers near its terminus. Oil
Creek is dominated by non-native mowed grasses along with a mix of other native and non-native low-
lying vegetation.

The 9/11 Memorial Stone, a memorial plaque on a boulder dedicated to the September 11, 2001 attacks,
is in the northwest corner of the project site. Approximately 24 trees are located around Hancock Park to
honor those killed during the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks.

The Central Green and open space areas within the greater Hancock Park are the only public green spaces
within a 1.5-mile radius of the project site.
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4.1.3.4 Circulation and Vehicle Parking

Parking for La Brea Tar Pits is located in the northeast corner of the project site, at the corner of South
Curson Avenue and West 6th Street. Vehicles enter and depart the lot from both directions on South
Curson Avenue. The parking lot is approximately 63,000 square feet and contains 154 surface parking
spaces. Operating hours are between 6:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., 7 days a week.

There are several pedestrian access points to La Brea Tar Pits: the southeast entrance at Wilshire
Boulevard and South Curson Avenue, the east sidewalk off South Curson Avenue, and the north and
northwest sidewalks off West 6th Street. There are paved walking paths and dirt trails throughout the
project site.

4.1.3.5 Utilities

While the project site is owned by the County of Los Angeles (County), the project site is within the
jurisdictional boundaries of the City of Los Angeles (City). Given the location of the project site within
the City’s jurisdictional boundaries, the project’s water and wastewater services, as well as stormwater
conveyance facilities and electricity, are provided by various departments associated with the City,
including the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) and City of Los Angeles Bureau of
Sanitation (referred to as Los Angeles Sanitation and Environment [LASAN]).

LADWP is responsible for providing water within the city of Los Angeles, including the project site.
Potable water for fire suppression systems, domestic cold water, and irrigation is provided by the
LADWP from a water main in South Curson Avenue. The existing fire suppression water line is served
from a pipe connection to the public water main in South Curson Avenue adjacent to the northwest corner
of the Page Museum. There is one 3.5-inch, domestic cold-water meter in the sidewalk on South Curson
Avenue adjacent to the southeast corner of the Page Museum. Downstream from the meter is a 2.5-inch
irrigation connection.

The sewer system and wastewater treatment facilities serving the project site are owned and operated by
LASAN. Wastewater flows in a cast-iron pipe from the Page Museum to the north to a 4-inch sewer main,
which flows east to a public sewer line in South Curson Avenue. The sewage infrastructure in the vicinity
of the project site includes an existing 12-inch line on South Curson Avenue. The sewage from the
existing 12-inch line feeds into an 18-inch line on Wilshire Boulevard then into a 39-inch line on Crescent
Heights Boulevard before discharging into a 48-inch sewer line, also located on Crescent Heights
Boulevard (LASAN 2022). The Observation Pit and Project 23 sewer connections tie into LACMA
infrastructure.

Stormwater conveyance facilities serving the project site include both LASAN and the Los Angeles
County Flood Control District infrastructure. The existing project site drainage system is composed of a
combination of surface flows, drain inlets, storm drainage pipes, and pump stations. Stormwater runoff
generally flows to either Pit 91 or the Lake Pit; the stormwater that flows to Pit 91 is pumped to the Lake
Pit. From the existing Lake Pit, the water is pumped through an existing water quality treatment system to
the County storm drain system in Wilshire Boulevard.

The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (County Public Works) operates the solid waste
management system countywide, while a private waste management company, Southland Disposal
Company, is responsible for the collection, disposal, and recycling of solid waste generated at the project
site. Solid waste collection and disposal services are primarily at the Azusa Land Reclamation Company
Landfill (Azusa Land Reclamation), which is a regional landfill that provides disposal services for
communities, businesses, and industries serving the Los Angeles metropolitan area and eastern Los
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Angeles County. Additional information about landfills serving the project site can be found in Section
5.15, Utilities and Service Systems.

41.4 Surrounding Land Uses

The La Brea Tar Pits Master Plan project site is surrounded by a variety of commercial uses, museums,
residential buildings, and schools.

The project site is bounded by the Park La Brea pool and multi-family residential uses to the north across
West 6th Street, commercial and residential uses to the east across South Curson Avenue, the Craft
Contemporary Museum and other museum and commercial uses south across Wilshire Boulevard, and
museum and commercial uses to the east. LACMA is located to the south and west of the project site,
including its Pavilion for Japanese Art and the future David Geffen Galleries, a building that is currently
under construction to replace four of LACMA’s older buildings. Beyond LACMAs facilities to the west
are an outdoor public art installation and the Academy Museum of Motion Pictures.

The Central Green and open space areas within the greater Hancock Park are the only public green spaces
within an approximately 1-mile radius of the project site. The nearest larger open space areas to the
project site are Griffith Park, approximately 5.5 miles to the northeast, and Kenneth Hahn State
Recreation Area, approximately 5 miles south of the site.

4.2 CUMULATIVE CONTEXT

This section provides context for the cumulative analyses provided in the individual topical sections of
Chapter 5 of this EIR, including CEQA requirements for cumulative analyses and the approach to
analyzing the project’s potential cumulative impacts, including defining the geographic scope of the
cumulative study area as well as providing regional growth projections and a list of related development
projects considered as the cumulative development scenario for the project. A cumulative impact analysis
for each environmental issue area can be found in the corresponding topical sections of Chapter 5,
Environmental Impacts Analysis, of this EIR.

421 CEQA Requirements for Cumulative Analyses

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 requires that an EIR shall discuss cumulative impacts of a project
when the project’s incremental effect is “cumulatively considerable.” “Cumulative impacts” are defined
as “two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound
or increase other environmental impacts” (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15355; see also California
Public Resources Code, Section 21083(b)). In other words, “a cumulative impact consists of an impact
which is created as a result of the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other
projects causing related impacts” (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130(a)(1)). The definition of
cumulatively considerable is provided in Section 15065(a)(3):

“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of an individual project are
significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future projects.

According to Section 15130(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines:

[t]he discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity of the impacts and their likelihood
of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as great detail as is provided for the effects
attributable to the project alone. The discussion should be guided by standards of practicality
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and reasonableness, and should focus on the cumulative impact to which the identified other
projects contribute rather than the attributes of other projects which do not contribute to the
cumulative impact.

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15355 defines “cumulative impact” as two or more individual effects
that, when considered together, are considerable or that compound or increase other environmental
impacts. Cumulative impacts are changes in the environment that result from the incremental impact of
development of the proposed project and all other nearby “related” projects. For example, the traffic
impacts of two projects in proximity may be insignificant when analyzed separately but could have a
significant impact when the projects are analyzed together.

4.2.2 Approach to the Cumulative Analysis in this EIR

To analyze the project’s potential contribution to cumulative impacts, this section defines the geographic
scope of the cumulative study area for each of the environmental topics addressed in this EIR. In addition,
this section provides regional growth projections and a list of the related development projects considered
as the cumulative development scenario for the project, which is the context from which to analyze the
potential for cumulative impacts and the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts.

The cumulative impact analysis for each environmental issue area can be found in the corresponding
topical sections in Chapter 5, Environmental Impact Analysis, generally found as the last section in each
of the environmental sections (for example, the cumulative analysis for Aesthetics is found in Section
5.1.6; similarly, the cumulative analysis for Air Quality is found in Section 5.2.6, and so on).

4.2.2.1 Geographic Scope

The geographic area affected by the project and its potential to contribute to cumulative impacts varies
depending on the environmental resource or topic under consideration. Generally, the geographic areas
associated with the environmental effects of the project as described in Chapter 3 define the boundaries of
the area used for compiling the list of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future related projects
considered in the cumulative impact analysis. However, each individual resource or topical area considers
each topic’s unique cumulative context and appropriate geographic scope for the analysis. For instance,
the air quality analysis includes consideration of regional air emissions (e.g., reactive organic
gases/nitrogen oxides, and particulate matter); therefore, the geographic scope is the entire air basin.
Similarly, a larger geographic scope is important for archaeological resources and tribal cultural resources
given a larger area is appropriate to consider the traditional Gabrielino territory and relevant historical and
contemporary administrative boundaries. Conversely, in the case of noise impacts, given the localized
impact area of concern, a smaller, more localized area surrounding the immediate project site is
appropriate for consideration.

Table 4-1 presents the geographic areas included within this analysis for purposes of determining whether
the project’s contribution to a particular impact would be cumulatively considerable and therefore
significant. An explanation of the geographic scope selected for each resource is also briefly included in
Chapter 5 under the impact analysis.
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Table 4-1. Geographic Scope of Cumulative Impact Analysis

Resource Issue Area

Geographic Scope

Aesthetics

Project site and immediate adjacent area*

Air Quality

South Coast Air Basin

Biological Resources

Project site and 1-mile radius around the project site

Cultural Resources — Archaeological
Resources

Northwestern Los Angeles Basin®

Cultural Resources — Historical Resources

Project site and immediate adjacent area*

Geology and Soils

Project site and immediate adjacent area
For paleontological resources, the Pleistocene deposits of the Los Angeles Basin

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Global

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Project site and immediate adjacent area*

Hydrology and Water Quality

Project site and immediate adjacent area that would flow into the same drainage
area within the Ballona Creek Watershed

Land Use and Planning

Los Angeles county, including the property within the incorporated boundary of the
City of Los Angeles

Noise Project site and immediate adjacent area*
Recreation 2-mile distance around the project site
Transportation 0.5-mile radius from the project site*

Tribal Cultural Resources

Northwestern Los Angeles Basin®

Utilities and Service Systems

City of Los Angeles jurisdictional boundaries

* Immediate adjacent area is defined as the directly adjacent LACMA parcel, and all land uses and roadways directly immediately surrounding the
project site, including those on West 6th Street, South Curson Avenue, and Wilshire Boulevard.

T For the analysis of cumulative impacts for archaeological resources and tribal cultural resources, the northwestern Los Angeles Basin provides an
area large enough to contain a representative sample of Native American archaeological sites, the traditional Gabrielino territory, and relevant historical
and contemporary administrative boundaries, while being small enough to account for the cumulative impacts from projects on a more local scale.

For more information, see Sections 5.4.6 and 5.14.6 of this EIR.

+The Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) Transportation Assessment Guidelines require consideration of related projects within a
0.5-mile radius from a project site for CEQA analysis, and 0.25-mile beyond the farthest study intersection for non-CEQA circulation analysis (LADOT
2020). Related projects included in the cumulative analysis for transportation impacts, as described in Section 5.13 Transportation, meet the
requirements of the LADOT Transportation Assessment Guidelines and were agreed upon by the City of Los Angeles and the NHMLAC as part of the

memorandum of understanding process for the project.

4.2.2.2

Temporal Scope

This cumulative impact analysis considers other projects that have been recently completed, are currently
under construction, or are reasonably foreseeable (e.g., for which an application has been submitted, or an
agency has proposed). Both short-term and long-term cumulative impacts of the identified project, in
conjunction with other cumulative projects in the area, are considered. The schedule and timing of the
project and other cumulative projects is relevant to the consideration of cumulative impacts, since many
of the activities associated with construction are temporary. Where relevant, the cumulative impact
analyses in Chapter 5 pay particular attention to any cumulative projects with implementation schedules
that could overlap with the proposed schedule of the La Brea Tar Pits Master Plan.
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4.2.2.3 Cumulative Analysis Approaches Allowed by the CEQA
Guidelines

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 provides that the following two approaches can be used to
adequately address cumulative impacts:

e Regional Growth Projections Method: A summary of projections contained in an adopted local,
regional, or statewide plan or related planning document that describes or evaluates conditions
contributing to the cumulative effect, or in a prior environmental document for such a plan which
has been adopted or certified.

e List Method: A list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or cumulative
impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside the control of the agency.

As previously noted, the cumulative impact analysis for each environmental issue area can be found in the
corresponding sections in Chapter 5, Environmental Impact Analysis. The cumulative analyses contained
in Chapter 5 of this EIR use both approaches noted above (regional growth projections method and list
method). This is due to the localized and specific nature of the project, and also because the project site is
in an area that has and is anticipated to continue to experience some regional growth. Additionally, a
combined approach is appropriate as some resource topics (such as air quality, transportation, and
utilities) consider a more growth-based approach, while others (such as aesthetics, biological resources,
and noise) necessitate a more list-based approach. This allows for a thorough, project-based cumulative
analysis within the relevant geographic areas and timing of the project activities.

Each environmental issue area’s cumulative impact analysis uses the same thresholds of significance used
to determine project impacts. In addition, the cumulative impact threshold included in State CEQA
Guidelines Appendix G, Section XXI, Mandatory Findings of Significance, was also examined in Section
5.16 of this EIR.

In Chapter 5, a three-step approach was used to analyze cumulative impacts, as described in the following
bullets.

o First, if the project was determined to have no impact in a particular impact area, then the analysis
states that the project would not have a cumulative contribution to impacts related to that
threshold.

e [fthe project could result in less than significant or significant impacts, then the second step was
to determine whether the combined effects from the project and other projects would be
cumulatively significant. This was done by considering the project’s incremental impact to the
estimated anticipated impacts of other probable future projects and/or reasonably foreseeable
development.

o The third step was to evaluate whether the project’s incremental contribution, if any, to the
combined significant cumulative impact would be cumulatively considerable, and thus significant
as required by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(a).

It should be noted that State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064, subdivision (h)(4) states that “[t]he mere
existence of significant cumulative impacts caused by other projects alone shall not constitute substantial
evidence that the project’s incremental effects are cumulatively considerable.” Therefore, it is not
necessarily true that, even where cumulative impacts of other projects are significant, the Lead Agency
must deem any level of incremental contribution to be cumulatively considerable. If the project’s
individual impact is less than significant, however, its contribution to a significant cumulative impact
could nevertheless be deemed cumulatively considerable depending on the nature of the impact and the
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existing environmental setting. If, for example, a project is located in an air basin determined to be in
extreme or severe nonattainment for a particular criteria pollutant, a project’s relatively small contribution
of the same pollutant could be found to be cumulatively considerable. Thus, depending on the
circumstances, an impact that is less than significant when considered individually may still be
cumulatively considerable in light of the impact caused by all projects considered in the analysis.

REGIONAL GROWTH PROJECTIONS

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is responsible for developing growth
projections for population, housing, and employment throughout Southern California. These growth
projections are used in the preparation of planning documents and analyses. SCAG computes population
projections by adding the current population with the births and ingress into a region during a projection
period and subtracting the number of deaths and the number of persons leaving the region (SCAG 2020).
Regional and localized population growth has the potential to result in numerous environmental impacts
such as traffic congestion, air quality degradation, and other environmental changes. The project is
located within a region (city of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, California) that has experienced recent
growth, and is projected to experience population increases in the future. This cumulative analysis
considers the regional population, households, and employment growth trends shown in Table 4-2 and the
more specific individual projects that are discussed in this chapter.

Table 4-2. SCAG Regional Population, Housing, and Employment Growth Projections

Population Households Employment

% % %
Jurisdiction 2016 2045 Change 2016 2045 Change 2016 2045 Change

Los Angeles 10,110,000 11,674,000 13% 3,319,000 4,119,000 19% 4,743,000 5,382,000 12%
County

Los Angeles 1,044,500 1,258,000 17% 294,800 419,300 30% 269,100 320,100 16%
County,
Unincorporated

City of Los 3,933,800 4,771,300 18% 1,367,000 1,793,000 24% 1,848,300 2,135,900 13%
Angeles

City of Beverly 34,700 35,800 3% 14,800 15,700 6% 74,600 81,300 8%
Hills

City of West 36,700 42,600 14% 26,000 30,100 14% 21,700 38,100 43%
Hollywood

Source: SCAG Connect SoCal Demographics and Growth Forecast (SCAG 2020)

LIST OF RELATED PROJECTS IN THE PROJECT VICINITY

The project is located on the County-owned land within the city of Los Angeles; thus, nearby related
projects in the city of Los Angeles are a primary contributor to the list of related projects in the project
vicinity. As well, jurisdictions that are relatively close to the project site that could have projects that
contribute to the anticipated project’s developed in the vicinity include the cities of Beverly Hills and
West Hollywood. Further, the County was consulted to determine if there were any projects that could
contribute to cumulative impacts in the project vicinity; however, no County projects were identified as a
result of this inquiry.

A summary of the projects identified within this identified general vicinity of the project site is provided
in Table 4-3 and shown in Figure 4-3. This is not intended to be an exhaustive list of projects in the
region, but represents those projects in the vicinity of the project site that may have some related
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environmental impact to the project and are: 1) currently under construction or implementation or
beginning construction or implementation, 2) pending construction with approved entitlements,

3) proposed and under environmental review, or 4) reasonably foreseeable (i.e., projects for which an
application has been submitted and reasonably foreseeable public projects).

Table 4-3. Cumulative Development Scenario Project List

Figure 4-3
Map Key Name Location Project Type Description Project Status*
Regional
1 Metro D (Purple) Line Metro Wilshire/ Infrastructure Extend rail service with  Under construction.
Extension Western Station to seven new transit First phase (Wilshire/
Metro Westwood/ stations by year 2027.  La Brea, Wilshire/
Veterans Fairfax, and Wilshire/
Administration La Cienega Stations)
Hospital Station is anticipated to be

completed and in
operation by 2024.

County of Los Angeles

2 LACMA Renovation 5906 West Wilshire Museum/Public Replace Under construction
Boulevard Facilities 392,871 square feet
(sf) museum with
368,300 sf museum

City of Los Angeles

3 Wilshire Curson 5700-5780 Wilshire Office and 2,222,952 sf office Under review
Project Boulevard; Commercial 117.600 sf commercial
712-752 South '

Curson Avenue; Retain and renovate

5721-5773 West 8th the southern portion of
Street: the existing buildings
715-7é1 South and would demolish the

northern portion of the

Masselin Avenue L )
two existing office

buildings.
4 5891 West Olympic 5891 West Olympic Residential 46 apartments Entitlements
Boulevard Boulevard approved.
Apartments Not constructed.
5 Fairfax Avenue 800-840 South Fairfax Residential and 209 apartments Under review
Apartments and Avenue Restaurant 2 653 sf of restaurant
Restaurant use
6 Wilshire Boulevard 5411 Wilshire Mixed-Use 348 apartments Under review
Mixed-Use Project Boulevard (including 38 affordable

housing units)
10,716 sf commercial

7 6052-6066 West 6052-6066 West Commercial and 5,135 sf of commercial Entitlements
Olympic Olympic Boulevard Residential retail space approved.

120 residential units Not constructed.

(including 12 affordable
housing units)

8 3rd and Fairfax 300-370 South Fairfax Commercial and 83,994 sf of Entitlements
Mixed-Use Project Avenue; 6300-6370 Residential commercial space approved. Pending
West 3rd Street; 331 apartments demolitio_n and
347 South Ogden construction.
Drive
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Figure 4-3
Map Key

Name

Location

Project Type

Description

Project Status*

Olympic Boulevard
Residential Mixed-
Use Project

6001-6011 West
Olympic Boulevard

Commercial Retail
and Residential

57 apartments
(including 6 affordable
housing units)

1,596 sf of ground-floor
retail

Under construction

10 Television City (TVC) 7716-7860 West Office and 1,874,000 sf of sound  Under review
2050 Plan Beverly Boulevard Commercial Retail  stage production
support, production
office, general office,
and retail uses
11 South San Vicente 650-676 South San Medical Office and 140,305 sf medical Under review
Medical Office Vicente Boulevard Retail Commercial office
4,000 sf restaurant/
retail
1,000 sf commercial
uses
12 333 San Vicente 333 San Vicente Residential and 153 apartments Under review
Boulevard Boulevard Church 31.000 sf church
Apartments ’
13 488 San Vicente 488 San Vicente Residential and 53 apartments Entitlements
Boulevard Boulevard Commercial 7 000 sf retail approved.
' Not constructed.
14 8000 West 3rd Street 8000 West 3rd Street Residential and 50 apartments Entitlements
Commercial 7 065 sf retail approved.
' Not constructed.
15 Unified Elder Care 8052 West Beverly Elder Care Facility 5,000 sf of synagogue  Entitlements
Facility/Mixed-Use Boulevard use approved.
102 apartments Demolition complete.
. Grading permit
153000 sf of medical issued October
office 2022.
1,000 sf of retail use
16 7901 Beverly 7901 Beverly Residential and 71 apartments Entitlements
Boulevard Boulevard Commercial 12.000 sf retail approved.
’ Not constructed.
17 8000 Beverly Mixed- 8000 West Beverly Residential and 48 apartments Entitlements
Use Boulevard Restaurant Use 7.400 sf restaurant approved.
’ Not constructed.
18 8001 Beverly 8001 Beverly Office and 11,000 sf office Entitlements
Boulevard Boulevard Commercial 23.000 sf restaurant approved.
’ Not constructed.
19 7951 Beverly Mixed- 7951 West Beverly Residential, 51 apartments Entitlements
Use Boulevard Restaurant, and 6 affordable housing approved.
Retail Use units Demolition
commenced as of
6,294 sf restaurant October 2022.
1,142 sf retail
20 333 La Cienega 333 South La Cienega Residential and 145 apartments Entitlements
Boulevard Project Boulevard Restaurant Use 27 685 sf commercial approved.
(stjpermarket) Not constructed.
3,370 sf restaurant
21 316 North La 316 North La Cienega Residential and 61 apartments Entitlements
Cienega Boulevard Boulevard Commercial 4.097 sf retail approved.

Project

Not constructed.
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Figure 4-3
Map Key Name Location Project Type Description Project Status*
22 431 North La 431 North La Cienega Residential 72 apartments Entitlements
Cienega Boulevard Boulevard approved.
Apartments Not constructed.
23 Wilshire & La Jolla 6401-6419 Wilshire Residential and 90 apartments Not constructed.
Tower Boulevard Retail Use 5100 sf retail
24 750 North Edinburgh 750 North Edinburgh  Residential 8 single-family Tract Map approved.
Avenue Avenue residences Not constructed.
City of Beverly Hills
25 332 South Doheny 332 South Doheny Residential 9 apartments Under review
Drive Drive
26 55 North La Cienega 55 North La Cienega  Mixed-Use 105 apartments Under review
Boulevard Boulevard
27 227 Tower Drive 227 Tower Drive Residential 10 condominiums Under review,
Applicant to submit
corrections
28 300 South Wetherly 300 South Wetherly Residential 140 condominiums Under review
Drive Drive
City of West Hollywood
29 Santa Monica 8555 Santa Monica Mixed-Use 111 apartments Under review
Boulevard Mixed-Use Boulevard (including 17 affordable
Project housing units)
15,494 sf of live/work
use (12 units)
24,842 sf commercial
retail
3,938 sf of restaurant
and cafe uses
30 Robertson Lane 645, 647, 653, 655, Mixed-Use 225,215 sf hotel Under review.
Hotel Project 661, 665, and 681 47.415 sf commercial/  Construction is
North Robertson res’taurant anticipated to start in
Boulevard and 648, late 2022 or early
650, 652, and 654 2023.
North La Peer Drive
31 8850 Sunset 8850-8878 Sunset Mixed-Use 240,000 sf hotel Under review
Boulevard Project Boulevard and 1025- (115 guest rooms with
1029 Larrabee Street ancillary uses)
41 apartments
32 9034 Sunset 9034 Sunset Mixed-Use 10 condominiums Under review
Boulevard Boulevard 237-room hotel
11,000 sf commercial
33 948 North San 948 North San Residential 24 apartments Under review
Vicente Boulevard Vicente Boulevard
34 560 Orlando Avenue 560 Orlando Avenue  Residential 4 apartments Under review
35 855 West Knoll Drive 855 West Knoll Drive  Residential 4 condominiums Under review
36 862 West Knoll Drive 862 West Knoll Drive  Residential 3 townhomes Under review
37 1006 Edinburgh 1006 Edinburgh Residential 14 apartments Under review

Avenue

Avenue

Sources: City of Beverly Hills (2022); City of Los Angeles (2022a, 2022b); City of West Hollywood (2022); Kittelson and Associates, Inc. (2022).
* “Under review” means the project has not yet been entitled.
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Figure 4-3. Cumulative development scenario project locations.
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CHAPTER 5. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS

This chapter evaluates the potential environmental effects that would result from construction and
operation of the La Brea Tar Pits Master Plan and identifies mitigation measures for impacts found to be

potentially significant. Table 5-1 provides a brief summary of the results of the analysis.

Table 5-1. Summary of Environmental Impacts Analysis

Environmental Resource

Less than
Significant and Significant Impact
Unavoidable Impact with Mitigation

Less than
Significant Impact

Aesthetics

X

Agriculture and Forestry Resources*

Air Quality

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources - Archaeological Resources

Cultural Resources - Historic Resources

Energy*

Geology and Soils

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Hydrology and Water Quality

X | X | X | X

Land Use and Planning

Mineral Resources*

Noise and Vibration

Population and Housing*

Public Services*

Recreation

Transportation

Tribal Resources

Utilities and Service Systems

Wildfire*

X

* Issues evaluated in Section 7.5, Environmental Effects Found Not to be Significant. Based on preliminary analysis and discussions with the
Los Angeles County Museum of Natural History Foundation, it was determined that the project would not result in significant impacts related to

agricultural and forestry resources, energy, mineral resources, population and housing, public services, and wildfire.

Each environmental issue area discussed in Chapter 5 of this EIR has been divided into subsections,

as follows:

Existing Conditions: The description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the

project, as they exist at the time of the established baseline physical conditions.

Regulatory Setting: The regulations in effect at the time the Notice of Preparation was published.
These are the applicable regulations governing each environmental topic, such as the California
Endangered Species Act (CESA) and its requirements for protecting rare and endangered species.
This is not an exhaustive analysis of the regulations, but rather information to assist the reader in

understanding the potential impacts of the project from a regulatory perspective.
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Thresholds of Significance: The thresholds used to evaluate each environmental topic based on
Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and other sources.

Impact Assessment Methodology: Methods used to determine the impacts associated with the
project, such as measurements or field investigative processes.

Environmental Impact Analysis: The statement of the level of significance of potential
environmental effects of the project. These include the significant environmental effects of the
project, as further defined below. The impacts are identified and then are followed by the mitigation
measures that can minimize significant impacts; mitigation measures must be enforceable and
feasible. In addition, there must be an essential nexus between the mitigation measure and a
legitimate governmental interest, and the mitigation measure also must be “roughly proportional”
to the impacts of the project.

Cumulative Impact Analysis: The cumulative effects of the project when the project’s incremental
effect is considered in combination with other closely related past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable probable future projects.

All impacts in this EIR, following the application of any recommended mitigation measures, have been
classified according to the following criteria (note: CEQA does not recognize a beneficial effect as an
impact):

A significant and unavoidable impact would cause a substantial adverse effect on the environment
that meets or exceeds the applicable significance criteria thresholds for a particular resource, and no
feasible mitigation measures would be available to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.

A less than significant impact with mitigation is an adverse impact that would cause a substantial
adverse effect that meets or exceeds the applicable significance criteria thresholds for a particular
resource but can be reduced to a less-than-significant level through successful implementation of
identified mitigation measures.

A less than significant impact or a conclusion of no impact means the effect does not meet or exceed
the applicable significance criteria thresholds for a particular resource. No mitigation measures are
required for less than significant impacts or issue areas where no impact would occur; only
compliance with standard regulatory conditions would be required.

The term “significance” is used throughout the EIR to characterize the magnitude of the projected impact.
For this EIR, a significant impact is a substantial or potentially substantial change to resources in the
project area or the area adjacent to the project. In the discussions of each issue area, thresholds of
significance are identified to distinguish between significant impacts and impacts that would not arise to
the level of significance.

Where feasible, measures have been identified to reduce project impacts to less-than-significant levels.
CEQA states that public agencies should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible mitigation
measures available that would substantially lessen the environmental effects of such projects (Public
Resources Code Section 21002).

5-2



La Brea Tar Pits Master Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report
Section 5.1 Aesthetics

5.1 AESTHETICS

This section identifies visual characteristics of the project site and analyzes the potential effects of the
project related to aesthetics. Aesthetics are principally defined by how viewers perceive the visual
attractiveness of an area. Based on this subjective perception, the key elements and features that create or
enhance an area’s visual quality are definable. In general, visual resources are features of urban (built) or
natural environments with a high aesthetic or scenic value. Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines
describes the concept of aesthetic resources in terms of scenic vistas, scenic resources (such as trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State Scenic Highway), the visual character or quality of the
project area, and light and glare.

5.1.1 Existing Conditions

5.1.1.1 Visual Characteristics of the Project Site

The project site is located at 5801 Wilshire Boulevard within the 23-acre Hancock Park. As illustrated in
the aerial photograph in Chapter 3, Figure 3-2, the project site includes 13 acres of the eastern and
northwestern portions of Hancock Park. It is bounded by West 6th Street to the north (an approximately
1,200-foot-long frontage), South Curson Avenue to the east (an approximately 830-foot-long frontage),
Wilshire Boulevard to the south (an approximately 500-foot-long frontage), and the Los Angeles County
Museum of Art (LACMA) to the west across the vacated Ogden Drive (approximately 250-foot-long
frontage). The entirety of Hancock Park is currently enclosed with an 8- to 10-foot-high metal fence that
serves to secure the site by providing full closure of Hancock Park when the facilities are closed in the
evenings.

The project site includes active paleontological research areas and quarries, recreational facilities, and
several buildings. Of particular note and prominence is the two-story (approximately 41 feet in height)
George C. Page Museum (Page Museum) in the eastern portion of the project site. Numerous small tar
seeps, an upwelling of asphalt to the ground surface, are also in various locations at the project site.

The exterior of the Page Museum is shaped like a truncated pyramid. The first floor of the museum is set
into a large earthen berm which opens onto the Central Green, which is an approximately 28,000-square
foot multi-purpose grass lawn to the west of the Page Museum. At the top of the earthen berm on the
second floor is a 30-foot-wide rooftop covered viewing platform which surrounds the first-floor Central
Atrium courtyard. The entire viewing platform is covered by an expansive projecting frieze, which
appears as carved stone with a continuous bas relief sculpture depicting scenes from the Pleistocene
period, prepared by sculptor Manuel La Paz and supported by an exposed space frame roof structure
(Millington and Dietler 2023).

The project site contains multiple active paleontological quarries, commonly referred to as “pits.”

The active pits are scattered throughout the northeastern portion of the project site (Pits 3, 4, 9, 13, 61, 67,
and 91.) These tar pits are fenced and include informational placards. Of paleontological and visitor
interest, Pit 91 has an attached indoor viewing station (approximately 13 feet in height) that allows
visitors to observe the ongoing excavation activities. Project 23, located on the north end of the
excavations compound, describes the ongoing activities related to recovery of the deposits found during
construction of the LACMA parking garage. ' The Observation Pit is situated to the west of Project 23

! During construction on the LACMA parking garage in 2006, 16 new paleontological deposits were discovered, including an
almost-complete skeleton of an adult mammoth. Given the size of the discoveries, 23 large wooden boxes were built around the
various deposits, allowing many of the discoveries to remain intact. “Project 23” has now become the short-hand descriptor for
the location and activities related to the excavation of deposits within the 23 large wooden boxes that is now occurring in a
portion of the La Brea site.
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along the project site boundary with LACMA. The Observation Put is a small domed building
(approximately 12.5 feet in height) built over the active Pit 101 and replicates the experience of a fossil

pit.

To the south of the Page Museum is the Wilshire Boulevard pedestrian entrance and the Lake Pit.
Although it appears to resemble a small lake or pond, the Lake Pit is a pit left over from asphalt mining
operations in the late 1800s and produces visible methane gas bubbles that emit a distinctive odor.

In 1967, statues of Columbian mammoths were put on display in the Lake Pit. A comfort station with
public restrooms, picnic benches, and vending machines is adjacent to the Lake Pit to the west.

Landscaping on the project site includes a variety of trees, bushes, and other vegetation interspersed
within the project site and along the perimeter. Vegetation consists of primarily non-native planted trees,
such as pines (Pinus spp.), gum trees (Eucalyptus spp.), Brazilian pepper (Schinus terebinthifolius),
various species of palm tree (e.g., fan; queen), and other non-native ornamental trees. It is estimated that
approximately 330 to 340 trees currently exist within the 13-acre project boundary. Within these existing
trees, there are 13 native oak trees (12 Quercus agrifolia and one Quercus lobata). The highest
concentration of landscaping occurs in the northern perimeter along West 6th Street and the eastern
perimeter along South Curson Boulevard, which includes a mix of shrubs, non-native ornamental trees,
and palm trees. In addition, an ephemeral creek, referred to as Oil Creek, flows from the northeast to the
southwest from the southwestern end of the parking area to the southeast side of Pit 91. Oil Creek is
dominated by non-native mowed grasses along with a mix of other native and non-native low-lying
vegetation.

Visibility, or views of the project site’s visual characteristics from adjacent uses, typically depends on the
vantage point and location. Distant or panoramic views of the project site are generally constrained by the
relatively flat topography of the project site within the surrounding dense urban development, street trees,
and other landscaping. Long-range views of the project site are generally only available from elevated
vantage points in the project vicinity, primarily private vantage points from taller buildings along
Wilshire Boulevard, the residential towers in Park La Brea, and other residential and office high rise
buildings in the area. From street level, visibility of the project site generally includes views of the
existing fencing and existing landscaping and trees lining the project site’s perimeter. Views of the Lake
Pit, the Page Museum, and the Central Green can be seen from Wilshire Boulevard, looking north into the
project site. From South Curson Street looking west into the project site, portions of Central Green as well
as partially obstructed views of the Page Museum can be seen through the existing landscaping.

In addition, views of the existing parking lot and existing entrance at the intersection of South Curson
Street and Wilshire Boulevard are visible. Views from West 6th Street looking south into the project site
include existing landscaping and perimeter trees, fencing, as well as obstructed views of Page Museum,
Central Green, and the parking lot.

5.1.1.2 Visual Characteristics of the Surrounding Area

The project site is located approximately 5.5 miles west from downtown Los Angeles within the Miracle
Mile neighborhood. The area is urbanized and is characterized primarily by low-, mid-, and high-rise
buildings that are occupied by a mixture of urban uses, including museums, commercial, office,
residential, and open space. The surrounding mix of uses ranges in height from one to 31 stories.

The Park La Brea Pool and Park La Brea, a residential neighborhood containing two-story garden
apartment buildings, are located to the north across West 6th Street. The residential buildings associated
with Park La Brea are generally oriented inward and consistent in massing. The heavy landscaping along
West 6th Street contributes to a uniform visual character of the Park La Brea development.
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A dense urban environment is located to the south across Wilshire Boulevard. The Craft Contemporary
Museum and other museum and commercial buildings ranging in height from two stories to six stories are
spread along the street. A 31-story commercial office building is also located across Wilshire Boulevard.
Single- and multi-family residential uses are located farther to the south.

LACMA is located on the west and southwestern project site boundary. The buildings associated with
LACMA include the Pavilion for Japanese Art, the “Urban Light” and “Levitated Mass” public artwork,
and the future David Geffen Galleries. Although currently under construction, the David Geffen Galleries
will be an approximately 65-foot-tall building that will replace four of LACMA’s older buildings on-site,
which range in height from approximately 46 to 100 feet (County of Los Angeles 2017). A portion of the
David Geffen Galleries will extend across Wilshire Boulevard to the Spaulding Lot. Construction
activities are estimated to be completed at the end of 2024 (LACMA 2023). Beyond LACMA’s facilities
to the west are an outdoor public art installation and the Academy Museum of Motion Pictures.

Commercial buildings, surface parking lots, a 21-story residential building, and a 5-story residential
building are located across South Curson Avenue to the east.

5.1.1.3 Scenic Vistas and Views

A scenic viewshed provides a scenic vista from a given location, such as a highway, a park, a hiking trail,
river/waterway, or even from a particular neighborhood. The boundaries of a viewshed are defined by the
field of view. Scenic viewsheds vary by location and community and can include ridgelines, unique rock
outcroppings, waterfalls, ocean views, or various other unusual or scenic landforms. This analysis relied
on local and state guidance documents to identify important scenic vistas and views that should be
protected in the project site. As designated and defined by both the City of Los Angeles (City) and
County of Los Angeles (County), the project site is not located within or adjacent to a scenic viewshed,
vista, feature, or ridgeline (City of Los Angeles 2001; County of Los Angeles 2015). Additional
information regarding the regulatory setting in consideration of the aesthetics analysis contained herein is
provided in Section 5.1.2, Regulatory Setting.

Public views are those that can be seen from vantage points that are publicly accessible, such as streets,
freeways, parks, and vista points. Views can be defined as focal views (i.e., views of a particular object,
scene, setting, or feature of visual interest) and panoramic views (i.e., views of a large geographic area for
which a view may be wide and extend into the distance). Within the project vicinity, panoramic views are
only available from elevated vantages, including the taller buildings along Wilshire Boulevard, the
residential towers in Park La Brea, and other residential and commercial office high-rise buildings in the
area. Given the relative lack of buildings on the site compared with the surrounding dense urban
development, street trees, and other landscaping, panoramic views are not generally limited from the
project site. Pedestrian-level, panoramic views of the Hollywood Hills may be available from certain
roadway segments in the area (e.g., Fairfax Avenue). However, panoramic east-west views along Wilshire
Boulevard are limited by the bend in the roadway that begins adjacent to the project site, between Stanley
Avenue and Spaulding Avenue, and trends northward to the west for several miles. As a result, panoramic
views along this roadway generally terminate at the buildings where this bend occurs.

Views from the project site from most public street-level locations are focal views and primarily available
to viewers at adjacent locations (i.e., pedestrians and motorists along Wilshire Boulevard, West 6th Street,
and Ogden Drive). In general, surrounding views consist of the urban landscape, which include a variety
of low-, mid-, and high-rise buildings, both old and new, occupied by commercial, residential, and office
uses; parking uses; and intermittent views of open space areas such as Hancock Park. Notable buildings
and features that can be seen within the same viewshed as the project site are limited to those that are
located on or adjacent to the project site, such as the Wilshire Boulevard streetlights, the Pavilion for
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Japanese Art, the Observation Pit building, the high-rise building at 5900 Wilshire Boulevard, and the
building at 5850 Wilshire Boulevard, which is adjacent to the Spaulding Lot.

5.1.1.4 Scenic Highways and Scenic Resources

The California Scenic Highway Program identifies State- and County-designated scenic highways.

The State-designated scenic highway is Route 2, the Angeles Crest Highway, located approximately

12 miles north of the project site (California Department of Transportation [Caltrans] 2018). The County-
designated scenic highways are two sections of Mulholland Highway and the Malibu Canyon-Los
Virgenes Highway, which are both located more than 20 miles to the northwest of the project site
(Caltrans 2015). In addition, Route 210, the Foothill Freeway, is an eligible State Scenic Highway but is
not officially designated. Route 110, the Pasadena Freeway or Arroyo Seco Parkway, is recognized by the
California Scenic Highway Program as a federal Historic Parkway. Route 210 is approximately 12 miles
north of the project site and Route 110 is approximately 5 miles east.

In addition to the designation of highways under the California Scenic Highway Program, the City’s
Mobility Plan 2035 provides an inventory of City-designated scenic highways, special controls for
protection and enhancement of scenic resources, and Scenic Highway guidelines for those designated
scenic highways for which there is no adopted scenic corridor plan (City of Los Angeles 2016).

The Mobility Plan 2035 lists the following two segments of Wilshire Boulevard as a Scenic Highway:
the segment from where the jurisdictional boundaries of the City of Beverly Hills and City of Los
Angeles meet to Malcom Avenue (the Wilshire—Westwood Scenic Corridor) and the segment between
Sycamore Avenue and Fairfax Avenue. Thus the project site is adjacent to a City-designated Scenic
Highway. Specifically, this portion of Wilshire Boulevard is notable due to the landscaped median that
extends along this portion of Wilshire Boulevard, as well as its location within the Miracle Mile.

In summary, the project site is not within the viewshed of a State- or County-designated scenic highway
due to distance and the built-out nature of the area surrounding the project site. Based on a review of the
applicable County and City plans, there are no other designated scenic resources within a State Scenic
Highway that would be visible from the project site (City of Los Angeles 2001; County of Los Angeles
2015).

Of note and discussed in detail in Section 5.5, Cultural Resources — Historical Resources, the Page
Museum, the Observation Pit, and the La Brea Tar Pits Historic District are considered historical
resources for the purposes of CEQA. These historical resources are defining visual characteristics of
project site and are visible from the City-designated scenic highway segment of Wilshire Boulevard.
Discussion of proposed modifications to these resources as they pertain to aesthetics and visual resource
impacts is included for informational purposes in the environmental impact analysis in Section 5.1.5.

5.1.1.5 Light and Glare

Given the nature of high-density urban development, most of Wilshire Boulevard and the project vicinity
is characterized by moderate to high intensities of illumination. Artificial lighting in the project vicinity
includes street lighting, security lighting in parking lots, signs and billboards, recreational facilities, and
exterior and interior lighting of residential and nonresidential buildings. Light is also emitted from the
headlights of vehicles traveling along Wilshire Boulevard and surrounding streets. Streetlights on
Wilshire Avenue, particularly at intersections, illuminate most of the streets in the area. The bulk of the
existing streetlights are on approximately 40-foot-tall streetlight poles. Ornamental pedestrian-level
lighting is provided on some corridors, such as portions of West 6th Street. In general, the project vicinity
is an urban area with many sources of ambient illumination, including light emitted from industrial and
commercial properties and streetlights lining the streets, as well as from the headlights of vehicles
traveling along Wilshire Boulevard.

5.1-4
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Lighting within the project site includes interior and exterior lights adjacent to the buildings. Exterior
lighting on the park facilities and buildings (e.g., the Page Museum and the Observation Pit building) and
free-standing lights in the park grounds of La Brea Tar Pits are primarily located in the parking lot and
along the park pathways for security and wayfinding purposes. In addition, lighting for accent signage,
parking information, and architectural features is also present within the project site. Additional
temporary lighting is periodically used on the park grounds of the project site, which are plugged into the
bottom of the existing, free-standing light fixtures (which have electrical outlets at their bases).

All outdoor lights within the project site operate on a timer, turning on at 6:00 p.m. and turning off at
7:00 a.m. every day, and conform to the requirements set forth in the County’s Municipal Code Section
22.44.1270 for exterior lighting.

5.1.2 Regulatory Setting
5.1.2.1 Federal

There are no federal regulations related to aesthetics that are applicable to the project.

5.1.2.2 State
CALIFORNIA SCENIC HIGHWAY PROGRAM

The State Scenic Highway Program was created in 1963 to protect and enhance the natural scenic beauty
of California highways and adjacent corridors through special conservation treatment. According to state
guidelines, a highway may be designated scenic depending upon how much of the natural landscape can
be seen by travelers, the scenic quality of the landscape, and the extent to which development intrudes
upon the traveler’s enjoyment of the view. State laws governing the Scenic Highway Program are found
in the Streets and Highways Code, Sections 260 through 263. Caltrans defines a State Scenic Highway as
any freeway, highway, road, or other public right-of-way that traverses an area of exceptional scenic
quality. Eligibility for designation as a State Scenic Highway is based on vividness, intactness, and unity
of the roadway. As previously described, the project site is not within the viewshed of a State-designated
scenic highway.

CALIFORNIA GREEN BUILDING STANDARDS

The California Green Building Standards Code (Part 11 of Title 24) is commonly referred to as the 2019
CALGreen Code. The CALGreen Code stipulates maximum allowable light levels, efficiency
requirements for lighting, miscellaneous control requirements, and light trespass requirements for electric
lighting and daylighting. Paragraph 5.106.8 Light Pollution Reduction specifies that all non-residential
outdoor lighting must comply with the following:

e The minimum requirements in the California Energy Code for Lighting Zones 0-4 as defined in
Chapter 10, Section 10-114 of the California Administrative Code; and

e Backlight (B) ratings as defined in [ES TM-15-11 (shown in Table A-1 in Chapter 8); and

e Uplight and Glare ratings as defined in the California Energy Code (shown in Tables 130.2-A and
130.2-B in Chapter 8); and

e Allowable Backlight, Uplight and Glare ratings not exceeding those shown in Table A5.106.8(N);
or comply with a local ordinance lawfully enacted pursuant to Section 101.7, whichever is more
stringent.
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5.1.2.3 County of Los Angeles
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 2035 GENERAL PLAN

Given the location of the project entirely on County-owned land, the County of Los Angeles 2035
General Plan (County General Plan) is an important applicable guiding policy document (County of Los
Angeles 2015). The County General Plan provides the policy framework and establishes the County’s
long-range vision for how the County will grow, and establishes goals, policies, and programs to foster
healthy, livable, and sustainable communities. The County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors adopted
the County General Plan on October 6, 2015. Chapter 6, the Land Use Element, was updated in 2022.
The objectives and policies of the Land Use, Conservation and Open Space, and Mobility Elements
related to aesthetics are listed in Table 5.1-1.

Table 5.1-1. County of Los Angeles General Plan, Relevant Goals and Policies

Objective/Policy Objective/Policy Description

Land Use Element

Goal LU 7 Compatible land uses that complement neighborhood character and the natural environment.

Goal LU 10 Well-designed and healthy places that support a diversity of built environments.

Policy LU 10.1 Encourage community outreach and stakeholder agency input early and often in the design of projects.
Policy LU 10.2 Design development adjacent to natural features in a sensitive manner to complement the natural

environment.

Policy LU 10.3 Consider the built environment of the surrounding area and location in the design and scale of new or
remodeled buildings, architectural styles, and reflect appropriate features such as massing, materials,
color, detailing or ornament.

Policy LU 10.10 Promote architecturally distinctive buildings and focal points at prominent locations, such as major
commercial intersections and near transit stations or open spaces.

Goal LU 11 Development that utilizes sustainable design techniques.

Policy LU 11.2 Support the design of developments that provide substantial tree canopy cover, and utilize light-colored

paving materials and energy-efficient roofing materials to reduce the urban heat island effect.

Conservation and Open Space Element

Goal C/NR 13 Protected visual and scenic resources.

Policy C/NR 13.1 Protect scenic resources through land use regulations that mitigate development impacts.

Policy C/NR 13.3 Reduce light trespass, light pollution, and other threats to scenic resources.

Policy C/NR 13.4 Encourage developments to be designed to create a consistent visual relationship with the natural terrain
and vegetation.

Policy C/NR 13.5 Encourage required grading to be compatible with the existing terrain.

Policy C/NR 13.6 Prohibit outdoor advertising and billboards along scenic routes, corridors, waterways, and other scenic
areas.

Mobility Element

Policy M 2.9 Encourage the planting of trees along streets and other forms of landscaping to enliven streetscapes by
blending natural features with built features.

Policy M 2.11 In urban and suburban areas, promote the continuity of streets and sidewalks through design features,
such as limiting mid-block curb cuts, encouraging access through side streets or alleys, and promoting
shorter block lengths.
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES CODE SECTION 22.44.1270 EXTERIOR LIGHTING

Section 22.44.1270 establishes light performance standards for development within the County, including
standards related to acceptable power of lighting, types of lighting, height of lighting support structures,
lighting shielding, sign lighting, and hours of operation.

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES SECTION 22.174 OAK TREE PERMIT ORDINANCE

The County of Los Angeles Oak Tree Permit Ordinance protects all oak trees, whether native
(indigenous) or not (Title 22 Division 8 Chapter 22.174). Under this ordinance, oak trees 8 inches or more
in diameter measured at 4.5 feet above mean natural grade (i.e., diameter at breast height [dbh]), or in the
case of oaks with multiple trunks, a combined diameter of 12 inches dbh or more of the two largest
trunks, are protected. A permit is required to cut, destroy, remove, relocate, inflict damage, or encroach
into the protected zone. The protected zone is the diameter of the tree’s canopy, plus 5 feet (County of
Los Angeles Zoning Code). Exemptions to the ordinance include cases of emergency caused by an oak
tree being in a hazardous or dangerous condition, or being irretrievably damaged or destroyed through
flood, fire, wind, or lightning, as determined after visual inspection by a licensed forester with the
Department of Forestry and fire warden.

There are 13 native oak trees on the project site that meet threshold criteria for protection under the
County of Los Angeles Oak Tree Permit Ordinance.

5.1.2.4 City of Los Angeles

While the project site is located within the city of Los Angeles, it is owned by the County of Los Angeles
and is proposed for uses that benefit the public. Accordingly, the project is not subject to the regulatory
controls of the City of Los Angeles. Nonetheless, City regulatory and planning documents that are most
relevant to the project as they relate to aesthetics and visual resources are provided herein for
informational purposes.

CITY OF LOS ANGELES GENERAL PLAN

The City of Los Angeles City Council originally adopted the City of Los Angeles General Plan (City
General Plan) in 1974 to serve as a comprehensive, long-term plan for future development of the City.
The City General Plan Elements have been gradually updated over time and set forth goals, objectives,
and programs to guide land use policies and meet the existing and future needs of the City. City
objectives and policies of the Framework, Conservation, and Mobility Plan Elements related to aesthetics
are provided in Table 5.1-2.

Table 5.1-2. City of Los Angeles General Plan, Relevant Policies and Objectives

Objective/Policy Objective/Policy Description

Framework Element

Policy 3.2.1 Provide a pattern of development consisting of distinct districts, centers, boulevards, and neighborhoods
that are differentiated by their functional role, scale, and character. This shall be accomplished by
considering factors such as the existing concentrations of use, community-oriented activity centers that
currently or potentially service adjacent neighborhoods, and existing or potential public transit corridors
and stations.
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Objective/Policy

Objective/Policy Description

Policy 5.2.2

Encourage the development of centers, districts, and selected corridor/boulevard nodes such that the land
uses, scale, and built form allowed and/or encouraged within these areas allow them to function as centers
and support transit use, both in daytime and nighttime (see Chapter 3: Land Use). Additionally, develop
these areas so that they are compatible with surrounding neighborhoods, as defined generally by the
following building characteristics:

. Buildings in community centers generally should be two to six stories in height, with the first
several stories located along the sidewalk. They should also incorporate the pedestrian-oriented
elements defined in policy 5.8.1. Either housing or office space may be located above the
ground floor storefronts.

e  The built form of regional centers will vary by location. In areas such as Wilshire and Hollywood
Boulevards, buildings will range from low- to mid-rise buildings, with storefronts situated along
pedestrian-oriented streets. In areas such as Century City and Warner Center, freestanding high
rises that are not pedestrian-oriented characterize portions of these centers. Nevertheless,
regional centers should contain pedestrian-oriented areas, and incorporate the pedestrian-
oriented design elements defined in policy 5.8.1 and policies 3.16.1-3.16.3.

. Buildings located at activity nodes along mixed-use boulevards generally shall have the same
characteristics as either neighborhood districts or community centers, depending on permitted
land use intensities. Housing over ground-floor storefronts or in place of commercial
development shall be encouraged along mixed-use boulevards.

Policy 6.4.4

Consider open space as an integral ingredient of neighborhood character, especially in targeted growth
areas, in order that open space resources contribute positively to the City's neighborhoods and urban
centers as highly desirable places to live (see Chapter 5: Urban Form and Neighborhood Design).

Objective 9.38

Ensure that street lighting designs meet minimum standards for quality lighting to provide appropriate
visibility dependent on the character and usage of streets and sidewalks with minimum impact on the
environment and adjoining property.

Policy 9.40.1 Require lighting on private streets, pedestrian oriented areas, and pedestrian walks to meet minimum City
standards for street and sidewalk lighting.
Policy 9.40.2 Require parking lot lighting and related pedestrian lighting to meet recognized national standards.

Mobility Plan 2035

Policy 2.16 Scenic

Ensure that future modifications to any Scenic Highway do not impact the unique identity or characteristic

Highways of that Scenic Highway.

Policy 3(c) Outstanding specimens of existing trees and plants located within the public right-of-way of a Scenic
Highway shall be retained to the maximum extent feasible within the same public right-of-way.

Policy 3(e) Landscaped medians of Scenic Highways shall not be removed. Such medians may be reduced in width
(1) to accommodate left turn channelization within one hundred feet of a signalized intersection; or (2) to
accommodate a designated Class Il bikeway provided that there is compliance with Guideline 3c above,
and that the resulting median width is not less than eight (8) feet.

Policy 4(a,b) Only traffic, informational, and identification signs shall be permitted within the public right-of-way of a

Scenic Highway. Off-site outdoor advertising is prohibited in the public right of-way of, and on publicly-
owned land within five hundred feet of the center line of, a Scenic Highway

WILSHIRE COMMUNITY PLAN

Thirty-five community plans comprise the Land Use Element of the City General Plan. The community
plans implement the City General Plan Framework at the local level and consist of both text and an
accompanying generalized land use map. Community plans are intended to provide an official guide for
future development, propose approximate locations and dimensions for land use, and show the locations
and characteristics of public service facilities.

The project site is located within the Wilshire Community Plan area, which was approved by the City
Council on September 19, 2001 (City of Los Angeles 2001). The majority of the Wilshire Community
Plan area consists of gently sloping plains and includes about 8,954 acres (about 14 square miles).

The eastern edge of the plan area is about 6 miles west of downtown Los Angeles, and the western edge
abuts the City of Beverly Hills.



https://planning.lacity.org/cwd/framwk/chapters/05/05.htm#pol581
https://planning.lacity.org/cwd/framwk/chapters/05/05.htm#pol581
https://planning.lacity.org/cwd/framwk/chapters/03/03211.htm#obj3.16
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The Wilshire Community Plan objectives and policies relevant to the project regarding aesthetics are
shown in Table 5.1-3.

Table 5.1-3. Wilshire Community Plan, Relevant Policies and Objectives

Objective/Policy Objective/Policy Description
Objective 2-3 Enhance the visual appearance and appeal of commercial districts
Policy 2-3.1 Improve streetscape identity and character through appropriate controls of signs, landscaping, and

streetscape improvements; and require that new development be compatible with the scale of adjacent
neighborhoods.

Light and Glare Policy . Install on-site lighting along all pedestrian walkways and vehicular access ways.

. Shield and direct on-site lighting down onto driveways and walkways, away from adjacent
residential uses.

The Wilshire Community Plan also contains an Urban Design chapter (Chapter 5), which includes
policies that establish baseline design guidelines for commercial, multiple-family residential, and limited
industrial land uses in the Wilshire community. The Urban Design chapter also includes community
design and landscaping guidelines that address streetscape improvements and landscaping in public
spaces and rights-of-way. These design policies and guidelines ensure that projects incorporate specific
elements of good design to promote a stable and pleasant environment. For commercial areas, the
emphasis is on the provision and maintenance of the visual continuity of streetscapes, and the creation of
an environment that encourages both pedestrian and economic activity.

The Wilshire Community Plan includes four Designated Scenic Highways, including Wilshire Boulevard,
east-west from La Brea Avenue to Fairfax Avenue. Designated Scenic Highways merit special controls
and/or visual enhancement programs to protect scenic resources. The land contiguous to a scenic highway
is known as a Scenic Corridor. It is appropriate that protective land use controls be established for these
corridors, particularly with respect to signage and billboards.

5.1.3 Thresholds of Significance

The following thresholds of significance are based on the Environmental Checklist contained in
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. A project would result in significant adverse impacts related
to aesthetics if it would:

a) have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista;

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

¢) conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality, if the project is in
an urbanized area; and/or

d) create a new source of substantial light and glare which would adversely affect daytime or
nighttime views in the area.

5.1.4 Impact Assessment Methodology

The evaluation of aesthetics and aesthetic impacts is inherently subjective by nature. It requires the
application of a process that objectively identifies the visual features of the environment and their
importance. Aesthetic description involves identifying existing visual character, including visual
resources and scenic vistas unique to the project site and the surrounding area. Visual resources are
determined by identifying landforms (e.g., topography and graded areas), views (e.g., scenic resources
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such as natural features or urban characteristics), viewpoints/locations, and existing light and glare
(e.g., nighttime illumination).

Changes to aesthetic resources due to implementation of the project are identified and evaluated based on
the proposed modifications as described in Chapter 3, Project Description as they relate to the existing
setting and the viewer’s sensitivity. Due to the project’s location within the dense urban environment and
the relative lack of buildings on the site compared with the surrounding urban development, the visual
receptors to the aesthetic alteration of the project site would include visitors to La Brea Tar Pits and its
associated museums and publicly accessible facilities located throughout Hancock Park, including
LACMA. Individuals in the surrounding residential buildings and commercial buildings, as well as
motorists, cyclists, and pedestrians traveling along Wilshire Boulevard, South Curson Avenue, and West
6th Street, would also be considered visual receptors of the project site. Views from private property such
as balconies, rooftops, or interior living spaces are not considered public views and, thus, are not
considered further in this analysis.

The aesthetics analysis in this section considers the physical and visual changes to the existing structures
on the project site as well as modifications to natural features, such as trees and landscaping, and
introduced features, such as structures and lighting. The analysis also considers the project’s consistency
with relevant plans and regulations that address issues related to visual character, scenic views, scenic
highways, and light and glare. As necessary, mitigation measures are identified to minimize impacts on
aesthetics to less than-significant levels.

5.1.5 Environmental Impact Analysis

a) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

Given the topography in the project site and the relative lack of development as compared to the
surrounding dense urban development, including street trees and other landscaping, scenic views or vistas
are not visible from the project site. From the project site and the immediate vicinity, there are limited and
intermittent views of the Hollywood Hills, located approximately 3 miles to the northwest. Additionally,
no formally designated scenic viewsheds, vistas, features, or ridgelines as designated and defined by both
the City and County of Los Angeles are located within or adjacent to the project site (City of Los Angeles
2001; County of Los Angeles 2015).

CONSTRUCTION

During construction of the project, the visual appearance of the project site would be temporarily altered
to accommodate construction activities such as site preparation and grading, staging equipment and
materials storage, renovation and construction of existing and new structures, removal and relocation of
the existing surface parking lot, and modifications to landscaping and existing trees on-site. However,
given there are no formally designated scenic viewsheds, vistas, features, or ridgelines located within or
adjacent to the project site, construction activities associated with the project would not result in a
substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. Impacts would be less than significant.

OPERATION

The project would renovate the exiting Page Museum, introduce a new structure (the new museum
building), relocate the parking lot by shifting its location north approximately 50 to 70 feet, and enhance
landscaping features that would be visible directly from adjacent off-site locations, including high-rise
residential and commercial buildings. However, due to the topography of the project site and relative lack
of buildings on the site compared with the surrounding dense urban development, view changes would
typically occur at limited vantage points, as opposed to along extensive roadway segments or from entire
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large geographic areas. Furthermore, the new museum building would be two stories in height and
integrate with the surrounding urban development along Wilshire Boulevard and the park setting of
Hancock Park. Thus, while project implementation would alter the existing visual character of the project
site, it would not adversely affect a scenic vista or obstruct views of visual resources. Furthermore,
educational facilities and amenities on the second floor of the new museum building, which would rise
above the existing earthen berm, would provide an opportunity for visitors to experience panoramic views
of Hancock Park and the Hollywood Hills to the north, as well as more open, albeit focal-range views
along Wilshire Boulevard. While the project site could be visible within panoramic views, such as from
the Hollywood Hills to the north and west of the project site, the project site contributes to the existing
urban setting of the area and would not be especially discernible among the surrounding urban
development. Therefore, implementation of the project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a
scenic vista and impacts would be /less than significant.

AES Impact 1

The project would not have a substantial effect on a scenic vista either during project construction or operation.
Impacts during project construction and operation would be less than significant. (CEQA Checklist Appendix G
Threshold I. a)

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.

Impacts Following Mitigation

Not applicable. Impacts related to scenic vistas would be less than significant.

b) Would the project substantially damage scenic resources including but not
limited to trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic
highway?

As described in Section 5.1.1.4, there are no State-designated scenic highways adjacent to or within the
vicinity of the project site. The closest State-designated highway is Route 110, Arroyo Seco Historic
Parkway, a federal byway located approximately 5 miles to the east (Caltrans 2018). However, the portion
of Wilshire Boulevard between Fairfax Avenue and Sycamore Avenue, adjacent to the project site, is a
City-designated scenic highway. The landscaped median is a primary feature that contributes to the scenic
value of this portion of the roadway (City of Los Angeles 2016). The Designated Scenic Highways and
Guidelines contained within the Mobility Plan 2035 of the City General Plan describe roadway design,
earthwork, and grading design. However, these guidelines would not be applicable to the project since the
project would not be modifying Wilshire Boulevard and no earthwork along Wilshire Boulevard is
proposed. The unique identity and characteristics of the Wilshire Boulevard would not be impacted
during either construction or operation of the project.

CONSTRUCTION

While construction activities would involve the use of the surrounding and nearby roadways for trucks
and workers to access the project site, there are no State-designated scenic highways adjacent to or within
the vicinity of the project site. In addition, the project would not involve earthwork or construction
activities within the landscaped median along the City-designated scenic highway portion of Wilshire
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Boulevard. As such, impacts associated with the project’s construction activities would be less than
significant.

OPERATION

While there are no designated scenic resources within a State Scenic Highway that would be visible from
the project site, the project site does include features that are considered historical resources for the
purposes of CEQA, including the Page Museum building and the Observation Pit. These are defining
visual characteristics of the project site and are visible from the City-designated scenic highway segment
of Wilshire Boulevard. Project implementation would result in modifications and enhancements to these
project site features as described in Chapter 3, Project Description. Although project implementation
would result in changes to the visual landscape as seen from Wilshire Boulevard, it would not
substantially damage or altogether remove visually prominent or character-defining features of the project
site, nor would the project alter the landscaped median of Wilshire Boulevard. Further, there are no rock
outcroppings or significant topographic features on the project site. As described, the project site includes
a variety of trees and vegetation interspersed within and along the perimeter; however, none of the trees
are designated as scenic resources.

Given there are no designated scenic resources within a State Scenic Highway that would be visible from
the project site and the project would not substantially damage or altogether remove visually prominent or
character-defining features of the project site nor alter the landscaped median of Wilshire Boulevard,
implementation of the project would not substantially damage scenic resources within a State- or City-
designated scenic highway. For these reasons, impacts associated with project operation would be less
than significant.

AES Impact 2

The project would not substantially damage scenic resources within a State- or City-designated Scenic Highway
during either project construction or operation. Impacts during construction and operation of the project would be
less than significant. (CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold I. b)

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.

Impacts Following Mitigation

Not applicable. Impacts to scenic resources within a State- or City-designated Scenic Highway would be less than
significant.

c) If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable
zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality?

The project is in a highly urbanized area in the city of Los Angeles. The analysis of the zoning and other
regulations governing scenic quality applicable to the project is primarily provided as a policy
consistency-level analysis from a project operation perspective only as most of the applicable policies
would not apply to the project’s construction activities, except for the County’s Oak Tree Permit
Ordinance as described further in the analysis below.

The project would result in the renovation of the Page Museum and construction of a new museum
building to allow for enlarged exhibition space, additional storage, a ground floor café, and retail space.
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The new museum building would present a design that would be both distinctive and complementary to
the Page Museum and would create a cohesive extension of the educational facilities. The project would
require the removal of most of the existing landscaping on the project site, a significant portion of which
is visible from Wilshire Boulevard. Given the visual dominance of the project site greenery, the removal
of landscaping would alter the visual character of the project site. Native trees such as Coast live oak,
California [western] sycamore (Platanus racemosa), and buckeye (desculus californica) would be
preserved unless diseased or in conflict with the new construction (e.g., the pathway, the museum
expansion, the shifted parking lot on the northern side of the project site). The shifting of the parking lot
on the northern side of the project site may require removal or relocation of the trees between the existing
parking lot and West 6th Street; the determination of whether it is feasible to retain the existing trees on
the north side of the parking lot would occur after approval of the conceptual Master Plan. If these trees
need to be removed or relocated, they would be either moved to another location within the 13-acre
project site or replaced elsewhere within the project site. Non-native trees and/or trees in poor health
would be removed. Planted trees would be consistent with or complementary to the existing streetscape.
The trees and added landscaping would reflect the redesigned pedestrian pathway that would loop through
the project site and connect disparate buildings. Thus, given that the loss of on-site trees and landscaping
would be temporary, that removed trees would be replaced or relocated within the 13-acre project site,
and that the project would enhance the overall landscaping at the project site, the removal, relocation, and
replacement of trees and landscaping would not substantially and adversely alter or degrade the existing
visual character of the project site or surrounding area.

As described in Section 5.1.2.4, the project site is owned by the County of Los Angeles and the project is
not subject to the regulatory controls of the City of Los Angeles. Generally, because the project is being
proposed by the County on County-owned property, the project is subject to the directives and guidance
of County policies and regulations. Nonetheless, plans and policies of the City of Los Angeles that are
most relevant to the project are also addressed in this section for informational purposes.

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 2035 GENERAL PLAN

The County of Los Angeles 2035 General Plan provides policies that govern scenic quality in several
elements. The project would be consistent with the Land Use Element and support the County’s Goal
C/NR 13 and Policy C/NR 13.1 to protect visual and scenic resources by developing compatible land uses
that complement the character and existing uses within the project site and Hancock Park. The project
would expand access to open space and facilitate pedestrian circulation. Further, the project would

support the County’s policies to consider the built environment of the surrounding area and location in the
design and scale of new buildings while promoting architecturally distinctive buildings at prominent
locations. The project would also be designed to be modern, efficient, and sustainable pursuant to the
County’s Best Practices for Design Excellence (County of Los Angeles 2022). Therefore, implementation
of the project would not conflict with the policies that govern scenic quality in the County of Los Angeles
2035 General Plan.

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES OAK TREE PERMIT ORDINANCE

Thirteen native oak trees are currently within the La Brea Tar Pits project site. All native oaks on-site are
protected by the Los Angeles County Oak Tree Permit Ordinance; therefore, disturbance (removal or
relocation) of these trees during project construction has the potential to conflict with the Los Angeles
County Oak Tree Permit Ordinance. While the project is exempt from obtaining a permit under the
ordinance because the project is on County-owned property, the Los Angeles County Museum of Natural
History Foundation (Foundation) and the County intend to ensure compliance with the Los Angeles
County Oak Tree Permit Ordinance. Mitigation measures are outlined in Section 5.3, Biological
Resources, to provide appropriate mitigation for any relocation or removal of native oak trees.
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The Foundation and/or the County Museum of Natural History would coordinate with the County of

Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning prior to commencement of any work on-site. Therefore,
implementation of the project would not conflict with the County of Los Angeles Oak Tree permit during
both construction and operation of the project.

CITY OF LOS ANGELES GENERAL PLAN AND MOBILITY PLAN 2035

Regarding consistency with the City of Los Angeles General Plan, the project would support the City’s
policy to provide a pattern of development consisting of distinct districts, centers, boulevards, and
neighborhoods by enhancing museum uses within an area historically associated with a large
concentration of museums, consistent with Policy 3.2.1. Similarly, the project would contribute to the
City’s policies that provide for the siting and design of new development that enhances the character of
commercial districts and are adjacent to existing or potential public transit. The new museum building
would be similar in height and scale to the Page Museum and surrounding buildings. The project would
revitalize a publicly accessible outdoor open space that is integral to neighborhood character, as
emphasized in Framework Element Policies 6.1.6 and 6.4.4. The project would also enhance pedestrian
activity by providing landscaping and pedestrian pathways that would be designed to integrate the new
museum building and existing uses within Hancock Park. These pedestrian pathways would connect to
surrounding streets, providing access to nearby neighborhoods and transit. Therefore, the project would
be generally consistent with the applicable objectives and policies that support the goals set forth in the
Framework Element.

As discussed in AES Impact 2, the project would be consistent with Mobility Element Policy 2.16 and
would not modify the unique identity or character of a Scenic Highway. The project would adhere to
Mobility Element Policy 3(c) as much as feasible and design the landscaping plan to retain outstanding
specimens of existing trees and plants located within the public right-of-way of a Scenic Highway.
Therefore, implementation of the project would not conflict with the policies that govern scenic quality in
the City of Los Angeles General Plan nor the Mobility Plan 2035.

WILSHIRE COMMUNITY PLAN

Regarding consistency with the Wilshire Community Plan, the project would orient the new museum
building toward Wilshire Boulevard, preserve the existing open space, and enhance the pedestrian access
through the expansion of the Wilshire Gateway and West 6™ Street Gateway. This would contribute to the
project’s consistency with Objective 2-3 of the Wilshire Community Plan. The site planning of the new
museum building and the rehabilitation of existing buildings would promote the continuity of the historic
context of buildings in relationship to the existing pattern and scale of streets, sidewalks, and parking.

As stated previously, the new museum building would be similar in height to the Page Museum and
smaller in scale than most of the buildings along Wilshire Boulevard.

The project would expand educational facilities, outdoor dining opportunities, and recreational amenities,
including pedestrian pathways through the site. Project signage would be improved and consistent with
existing museum signage and other signage in the vicinity of the project site. New landscaping would be
provided along Wilshire Boulevard that would extend and be compatible with the existing landscaping
along the perimeter of Hancock Park. The project would also retain the landscaped median along Wilshire
Boulevard. Therefore, implementation of the project would not conflict with the policies that govern
scenic quality in the Wilshire Community Plan.

CONCLUSION

The project would be consistent with the applicable policies that govern scenic quality in both County and
City plans during project construction and operation. Therefore, the project would not conflict with
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applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality, and impacts would be less than
significant.

AES Impact 3

The project would not conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality during either
project construction or operation. Impacts during construction and operation of the project would be less than
significant (CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold I. c).

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.

Impacts Following Mitigation

Not applicable. Impacts related to conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality would
be less than significant.

d) Would the project create a new source of substantial light and glare which
would adversely affect daytime or nighttime views in the area?

Existing sources of lighting on and around the project site include street, security, and wayfinding outdoor
lighting, vehicle headlights, and interior building illumination. Implementation of the project would result
in the renovation of the Page Museum, construction of the new museum building, and enhanced
landscaping features that collectively would introduce new and redesigned sources of lighting on-site that
would be visible from adjacent off-site locations. Impacts associated with project implementation are
discussed for construction and operation of the project.

CONSTRUCTION

Construction of the project has the potential to generate light and glare spillover to off-site visual
receptors in the vicinity of the project site, including visitors to the publicly accessible facilities located
throughout Hancock Park and individuals in the surrounding residential buildings and commercial
buildings adjacent to the project site, as well as motorists, cyclists, and pedestrians traveling along
Wilshire Boulevard, South Curson Avenue, and West 6th Street. Sources of artificial light associated with
construction activities could include floodlights, spotlights, and/or headlights. Daytime glare could
potentially occur during construction activities if reflective construction materials were positioned in
highly visible locations where the reflection of sunlight could occur. Given that construction of the project
is anticipated to occur over a period of 3 to 4 years, impacts from project-related sources of artificial light
and glare during construction and demolition of project could be significant.

OPERATION

Upon project completion, lighting within the project site would include interior and low-level exterior
lights adjacent to the buildings and along pathways for security and wayfinding purposes. In addition,
low-level lighting for accent signage, parking information, and architectural features would also be
incorporated. The new museum building would introduce a new source of light that would include
exterior lights adjacent to the building and for the second-floor outdoor amenities when in use.

The current design of the project does not include electronic signage or signs with flash, mechanical, or
strobe lights. However, given the conceptual nature of the project at this stage of design and development,
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the resulting lighting and design features cannot be determined with certainty, and design details that
could create light and potential glare may be introduced as the building plans are more fully developed.

The County’s Zoning Ordinance (Title 22 of the County Code) contains provisions intended to limit
adverse light and glare impacts. Application of the requirements of Section 22.44.1270, Exterior Lighting,
of the County Code related to lighting and shielding would limit the potential of increased lighting on
sensitive uses. Additionally, the California Building Code contains standards for outdoor lighting that are
intended to reduce light pollution by regulating light power and brightness, shielding, and sensor controls.
Currently, the facade of the new museum building and the renovated Page Museum would be constructed
using nonreflective materials, consistent with the exterior materials of nearby buildings. However, the
architectural plans for the new buildings are at a conceptual stage and reflective materials, obtrusive
lighting, and other design features could be introduced during the later design stages that may not be
consistent with specifications included in Title 22 of the County Code. Further, given the project site is
not zoned by the County, enforcement of the application of Title 22 of the County Code cannot be assured
without the provision of a mitigation measure requiring application of these requirements. For these
reasons, light and glare impacts after construction of the project could be significant.

AES Impact 4

The project could create a new source of substantial light or glare during both construction activities and project
operation as part of the final building and project design which could adversely affect daytime or nighttime views in
the area. Impacts during construction and operation of the project could be significant. (CEQA Checklist Appendix
G Threshold I. d)

Mitigation Measures

Construction Mitigation

AES/mm-4.1 During project construction, the following measures shall be required:

e The hours of construction activities shall be limited to between 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m.
on weekdays and between 8:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on Saturdays and national holidays,
with no construction permitted on Sundays.

e If construction during evening hours is deemed necessary, construction-related
illumination shall be used for safety and security purposes only. Additionally, any
construction lighting shall be directed toward the area undergoing work, which requires
that construction lighting be shielded and/or aimed so that no direct beam illumination
would fall outside of the project site boundary.

Operational Mitigation

AES/mm-4.2 The project shall implement the following design features:

e All facades and/or building surfaces including glass windows shall be constructed using
non-reflective materials or be treated with non-reflective coating.

o All light emanating from new uses shall be either low scaled lighting or shielded to focus
lighting and prevent lighting from spilling onto adjacent sensitive uses.

e The project shall not include outdoor lighting that causes residential property to be
illuminated by more than two footcandles of lighting intensity or receive direct glare from
the light source.

o All lights used to illuminate parking areas shall be designed, located, and arranged to
reflect the light away from any street and any adjacent premises.
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AES Impact 4

e Signage with a light intensity of greater than three footcandles above ambient lighting, as
measured at the property line of the nearest residentially zoned property, shall be
prohibited.

Impacts Following Mitigation

Implementation of Mitigation Measures AES/mm-4.1 during project construction and AES/mm-4.2 during project
operation would reduce impacts related to light and glare to less than significant.

5.1.6 Cumulative Impact Analysis

A list of related development projects and their locations relative to the project site is provided in
Chapter 4, Environmental Setting. Identified related projects in the vicinity of the project are at varying
stages of approval/entitlement/development and consist of a variety of land uses, including residential,
institutional, commercial, office, and mixed use. These related projects occur primarily as urban infill
within the existing land use setting of the downtown Los Angeles area.

The geographic context for the cumulative impact analysis of aesthetics, scenic views, and lighting is the
immediate project vicinity (defined as the area directly adjacent to the project site and roadways directly
surrounding the project site), as such impacts are highly localized given the relatively flat topography of
the project site and the developed nature of the surrounding land uses. As shown in Figure 4-3 in
Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, the related projects within the project site’s viewshed would include
the following:

e LACMA Renovation: Located directly adjacent to the project site (on parcels directly west and
south across Wilshire Boulevard) at 5906 West Wilshire Boulevard. The project includes
museum renovation and is under construction. Construction activities are estimated to be
completed at the end of 2024.

e Wilshire Curson Project (Wilshire Courtyard Redevelopment Project): Located
approximately 0.03 mile southeast of the project site at 5700-5780 Wilshire Boulevard, 712—
752 South Curson Avenue, 5721-5773 West 8th Street, and 715-761 South Masselin Avenue.
The project includes office and commercial uses and would involve both the renovation of
existing buildings as well as the demolition and construction of new buildings. The project is
currently under environmental review and the anticipated construction timeframe was not
available at the date of publication for this EIR.

As identified in the project analysis above, formally designated scenic viewsheds, vistas, features, or
ridgelines (as designated and defined by both the City and County of Los Angeles) are not located within
or adjacent to the project site (threshold a). In addition, the project would not substantially damage scenic
resources within a State- or City-designated Scenic Highway (threshold b), nor would it conflict with
applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality (threshold c). Accordingly, the project
could not contribute to cumulative impacts related to these topics. Furthermore, related developments
would be subject to applicable regulations and zoning requirements, such as height limits, density, and
setback requirements, and would be reviewed by the City to ensure consistency with adopted guidelines
and standards that relate to aesthetics. The design of these projects would also be required to be consistent
with the Mobility Plan 2035 Designated Scenic Highways and Guidelines related to the designation of
Wilshire Boulevard as a Scenic Highway. As such, the project would not result in cumulative
contributions to impacts related to these thresholds, and impacts would not be cumulatively considerable
when viewed in conjunction with related development projects.
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However, the project, in conjunction with the identified related projects, could contribute to the
cumulative increase in light and glare in and around the project site during both construction activities and
during operation of the project (threshold d) and impacts could be cumulatively considerable. Mitigation
Measures AES/mm-4.1 and AES/mm-4.2 would be required to reduce project impacts to less than
significant. The area surrounding the project site and related projects is urbanized and generates ambient
light. Similar to the project, the related projects would be required to minimize excessive light and glare
that would be inappropriate for the setting. With implementation of these project mitigation measures,
impacts from the project would not be cumulatively considerable and cumulative impacts associated with
light and glare would be less than significant.

AES Impact 5 (Cumulative Impacts)

The project has the potential to contribute considerably to cumulative impacts associated with light and glare during
both project construction and operation.

Mitigation Measures

Implement Mitigation Measures AES/mm-4.1 and AES/mm-4.2.

Impacts Following Mitigation

With implementation of the identified mitigation measures, the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to
aesthetics would be less than significant.
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5.2 AIR QUALITY

This section describes the existing air quality conditions of the site and the regulatory setting and
evaluates potential impacts resulting from construction and operation of the proposed project. This section
is based on the following document (included in Appendix C of this EIR): Air Quality and Greenhouse
Gas Technical Report for the La Brea Tar Pits Master Plan (SWCA 2023).

5.2.1 Existing Conditions

5.2.1.1 Overview of Air Pollution and Potential Health Effects
CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANTS

Both the federal and state governments have established ambient air quality standards for outdoor
concentrations of specific pollutants in order to protect the public health and welfare. These pollutants are
referred to as “criteria air pollutants” and the national and state standards have been set at levels
considered safe to protect public health, including the health of sensitive populations such as asthmatics,
children, and the elderly with a margin of safety; and to protect public welfare, including protection
against decreased visibility and damage to animals, crops, vegetation, and buildings.

Certain air pollutants have been recognized to cause notable health problems and consequential damage to
the environment, either directly or in reaction with other pollutants due to their presence in elevated
concentrations in the atmosphere. Such pollutants have been identified and regulated as part of the overall
endeavor to prevent further deterioration and facilitate improvement in the air quality with the South
Coast Air Basin (Air Basin). The criteria air pollutants for which national and state standards have been
promulgated and which are most relevant to current air quality planning and regulation in the Air Basin
include carbon monoxide (CO), ozone (Os3), particulate matter (PM), nitrogen dioxide (NO>), sulfur
dioxide (SO), lead, sulfates, and hydrogen sulfide (H,S). These pollutants, as well as volatile organic
compounds (VOCs) and toxic air contaminants (TACs), are discussed in the following paragraphs.

The national and state criteria pollutants and the applicable ambient air quality standards are listed in
Table 5.2-1.

Ozone

O; is a strong-smelling, pale blue, reactive, toxic chemical gas consisting of three oxygen atoms. It is a
secondary pollutant formed in the atmosphere by a photochemical process involving the sun’s energy and
O; precursors. These precursors are mainly oxides of nitrogen (NOyx) and VOCs. The maximum effects of
precursor emissions on O3 concentrations usually occur several hours after they are emitted and many
miles from the source. Meteorology and terrain play major roles in O3 formation, and ideal conditions
occur during summer and early autumn on days with low wind speeds or stagnant air, warm temperatures,
and cloudless skies. O3 exists in the upper atmosphere O3 layer (stratospheric ozone) and at the Earth’s
surface in the troposphere (ozone). The Os that the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the
California Air Resources Board (CARB) regulate as a criteria air pollutant is produced close to the ground
level, where people live, exercise, and breathe. Ground-level Os is a harmful air pollutant that causes
numerous adverse health effects and is thus considered “bad” Os. Stratospheric, or “good” O3 is found
naturally in the upper atmosphere, where it reduces the amount of ultraviolet light (i.e., solar radiation)
entering the Earth’s atmosphere. Without the protection of the beneficial stratospheric O3 layer, plant and
animal life would be seriously harmed.
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Table 5.2-1. State and Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards

National Standards

Pollutant Averaging Time California Standards Primary Secondary
Ozone (O3) 1 hour 0.09 ppm (180 pg/m?3) - Same as Primary
8 hour 0.070 ppm (137 pg/m?®) 0.070 ppm (137 pg/m?3)
Respirable particulate 24 hour 50 pg/m? 150 pg/m?® Same as Primary
matter (PM,,)
Annual mean 20 pg/m? -
Fine particulate matter 24 hour - 35 pg/m? Same as Primary
PM
(PMzs) Annual mean 12 pg/m? 12.0 pg/m?® 15 pg/m?

Carbon monoxide (CO) 1 hour 20 ppm (23 pg/m?®) 35 ppm (40 mg/m?) -
8 hour 9.0 ppm (10 mg/m3) 9 ppm (10 mg/m?3) -
Nitrogen dioxide(NO,) 1 hour 0.18 ppm (339 pg/m?3) 100 ppb (188 pg/m?) -

Annual mean

0.030 ppm (57 pg/m?3)

0.053 ppm (100 pg/m?)

Same as Primary

Sulfur dioxide (SO,) 1 hour 0.25 ppm (655 pg/m?) 75 ppb (196 ug/m?) -
3 hour - - 0.5 ppm (1,300 pg/m?)
24 hour 0.04 ppm (105 pg/m?3) 0.14 ppm -
Annual mean - 0.030 ppm —

Lead 30-day average 1.5 pg/m?® - -
Calendar quarter - 1.5 pg/m? Same as Primary
Rolling 3-month - 0.15 pg/m?® Same as Primary
average

Visibility-reducing 8 hour 10-mile visibility standard, No National Standards

particles extinction of 0.23 per kilometer

Sulfates 24 hour 25 pg/m?

Hydrogen sulfide (H,S) 1 hour 0.03 ppm (42 pg/m?)

Vinyl chloride 24 hour 0.01 ppm (265 pug/m?)

Source: California Air Resources Board (2016)
Notes: ppm = parts per million; ppb = parts per billion; ug/m* = micrograms per cubic meter; — = no standard.

O3 in the troposphere causes numerous adverse health effects; short-term exposures (lasting for a few
hours) to Os at levels typically observed in Southern California can result in breathing pattern changes,
reduction of breathing capacity, increased susceptibility to infections, inflammation of the lung tissue, and
some immunological changes (EPA 2022a). These health problems are particularly acute in sensitive
receptors such as the sick, the elderly, and young children.

Nitrogen Dioxide

NO; is a brownish, highly reactive gas that is present in all urban atmospheres. The major mechanism for
the formation of NO; in the atmosphere is the oxidation of the primary air pollutant nitric oxide (NO),
which is a colorless, odorless gas. NOx plays a major role, together with VOCs, in the atmospheric
reactions that produce Osz. NOy is formed from fuel combustion under high temperature or pressure.

In addition, NOy is an important precursor to acid rain and may affect both terrestrial and aquatic
ecosystems. The two major emissions sources are transportation and stationary fuel combustion sources
such as electric utility and industrial boilers.
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NO; can irritate the lungs, cause bronchitis and pneumonia, and lower resistance to respiratory infections
(EPA 2022a).

Carbon Monoxide

CO is a colorless, odorless gas formed by the incomplete combustion of hydrocarbon, or fossil fuels.

CO is emitted almost exclusively from motor vehicles, power plants, refineries, industrial boilers, ships,
aircraft, and trains. In urban areas, such as the project location, automobile exhaust accounts for the
majority of CO emissions. CO is a nonreactive air pollutant that dissipates relatively quickly; therefore,
ambient CO concentrations generally follow the spatial and temporal distributions of vehicular traffic.
CO concentrations are influenced by local meteorological conditions—primarily wind speed, topography,
and atmospheric stability. CO from motor vehicle exhaust can become locally concentrated when surface-
based temperature inversions are combined with calm atmospheric conditions, which is a typical situation
at dusk in urban areas from November to February. The highest levels of CO typically occur during the
colder months of the year, when inversion conditions are more frequent.

In terms of adverse health effects, CO competes with oxygen, often replacing it in the blood, reducing the
blood’s ability to transport oxygen to vital organs. The results of excess CO exposure can include
dizziness, fatigue, and impairment of central nervous system functions (EPA 2022a).

Sulfur Dioxide

SO, is a colorless, pungent gas formed primarily from incomplete combustion of sulfur-containing fossil
fuels. The main sources of SO, are coal and oil used in power plants and industries; as such, the highest
levels of SO, are generally found near large industrial complexes. In recent years, SO, concentrations
have been reduced by the increasingly stringent controls placed on stationary source emissions of SO, and
limits on the sulfur content of fuels.

SO, is an irritant gas that attacks the throat and lungs and can cause acute respiratory symptoms and
diminished ventilator function in children. When combined with particulate matter, SO, can injure lung
tissue and reduce visibility and the level of sunlight. SO, can also yellow plant leaves and erode iron and
steel (EPA 2022a).

Particulate Matter

Particulate matter pollution consists of very small liquid and solid particles floating in the air, which can
include smoke, soot, dust, salts, acids, and metals. Particulate matter can form when gases emitted from
industries and motor vehicles undergo chemical reactions in the atmosphere. PM, s and PM; represent
fractions of particulate matter. Coarse particulate matter (PMo) is 10 microns or less in diameter and is
about 1/7 the thickness of a human hair. Major sources of PMo include crushing or grinding operations;
dust stirred up by vehicles traveling on roads; wood-burning stoves and fireplaces; dust from
construction, landfills, and agriculture; wildfires and brush/waste burning; industrial sources; windblown
dust from open lands; and atmospheric chemical and photochemical reactions. Fine particulate matter
(PM25) is 2.5 microns or less in diameter and is roughly 1/28 the diameter of a human hair. PM; s results
from fuel combustion (e.g., from motor vehicles and power generation and industrial facilities),
residential fireplaces, and woodstoves. In addition, PM> s can be formed in the atmosphere from gases
such as sulfur oxides (SOx), NOy, and VOCs.

PM> s and PM pose a greater health risk than larger-size particles. When inhaled, these tiny particles can
penetrate the human respiratory system’s natural defenses and damage the respiratory tract. PM, s and
PM, can increase the number and severity of asthma attacks, cause or aggravate bronchitis and other lung
diseases, and reduce the body’s ability to fight infections. Very small particles of substances such as lead,
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sulfates, and nitrates can cause lung damage directly or be absorbed into the bloodstream, causing damage
elsewhere in the body. Additionally, these substances can transport adsorbed gases such as chlorides or
ammonium into the lungs, also causing injury. Whereas PMo tends to collect in the upper portion of the
respiratory system, PM> s is so tiny that it can penetrate deeper into the lungs and damage lung tissue.
Suspended particulates also damage and discolor surfaces on which they settle and produce haze and
reduce regional visibility.

People with influenza, people with chronic respiratory and cardiovascular diseases, and the elderly may
suffer worsening illness and premature death as a result of breathing particulate matter. People with
bronchitis can expect aggravated symptoms from breathing in particulate matter. Children may
experience a decline in lung function due to breathing in PM, s and PM;, (EPA 2022a).

Lead

Lead in the atmosphere occurs as particulate matter. Sources of lead include leaded gasoline; the
manufacturing of batteries, paints, ink, ceramics, and ammunition; and secondary lead smelters. Prior to
1978, mobile emissions were the primary source of atmospheric lead. Between 1978 and 1987, the
phaseout of leaded gasoline reduced the overall inventory of airborne lead by nearly 95%. With the
phaseout of leaded gasoline, secondary lead smelters, battery recycling, and manufacturing facilities are
becoming lead-emissions sources of greater concern.

Prolonged exposure to atmospheric lead poses a serious threat to human health. Health effects associated
with exposure to lead include gastrointestinal disturbances, anemia, kidney disease, and in severe cases,
neuromuscular and neurological dysfunction. Of particular concern are low-level lead exposures during
infancy and childhood. Such exposures are associated with decrements in neurobehavioral performance,
including intelligence quotient (IQ) performance, psychomotor performance, reaction time, and growth.
Children are highly susceptible to the effects of lead (EPA 2022a).

Others

Sulfates. Sulfates are the fully oxidized form of sulfur, which typically occur in combination with metals
or hydrogen ions. Sulfates are produced from reactions of SO; in the atmosphere. Sulfates can result in
respiratory impairment, as well as reduced visibility.

Vinyl chloride. Vinyl chloride is a colorless gas with a mild, sweet odor, which has been detected near
landfills, sewage plants, and hazardous waste sites, due to the microbial breakdown of chlorinated
solvents. Short-term exposure to high levels of vinyl chloride in air can cause nervous system effects,
such as dizziness, drowsiness, and headaches. Long-term exposure through inhalation can cause liver
damage, including liver cancer.

Hydrogen sulfide. H.S is a colorless and flammable gas that has a characteristic odor of rotten eggs.
Sources of H,S include geothermal power plants, petroleum refineries, sewers, and sewage treatment
plants. Exposure to H»S can result in nuisance odors, as well as headaches and breathing difficulties at
higher concentrations.

VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS

VOC:s are typically formed from combustion of fuels and/or released through evaporation of organic
liquids. Some VOC:s are also classified by the State as TACs. While there are no specific VOC ambient
air quality standards, VOC is a prime component (along with NOy) of the photochemical processes by
which such criteria pollutants as O3, NO,, and certain fine particles are formed. They are, thus, regulated
as “precursors” to the formation of those criteria pollutants.
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TOXIC AIR CONTAMINANTS

TAC:s refer to a diverse group of “non-criteria” air pollutants that can affect human health but have not
had ambient air quality standards established for them. This is not because they are fundamentally
different from the pollutants discussed above, but because their effects tend to be local rather than
regional. TACs are identified by federal and state agencies based on a review of available scientific
evidence. In the state of California, TACs are identified through a two-step process that was established in
1983 under the Toxic Air Contaminant Identification and Control Act. This two-step process of risk
identification and risk management and reduction was designed to protect residents from the health

effects of toxic substances in the air. In addition, the California Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Information and
Assessment Act, Assembly Bill (AB) 2588, was enacted by the legislature in 1987 to address public
concern over the release of TACs into the atmosphere. The law requires facilities emitting toxic
substances to provide local air pollution control districts with information that will allow an assessment of
the air toxics problem, identification of air toxics emissions sources, location of resulting hot spots,
notification of the public exposed to significant risk, and development of effective strategies to reduce
potential risks to the public over 5 years.

The federal TACs are air pollutants that may cause or contribute to an increase in mortality or serious
illness, or which may pose a hazard to human health, although there are no ambient standards established
for TACs. Many pollutants are identified as TACs because of their potential to increase the risk of
developing cancer or other acute (short-term) or chronic (long-term) health problems. For TACs that are
known or suspected carcinogens, the CARB has consistently found that there are no levels or thresholds
below which exposure is risk free. Individual TACs vary greatly in the risks they present; at a given level
of exposure, one TAC may pose a hazard that is many times greater than another. For certain TACs,

a unit risk factor can be developed to evaluate cancer risk. For acute and chronic health effects, a similar
factor, called a Hazard Index, is used to evaluate risk. TACs are identified and their toxicity is studied

by the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). Examples of TAC
sources include industrial processes, dry cleaners, gasoline stations, paint and solvent operations, and
fossil fuel combustion sources. The TACs that are relevant to the implementation of the project include
diesel particulate matter (DPM) and airborne asbestos.

DPM was identified as a TAC by the CARB in August 1998 (CARB 1998). DPM is emitted from both
mobile and stationary sources. In California, on-road diesel-fueled vehicles contribute approximately 40%
of the statewide total, with an additional 57% attributed to other mobile sources such as construction and
mining equipment, agricultural equipment, and transport refrigeration units. Stationary sources,
contributing about 3% of emissions, include shipyards, warehouses, heavy-equipment repair yards,

and oil and gas production operations. Emissions from these sources are from diesel-fueled internal
combustion engines. Stationary sources that report DPM emissions also include heavy construction,
manufacturers of asphalt paving materials and blocks, and diesel-fueled electrical generation facilities.

Exposure to DPM can have immediate health effects. DPM can have a range of health effects including
irritation of eyes, throat, and lungs, causing headaches, lightheadedness, and nausea. Exposure to DPM

also causes inflammation in the lungs, which may aggravate chronic respiratory symptoms and increase
the frequency or intensity of asthma attacks. Children, the elderly, and people with emphysema, asthma,
and chronic heart and lung disease are especially sensitive to fine-particle pollution. In California, DPM
has been identified as a carcinogen.

Naturally occurring asbestos areas are identified based on the type of rock found in the area. Asbestos-
containing rocks found in California are ultramafic rocks, including serpentine rocks. Asbestos has been
designated a TAC by the CARB and is a known carcinogen. When this material is disturbed in connection
with construction, grading, quarrying, or surface mining operations, asbestos-containing dust can be
generated. Exposure to asbestos can result in adverse health effects such as lung cancer, mesothelioma
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(cancer of the linings of the lungs and abdomen), and asbestosis (scarring of lung tissues that results in
constricted breathing) (Van Gosen and Clinkenbeard 2011). According to the California Geologic Survey,
the project site is not located in an area of naturally occurring asbestos (CARB 2000).

Asbestos-containing materials become a health hazard once they are disturbed. Intact, asbestos fibers
imbedded within construction materials and components are inert and do not pose a health hazard;
however, once they are disturbed, through physical contact or building renovation and demolition
activities, asbestos fibers may be rendered airborne (South Coast Air Quality Management District
[SCAQMD] 2007).

ODORS

Odors are generally regarded as an annoyance rather than a health hazard. Manifestations of a person’s
reaction to odors can range from psychological (e.g., irritation, anger, or anxiety) to physiological

(e.g., circulatory and respiratory effects, nausea, vomiting, and headache). The ability to detect odors
varies considerably among the population and overall is quite subjective. People may have different
reactions to the same odor. An odor that is offensive to one person may be perfectly acceptable to another
(e.g., coffee roaster). An unfamiliar odor is more easily detected and is more likely to cause complaints
than a familiar one. In a phenomenon known as odor fatigue, a person can become desensitized to almost
any odor, and recognition may only occur with an alteration in the intensity. The occurrence and severity
of odor impacts depend on the nature, frequency, and intensity of the source; wind speed and direction;
and the sensitivity of receptors.

A unique feature of the project is the existing subsurface conditions which consist of a relatively thin
layer of artificial fill overlying alluvial deposits. The alluvial deposits consist of stiff clay and dense tar-
bearing sands. Tar-bearing sands are saturated with hydrocarbons, whereas the upper clay soils contain
less hydrocarbons. The presence of the hydrocarbons in the sediments is the result of the project site being
over an oil field. Hydrogen sulfide and methane gases generated within the oil field are present in the
subsurface. Because the project site is located within an area of known shallow methane and H,S gas
accumulation, crude oil and methane gas leak out from the petroleum deposits and migrate through
fractures and faults located within the bedrock until encountering the alluvial soils, where they permeate
into the alluvium and continue to travel upward to the ground surface. These unique subsurface conditions
are a potential source of odors due to the presence of H,S. Many of the light petroleum components are
lost to evaporation and biogenic processes, resulting in viscous tar seeping out of the ground surface
(Deane et al. 2018).

5.2.1.2 Existing Air Quality Conditions in the Project Area

The project is located within the South Coast Air Basin, an approximately 6,745-square-mile area
bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west; the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountains to
the north and east; and San Diego County to the south. The South Coast Air Basin includes all of Orange
County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties, in addition
to the Coachella Valley area in Riverside County. The air quality within the Air Basin is primarily
influenced by meteorology and a wide range of emissions sources, such as dense population centers,
heavy vehicular traffic, and industry.

Air pollutant emissions within the Air Basin are generated primarily by stationary and mobile sources.
Stationary sources can be divided into two major subcategories: point and area sources. Point sources
occur at a specific location and are often identified by an exhaust vent or stack, such as combustion
equipment that produces electricity or generates heat. Area sources are widely distributed and include
residential and commercial water heaters, agricultural fields, landfills, and others. Mobile sources
include emissions from motor vehicles, including tailpipe and evaporative emissions, and are classified
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as either on-road or off-road. On-road sources may be legally operated on roadways and highways.
Off-road sources include aircraft, ships, trains, and self-propelled construction equipment. Air pollutants
can also be generated by the natural environment, such as when high winds suspend fine dust particles.

REGIONAL AIR QUALITY

The Southern California region lies in the semi-permanent high-pressure zone of the eastern Pacific.

As aresult, the climate is mild, tempered by cool sea breezes. The usually mild climatology pattern

is interrupted infrequently by periods of extremely hot weather, winter storms, or Santa Ana winds.

The regional climate within the Air Basin is considered semi-arid and is characterized by warm summers,
mild winters, infrequent seasonal rainfall, moderate daytime onshore breezes, and moderate humidity.

The extent and severity of air pollution in the Air Basin is a function of the area’s natural physical
characteristics (e.g., weather and topography), as well as human-made influences (e.g., land use
development patterns, heavy vehicular traffic, and industry). Factors such as wind, sunlight, temperature,
humidity, rainfall, and topography affect the accumulation and dispersion of pollutants throughout the Air
Basin, making it an area of high pollution potential.

Pollutant concentrations in the Air Basin vary with location, season, and time of day. O3 concentrations,
for example, tend to be lower along the coast, higher in the near inland valleys, and lower in the far inland
areas of the Air Bain and adjacent desert. The most severe air pollution throughout the Air Basin occurs
from June through September. This condition is generally attributed to the large amount of pollutant
emissions, light winds, and shallow vertical atmospheric mixing. This frequently reduces pollutant
dispersion, causing elevated air pollution levels. Over the past 30 years, substantial progress has been
made in reducing air pollution levels in Southern California (CARB 2018). However, the Air Basin still
fails to meet the national standards for O3 and PM;s. In addition, Los Angeles County still fails to meet
the national standard for lead. On May 24, 2012, the CARB approved the State Implementation Plan
(SIP) revision for the federal lead standard, which the EPA revised in 2008. The SIP revision addresses
attainment of the federal lead standard in the South Coast Air Basin portion of Los Angeles County, the
only area in California designated as nonattainment for lead. Lead concentrations in this nonattainment
area have been below the level of the federal standard since December 2011. SCAQMD has the
responsibility for ensuring that all national and state air quality standards are achieved and maintained
throughout the Air Basin. To meet the standards, SCAQMD has adopted a series of air quality
management plans (AQMPs), discussed below in Section 5.2.2, Regulatory Setting.

REGIONAL ATTAINMENT STATUS

Depending on whether the applicable ambient air quality standards are met or exceeded, the Air Basin is
classified on a federal and state level as being in “attainment” or “nonattainment.” The EPA and CARB
determine the air quality attainment status of designated areas by comparing ambient air quality
measurements from state and local ambient air monitoring stations with the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) and California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS). These designations are
determined on a pollutant-by-pollutant basis. Consistent with federal requirements, an
unclassifiable/unclassified designation is treated as an attainment designation. The Air Basin currently
fails to meet the NAAQS for lead, O3, and PM» 5. Therefore, Los Angeles County South Coast Air Basin
is considered a “non-attainment” area for these pollutants on the federal level. As of September 2022, the
Air Basin is also considered in non-attainment for O3, PM» s, and PM on the state level (EPA 2022b).

REGIONAL MULTIPLE AIR TOXICS EXPOSURE STUDY

The SCAQMD has released an Air Basin—wide air toxics study, the Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study
V (MATES V). The MATES V study was developed to evaluate the cancer risk from toxic air emissions
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throughout the Air Basin by conducting a comprehensive monitoring program, an updated emissions
inventory of TACs, and a modeling effort to fully characterize health risks for those living in the Air
Basin. In the past iterations of the MATES study, the air toxics cancer risks were evaluated based on
inhalation exposures only. However, in MATES V, the methodology was updated to include multiple
exposure pathways, such as oral and dermal. The MATES V study concluded that the average
carcinogenic risk from air pollution in the Air Basin is approximately 424 in 1 million over a 70-year
duration (SCAQMD 2021a). Mobile sources (e.g., cars, trucks, trains, ships, aircraft, etc.) represent the
greatest contributors. Approximately 50% of the risk is attributed to diesel particulate emissions,
approximately 25% to other toxic emissions associated with mobile sources (including benzene,
butadiene, and carbonyls), and approximately 25% of all carcinogenic risk is attributed to stationary
sources, which include large industrial operations, such as refineries and metal processing facilities,
as well as smaller businesses, such as gas stations and chrome plating.

As part of the MATES V study, the SCAQMD prepared a series of maps that shows regional trends

in estimated outdoor inhalation cancer risk from toxic emissions, as part of the ongoing effort to provide
insight into relative risks. The maps’ estimates represent the number of potential cancers per million
people associated with a lifetime of breathing air toxics (24 hours per day outdoors for 70 years) in parts
of the area. The MATES V map is the most recently available map to represent existing conditions near
the project site. The estimated cancer risk for the vast majority of the urbanized area within the Air Basin
ranges from 200 to 1,000 cancers per million over a 70-year duration. Generally, the risk from air toxics
is lower near the coastline, with higher risks concentrated near large diesel sources (e.g., freeways,
airports, and ports).

LOCAL AIR QUALITY

Air pollutants emissions are generated in the local vicinity by stationary and area-wide sources, such

as commercial and industrial activity, space and water heating, landscape maintenance, consumer
products, and mobile sources primarily consisting of automobile traffic. Motor vehicles are the primary
source of pollutants in the local vicinity.

Existing Criteria Pollutant Levels at Nearby Monitoring Stations

The SCAQMD maintains a network of air quality monitoring stations located throughout the Air Basin
and has divided the Air Basin into 38 source receptor areas (SRAs) in which 31 monitoring stations
operate. The project site is located within SRA 1, which covers the Central Los Angeles area.

The monitoring station most representative of the project site is the North Main Street Station, located

at 1630 North Main Street in the city of Los Angeles, approximately 7.3 miles east of the project site.
Criteria pollutants monitored at this station include PMo, PM; 5, O3, CO, NO,, lead, and sulfate.

Table 5.2-2 shows the ambient pollutant concentrations that have been measured in SRA 1 for the period
2018-2020, as well as any exceedances of the NAAQS and CAAQS.

Table 5.2-2. Summary of Ambient Air Quality in the Central Los Angeles Area

Year
Pollutant 2018 2019 2020
Maximum 1-hour concentration (ppm) 0.098 0.085 0.185
Days exceeding CAAQS (0.09 ppm) 2 0 14
0, Maximum 8-hour concentration (ppm) 0.073 0.08 0.118
Days exceeding NAAQS (0.07 ppm) 4 2 22
Days exceeding CAAQS (0.07 ppm) 4 2 22
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Year
Pollutant 2018 2019 2020
Maximum 24-hour concentration (ug/m?®) 81 62 77
Days exceeding NAAQS (150 ug/m?) 0 0 0
Respirable PM;, Days exceeding CAAQS (50 ug/mq) 31 3 24
Annual arithmetic mean (ug/m?) 34.1 255 23
Does measured AAM exceed CAAQS (20 pg/m?®)? Yes Yes Yes
Maximum 24-hour concentration (ug/m?®) 43.8 43.5 47.3
Days exceeding NAAQS (35 ug/m?) 3 1 2
Fine PM,s
Annual arithmetic mean (ug/m?) 12.58 10.85 12.31
Does measured AAM exceed NAAQS/CAAQS (12 pug/m®)? Yes No Yes
Maximum 1-hour concentration (ppm) 2.0 2.0 1.9
Days exceeding NAAQS (35.0 ppm) 0 0 0
CO Days exceeding CAAQS (20.0 ppm) 0 0 0
Maximum 8-hour concentration (ppm) 1.7 1.6 1.5
Days exceeding NAAQS and CAAQS (9 ppm) 0 0 0
Maximum 1-hour concentration (ppm) 0.0701 0.0697 0.0618
Days exceeding CAAQS (0.18 ppm) No No No
NO, Annual arithmetic mean (ppm) 0.0185 0.0177 0.0169
Does measured AAM exceed NAAQS (0.0534 ppm)? No No No
Does measured AAM exceed CAAQS (0.03 ppm)? No No No
Maximum 1-hour concentration (ppm) 0.0179 0.01 0.0038
Days exceeding CAAQS (0.25 ppm) 0 0 0
Maximum 24-hour concentration (ppm) 0.003 0.003 0.003
SO, Days exceeding CAAQS (0.04 ppm) 0 0 0
Days exceeding NAAQS (0.14 ppm) 0 0 0
Annual arithmetic mean (ppm) 0.001 0.001 0.001
Does measured AAM exceed NAAQS (0.030 ppm)? No No No
Maximum 30-day average concentration (ug/m®) 0.011 0.012 0.013
Does measured concentration exceed NAAQS (1.5 ug/m?)? No No No
Lead Maximum calendar quarter concentration (ug/m?) 0.011 0.01 0.011
Does measured concentration exceed CAAQS (1.5 ug/m?)? No No No
Maximum 24-hour concentration (ug/m?) 4.5 5.1 3.3
Sulfates
Does measured concentration exceed CAAQS (25 pg/m?3)? No No No

Source: SCAQMD (2022b)
Notes: AAM = annual arithmetic mean; ppm = parts per million; pg/m® = micrograms per cubic meter

Existing Health Risks in the Project Vicinity

Based on the MATES V model, the multi-pathway cancer risk in the area immediately surrounding the
project site in the 90036 zip code is approximately 495 in 1 million (SCAQMD 2021b). The cancer risk in
this area includes diesel particulate matter, benzene, formaldehyde, and arsenic. However, the cancer risk
is predominantly related to nearby sources of diesel particulate (e.g., the Harbor Freeway [Interstate
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110]). In general, the risk at the project site is comparable to other urbanized areas in Los Angeles as air
toxics cancer risk in this zip code is higher than 63.0% of the South Coast AQMD population (OEHHA
2021).

OEHHA, on behalf of the California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA), provides a screening
tool called CalEnviroScreen that can be used to help identify California communities disproportionately
burdened by multiple sources of pollution. According to CalEnviroScreen, the project is located in the
47th percentile, which means the project area is about average in comparison to other communities within
California.

Sensitive Uses

Some population groups, including children, elderly, and acutely and chronically ill persons (especially
those with cardiorespiratory diseases), are considered more sensitive to air pollution than others.

A sensitive receptor is a person in the population who is particularly susceptible to health effects due to
exposure to an air contaminant. The following are land uses where sensitive receptors are typically
located:

e schools, playgrounds, and childcare centers
e long-term health care facilities

e rchabilitation centers

e convalescent centers

e hospitals

e retirement homes

e residences

The project site is located in a highly urbanized area and is surrounded by a mix of commercial uses,
residential uses, and open spaces. Specifically, the project is bounded by the Los Angeles County
Museum of Art, Park La Brea Pool, parking lots, commercial uses, and multi-family uses. The closest
sensitive land uses to the project site are off-site residential uses located 50 to 150 feet from the project
site. The nearest school to the project site is Fusion Academy Miracle Mile, a private learning institution
for middle school and high school students, located approximately 0.12 mile away, and the nearest
daycare is Michal Daycare located approximately 0.28 mile away.

5.2.2 Regulatory Setting

5.2.21 Federal
FEDERAL CLEAN AIR ACT

The federal Clean Air Act (CAA), which was passed in 1970 and last amended in 1990, forms the basis
for the national air pollution control effort. The CAA delegates primary responsibility for clean air to the
EPA. The EPA develops rules and regulations to preserve and improve air quality and delegates specific
responsibilities to state and local agencies. Under the act, the EPA has established the NAAQS for

six criteria air pollutants that are pervasive in urban environments and for which state and national
health-based ambient air quality standards have been established. O3, CO, NO,, SO», lead, and particulate
matter (PMo and PM; ) are the six criteria air pollutants. Ozone is a secondary pollutant; NO,and VOCs
are of particular interest as they are precursors to ozone formation. The NAAQS are divided into primary
and secondary standards; the primary standards are set to protect human health within an adequate margin
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of safety, and the secondary standards are set to protect environmental values, such as plant and animal
life. The standards for all criteria pollutants are presented in Table 5.2-1.

The CAA requires the EPA to designate areas as attainment, nonattainment, or maintenance (previously
nonattainment and currently attainment) for each criteria pollutant, based on whether the NAAQS have
been achieved. The act also mandates that the State submit and implement a state implementation plan for
areas not meeting the NAAQS. These plans must include pollution control measures that demonstrate
how the standards will be met.

TOXIC SUBSTANCE CONTROL ACT

The Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) of 1976 provides the EPA with authority to require reporting,
recordkeeping, and testing, and provides restrictions relating to chemical substances and/or mixtures.
TSCA became law on October 11, 1976, and became effective on January 1, 1977. The TSCA authorized
the EPA to secure information on all new and existing chemical substances, as well as to control any of
the substances that were determined to cause unreasonable risk to public health or the environment.
Congress later added additional titles to the act, with this original part designated at Title I — Control of
Hazardous Substances. TSCA regulatory authority and program implementation rests predominantly with
the federal government (i.e., the EPA). However, the EPA can authorize States to operate their own,
EPA-authorized programs for some portions of the statute. TSCA Title IV allows States the flexibility to
develop accreditation and certification programs and work practice standards for lead-related inspection,
risk assessment, renovation, and abatement that are at least as protective as existing federal standards.

NATIONAL EMISSION STANDARDS FOR HAZARDOUS AIR POLLUTANTS
(ASBESTOS)

The EPA air toxics regulation for asbestos is intended to minimize the release of asbestos fibers during
activities involving the handling of asbestos. Asbestos was one of the first hazardous air pollutants
regulated under the air toxics program as there are major health effects associated with asbestos exposure
(lung cancer, mesothelioma, and asbestosis). On March 31, 1971, the EPA identified asbestos as a
hazardous pollutant, and on April 6, 1973, EPA promulgated the Asbestos National Emission Standards
for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP), currently found in 40 Code of Federal Regulations 61(M).

The Asbestos NESHAP has been amended several times, most comprehensively in November 1990.

In 1995, the rule was amended to correct cross-reference citations to Occupational Safety and Health
Administration, Department of Transportation, and other EPA rules governing asbestos. Air toxics
regulations under the CAA have guidance on reducing asbestos in renovation and demolition of
buildings; institutional, commercial, and industrial building; large-scale residential demolition; exceptions
to the asbestos removal requirements; asbestos control methods; waste disposal and transportation; and
milling, manufacturing, and fabrication.

5.2.2.2 State
CALIFORNIA CLEAN AIR ACT

The California Clean Air Act (CCAA) was adopted by the CARB in 1988. The CCAA requires that all air
districts in the state endeavor to achieve and maintain CAAQS for O3, CO, SO,, and NO; by the earliest
practical date. The CCAA specifies that districts focus particular attention on reducing the emissions from
transportation and area-wide emission sources, and the act provides districts with authority to regulate
indirect sources. The CARB and local air districts are responsible for achieving CAAQS, which are to be
achieved through district-level AQMPs that would be incorporated into the state implementation plan.

In California, the EPA has delegated authority to prepare state implementation plans to CARB, which in
turn, has delegated that authority to individual air districts. Each district plan is required to either
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1) achieve a 5% annual reduction, averaged over consecutive 3-year periods, in district-wide emissions of
each non-attainment pollutant or its precursors, or 2) to provide for implementation of all feasible
measures to reduce emissions. Any planning effort for air quality attainment would thus need to consider
both state and federal planning requirements.

The State of California began to set its ambient air quality standards (i.e., CAAQS) in 1969, under the
mandate of the Mulford-Carrell Act. The CCAA requires all air districts of the state to achieve and
maintain the CAAQS by the earliest practical date. Table 5.2-1 shows the CAAQS currently in effect for
each of the criteria pollutants, as well as the other pollutants recognized by the State. The CAAQS are
generally more stringent than the corresponding federal standards and incorporate additional standards for
sulfates, H,S, vinyl chloride, and visibility-reducing particles (see Table 5.2-1).

CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATIONS

The California Code of Regulations (CCR) is the official compilation and publication of regulations
adopted, amended, or repealed by the state agencies pursuant to the Administrative Procedure Act.

The CCR includes regulations that pertain to air quality emissions. Specifically, Section 2485 in Title 13
of the CCR states that the idling of all diesel-fueled commercial vehicles (weighing over 10,000 pounds)
during construction shall be limited to 5 minutes at any location. In addition, Section 93115 in Title 17
of the CCR states that operation of any stationary, diesel-fueled, compression-ignition engine shall meet
specified fuel and fuel additive requirements and emission standards.

TOXIC AIR CONTAMINANTS REGULATIONS

California regulates TACs primarily through the Toxic Air Contaminant Identification and Control Act of
1983 (AB 1807, also known as the Tanner Air Toxics Act) and the Air Toxics Hot Spots Information and
Assessment Act of 1987 (AB 2588 — Connelly). In the early 1980s, the CARB established a statewide
comprehensive air toxics program to reduce exposure to air toxics. The Tanner Air Toxics Act (AB 1807)
created California’s program to reduce exposure to air toxics. The Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Information
and Assessment Act (AB 2588) supplements the AB 1807 program by requiring a statewide air toxics
inventory, notification of people exposed to a significant health risk, and facility plans to reduce these
risks (CARB 2011).

In August 1998, CARB identified DPM emissions from diesel-fueled engines as a TAC. In September
2000, CARB approved a comprehensive diesel risk reduction plan to reduce emissions from both new and
existing diesel-fueled engines and vehicles (CARB 2000b). The goal of the plan is to reduce diesel PMi,
(inhalable particulate matter) emissions and the associated health risk by 75% in 2010, and by 85% by
2020. The plan identified 14 measures that target new and existing on-road vehicles (e.g., heavy-duty
trucks and buses, etc.), off-road equipment (e.g., graders, tractors, forklifts, sweepers, and boats), portable
equipment (e.g., pumps, etc.), and stationary engines (e.g., stand-by power generators, etc.). During the
control measure phase, specific statewide regulations designed to further reduce DPM emissions from
diesel-fueled engines and vehicles were evaluated and developed. The goal of each regulation is to make
diesel engines as clean as possible by establishing state-of-the-art technology requirements or emission
standards to reduce DPM emissions. The project would be required to comply with applicable diesel
control measures.

SCAQMD has adopted two rules to limit cancer and noncancer health risks from facilities located within
its jurisdiction. Rule 1401 (New Source Review of Toxic Air Contaminants) regulates new or modified
facilities, and Rule 1402 (Control of Toxic Air Contaminants from Existing Sources) regulates facilities
that are already operating. Rule 1402 incorporates requirements of the AB 2588 program, including
implementation of risk reduction plans for significant risk facilities.
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5.2.2.3 Regional

SCAQMD shares responsibility with CARB for ensuring that all state and federal ambient air quality
standards are achieved and maintained throughout all of Orange County and the urban portions

of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties. The SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an area
of approximately 10,743 square miles, including all of Orange County and Los Angeles County, except
for the Antelope Valley, the non-desert portion of western San Bernardino County, and the western and
Coachella Valley portions of Riverside County. The Air Basin is a subregion of the SCAQMD
jurisdiction.

To meet the CAAQS and NAAQS, the SCAQMD has adopted a series of AQMPs. The 2016 AQMP
incorporates the SCAG 2016 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Community Strategy (2016-2040
RTP/SCS)' and updated emission inventory methodologies for various source categories. The 2016
AQMP also includes the new federal requirements, implementation of new technology measures, and the
continued development of economically sound, flexible compliance approaches.

The AQMP provides emissions inventories, ambient measurements, meteorological episodes, and air
quality modeling tools. The AQMP also provides policies and measures to guide responsible agencies
in achieving federal standards for healthful air quality in the Air Basin. It also incorporates

a comprehensive strategy aimed at controlling pollution from all sources, including stationary sources,
on-road and off-road mobile sources, and area sources.

The SCAQMD adopts rules and regulations to implement portions of the AQMP. Several of these rules
may apply to project construction or operation. For example, SCAQMD Rule 403 requires the
implementation of best available fugitive dust control measures during active construction periods
capable of generating fugitive dust emissions from on-site earthmoving activities, construction/demolition
activities, and construction equipment travel on paved and unpaved roads.

The SCAQMD is currently in the process of replacing the CEQA Air Quality Handbook, approved in
1993, with the Air Quality Analysis Guidance Handbook (SCAQMD 2022a). In order to assist the CEQA
practitioner in conducting an air quality analysis in the interim while this replacement air quality analysis
guidance handbook is being prepared, supplemental guidance/information is provided on the SCAQMD
website and includes: 1) EMission FACtor (EMFAC) on-road vehicle emission factors; 2) background
CO concentrations; 3) localized significance thresholds (LSTs); 4) mitigation measures and control
efficiencies; 5) mobile source toxics analysis; 6) off-road mobile source emission factors; 7) PM» s
significance thresholds and calculation methodology; and 8) updated SCAQMD air quality significance
thresholds (SCAQMD 2022a). The SCAQMD also recommends using approved models to calculate
emissions from land use products projects, such as the California Emission Estimator Model (CalEEMod)
Version 2022.1.1.17 (California Air Pollution Control Officers Association [CAPCOA] 2022).

These recommendations were followed in the preparation of this analysis.

The SCAQMD has also adopted land use planning guidelines in the Guidance Document for Addressing
Air Quality Issues in General Plans and Local Planning (SCAQMD 2005), which considers impacts

to sensitive receptors from facilities that emit TAC emissions. SCAQMD’s siting distance
recommendations are the same as those provided by CARB. The SCAQMD document introduces land
use—related policies that rely on design and distance parameters to minimize emissions and lower
potential health risk.

! Due to the AQMD publish date of 2016, the 2016 Regional Transportation Plan was incorporated. As discussed in the 2020-
2045 RTP/SCS, the actions and strategies included in the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS remain unchanged from those adopted in the
2012-2035 and 2016-2040 RTP/SCS.
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SCAQMD’s guidelines are voluntary initiatives recommended for consideration by local planning
agencies. The following SCAQMD rules and regulations would be applicable to the project:

SCAQMD Rule 403 required projects to incorporate fugitive dust control measures at least as effectively
as the following measures:

e Use water to control dust generation during demolition of structures;
e (Clean up mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the site;

o Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks, or wash off the tires or tracks of all trucks and
equipment leaving the site;

e All haul trucks would be covered or would maintain at least 6 inches of freeboard;

o All material transported off-site shall be sufficiently watered or securely covered to prevent
excessive amounts of spillage or dust;

e Suspend earthmoving operations or additional watering would be implemented to meet Rule 403
criteria if wind gusts exceed 25 miles per hour;

e The owner or contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently dampened to control dust
caused by construction and hauling, and at all times provide reasonable dust control of dust
caused by wind. All paved demolition and construction areas shall be wetted at least twice daily
during excavation and construction, and temporary dust cover shall be used to reduce dust
emissions; and

¢ An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to the construction site that identifies the
permitted construction hours and provides a telephone number to call and receive information
about the construction project or to report complaints regarding excessive fugitive dust
generation. A construction relations officers shall be appointed to act as a community liaison
concerning on-site activity, including investigation and resolution of issues related to fugitive
dust generating.

SCAQMD Rule 1113 limits the volatile organic compound content of architectural coating.

SCAQMD Rule 1403 establishes survey requirements, notifications, and work practice requirements to
prevent asbestos emissions from emanating during building renovation and demolition activities. Any
activities at the project site that would renovate or modify the existing structures, including the proposed
project, would be required to comply with this rule.

SCAQMD Regulation XIII, New Source Review, requires new on-site facility nitrogen oxide emissions
to be minimized through the use of emission control measures (e.g., use of best available technology
control technology for new combustion sources such as boilers and water heaters).

SCAQMD has adopted two rules to limit cancer and non-cancer health risks from facilities located within
its jurisdiction. Rule 1401 (New Source Review of Toxic Air Contaminants) regulates new or modified
facilities, and Rule 1402 (Control of Toxic Air Contaminants from Existing Sources) regulates facilities
that are already operating. Rule 1402 incorporates requirements of the AB 2588 program, including
implementation of risk reduction plans for significant risk facilities.

5.2.2.4 County of Los Angeles

The County Board of Supervisors adopted the County of Los Angeles 2035 General Plan (2035 General
Plan) on October 6, 2015. The adopted County General Plan represents a compromise comprehensive
update intended to reflect changing demographics, growth, and infrastructure conditions in the county.
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The County General Plan contains an Air Quality Element that addresses air quality and related issues.
Included in the Air Quality Element are goals encouraging mixed-use development, the use of “green
building” principles, energy and water efficiency, reducing vehicle miles traveled and vehicle trips, and
promoting alternative modes of transportation (County of Los Angeles 2015).

The Air Quality Element of the County General Plan establishes the following goals that are relevant to
the project:

Goal AQ 1. Protection from exposure to harmful air pollutants

Goal AQ 2. The reduction of air pollution and mobile source emissions through coordinated land use,
transportation, and air quality planning.

Goal AQ3. Implementation of plans and programs to address the impact of climate change.
Policy AQ 3.2. Reduce energy consumption of County operations by 20% by 2015.
Policy AQ 3.3. Reduce water consumption of County operations.
Policy AQ 3.5. Encourage energy conservation in new development and municipal operations.
Policy AQ 3.6. Support rooftop solar facilities on new and existing buildings.

The County has the authority and responsibility to reduce air pollution by assessing and mitigating air
emissions resulting from its land use decisions. Consistent with CEQA, the County assesses the air
quality impacts of new development projects and requires mitigation of potentially significant air quality
impacts by applying required conditions to projects through the projects through the County approval
process. Depending on the location, the County uses either SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook
and SCAQMD’s supplemental online guidance/information or CEQA guidance from the Antelope Valley
Air Quality Management District for the environmental review of plans and development proposals
within its jurisdiction. These guidance documents are more specific than the 2035 General Plan goals and
policies noted above. Implementation of these guidance documents and consistency with the thresholds
contained therein generally ensures that development projects are supportive and consistent with the 2035
General Plan.

5.2.2.5 City of Los Angeles

While the project site is located within the city of Los Angeles, it is owned by the County of Los Angeles.
Accordingly, the regulatory guidance of both the City and the County are provided in this section for
informational purposes.

The Air Quality Element of the City General Plan was adopted on November 24, 1992, and sets forth the
goals, objectives, and policies which guide the City in the implementation of its air quality improvement
programs and strategies. The Air Quality Element acknowledges the interrelationships among
transportation and land use planning in meeting the City’s mobility and air quality goals. The Air Quality
Element of the City General Plan establishes six goals:

Goal 1. Good air quality in an environment of continued population growth and healthy economic
structure;

Objective 1.1. 1t is the objective of the City of Los Angeles to reduce air pollutants consistent with the
Regional Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), increase traffic mobility, and sustain economic
growth citywide.
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Objective 1.3. 1t is the objective of the City of Los Angeles to reduce particulate air pollutants
emanating from unpaved areas. parking lots, and construction sites.

Policy 1.3.1. Minimize particulate emissions from construction sites.

Policy 1.3.2. Minimize particulate emissions from unpaved roads and parking lots associated with
vehicular traffic.

Goal 2. Less reliance on single-occupant vehicles with fewer commute and non-work trips;

Objective 2.1. 1t is the objective of the City of Los Angeles to reduce work trips as a step toward
attaining trip reduction objectives necessary to achieve regional air quality goals.

Policy 2.1.1. Utilize compressed work weeks and flextime, telecommuting, carpooling,
vanpooling, public transit, and improve walking/bicycling—related facilities in order to reduce
vehicle trips and/or vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as an employer and encourage the private
sector to do the same to reduce work trips and traffic congestion.

Policy 2.2.2. Encourage multi-occupant vehicle travel and discourage single-occupant vehicle
travel by instituting parking management practices.

Objective 4.1. 1t is the objective of the City of Los Angeles to include regional attainment of ambient
air quality standards as a primary consideration in land use planning.

Policy 4.1.1. Coordinate with all appropriate regional agencies in the implementation of strategies
for the integration of land use, transportation, and air quality policies.

Objective 4.2. 1t is the objective of the City of Los Angeles to reduce vehicle trips and vehicle miles
traveled associated with land use patterns.

Policy 4.2.2. Improve accessibility for the City’s residents to places of employment, shopping
centers, and other establishments.

Policy 4.2.3. Ensure that new development is compatible with pedestrians, bicycles, transit, and
alternative fuel vehicles.

Policy 4.2.4. Require that air quality impacts be a consideration in the review and approval of all
discretionary projects.

Policy 4.2.5. Emphasize trip reduction, alternative transit, and congestion management measures
for discretionary projects.

Goal 3. Efficient management of transportation facilities and systems infrastructure using cost-effective
system management and innovative demand-management techniques;

Objective 5.1. 1t is the objective of the City of Los Angeles to increase energy efficiency of City
facilities and private developments.

Policy 5.1.2. Effect a reduction in energy consumption and shift to nonpolluting sources of
energy in its buildings and operations.

Policy 5.1.4. Reduce energy consumption and associated air emissions by encouraging waste
reduction and recycling.
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Objective 5.3. 1t is the objective of the City of Los Angeles to reduce the use of polluting fuels in
stationary sources.

Policy 5.3.1. Support the development and use of equipment powered by electric or low-emitting
fuels.

Goal 4. Minimal impacts of existing land use patterns and future land use development on air quality
by addressing the relationship between land use, transportation, and air quality;

Objective 4.1. 1t is the objective of the City of Los Angeles to include regional attainment of ambient
air quality standards as a primary consideration in land use planning.

Policy 4.1.1. Coordinate with all appropriate regional agencies in the implementation of strategies
for the integration of land use, transportation, and air quality policies.

Objective 4.2. 1t is the objective of the City of Los Angeles to reduce vehicle trips and vehicle miles
traveled associated with land use patterns.

Policy 4.2.2. Improve accessibility for the City’s residents to places of employment, shopping
centers, and other establishments.

Policy 4.2.3. Ensure that new development is compatible with pedestrians, bicycles, transit, and
alternative fuel vehicles.

Policy 4.2.4. Require that air quality impacts be a consideration in the review and approval of all
discretionary projects.

Policy 4.2.5. Emphasize trip reduction, alternative transit, and congestion management measures
for discretionary projects.

Goal 5. Energy efficiency through land use and transportation planning, the use of renewable resources
and less-polluting fuels, and the implementation of conservative measures including passive measures
such as site orientation and tree planting; and

Goal 6. Citizens’ awareness of the links between personal behavior and air pollution, and participation
and efforts to reduce air pollution.

In accordance with CEQA requirements. the City assesses the air quality impacts of new development
projects, requires mitigation of potentially significant air quality impacts by conditioning discretionary
permits, and monitors and enforces implementation of such mitigation. The City uses SCAQMD’s CEQA
Air Quality Handbook and SCAQMD’s supplemental online guidance/information for the environmental
review of plans and development proposals within its jurisdiction.

5.2.3 Thresholds of Significance

The following thresholds of significance are based on the Environmental Checklist contained in Appendix
G of the State CEQA Guidelines. A project would result in significant adverse impacts related to air
quality if it would:

a) Conlflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan.

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable new increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard.
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c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial
number of people.

5.2.4 Impact Assessment Methodology

The following impact analysis is based, in part, on the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Technical Report
for the La Brea Tar Pits Master Plan (SWCA 2023; see Appendix C). The following analysis evaluates
the potential increase in criteria air pollutants resulting from the project. The evaluation of potential
impacts is based on the criteria discussed in the following paragraphs.

CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE AIR QUALITY PLANS

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 requires an analysis of project consistency with applicable
governmental plans and policies. In accordance with SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook, the
following criteria were used to evaluate the project’s consistency with SCAQMD’s AQMP and SCAG’s
regional plans and policies:

e Criterion 1: Will the project result in any of the following:

An increase in the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations;
Cause or contribute to new air quality violations; or

Delay timely attainment of air quality standards or the interim emission reductions specified
in the AQMP?

e Criterion 2: Will the project exceed the assumptions utilized in preparing the AQMP?

o Is the project consistent with the population and employment growth projections upon which
AQMP forecasted emission levels are based;

Does the project include air quality mitigation measures; or
To what extent is the project development consistent with AQMP control measures?

As noted in Section 5.2.2.4, in the project area, the County assesses the air quality impacts of new
development projects, requires mitigation of potentially significant air quality impacts by applying
required conditions to projects through the County approval process in accordance with the SCAQMD’s
CEQA Air Quality Handbook (SCAQMD 2022a). This guidance document is more specific than the 2035
General Plan goals and policies as well as the Air Quality Element of the City General Plan. Adherence
with the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook and AQMP control measures would ensure that the
project is supportive of and consistent with the air quality goals and policies contained in the 2035
General Plan and the City General Plan.

CONSTRUCTION

The SCAQMD has established significance thresholds based on the State CEQA Guidelines. Specifically,
based on criteria set forth in the SCAQMD CEQA Handbook Air Quality Significance Thresholds, the
project would have a significant impact with regard to construction emissions if any of the following
would occur:

e Regional emissions from both direct and indirect sources would exceed any of the following
SCAQMD-prescribed threshold levels: 1) 100 pounds per day for NOx; 2) 75 pounds per day for
VOCs; 3) 150 pounds per day for PM; or sulfur oxides; 4) 55 pounds per day for PM,s; or
5) 550 pounds per day for CO.
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e Maximum on-site daily localized emissions exceed the LST, resulting in predicted ambient
concentrations in the vicinity of the project site greater than the most stringent ambient air quality
standards for CO (20 parts per million [ppm] over a 1-hour period, or 9.0 ppm averaged over an
8-hour period) and NO, (0.18 ppm over a 1-hour period, 0.1 ppm over a 3-year average of the
98th percentile of the daily maximum 1-hour average, 0.03 ppm averaged over an annual period).

e Maximum on-site localized PMo or PM, 5 emissions during construction exceed the applicable
LSTs, resulting in predicted ambient concentrations in the vicinity of the project site to exceed the
incremental 24-hour threshold of 10.4 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m?) or 1.0 pg/m?* PM;o
averaged over an annual period.

OPERATION

Based on criteria set forth in the SCAQMD CEQA Handbook Air Quality Significance Thresholds, the
project would have a significant impact with regard to project operations if any of the following would
occur:

e Operational emissions exceed any of the following SCAQMD prescribed threshold levels:
1) 55 pounds per day for NOx; 2) 55 pounds per day for VOCs; 3) 150 pounds per day for PMjg
or sulfur oxides; 4) 55 pounds per day for PM»s; or 5) 550 pounds per day for CO.

e Maximum on-site daily localized emissions exceed the LST, resulting in predicted ambient
concentrations in the vicinity of the project site greater than the most stringent ambient air quality
standards for CO (20 ppm over a 1-hour period or 9.0 ppm averaged over an 8-hour period) and
NO; (0.18 ppm over a 1-hour period, 0.1 ppm over a 3-year average of the 98th percentile of the
daily maximum 1-hour average, 0.03 ppm averaged over an annual period).

e Maximum on-site localized operational PM;¢ or PM; 5 emissions exceed the incremental 24-hour
threshold of 2.5 pg/m’ or 1.0 ug/m* PM;, averaged over an annual period.

e The project causes or contributes to an exceedance of the California 1-hour or 8-hour CO
standards of 20 or 9.0 ppm, respectively.

e The project creates an odor nuisance pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 402.
TOXIC AIR CONTAMINANTS

The determination of significance shall be made on a case-by-case basis, considering the following
factors:

o the regulatory framework for the toxic material(s) and process(es) involved;

o the proximity of the toxic air contaminants to sensitive receptors;

e the quantity, volume, and toxicity of the contaminants expected to be emitted;
o the likelihood and potential level of exposure; and

o the degree to which project design would reduce the risk of exposure.

Based on the criteria set forth in SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook, the project may have a
significant TAC impact if:

e The project results in the exposure of sensitive receptors to carcinogenic or toxic air contaminants
that exceed the maximum incremental cancer risk of 10 in 1 million or an acute or chronic hazard
index of 1.0. For projects with a maximum incremental cancer risk between 1 in 1 million and
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10 in 1 million, a project would result in a significant impact if the cancer burden exceeds
0.5 excess cancer cases.

5.2.5 Environmental Impact Analysis

a) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air
quality plan?

According to the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook, in order to be consistent with the SCAQMD
and SCAG regional plans and policies, including the AQMP, the project must be consistent with the air
quality standards and the land use assumptions identified in the AQMP, as evaluated below.

AQMP AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

Construction of the project would result in the temporary addition of pollutants to the local airshed caused
by on-site sources (e.g., off-road construction equipment, soil disturbance, VOC off-gassing from asphalt
pavement application) and off-site sources (e.g., vendor trucks, haul trucks, and worker vehicle trips).
VOCs, NOx, CO, PMig, and PM; s are the primary pollutants of concern during construction activities.

In addition, operation of the project would generate VOCs, NOyx, CO, SOk, PM o, and PM; s emissions
from mobile sources, including vehicle trips; area sources, including the use of consumer products,
architectural coatings for repainting, and landscape maintenance equipment; water, waste, off-road, and
stationary sources; and energy sources, including combustion of fuels used for space and water heating.

As described in detail in AQ Impact 2, below, the project would not increase the frequency or severity of
an existing air quality violation or cause or contribute to new violations for any pollutants during either
construction or operation of the project. As the project would not exceed any of the state and federal
standards, the project would also not delay timely attainment of air quality standards or interim emission
reductions specified in the AQMP. Therefore, the project would be consistent with air quality standards
included in the AQMP during both construction and operation.

AQMP AIR QUALITY ASSUMPTIONS

Table 5.2-3 summarizes the project’s consistency with the assumptions included in the AQMP. As shown
in Table 5.2-3, the project would be consistent with the land uses assumptions identified in the AQMP.

Table 5.2-3. Consistency with Assumptions of the AQMP

Assumptions

Is the project consistent with the population and  Consistent. The project would result in the renovation and expansion of an

employment growth projections upon which existing museum facility. The project would not directly contribute to population

AQMP forecasted emission levels are based? growth in the vicinity of the project as the project does not include new housing.
Further, the project is not expected to create a significant increase in the
number of employees because the proposed improvements are not expected to
result in an increase in the average amount of programming, hours, or the daily
or annual attendance levels that have been experienced at La Brea Tar Pits.
Therefore, projected levels of project employees and visitors would be
consistent with the population and employment forecast for the subregion as
adopted by SCAG. Because these same projections form the basis of the 2016
AQMP, it could be concluded that the project would be consistent with the
population and employment growth projections of the AQMP.
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Assumptions
Does the project include air quality mitigation Consistent. The project would incorporate a number of key control measures
measures? identified by the SCAQMD, which have been included as Mitigation Measure

AQ/mm-3.1. As such, the project meets this AQMP consistency criteria since all
feasible mitigation measures would be implemented.

To what extent is project development consistent Consistent. The project includes various characteristics that minimize VMT

with the AQMP land use policies? and vehicle trips to the project site, including providing a diversity and mix of
uses on the project site and within the “Miracle Mile” area, which would
minimize vehicle trips and VMT by encouraging walking and non-automotive
forms of transportation, and improved design including developing ground-floor
museum uses and improved streetscape, which would enhance walkability in
the project vicinity, among other project characteristics. Mitigation Measure
GHG/mm-1.1 has been included in Section 5.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, to
reduce project employee and visitor vehicle trips and increase alternative
modes such as walking, bicycling, public transit, and rideshare through the
preparation and implementation of a Transportation Demand Management
program, which will be developed in consultation with Los Angeles Department
of Transportation. Because the project implements the County of Los Angeles,
City of Los Angeles, and SCAQMD objectives of minimizing VMT and the
related vehicular air emissions, the project would be consistent with AQMP land
use policies.

CONCLUSION

As evaluated above, the project would not have a significant long-term impact on the region’s ability to
meet state and federal air quality standards. Further, the project would be consistent with the land use
assumptions included in the AQMP. Therefore, the project would be consistent with the SCAQMD’s
AQMP during both project construction and operation, and impacts would be less than significant.

AQ Impact 1

The project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of applicable air quality plans during either construction
or operation. Construction and operation impacts would be less than significant.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold Ill. a)

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.

Impacts Following Mitigation

Not applicable. Impacts related to consistency with applicable air quality plans would be less than significant.

b) Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable new increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard?

The Air Basin is designated as a nonattainment area for federal O3 and PM; 5 standards and the rolling
3-month average lead standard. It is designated as a nonattainment area for state O3, PM,o, and PM; s
standards (CARB 2017; EPA 2022b). The Air Basin is designated as attainment or unclassified for all
other federal and state pollutants.
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CONSTRUCTION

Construction of the project would result in the temporary addition of pollutants to the local airshed caused
by on-site sources (e.g., off-road construction equipment, soil disturbance, VOC off-gassing from asphalt
pavement application) and off-site sources (e.g., vendor trucks, haul trucks, and worker vehicle trips).
Specifically, entrained dust results from the exposure of earth surfaces to wind from the direct disturbance
and movement of soil, resulting in PM,o and PM> s emissions. Internal combustion engines used

by construction equipment, haul trucks, vendor trucks (i.e., delivery trucks), and worker vehicles would
result in emissions of VOCs, NOy, CO, PM o, and PM; 5. Construction emissions can vary substantially
from day to day depending on the level of activity; the specific type of operation; and, for dust, the
prevailing weather conditions.

CalEEMod was used to calculate air pollutant emissions that would occur during proposed construction
activities, which is anticipated last a total of approximately 4 years. Table 5.2-4 identifies the estimated
unmitigated maximum daily construction emissions generated during construction of the project in
comparison to the applicable SCAQMD regional significance thresholds. See Appendix C for a
description of modeling inputs.

Table 5.2-4. Unmitigated Daily Construction Emissions Summary

Unmitigated Construction Emissions Summary

ROG NOx co PM10 PM2.5 S02
Construction Year Pollutant Emission (pounds per day)

2024 1.66 29.6 48.3 21.8 9.7 0.11
2025 1.47 12.0 304 4.74 0.96 0.03
2026 8.96 11.8 322 6.38 1.19 0.03
2027 1.76 11.7 38.6 6.5 1.21 0.04
Peak daily emission 8.96 29.6 48.3 21.8 9.7 0.11
SCAQMD regional significance 75 100 550 150 55 150
thresholds
Threshold exceeded? No No No No No No

Note: ROG = reactive organic gases. Emissions were quantified using CalEEMod version 2022.1.1.17 (CAPCOA 2022).

Summer model results are presented above. Model results (summer, winter, and annual) and assumptions are provided in Appendix A of the Air
Quality and Greenhouse Gas Technical Report (see Appendix C) (SWCA 2023).

As shown in Table 5.2-4, estimated unmitigated construction emissions for all pollutants are below
SCAQMD regional significance thresholds.

The project would be required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 403 to control dust emissions generated
during any dust-generating activities. Standard construction practices that would be employed to reduce
fugitive dust emissions include watering of the active dust areas up to three times per day, depending on
weather conditions, using water to control dust emissions during demolition activities, washing vehicle
wheels before they leave the site, etc. Adherence to SCAQMD Rule 403 would further reduce
construction-related emissions of fugitive dust at the project site. Therefore, construction-related impacts
would be less than significant.
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OPERATION

Project operations would generate VOCs, NOy, CO, SOy, PM o, and PM; 5 emissions from mobile
sources, including vehicle trips; area sources, including the use of consumer products, architectural
coatings for repainting, and landscape maintenance equipment; water, waste, off-road, and stationary
sources; and energy sources, including combustion of fuels used for space and water heating.

CalEEMod was used to calculate the maximum daily emissions associated with operation of the project in
2028 at buildout. Table 5.2-5 identifies the estimated unmitigated maximum daily operational emissions
of the project in comparison to the applicable SCAQMD regional significance thresholds. See Appendix
C for a description of modeling inputs.

Table 5.2-5. Unmitigated Daily Operational Emissions Summary

Unmitigated Operations Emissions Summary

ROG NOx co PM10 PM2.5 S02
Operations Source Type Pollutant Emission (pounds per day)

Mobile 4.98 3.17 37.0 8.40 217 0.09
Area 2.59 0.04 4.61 0.01 0.01 <0.005
Energy 0.17 3.02 2.54 0.23 0.23 0.02
Off-road 0.03 0.29 0.52 0.01 0.01 <0.005
Stationary 0.84 2.73 3.04 0.12 0.12 <0.005
Total 8.61 9.25 47.71 8.77 2.54 0.13
SCAQMD regional operational 55 55 550 150 55 150
significance thresholds
Threshold exceeded? No No No No No No

Note: ROG = reactive organic gases. CalEEMod emissions were quantified using CalEEMod, version 2022.1.1.17 (CAPCOA 2022).

Summer model results are presented above for daily emissions. Model results (summer, winter, and annual) and assumptions are provided in
Appendix A of the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Technical Report (see Appendix C) (SWCA 2023).

The values for each operational source type shown are the maximum summer daily emissions results from the CalEEMod output, assuming
operational year 2028. The total values may not sum exactly due to rounding.

As shown in Table 5.2-5, maximum daily operational emissions of VOCs, NOy, CO, SOy, PM;y, and
PM: 5 generated by the project would not exceed the SCAQMD’s significance thresholds. Therefore,
operational impacts would be less than significant.

AQ Impact 2

The project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria pollutants that would exceed
applicable SCAQMD thresholds during either construction or operation. Construction and operation impacts would
be less than significant.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold Ill. b)

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.
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AQ Impact 2

Impacts Following Mitigation

Not applicable. Impacts related to a net increase of criteria pollutants would be less than significant.

c) Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

Project construction activities would result in temporary sources of on-site criteria air pollutant emissions
associated with construction equipment exhaust and dust-generating activities, which could adversely
affect nearby sensitive land uses. The closest sensitive land uses to the project site are off-site residential
uses located between 50 to 150 feet from the project site.

A localized significance threshold (LST) analysis was performed to evaluate localized air quality impacts
to sensitive receptors in the immediate vicinity of the project as a result of project activities. A detailed
description of the localized significance threshold analysis is included in Appendix C. Table 5.2-6 shows
the maximum daily on-site construction emissions generated during construction of the project in
comparison to SCAQMD thresholds.

Table 5.2-6. Construction Localized Significance Thresholds Analysis

NOx co PM10 PM2.5
Year Pounds per Day*

2024 29.6 48.3 9.01 4.07
2025 12.0 304 3.39 0.85
2026 11.8 32.2 4.05 0.97
2027 1.7 38.6 4.02 0.99
SCAQMD construction LST criteria 161 1,861 16 8

Threshold exceeded? No No No No

Source: SCAQMD (2009)

* Localized significance thresholds are shown for a 5.0-acre disturbed area corresponding to a distance to a sensitive receptor of 25 meters in SRA 1.
Conservatively includes on-site and off-site emissions.

As shown in Table 5.2-6, proposed construction activities would not generate emissions in excess of
LSTs for the Central Los Angeles area; therefore, project construction would not expose sensitive
receptors to localized emissions concentrations in excess of SCAQMD standards, and construction
impacts related to localized emissions concentrations would be less than significant.

In addition to construction-related emissions, maximum daily on-site operational emissions in comparison
to SCAQMD thresholds are shown in Table 5.2-7.

As shown in Table 5.2-7, proposed operations would not generate emissions in excess of site-specific
LSTs; therefore, project operation would not expose sensitive receptors to localized emissions
concentrations in excess of SCAQMD standards, and operation impacts related to localized emissions
concentrations would be less than significant.
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Table 5.2-7. Operational Localized Significance Thresholds Analysis

NOx co PM10 PM2.5
Year Pounds per Day (On-site)*
2028 6.08 10.71 0.37 0.37
SCAQMD operational LST criteria 161 1,861 4 2
Threshold exceeded? No No No No

Source: SCAQMD (2009)
* Localized significance thresholds are shown for a 5.0-acre disturbed area corresponding to a distance to a sensitive receptor of 25 meters in SRA 1.

TOXIC AIR CONTAMINANTS CONSTRUCTION HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT

A construction health risk assessment (HRA) was performed to estimate the Maximum Individual Cancer
Risk and the Chronic Hazard Index for residential receptors resulting from project construction. Table
5.2-8 summarizes the results of the construction HRA.

As shown in Table 5.2-8, the HRA results from the unmitigated scenario show that project construction
would result in a Residential Chronic Hazard Index of 0.08, which is below the 1.0 significance threshold;
however, project construction would result in cancer risks exceeding the 10 in 1 million threshold.

For these reasons, without mitigation, project construction could result in toxic air contaminants exposure
that could be significant.

Table 5.2-8. Construction Health Risk Assessment Results — Unmitigated

Impact Parameter Unit Project Impact CEQA Threshold Level of Significance
Maximum Individual Cancer Risk — per million 78.07 10 Potentially Significant
Residential
Chronic Hazard Index — Residential Index Value 0.08 1.0 Less than Significant

Source: SCAQMD (2019)
Note: See Appendix C (SWCA 2023) for detailed results.

TOXIC AIR CONTAMINANTS OPERATIONAL HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT

In addition, an operational HRA was performed to estimate the Maximum Individual Cancer Risk and the
Chronic Hazard Index for residential receptors as a result of operation of the project, including truck trips
and off-road/stationary equipment. Table 5.2-9 summarizes the results of the operational HRA.

Table 5.2-9. Operational Health Risk Assessment Results — Unmitigated

Impact Parameter Unit Project Impact CEQA Threshold Level of Significance
Maximum Individual Cancer Risk — per million 7.81 10 Less than Significant
Residential
Chronic Hazard Index — Residential Index Value 0.003 1.0 Less than Significant

Source: SCAQMD (2019)
Note: See Appendix C (SWCA 2023) for detailed results.

As shown in Table 5.2-9, project operational activities would result in a Residential Maximum Individual
Cancer Risk of 7.81 in 1 million, which would be less than the significance threshold of 10 in 1 million.
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Project operations would also result in a Residential Chronic Hazard Index of 0.003, which is below the
1.0 significance threshold. Thus, operational impacts associated with potential cancer risk would be less
than significant.

LOCAL CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATIONS

At the time that the SCAQMD 1993 Handbook was published, the Air Basin was designated
nonattainment under the CAAQS and NAAQS for CO. In 2007, the SCAQMD was designated

in attainment for CO under both the CAAQS and NAAQS as a result of the steady decline in CO
concentrations in the Air Basin due to turnover of older vehicles, introduction of cleaner fuels, and
implementation of control technology on industrial facilities. The SCAQMD conducted CO modeling for
the 2003 AQMP for the four worst-case intersections in the Air Basin: 1) Wilshire Boulevard and Veteran
Avenue, 2) Sunset Boulevard and Highland Avenue, 3) La Cienega Boulevard and Century Boulevard,
and 4) Long Beach Boulevard and Imperial Highway. At the time the 2003 AQMP was prepared, the
intersection of Wilshire Boulevard and Veteran Avenue was the most congested intersection in Los
Angeles County, with an average daily traffic volume of about 100,000 vehicles per day. Using CO
emission factors for 2002, the peak modeled CO 1-hour concentration was estimated to be 4.6 ppm at the
intersection of Wilshire Boulevard and Veteran Avenue. When added to the maximum 1-hour CO
concentration from 2018 through 2020 at the North Main Street monitoring station, which was 2 ppm in
2019, the 1-hour CO would be 6.6 ppm, while the CAAQS is 20 ppm.

The 2003 AQMP also projected 8-hour CO concentrations at these four intersections for 1997 and from
2002 through 2005. From years 2002 through 2005, the maximum 8-hour CO concentration was 3.8 ppm
at the Sunset Boulevard and Highland Avenue intersection in 2002; the maximum 8-hour CO
concentration was 3.4 ppm at the Wilshire Boulevard and Veteran Avenue in 2002. Adding the 3.8 ppm
to the maximum 8-hour CO concentration from 2018through 2020 at the North Main Street monitoring
station, which was 1.7 ppm in 2018, the 8-hour CO would be 5.5 ppm, while the CAAQS is 9.0 ppm.
Accordingly, CO concentrations at congested intersections would not exceed the 1-hour or 8-hour CO
CAAQS unless projected daily traffic would be at least over 100,000 vehicles per day. Because the
project would not increase daily traffic volumes at any study intersection to more than 100,000 vehicles
per day as shown in the La Brea Tar Pits Master Plan Final Transportation Assessment (Kittelson and
Associates, Inc. 2022), a CO hot spot is not anticipated to occur during either construction or operation,
and associated impacts would be /ess than significant.

AQ Impact 3

The project could expose sensitive residential receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations during construction
related to diesel exhaust. Construction impacts could be significant.

Operation of the project would not expose sensitive residential receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
Operation impacts would be less than significant.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold Ill. c)

Mitigation Measures

AQ/mm-3.1 To reduce the potential for health risks as a result of construction of the project, the following
measures shall be implemented:

e  Prior to the start of construction activities, it shall be ensured that all 75 horsepower or
greater diesel-powered equipment are powered with CARB-certified Tier 4 Interim engines,
except where the County establishes that Tier 4 Interim equipment is not available.
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AQ Impact 3

There are several other SCAQMD rules and regulations that serve as mitigation measures for the
project construction. These rules are:

o  SCAQMD Rule 403, which requires projects to incorporate fugitive dust control measures;

e SCAQMD Rule 1113, which limits the volatile organic compound content of architectural
coating; and

o  SCAQMD Regulation Xlll, New Source Review, which requires new on-site facility nitrogen
oxide emissions to be minimized through the use of emission control measures (e.g., use of
best available technology control technology for new combustion sources such as boilers
and water heaters).

Impacts Following Mitigation

With implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ/mm-3.1, diesel particulate matter would be reduced during the
construction period and substantial pollutant concentrations would be less than significant, as demonstrated by the
analysis conducted to calculate the effectiveness of the mitigation measures, shown in Table 5.2-10.

Mitigation Measure AQ/mm-3.1 has been identified to reduce project construction-generated DPM
emissions to the extent feasible through requiring all 75 horsepower or greater diesel-powered equipment
to be powered with CARB-certified Tier 4 Interim engines. The HRA results following implementation of
Mitigation Measure AQ/mm-3.1 are presented in Table 5.2-10. With the implementation of Mitigation
Measure AQ/mm-3.1, the estimated cancer risk during project construction would be reduced below the
SCAQMD threshold of 10 in 1 million (see Table 5.2-10).

Table 5.2-10. Construction Health Risk Assessment Results — Mitigated

Impact Parameter Unit Project Impact CEQA Threshold Level of Significance
Maximum Individual Cancer Risk — per million 8.59 10 Less than Significant
Residential
Chronic Hazard Index — Residential Index Value 0.007 1.0 Less than Significant

Source: SCAQMD (2019)
Note: See Appendix C (SWCA 2023) for detailed results.

d) Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors)
adversely affecting a substantial number of people?

According to the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, land uses associated with odor complaints
typically include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food processing plants, chemical plants,
composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding. The project does not include any uses
identified by the SCAQMD as being associated with odors.

CONSTRUCTION

Construction activities associated with the project may generate detectable odors from heavy-duty
equipment exhaust and architectural coatings. However, construction-related odors would be temporary
and would not generate a new, long-term source of odor within the project area. In addition, the project
would be required to comply with 13 CCR 2449(d)(3) and 2485, which require minimizing construction
equipment idling time by either shutting it off when not in use or by reducing the time of idling to no
more than 5 minutes, which would further reduce the detectable odors from heavy-duty equipment
exhaust. The project would also be required to comply with the SCAQMD Regulation XI, Rule 1113 —
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Architectural Coating, which would minimize odor impacts from reactive organic gas emissions during
architectural coating. The project site is not located in an area of naturally occurring asbestos and
asbestos-containing materials are a potential due to a small amount of demolition. However, any
modification to the existing buildings would be required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 1403, which
specifies work practice requirements to limit asbestos emissions from building demolition and renovation
activities, including the removal and associated disturbance of asbestos-containing materials. SCAQMD
Rule 403 also contains measures that are required to be incorporated that would further reduce any odors
associated with construction emissions. Therefore, impacts related to the generation of adverse odors or
other emissions during project construction would be less than significant.

OPERATION

Operation of the project does not include any component with the potential to generate odorous emissions
that could affect a substantial number of people. Therefore, impacts related to the generation of adverse
odors or other emissions during project operation would be less than significant.

AQ Impact 4

The project would not result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial
number of people during either project construction or operation. Construction and operation impacts would be less
than significant.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold Ill. d)

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.

Impacts Following Mitigation

Not applicable. Impacts related to adverse odors and other emissions would be less than significant.

5.2.6 Cumulative Impact Analysis

The geographic area affected by the project and its potential to contribute to cumulative impacts varies
based on the environmental resource under consideration. For air quality, the geographic scope for the
project’s cumulative impact analysis encompasses the Air Basin.

Based on SCAQMD guidance, individual construction projects that exceed SCAQMD’s recommended
daily thresholds for project-specific impacts would cause a cumulatively considerable increase in
emissions for those pollutants for which the Air Basin is in non-attainment, as discussed below
(SCAQMD 2003):

As Lead Agency, the AOMD uses the same significance thresholds for project specific and
cumulative impacts for all environmental topics analyzed in an Environmental Assessment or
EIR... Projects that exceed the project-specific significance thresholds are considered by the
SCAQMD to be cumulatively considerable. This is the reason project-specific and cumulative
significance thresholds are the same. Conversely, projects that do not exceed the project-specific
thresholds are generally not considered to be cumulatively significant.
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Therefore, consistent with the accepted and established SCAQMD cumulative impact evaluation
methodologies, the project’s construction or operation emissions would be considered cumulatively
considerable if project-specific emissions exceed an applicable SCAQMD-recommended significance
threshold.

As analyzed in Section 5.2.5, the project would be consistent with the SCAQMD’s AQMP during both
project construction and operation (threshold a), and the project would not result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase of criteria pollutants that would exceed applicable SCAQMD thresholds during
either construction or operation (threshold b). In addition, the project would not result in other emissions
(such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of people during either project
construction or operation (threshold d). As such, and consistent with SCAQMD guidance, the project
would not contribute significantly to cumulative impacts associated with these issues.

However, the project’s toxic air contamination HRA determined the project could expose sensitive
residential receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations during construction related to diesel exhaust
emissions (threshold c¢). Given the construction and diesel exhaust emissions that could occur in the
vicinity of the project concurrent with project construction, prior to mitigation, this impact could be
considered both a direct impact and a contribution to cumulative impacts related to diesel emissions.

In summary, for most of the threshold issue areas for the topic of air quality, the project would not
contribute significantly to cumulative impacts. However, regarding toxic air contamination, the HRA
determined that the project could contribute significantly to pollutant concentrations during construction
(threshold c). Prior to mitigation, this contribution would be both a significant direct impact of the project
as well as a potentially significant contribution to cumulative toxic air contamination in the vicinity of the
project. The project’s air pollutant emissions related to diesel exhaust during construction could result in a
cumulative contribution to air pollution in the region, which would be significant. Operation of the project
would not result in a significant contribution to air pollution in the region.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ/mm-3.1 would reduce project construction emissions below
the SCAQMD threshold, as shown in Table 5.2-10. As such, and consistent with SCAQMD guidance,
after implementation of the mitigation measure, the project’s contribution to diesel emissions would be
less than significant both individually and cumulatively.

AQ Impact 5 (Cumulative Impacts)

The project’s air pollutant emissions related to diesel exhaust during construction could result in a cumulative
contribution to air pollution in the region. Operation of the project would not result in a significant contribution to air
pollution in the region.

Mitigation Measures

Implement Mitigation Measure AQ/mm-3.1.

Impacts Following Mitigation

With implementation of the identified mitigation measure to reduce project-specific impacts, the project’s contribution
to cumulative impacts would be less than significant.
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5.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

This section evaluates the potential for the project to impact sensitive biological resources. The analysis in
this section is based on the biological resources characteristics and species potential for the project site
included a review of published literature and an online database review, as well as a reconnaissance-level
flora and fauna survey of the project site, conducted on March 18, 2022, and again on November 3, 2022.

5.3.1 Existing Conditions

The project site includes 13 acres of the eastern and northwestern portions of Hancock Park and broadly
encompasses what is known as La Brea Tar Pits, which includes the George C. Page Museum (see Figure
3-2 in Chapter 3, Project Description). Located in a highly urbanized area, the project site is surrounded
by a variety of development including commercial uses, museums, residential buildings, and schools.

The project topography is primarily level, with sloped areas adjacent to the existing museum. The current
landscape is dominated by a large lawn surrounding the museum and extending to the west. Paved
walkways meander through the project site, with mature trees and shrubs, primarily non-native. Qil Creek
is an ephemeral or intermittent creek that flows from the northeast by the parking area off South Curson
Avenue to the southwest, where it appears to dissipate on-site with no downstream connectivity.

It supports a community of hydrophytic and riparian vegetation near the parking lot. Because entrance to
the park grounds is free, it is well used by the public.

5.3.1.1 Vegetation

Three natural vegetation communities including California sycamore—coast live oak riparian woodlands,
hardstem and California bulrush marshes (California Native Plant Society [CNPS] 2023), and oak
woodlands (County of Los Angeles 2011) along with four habitat types including urban-ornamental,
urban-grass lawns, barren-developed, and lacustrine (California Wildlife Habitat Relationships System
2023) were identified within the project site (Figure 5.3-1).

The California sycamore—coast live oak riparian woodlands community is associated with Oil Creek and
is restricted to the northwestern portion of the project site. This community constitutes approximately
0.28 acre of coverage. Hardstem and California bulrush marshes are restricted to the margins of the

Lake Pit and constitute approximately 0.18 acre of the project site. While various forms of oak woodlands
are recognized by the Manual of California Vegetation (CNPS 2023), oak woodlands were assessed based
on the Los Angeles County Oak Woodland Conservation Management Plan guidance (County of Los
Angeles 2014:3), as this guidance observes a more conservative approach defining an oak woodland as
consisting of “...two or more oak trees of at least five inches in diameter measured at 4.5 feet above mean
natural grade, with greater than 10 percent canopy cover”. The oak woodlands are restricted to the
northern portion of the project site and constitute approximately 1.51 acres of coverage within the project
site. California sycamore—coast live oak riparian woodlands and hardstem and California bulrush marshes
are CNPS California sensitive communities with an S3 (vulnerable statewide) and S3/S4 (denoting
uncertainty in the rarity of the community with an accurate vulnerability assessment ranging from
vulnerable statewide to apparently secure statewide) rarity rank, respectively. The CNPS (2023) ranks
coast live oak woodlands and forests as S4, apparently secure statewide.
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While the CNPS (2023) recognizes some semi-natural communities, those recognized semi-natural
communities were not present on the project site. However, these developed areas are included in the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) California Wildlife Habitat Relationships System as
urban and barren. The two forms of urban habitat are the most ubiquitous communities in the project site,
and they include urban-ornamental trees and urban-grass lawns. Urban-ornamental trees encompasses
approximately 5.01 acres of the project site, and urban-grass lawns covers approximately 2.16 acres of the
project site. Lacustrine, covering approximately 0.98 acre, is restricted to the Lake Pit, and barren-
developed, consisting of the hardscape throughout the project site, covers approximately 4.35 acres of the
project site.

Project site vegetation consists of large expanses of lawn with primarily non-native planted trees and
shrubs, including pines (Pinus spp.), gum trees (Eucalyptus spp.), Brazilian peppertree (Schinus
terebinthifolius), various species of palm tree (e.g., fan, queen), London planetrees (Platanus x
hispanica), and other trees. Native trees are present, including coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia),
California [western] sycamore (Platanus racemosa), buckeye (desculus californica), and coast redwood
(Sequoia sempervirens). Table 5.3-1 lists plants identified within the project site during reconnaissance
field survey conducted by SWCA on March 18, 2022.

Table 5.3-1. Plant Species Observed at the La Brea Project Site

Scientific Name and Taxonomic Reference Common Name

Acacia sp.*

acacia

Acer negundo L.

boxelder

Aesculus californica (Spach) Nutt.

California buckeye

Agave americana L.*

century plant

Anemopsis californica (Nutt.) Hook. & Arn.

yerba mansa

Apiastrum angustifolium Nutt.

wild celery

Artemisia californica Less.

California sagebrush

Ceratonia siliqua L.*

carob, St. John’s beard

Chorisia [Ceiba] speciosa St.-Hil.*

floss silk tree

Cycas revoluta® sago palm
Cyperus sp.* flatsedge
Distichlis spicata saltgrass
Eleocharis sp. spikerush

Eriogonum fasciculatum (Benth.) Torr. & A. Gray

interior buckwheat

Erythrina sp.*

coral tree

Eucalyptus spp.*

gum trees

Festuca arundinacea Schreb.*

reed fescue

Frangula californica (Eschsch.) A. Gray coffeeberry
Fraxinus sp. Marsh. ash
Heteromeles arbutifolia (Lindl.) M. Roem. toyon

Juglans californica S. Watson

Southern California black walnutt

Muhlenbergia rigens (Benth.) Hitchc.

deergrass

Pinus sp.*

ornamental (non-native) pines
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Scientific Name and Taxonomic Reference

Common Name

Platanus x hispanica Mill. Ex Muenchh.

London planetree

Platanus racemosa Nultt.

California (western) sycamore

Polypogon interruptus Kunth*

ditch rabbitsfoot grass

Quercus agrifolia Nee

coast live oak

Salix lasiolepis Nutt.

arroyo willow

Salvia leucantha Cav.*

Mexican bush sage

Salvia mellifera E. Greene

black sage

Salvia spathacea Greene

hummingbird sage

Salvia cultivars*

sages

Sambucus nigra L. subsp. caerulea (Raf.) Bolli

blue elderberry

Schinus molle L.*

Peruvian peppertree

Scirpus sp.

bulrush

Sequoia sempervirens (D. Don) Endl.

coast redwood

Syagrus romanzoffiana (Cham.) Glassman*

queen palm

Tipuana tipu (Benth.) Kuntze*

tipa, rosewood

Washingtonia robusta H. WendI.*

Mexican fan palm

Yucca spp.*

ornamental yucca

* Non-native species and/or cultivars

T California Native Plant Society (CNPS 2022) Rare Plant Rank 4.2 = Plants of limited distribution; fairly threatened in California. Walnut groves are of
concern to CDFW/CNPS, not individual or planted (landscape) trees.

Oil Creek supports a community of hydrophytic and riparian vegetation. It is dominated by mowed
grasses and non-native plants, with scattered native species. Non-native plants present include reed fescue
(Festuca arundinacea), Mexican fan palm (Washingtonia robusta), wild celery (Apium graveolens), and
nutgrass (Cyperus sp.). Native plants found included yerba mansa (Anemopsis californica), spikerush
(Eleocharis sp.), rush (Scirpus sp.), and saltgrass (Distichlis spicata). Non-native London planetrees form
the overstory in the southwestern portion. The northeastern extent is planted with California native plants
between the southwest corner of the parking area and the footbridge over Oil Creek, signed as the Richard
Simun Pleistocene Garden. A tree overstory primarily composed of arroyo willows (Salix lasiolepis) with
California [western] sycamore is present with little understory. Along the border and in openings,
scattered native trees and perennials include walnut (Juglans sp.), hummingbird sage (Salvia spathacea),
toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia), blue elderberry (Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea), coffeeberry (Frangula
californica), box elder (Acer negundo), and sage species (Salvia spp.).

The Lake Pit supports sparse emergent herbaceous vegetation, as well as a narrow band of riparian
vegetation along the margins. The emergent vegetation likely consists of bulrush (Schoenoplectus sp.).
The bulrush can also be observed along the edges of the Lake Pit along with what appears to be cattails
(Typha sp.). Exclusionary fencing and a lack of identifiable diagnostic reproductive parts made
identification to species unfeasible during the reconnaissance survey.

Approximately 24 trees are located around Hancock Park to honor those killed during the September 11,
2001, terrorist attacks. There is a commemorative plaque near the northwest end of the parking lot,
although the individual trees do not appear to be labeled. Depending on the final project design, the trees
and plaques may be relocated and/or reconfigured within the park’s 13 acres, while still maintaining
recognition of the memorial.
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5.3.1.2 Wildlife

The project site provides limited wildlife habitat due to the combination of high levels of human activity
and the lack of surface water.

Birds were the only wildlife encountered (seen, heard, and/or flying over the site) during the field survey

conducted on March 18, 2022, and all were species typical of urban areas: Anna’s hummingbird (Calypte
anna); American crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos); house finch (Haemorhous mexicanus); dark-eyed junco
(Junco hyemalis); bushtit (Psaltriparus minimus); black phoebe (Sayornis nigricans); and yellow-rumped
warbler (Setophaga coronata).

No amphibians, reptiles, mammals, or indication of site use by wildlife (burrows, tracks, scat, etc.) were
found. Common urban wildlife expected to occur includes eastern fox squirrel (Sciurus niger), mice, rats,
and lizards. It is assumed that the hydrocarbon content in Oil Creek is too high for wildlife use; no
wildlife was seen in or near this drainage. Table 5.3-2 lists the bird species observed by SWCA at the
project site (2022).

Table 5.3-2. Bird Species Observed at the La Brea Project Site

Scientific Name Common Name
Aphelocoma californica California scrub-jay
Buteo jamaicensis red-tailed hawk
Calypte anna Anna's hummingbird
Columba livia* rock dove
Haemorhous mexicanus house finch
Corvus brachyrhynchos American crow
Junco hyemalis dark-eyed junco
Psaltriparus minimus bushtit
Passer domesticus* European house sparrow
Mimus polyglottos northern mockingbird
Sayornis nigricans black phoebe
Setophaga coronata yellow-rumped warbler
Sturnus vulgaris* European starling
Zenaida macroura mourning dove

* Non-native species

NESTING BIRD HABITAT

Suitable habitat for nesting birds is present in many of the mature trees on the project site and in the
native plant area of Oil Creek. The highest nesting potential is in areas away from human activity, in trees
that have not been thinned or heavily pruned. No incidental sightings of nesting activity were noted
during the reconnaissance-level survey conducted by SWCA on March 18, 2022, although a nesting bird
survey was not completed at this stage of the project. The reconnaissance survey was conducted within
the relatively early portion of the nesting bird season (February 1 through September 15); however,
absence of nesting activity observations does not preclude future nest development within the project site.
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SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES

A query of the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) for a 1-mile radius of the project site
yielded three recent records (within 20 years) of special-status species: Southern California rufous-
crowned sparrow (Aimophila ruficeps canescens); coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica
ssp. californica); and Nevin’s barberry (Berberis nevinii) (CDFW 2022a). The online community science
database iNaturalist (2022) reports observations of adult monarch butterflies. No birds listed as sensitive
by the Los Angeles Audubon Society (2009) or other sensitive wildlife or plants were observed during the
field survey conducted for the project. Table 5.3-3 and Table 5.3-4 summarize these results. The sections
following the table provide an assessment of the potential for the three species that were identified in the
records search within the 1-mile radius of the site.

Table 5.3-3. Special-Status Plants Reported in Vicinity of the La Brea Tar Pits Project Site

Common Name Blooming Elevation
Scientific Name Status Lifeform Period Habitat (feet) Potential to Occur
Nevin’s barberry  CRPR 1B.1, Perennial (February) Chaparral, 225-2,705 Absent. Evergreen shrub discernible
Berberis nevinii CE, FE evergreen March-June Cismontane year-round deemed absent during
shrub woodland, March 2022 survey. Calflora report
Coastal scrub, from 2022 and CNDDB records from
Riparian 2010 are in Griffith Park (over 4 miles

scrub; sandy northeast of the project site) and

or gravelly.

noted as probably planted. This
species is widely available in the
landscape trade and frequently
planted.

Note: Records within 1-mile radius of project site (all within U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute Hollywood quadrangle) and within previous 20 years
(CNDDB [CDFW 2022a]; iNaturalist 2022).
Status Definitions: CRPR 1B = California Rare Plant Rank. Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere; Rarity Rank 0.1 =
Seriously threatened in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened/high degree and immediacy of threat); CE = State of California listed as

Endangered; FE = Federally listed as Endangered (CDFW 2022b).

Table 5.3-4. Special-Status Fauna Reported in Vicinity of the La Brea Tar Pits Project Site

Common Name

Scientific Name Status Habitat Potential to Occur
Southern WL Resident in Southern California; Unlikely. Potentially suitable coastal sage scrub and rocky
California rufous- confined to moderate to steep habitat is not present. No eBird reports are in the project
crowned sparrow rocky slopes with a mix of low vicinity (all are from the Hollywood Hills north of the site).
Aimophila ruficeps shrubs, grasses, forbs, and open ~ CNDDB report is from 2014, about 0.25 mile northwest of
canescens ground. Highly correlated with Mulholland Dam near Pilgrimage Bridge, approximately
coastal sage scrub and dry 4 miles east-northeast of project site.
chaparral.
Coastal California FT, SSC Obligate, permanent resident of Unlikely. Suitable coastal sage scrub nesting habitat is not

gnatcatcher coastal sage scrub below present on-site. Current (2022) eBird and CNDDB reports
Polioptila 2,500 feet in Southern California.  are from 2014 in Kenneth Hahn State Recreation Area
californica ssp. Low, coastal sage scrub in arid (KHSRA), north end of Baldwin Hills about 3.5 miles
californica washes, on mesas and slopes. southwest of the project site. KHSRA supports suitable

Not all areas classified as coastal
sage scrub are occupied.

coastal sage habitat dominated by California coastal
sagebrush (Artemisia californica; Google Earth street view
March, 2022, 34.012722°, -118.367963°). eBird does not
track the subspecies; however, given geographic
distributions, species observed at KHSRA can be assumed
to be coastal California gnatcatcher.
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Common Name

Scientific Name Status Habitat Potential to Occur
Monarch butterfly FC — Overwintering roost sites are Absent (overwintering) — Low (foraging and egg
Danaus plexippus Wherever  typically located in wind-protected laying). No overwintering habitat is present on-site and site
found tree groves of gum trees is too far inland (Western Monarch Count 2022); however,

(Eucalyptus spp.), Monterey pine individual monarchs have been seen in the area. iNaturalist
(Pinus radiata), and/or cypress (2022) reports 31 observations of adult monarch butterflies
trees (Hesperocyparis spp.) where in Hancock Park, inclusive of the project area, between
nectar and water sources are 2014 and 2019, including results of the 2017 La Brea
nearby and within about 1.5 miles ~ Wildlife Survey (iNaturalist 2017).
of the ocean. iNaturalist reports seven observations of Asclepias
Egg laying is known to occur on curassavica (tropical milkweed) within Hancock Park
obligate milkweed host plant including observations from 2022, which is known to host
(primarily Asclepias spp.). monarch larvae and provide nectar for adults.

Note: Records within 1-mile radius of project site (all within U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute Hollywood quadrangle) and within previous 20 years
(CNDDB [CDFW 2022a]; iNaturalist 2022).

Status Definitions: FC = Federal candidate; FT = Federally listed as Threatened; SSC = Species of Special Concern (CDFW); WL = Watch List
(North American Bird Conservation Initiative) (CDFW 2022c).

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA RUFOUS-CROWNED SPARROW

Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow (4imophila ruficeps canescens) is a CDFW Species of
Special Concern. It frequents relatively steep, often rocky hillsides with grass and forb patches and is
resident in Southern California coastal sage scrub and mixed chaparral. It is unlikely to occur on the
project site due to lack of suitable habitat.

COASTAL CALIFORNIA GNATCATCHER

Coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica ssp. californica) is a federally threatened species
and is a CDFW Species of Special Concern. It is a resident of scrub-dominated plant communities where
it is strongly associated with sage scrub in its various successional stages. Suitable habitat is not present
on the project site for this bird.

NEVIN’'S BARBERRY

Nevin’s barberry (Berberis nevinii) is a plant that is both state- and federally listed as endangered. Wild
plants occur on steep north-facing slopes and low-grade sandy washes in chaparral, cismontane
woodland, and coastal and riparian scrub communities. Because this plant is available at plant nurseries
and widely planted, it can be difficult to distinguish natural from introduced plants. This species would
have been observable and was not found on the project site during the site visit of March 18, 2022.

MONARCH BUTTERFLY

The monarch butterfly is a candidate species for listing under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA),
which extends to cover the species “wherever found”, including overwintering congregations and
individuals documented foraging for nectar and eggs and larvae documented on host plants. The CDFW
lists the monarch as a Species of Greatest Conservation Need in the State Wildlife Action Plan (CDFW
2015). Of highest conservation concern are monarch overwintering aggregations, which are documented,
mapped, and monitored annually.

Adult monarch females lay eggs on their obligate milkweed host plant (primarily Asclepias spp.), which
developing monarch larvae use as a primary food source and to sequester cardenolides as defense from
predators. In California, as noted by CDFW, there are two distinct groups of monarch butterflies: those
engaging in long-distance migration which use the California coastal groves as overwintering habitat, and
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resident monarchs that breed year-round and do not engage in migration. Resident monarchs are thought
to use the abundance of non-native tropical milkweed (4Asclepias curassavica) as an inducement for
winter breeding where historically they only engaged in breeding activity in selective season conditions.
Unlike native milkweed hosts plants, tropical milkweed is an evergreen species that does not die back in
winter months and can provide a refuge for Ophyrocystis elektroscirra (Oe), a protozoan parasite with
known detrimental effects on monarch vitality and reproduction (CDFW 2021).

Adult migratory monarchs form overwintering aggregations in large mature tree groves, often non-native
gum (Eucalyptus spp.) trees as well as native Monterey and Sargent cypress (Hesperocyparis [ Cupressus]
macrocarpa; H. sargentii), Monterey pine (Pinus radiata), and, less commonly, other native trees
including California [western] sycamore and coast redwood.

Suitable overwintering sites must contain several specific elements which together form the correct
microclimate conditions. According to the Xerces Society for Invertebrate Conservation (2022), the
majority of overwintering sites are at low elevations (less than 200-300 feet), within about 1.5 miles of
the ocean, and contain specific microclimate elements such as moderate temperatures, wind protection,
dappled shade, high humidity, available fresh water, and fall-winter blooming nectar sources, surrounded
or partially enclosed by large tree groves or windrows.

iNaturalist records indicate that non-native tropical milkweed is likely present within the project site;
however, this species was not observed during the reconnaissance-level survey. Habitats suitable for
supporting foraging and breeding of resident monarchs are possibly present in low density at the project
site, but habitats suitable for supporting overwintering monarchs are absent from the project site.
Additionally, overwintering aggregations characteristically occur within about 1.5 miles of the coast.
The project site is approximately 9 miles northeast of the coast. No monarchs were observed during the
site survey.

5.3.1.3 Aquatic Resources

Two aquatic features were identified within the project site: Oil Creek and the Lake Pit (Figure 5.3-2).
Oil Creek is a historic feature which, as early as 1941 (based on historical aerial imagery), conveyed flow
from approximately the intersection of 6th Street and South Curson Avenue southwest to the intersection
of Wilshire Boulevard and South Ogden Drive. Historical imagery shows a well-defined channel
supporting possible riparian vegetation based on distribution patterns suggesting an intermittent or wetter
hydrologic regime. In its current state, Oil Creek appears to receive its primary hydrologic input source
from groundwater; it also receives hydrologic inputs from precipitation and irrigation system runoff. Oil
Creek appears to dissipate on-site. Dense vegetation and heavy leaf litter exist in the northeastern portion
of the creek; Oil Creek supports a robust community of hydrophytic vegetation. The density of
hydrophytic vegetation, and hydrology indicators such as water-stained leaves, suggest that Oil Creek
may support wetlands.

The Lake Pit has existed in its current or similar state since the late 1800s, following the abandonment of
asphalt mining operations and the subsequent accumulation of groundwater and rainwater above asphalt.
The Lake Pit supports aquatic vegetation along its margins; however, vegetation management in the form
of weeding can be observed from the edge of the aquatic vegetation to the exclusionary fencing.

Any potential wetlands supported by the Lake Pit would likely coincide with the limits of the aquatic
vegetation.
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Figure 5.3-2. Aquatic resources on the project site.
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The reconnaissance surveys suggest there may be approximately 1.5 acres of regulated aquatic resources
within the project site, of which 0.3 acre is associated with Oil Creek, and 1.2 acres are associated with
the Lake Pit. However, a formal aquatic resources delineation was not conducted. Potential jurisdictional
limits were assessed based on vegetation composition and surface hydrology only. Based on vegetation
compositions, both features may support marginal wetlands, however soils were not evaluated for hydric
indicators to make this determination. Oil Creek has been disturbed and manipulated over time. It is
partially paved where the parking lot is located and is channelized with pavers near its terminus. It is
dominated by non-native grasses in parts and planted with native riparian vegetation in other parts.

The drainage is a relic of a natural stream which, in its previous, natural state, would be considered a
regulated aquatic resource. However, the current regulatory status of the drainage cannot accurately be
determined without a jurisdictional analysis including a determination of hydric soils. Based on the site
surveys conducted to support the preparation of this analysis, it is anticipated that Oil Creek and the Lake
Pit may be subject to the jurisdiction of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, and CDFW
jurisdictional limits such as the streambed of Oil Creek, the ordinary high-water mark of the Lake Pit, and
their associated riparian habitat. Oil Creek may also be regulated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) under the Clean Water Act (CWA).

5.3.2 Regulatory Setting

The following section provides the federal, state, and local regulations pertaining to the project as they
relate to biological resources. It is noted here that there are no federal, state, or local designated
conservation areas on or directly adjacent to the project site. The project site is not within an identified
wildlife corridor, there are no U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)-designated critical habitats within
a 10-mile radius, no Habitat Conservation Plans, and no CDFW Natural Community Conservation Plans
in the project vicinity. Beyond the project site itself, there are no large open-space areas or parks
contiguous or adjacent to the project site. The Kenneth Hahn State Recreation Area is located
approximately 5 miles south of the site and Griffith Park, a City of Los Angeles park, is about 5.5 miles to
the northeast. Griffith Park is the nearest area to La Brea Tar Pits that is broadly considered a
conservation area, as it is designated as a County of Los Angeles Significant Ecological Area (SEA).

5.3.2.1 Federal
ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT

The U.S. Congress passed the ESA in 1973 to protect endangered species and species threatened with
extinction (federally listed species). The ESA operates in conjunction with the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) to help protect the ecosystems upon which endangered and threatened species depend.

Section 9 of the ESA prohibits the “take” of endangered or threatened wildlife species. The legal
definition of “take” is to “harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to
attempt to engage in any such conduct” (16 United States Code 1532 [19]). “Harm” is further defined to
include significant habitat modification or degradation that results in death or injury to listed species by
significantly impairing behavioral patterns (50 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 17.3). “Harassment”
is defined as actions that create the likelihood of injury to listed species to such an extent as to
significantly disrupt normal behavior patterns (50 CFR 17.3). Actions that result in take can result in civil
or criminal penalties.

The USFWS is authorized to issue permits under Sections 7 and 10 of the ESA. Section 7 mandates that
all federal agencies consult with the USFWS for terrestrial species and/or National Marine Fisheries
Service for marine species to ensure that federal agency actions do not jeopardize the continued existence
of a listed species or adversely modify critical habitat for listed species. Any anticipated adverse effects
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require preparation of a biological assessment to determine potential effects of the project on listed
species and critical habitat. If the project adversely affects a listed species or its habitat, the USFWS or
National Marine Fisheries Service prepares a Biological Opinion. The Biological Opinion may
recommend “reasonable and prudent alternatives” to the project to avoid jeopardizing or adversely
modifying habitat, including “take” limits.

The ESA defines critical habitat as habitat deemed essential to the survival of a federally listed species.
The ESA requires the federal government to designate “critical habitat” for any species it lists under the
ESA. Under Section 7, all federal agencies must ensure that any actions they authorize, fund, or carry out
are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of a listed species, or destroy or adversely modify its
designated critical habitat. These complementary requirements apply only to federal agency actions, and
the latter only to specifically designated habitat. A critical habitat designation does not set up a preserve
or refuge, and applies only when federal funding, permits, or projects are involved (i.e., when there is a
federal nexus). Critical habitat requirements do not apply to activities on private land that do not involve a
federal nexus.

Section 10 of the ESA includes provisions to authorize take that is incidental to, but not the purpose of,
activities that are otherwise lawful. Under Section 10(a)(1)(B), the USFWS may issue permits (incidental
take permits) for take of ESA-listed species if the take is incidental and does not jeopardize the survival
and recovery of the species. To obtain an incidental take permit, an applicant must submit a habitat
conservation plan outlining steps to minimize and mitigate permitted take impacts to listed species.

MIGRATORY BIRD TREATY ACT

The federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) prohibits any person, unless permitted by regulations, to:

...pursue, hunt, take, capture, kill, attempt to take, capture or kill, possess, offer for sale, sell, offer to
purchase, purchase, deliver for shipment, ship, cause to be shipped, deliver for transportation,
transport, cause to be transported, carry, or cause to be carried by any means whatsoever, receive for
shipment, transportation or carriage, or export, at any time, or in any manner, any migratory bird,
included in the terms of this Convention ... for the protection of migratory birds ... or any part, nest,
or egg of any such bird. (16 United States Code 703)

The list of migratory birds includes nearly all bird species native to the United States. The statute was
extended in 1974 to include parts of birds, as well as eggs and nests. The Migratory Bird Treaty Reform
Act of 2004 further defined species protected under the MBTA and excluded all non-native species.
Thus, it is illegal under the MBTA to directly kill or destroy a nest of nearly any native bird species.

CLEAN WATER ACT

The CWA establishes the basic structure for regulating discharges of pollutants into the waters of the
United States and regulating quality standards for surface waters. The basis of the CWA was enacted in
1948 and was called the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, but the Act was significantly reorganized
and expanded in 1972, when the Act with amendments became known as the “Clean Water Act”.

Section 404 of the CWA requires authorization from the Secretary of the Army, acting through the
USACE, for the discharge of dredged or fill material into all waters of the United States, including
wetlands. Discharges of fill material generally include: placement of fill that is necessary for the
construction of any structure, or impoundment requiring rock, sand, dirt, or other material for its
construction; site-development fills for recreational, industrial, commercial, residential, and other uses;
causeways or road fills; dams and dikes; artificial islands; property protection or reclamation devices such
as riprap, groins, seawalls, breakwaters, and revetments; beach nourishment; levees; fill for intake and
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outfall pipes and subaqueous utility lines; fill associated with the creation of ponds; and any other work
involving the discharge of fill or dredged material. A USACE permit is required whether the work is
permanent or temporary. Examples of temporary discharges include dewatering of dredged material prior
to final disposal, and temporary fills for access roadways, cofferdams, and storage and work areas.

Section 401 of the CWA requires every applicant for a federal permit or license for any activity which
may result in a discharge to a water body to obtain State Water Quality Certification that the proposed
activity would comply with state water quality standards.

Requirements of the CWA are reflected in the environmental impact analysis contained in this section,
specifically in response to threshold questions b) and c).

5.3.2.2 State
CALIFORNIA ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT

The CDFW administers the California Endangered Species Act (CESA), which prohibits the “taking” of
listed species except as otherwise provided in state law. Section 86 of the California Fish and Game Code
(CFGC) defines “take” as “hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture,
or kill.” Under certain circumstances, the CESA applies these take prohibitions to species petitioned for
listing (state candidates). Pursuant to the requirements of the CESA, state lead agencies (as defined under
CEQA Public Resources Code Section 21067) are required to consult with the CDFW to ensure that any
action or project is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered or threatened
species or result in destruction or adverse modification of essential habitat. Additionally, the CDFW
encourages informal consultation on any proposed project that may impact a candidate species.

The CESA requires the CDFW to maintain a list of threatened and endangered species. The CDFW also
maintains a list of candidates for listing under the CESA, and of species of special concern (or watch list
species).

CALIFORNIA FISH AND FAME CODE

The CFGC is written in 13 Divisions, which establish the basis of fish, wildlife, and native plant
protections and management in the state. Section 3511 includes provisions to protect Fully Protected
species, such as: 1) prohibiting take or possession “at any time” of the species listed in the statute, with
few exceptions; 2) stating that “no provision of this code or any other law shall be construed to authorize
the issuance of permits or licenses to “take” the species; and 3) stating that no previously issued permits
or licenses for take of the species “shall have any force or effect” for authorizing take or possession.

The CDFW is unable to authorize incidental take of “fully protected” species when activities are proposed
in areas inhabited by those species. CFGC Sections 3503 and 3503.5 state that it is unlawful to take,
possess, or destroy the nest or eggs of any bird, with occasional exceptions. In addition, Section 3513
states that it is unlawful to take or possess any migratory bird as designated in the MBTA or any part of
such migratory birds except as provided by rules and regulations under provisions of the MBTA.

The CDFW also manages the California Native Plant Protection Act of 1977 (CFGC Section 1900,

et seq.), which was enacted to identify, designate, and protect rare plants. In accordance with CDFW
guidelines, CNPS 1B list plants are considered “rare” under the CESA and are evaluated in CEQA
documents.

OTHER SECTIONS OF THE CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME CODE

Fully Protected species may not be taken or possessed without a permit from the California Fish and
Game Commission and/or CDFW. Section 5050 lists protected amphibians and reptiles, and Section 3515
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prohibits take of fully protected fish species. Eggs and nests of Fully Protected birds are under Section
3511; migratory nongame birds are protected under Section 3800; and mammals are protected under
Section 4700. Except for take related to scientific research, all take of Fully Protected species is
prohibited.

CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME CODE SECTION 1602

CFGC Section 1602 requires any person, state or local government agency, or public utility proposing a
project that may affect a river, stream, or lake to notify the CDFW before beginning the project.

If activities would result in the diversion or obstruction of the natural flow of a stream, substantially alter
its bed, channel, or bank, impact riparian vegetation, or adversely affect existing fish and wildlife
resources, a Streambed Alteration Agreement is required. A Streambed Alteration Agreement lists the
CDFW conditions of approval relative to the proposed project and serves as an agreement between an
applicant and the CDFW for a term of not more than 5 years (for standard agreements) for the
performance of activities subject to this section. Implementation of the proposed project may require a
Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement for any impacts within the banks of drainages and
extending to the outer edge of riparian vegetation (whichever is greater) if these areas are determined to
be jurisdictional by CDFW.

PORTER-COLOGNE WATER QUALITY CONTROL ACT

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Porter-Cologne Act) states that the California State
Water Quality Control Board has the authority over State water rights and water quality policy and
procedures. The Porter-Cologne Act establishes nine Regional Waters Quality Control Boards which
regulate all discharge of waste to land through the Waste Discharge Requirement (WDR) Program.
Waste discharge requirements adopted under the WDR Program protect surface water by either
prohibiting discharge of a pollutant to waters of the U.S. or prescribing requirements for discharge to
surface waters that are not waters of the U.S., and they protect groundwater by prescribing waste
containment, treatment, and control requirements. The WDR Program is a mandated program that
regulates the discharge of municipal, industrial, commercial, and other wastes to land that would affect or
would have the potential to affect groundwater.

Requirements of the Porter-Cologne Act are reflected in the environmental impact analysis contained in
this section, specifically in response to threshold questions b) and c).

5.3.2.3 County of Los Angeles

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 2035 GENERAL PLAN CONSERVATION AND
NATURAL RESOURCES ELEMENT

The County’s 2035 General Plan Conservation and Natural Resources Element guides the long-term
conservation of natural resources and preservation of available open space areas. The Conservation and
Natural Resources Element addresses the following conservation areas: open space resources; biological
resources; local water resources; agricultural resources; mineral and energy resources; scenic resources;
and historic, cultural, and paleontological resources. Applicable goals and policies pertaining to open
space resources and biological resources are included below.

Goal C/NR I: Open space areas that meet the diverse needs of Los Angeles County.

Policy C/NR 1.1: Implement programs and policies that enforce the responsible stewardship and
preservation of dedicated open space areas.
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Policy C/NR 1.2: Protect and conserve natural resources, natural areas, and available open spaces

Policy C/NR 1.5: Provide and improve access to dedicated open space and natural areas for all
users that considers sensitive biological resources.

Goal C/NR 3: Permanent, sustainable preservation of genetically and physically diverse biological
resources and ecological systems including: habitat linkages, forests, coastal zone, riparian habitats,
streambeds, wetlands, woodlands, alpine habitat, chaparral, shrublands, and SEAs.

Policy C/NR 3.1: Conserve and enhance the ecological function of diverse natural habitats and
biological resources.

Policy C/NR 3.10: Require environmentally superior mitigation for unavoidable impacts on
biologically sensitive areas, and permanently preserve mitigation sites.

Goal C/NR 4: Conserved and sustainably managed woodlands.

Policy C/NR 4.1: Preserve and restore oak woodlands and other native woodlands that are
conserved in perpetuity with a goal of no net loss of existing woodlands.

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES OAK TREE ORDINANCE

The County of Los Angeles Oak Tree Ordinance protects all oak trees, whether native (indigenous) or not
(Title 22 Division 8 Chapter 22.174). Under this ordinance, oak trees 8 inches or more in diameter
measured at 4.5 feet above mean natural grade (i.e., diameter at breast height [dbh]), or in the case of oaks
with multiple trunks, a combined diameter of 12 inches dbh or more of the two largest trunks, are
protected. A permit is required to cut, destroy, remove, relocate, inflict damage, or encroach into the
protected zone. The protected zone is 15 feet from the trunk or 5 feet beyond the dripline, whichever
distance is greater (Los Angeles County Planning and Zoning Code [Title 22]). Exemptions to the
ordinance include cases of emergency caused by an oak tree being in a hazardous or dangerous condition,
or being irretrievably damaged or destroyed through flood, fire, wind, or lightning, as determined after
visual inspection by a licensed forester with the County.

There are 13 native oak trees on-site, all over 8 inches dbh, which meets the size criteria for protection
under the County ordinance. Because the project is a County-led project, it is exempt from obtaining a
permit under the ordinance; nevertheless, the project must be consistent with County policies and
ordinances despite this exemption. If development of the project would result in encroachment or removal
of oak trees, coordination with the County’s Department of Regional Planning would be required prior to
commencement of any work on-site. Any encroachment or removal requests must be reviewed by the
County’s Department of Regional Planning for consistency with County policies and ordinances relating
to oak tree protection prior to commencement of any work on-site.

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES SIGNIFICANT ECOLOGICAL AREAS

The County’s SEA Program began in 1980 with the adoption of SEAs as Special Management Areas in
the Los Angeles County General Plan. The objective of the SEA Program is to preserve the genetic and
physical ecological diversity of Los Angeles County by designing biological resource areas capable of
sustaining themselves into the future. The SEA designation is given to land that contains irreplaceable
biological resources and includes undisturbed or lightly disturbed habitats that support valuable and
threatened species and linkages and corridors to promote species movement.

The project site not within a County SEA. Griffith Park is the closest SEA, located approximately
5.5 miles to the northeast of the subject property.
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5.3.2.4 City of Los Angeles

While the project site is located within the city of Los Angeles, it is owned by the County. Accordingly,
the project is subject to the regulatory controls of the County of Los Angeles and not the City of Los
Angeles. Nonetheless, the biological resource policy and regulatory documents of the City of Los Angeles
that are most relevant to the project are provided herein for informational purposes.

CITY OF LOS ANGELES GENERAL PLAN CONSERVATION ELEMENT

The Conservation Element of the 2001 City of Los Angeles General Plan includes two objectives related
to biological resources, below.

Section 6: Endangered Species. Objective: protect and promote the restoration, to the greatest extent
practical, of sensitive plant and animal species and their habitats.

Policy 1: continue to require evaluation, avoidance, and minimization of potential significant
impacts, as well as mitigation of unavoidable significant impacts on sensitive animal and plant
species and their habitats and habitat corridors relative to land development activities.

Policy 2: continue to administer City-owned and managed properties so as to protect and/or
enhance the survival of sensitive plant and animal species to the greatest practical extent.

Policy 3: continue to support legislation that encourages and facilitates protection of endangered,
threatened, sensitive, and rare species and their habitats and habitat corridors.

Section 12: Habitats. Objective: preserve, protect, restore and enhance natural plant and wildlife
diversity, habitats, corridors and linkages so as to enable the healthy propagation and survival of native
species, especially those species that are endangered, sensitive, threatened or species of special concern.

Policy I: continue to identify significant habitat areas, corridors, and buffers and to take measures
to protect, enhance, and/or restore them.

Policy 2: continue to protect, restore, and/or enhance habitat areas, linkages, and corridor
segments, to the greatest extent practical, within City-owned or -managed sites.

Policy 3: continue to work cooperatively with other agencies and entities in protecting local
habitats and endangered, threatened, sensitive, and rare species.

Policy 4: continue to support legislation that encourages and facilitates protection of local native
plant and animal habitats.

WILSHIRE COMMUNITY PLAN

The project site is located within the Wilshire Community Plan area, which was approved by the City
Council on September 19, 2001. The majority of the Wilshire Community Plan area consists of gently
sloping plains and includes about 8,954 acres (about 14 square miles). The Wilshire Community Plan
includes policies to protect the existing open spaces areas within the planning area. This plan does not
include other specific policies related to biological resources or tree-removal activities. The plan includes
community design and landscaping guidelines which provide guidance for the selection of street trees for
new placement as well as requirements for planting and replacing trees in proximity to streetlights.
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5.3.3 Thresholds of Significance

The following thresholds of significance are based on the Environmental Checklist contained in
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. A project would result in significant adverse impacts related
to biological resources if it would:

a) have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS;

b) have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS;

¢) have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands as defined by Section
404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means;

d) interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites;

e) conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance; or

f) conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan.

5.3.4 Impact Assessment Methodology

The methodology used to determine the biological resources characteristics and species potential for the
project site included a review of published literature and an online database review, as well as a
reconnaissance-level flora and fauna survey of the project site, conducted on March 18, 2022, and again
on November 3, 2022. The impact assessment below is based on the results of the literature review and
site-specific surveys.

5.3.5 Environmental Impact Analysis

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

One candidate species for listing under the federal Endangered Species Act—monarch butterfly—has
been recorded on the project site in iNaturalist between 2014 and 2019, including results as part of the
2017 La Brea Wildlife Survey (iNaturalist 2017). No other candidate, sensitive, or special-status species
of flora or fauna are expected to occur at the project site. As such, direct and indirect impacts to other
sensitive wildlife species during construction (from temporary noise, dust, construction personnel, and
equipment) and project operation are not anticipated because no other special-status species are present or
expected to occur at the project site.

Monarch butterflies are present in Southern California year-round and may be seen in a variety of habitats
where nectar plants are present, in both urban and rural areas. The project site does not offer the required
elements for overwintering of migratory western monarchs, such as preferred roost trees, wind protection,
or proximity to the ocean (the site is approximately 9 miles from the ocean) and as such, the project site
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does not support overwintering aggregations of monarch butterflies. Therefore, no direct adverse impacts
to overwintering monarch butterflies during project construction or operation are anticipated.

While not recorded during field surveys in March and November 2022, presence of non-native tropical
milkweed (4. curassavica), a known nectar source and host plant and potentially harmful ecological trap
for both resident and migratory monarchs, is documented as likely to occur on-site.

CONSTRUCTION

The monarch butterfly is a federal candidate species and is not listed or proposed for listing at this time.
Consultation with USFWS is not required for candidate species such as the monarch, but implementation
of conservation efforts for these species is encouraged. If monarch butterfly eggs and larvae are present
on existing milkweed and the milkweed is removed during construction, direct impacts to those individual
eggs and larvae of the species could occur. Removal of milkweed would also remove habitat for the
species. Therefore, project construction could result in adverse effects, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on the federal candidate monarch butterfly. Impacts during project construction could be
significant.

OPERATION

Given the project site does not support overwintering aggregations of monarch butterflies and no other
candidate, sensitive, or special-status species of flora or fauna are expected to occur at the project site,
operation of the project would not result in impacts, either directly or through habitat modifications, on
any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS. Impacts during project operation would be less than
significant.

BIO Impact 1

The project could result in in significant effects during the construction process on one species, the federal candidate
monarch butterfly, either directly or through habitat modifications. Impacts during project construction could be
significant.

During project operation, the project would not result in significant effects, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any identified candidate, sensitive, or special-status species. Impacts during project operation
would be less than significant.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold IV. a)

Mitigation Measures

BIO/mm-1.1 To protect the federal candidate monarch butterfly, which is a candidate species for listing under
the federal Endangered Species Act, the following measures (BIO/mm-1.1a or BIO/mm-1.1b) shall
be implemented:

a. Full avoidance of impacting any milkweed populations on-site with observable monarch
eggs and larvae. After obtaining permits and prior to construction, all individual milkweed
plants will be surveyed. All individual plants found with eggs or larvae will be flagged for
re-survey and avoidance. Individual plants without eggs and larvae will be removed.
Flagged plants will be re-surveyed and removed when no eggs or larvae are present.
All tropical milkweed will be replaced with native narrowleaf milkweed (Asclepias
fascicularis) following construction.

OR
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BIO Impact 1

b. If monarch eggs and larvae are not present, any tropical milkweed populations in the
project area should be replanted with native narrowleaf milkweed and other nectar-
providing plants following construction activities. All tropical milkweed on the property will
be assessed for the absence of monarch eggs and larvae and replaced with narrowleaf
milkweed after construction.

Impacts Following Mitigation

Implementation of BIO/mm-1.1 would reduce construction impacts to any candidate, sensitive, or special-status
species to less than significant.

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

Riparian habitat that may be considered under the jurisdiction of the CDFW is present in and along Oil
Creek and the Lake Pit. Riparian vegetation supported by Oil Creek can be described as California
sycamore-coast live oak riparian woodlands (S3), and riparian vegetation supported by the Lake Pit can
be characterized as hardstem and California bulrush marshes (S3/S4). As previously described, historical
imagery shows a well-defined channel supporting possible riparian vegetation based on distribution
patterns suggesting an intermittent or wetter hydrologic regime at the Oil Creek location. In its current
state, Oil Creek appears to receive its primary hydrologic input source from groundwater. Oil Creek also
receives hydrologic inputs from precipitation and irrigation system runoff. Dense vegetation and heavy
leaf litter exist in the northeastern portion of the creek; Oil Creek supports a robust community of
hydrophytic vegetation. The density of hydrophytic vegetation, and hydrology indicators such as water-
stained leaves, suggest that Oil Creek may support wetlands. A determination of hydric soils would need
to be made to confirm wetlands. With the information available and gathered during the site visits, it is
anticipated that Oil Creek and the Lake Pit may be subject to the jurisdiction of the California Regional
Water Quality Control Board and CDFW. Qil Creek may also be regulated by the USACE under the
CWA. The Lake Pit supports riparian vegetation along its margins. Based on Google Earth aerial imagery
(2023), these stands of riparian vegetation seem to fluctuate in size. Google Earth street view suggests
that some of this vegetation around the Lake Pit may be subject to routine mowing. Fluctuation in stand
size may also be subject to variation of water levels at the Lake Pit.

No other sensitive natural communities were found on the project site during the field survey or have
been reported in readily available literature.

Project construction activities have the potential to disturb the riparian habitat present in and along Oil
Creek and the Lake Pit through ground-disturbing activities associated with construction and renovation
of the proposed pathways in and around these areas and through the implementation of the proposed
features, bioswales, and other modifications proposed by the project.

During project operation, indirect impacts to riparian habitat may result from increased visitation and
necessary maintenance to sustain the proposed bioswale. Increased visitation may require additional
changes to the project’s proposed infrastructure. Future implementation of these changes may result in
impacts to riparian habitat. Maintenance of the bioswale and the associated riparian habitat may change
over time depending on groundwater availability. It is assumed that the primary hydrologic input
supporting the riparian habitat is groundwater, with supplemental precipitation and landscape irrigation.
A decrease in groundwater availability may result in a decline of the existing riparian habitat if no
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additional external sources of input are incorporated. External sources of hydrologic input such as
irrigation systems may be necessary and have a potential to alter the quality of the water supporting the
riparian habitat.

Therefore, the project could result in direct and indirect impacts during project construction and operation
associated with the riparian wetland habitat present in and along Oil Creek and in or along the Lake Pit.
Feasibility of aquatic resources avoidance will be subject to final design, including exact facility locations
and construction efforts to be determined in the future. Impacts could be significant.

BIO Impact 2

The project could directly and indirectly impact the riparian wetland habitat associated with Oil Creek during both
construction and operation as a reconnaissance survey suggests there may be approximately 0.3 acre of regulated
aquatic resources associated with Oil Creek. Impacts during construction and operation could be significant.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold IV. b)

Mitigation Measures

BIO/mm-2.1 Impacts to Oil Creek may be avoidable but are subject to final project design. To protect sensitive
and regulated aquatic resources associated with Oil Creek, one of the following measures
(BIO/mm-2.1a or BIO/mm-2.1b) shall be implemented:

a. Full avoidance of Oil Creek, including riparian habitats. To attain full avoidance of Oil
Creek, construction and ground disturbance shall not occur within 125 feet of the
centerline of Oil Creek. The limits of riparian habitat shall be flagged and construction
fencing erected to clearly denote the limits of construction. No overnight staging of
equipment or materials shall occur within the protected “no work” zone as delineated by
the fencing. Storing, fueling, and equipment maintenance shall not occur in locations
where spilled materials could potentially enter Oil Creek and its associated riparian
habitat. Spill kits/absorbent clean-up materials shall be available on-site. All equipment
and vehicles shall be checked and maintained daily to prevent spills of fuel, oil, and other
hazardous materials. A designated staging area shall be established for
vehicle/equipment parking and storage of fuel, lubricants, and solvents a minimum of
100 feet outside of the protected zone. All fueling and maintenance activities shall take
place in the designated staging area.

OR

b. If full avoidance of Oil Creek and a designated “no work” buffer is not possible after
determination of final design, the following measures shall be required:

i A formal aquatic resources delineation shall be implemented to determine the
jurisdictional boundaries of the Oil Creek feature. The delineation shall
determine the limits of potentially regulated aquatic resources, the riparian
features, and an appropriate buffer for protection (the “protected zone”).
The aquatic resources delineation shall identify all appropriate jurisdictional
agencies and be used in securing all applicable permits prior to construction
and after a project final design has been determined. At the discretion of the
regulatory agencies, the requirements of the permits may supplement or exceed
the requirements of this measure. If permits are required, all environmental
requirements of the regulatory permits shall be implemented, and the executed
permits shall be kept on-site.
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ii.

fii.

Within the riparian habitat and buffer, vegetation removal shall be kept to the
minimum necessary to removed diseased and/or non-native vegetation and to
implement the features of the Master Plan. Initial removal of vegetation within
the riparian habitat shall be monitored full-time by a qualified biologist, and
weekly spot-check monitoring shall continue throughout the construction of the
project. Work within riparian habitat shall not be conducted during or
immediately after a rain event.

A restoration plan, prepared by a qualified restoration ecologist, shall be
prepared and implemented. The restoration plan will include detailed success
criteria, typically associated with 80% relative cover to pre-project baseline
conditions with less than 10% invasive cover, to provide replacement habitat at
an equal or better value than the existing Oil Creek riparian corridor, within
5 years of planting. The final plan shall be approved by the County of Los
Angeles Museum of Natural History, the County Department of Regional
Planning, and the permitting agencies (if any). At a minimum, restoration
requirements included in the plan and implemented shall include the following:

e Native tree replacement requirements consistent with the
requirements of the Plant Pest and Disease Management Plan
(BIO/mm-6.2).

e A detailed planting scheme identifying the location and sizes of all
container stock.

e Details on planned irrigation which shall provide for successful plant
establishment; survival should occur without supplemental irrigation
for at least 2 years.

e Annual monitoring, maintenance, and adaptive management
measures and annual reporting requirements.

The riparian habitat and buffer specified in the aquatic resources delineation
shall be flagged and construction fencing erected to clearly denote the limits of
the protected zone. No overnight staging of equipment or materials shall occur
within the protected zone. Storing, fueling, and equipment maintenance shall
not occur in locations where spilled materials could potentially enter Oil Creek
and its associated riparian habitat. Spill kits/absorbent clean-up materials shall
be available on-site. All equipment and vehicles shall be checked and
maintained daily to prevent spills of fuel, oil, and other hazardous materials.
A designated staging area shall be established for vehicle/equipment parking
and storage of fuel, lubricants, and solvents a minimum of 100 feet outside of
the protected zone. All fueling and maintenance activities shall take place in the
designated staging area.

Mitigation requirements and permit conditions shall be conveyed to construction
crews prior to construction.

Impacts Following Mitigation

Implementation of BIO/mm-2.1 would reduce construction and operation impacts to riparian and wetlands associated
with Oil Creek to less than significant.
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BIO Impact 3

The project could directly and indirectly impact the Lake Pit lakebed and its associated riparian habitat during both
construction and operation as a reconnaissance survey suggests there may be approximately 1.2 acres of regulated
aquatic resources associated with the Lake Pit. Impacts during construction and operation could be significant.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold V. b)

Mitigation Measures

BIO/mm-3.1

This mitigation measure only applies to project features implemented in and around the Lake Pit,
including the pedestrian path and bridge. The following measures shall be implemented prior to
the implementation of these features:

a.

A formal aquatic resources delineation shall be implemented to determine the
Jjurisdictional boundaries of the Lake Pit features. The delineation shall determine the
limits of potentially requlated aquatic resources, the riparian features, and an appropriate
buffer for protection (the ‘protected zone”). The aquatic resources delineation shall
identify all appropriate jurisdictional agencies and be used in securing all applicable
permits prior to construction and after a project final design has been determined. At the
discretion of the regulatory agencies, the requirements of the permits may supplement
or exceed the requirements of this measure. If permits are required, all environmental
requirements of the regulatory permits shall be implemented, and the executed permits
shall be kept on-site.

Within the riparian habitat and buffer, vegetation removal shall be kept to the minimum
necessary to remove diseased and/or non-native vegetation and to implement the
features of the Master Plan. Initial removal of vegetation within the riparian habitat shall
be monitored full-time by a qualified biologist, and weekly spot-check monitoring shall
continue throughout the construction of the project. Work within riparian habitat shall not
be conducted during or immediately after a rain event.

A restoration plan, prepared by a qualified restoration ecologist, shall be prepared and
implemented. The restoration plan will include detailed success criteria, typically
associated with 80% relative cover to pre-project baseline conditions with less than 10%
invasive cover, to provide replacement habitat at an equal or better value than the
existing riparian vegetation within and along the margins of the Lake Pit, within 5 years
of planting. The final plan shall be approved by the County of Los Angeles Museum of
Natural History, the County Department of Regional Planning, and the permitting
agencies (if any). At a minimum, restoration requirements included in the plan and
implemented shall include the following:

o A detailed planting scheme identifying the location and sizes of all container
stock.

e Details on planned Irrigation which shall provide for successful plant
establishment; survival should occur without supplemental irrigation for at least
2 years.

e Five years of annual monitoring, maintenance, and adaptive management
measures and annual reporting requirements.

The riparian habitat and buffer specified in the aquatic resources delineation shall be
flagged and construction fencing erected to clearly denote the limits of the protected
zone. No overnight staging of equipment or materials shall occur within the protected
zone. Storing, fueling, and equipment maintenance shall not occur in locations where
spilled materials could potentially enter the Lake Pit and its associated riparian habitat.
Spill kits/absorbent clean-up materials shall be available on-site. All equipment and
vehicles shall be checked and maintained daily to prevent spills of fuel, oil, and other
hazardous materials. A designated staging area shall be established for
vehicle/equipment parking and storage of fuel, lubricants, and solvents a minimum of
100 feet outside of the protected zone. All fueling and maintenance activities shall take
place in the designated staging area.
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BIO Impact 3

e. Mitigation requirements and permit conditions shall be conveyed to construction crews
prior to construction.

Impacts Following Mitigation

Implementation of BIO/mm-3.1 would reduce construction and operation impacts to riparian and wetlands associated
with the Lake Pit to less than significant.

c) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally
protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling, hydrologic interruption, or other means?

As noted above, potential jurisdictional wetland/aquatic resources may be present in and along Oil Creek
and the Lake Pit. A determination of hydric soils would need to be made to confirm wetlands. With the
information available and gathered during the site visits, it is anticipated that Oil Creek and the Lake Pit
may be subject to the jurisdiction of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board and CDFW.
Oil Creek may also be regulated by the USACE under the CWA. Indirect impacts could result from
increased visitation to the park and required maintenance to the proposed bioswale. Increased visitation
may require additional changes to the project’s proposed infrastructure. Project construction and
operation may result in impacts to wetland habitat. Therefore, impacts could be significant.

BIO Impact 4

The project site may contain potential jurisdictional wetland/aquatic resources in and along Oil Creek and the Lake
Pit. Project construction and operation may result in impacts to wetland habitat. Impacts during construction and
operation of the project could be significant.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold IV. c)

Mitigation Measures

Implement BIO/mm-2.1 and BIO/mm-3.1.

Impacts Following Mitigation

Implementation BIO/mm-2.1 and BIO/mm-3.1 would reduce construction and operation impacts associated with
riparian and wetlands to less than significant.

d) Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

The project site is not within an identified regional or wildlife corridor habitat linkage (South Coast
Wildlands 2008). The site does not contain on-site drainage courses that would provide migratory fish
movement since Oil Creek is not connected to other surface drainages. No impact would result to such
resources during project construction or operation.

There is potentially suitable nesting bird habitat present on-site and within 500 feet of the project site
boundaries in street trees and landscape vegetation. The nesting season is generally defined as January 1
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to September 15. Construction conducted during this period could result in adverse impacts to nesting
birds. Temporary impacts to nesting birds would result from the removal of existing mature trees and
shrubs during project construction. Although many more trees would be added than are proposed for
removal, it would take many years for newly installed trees to reach the size and structural complexity of
existing trees.

During project operation, indirect impacts could result from increased visitation use to the park and
required maintenance of updated park facilities during nesting bird breeding season. Indirect impacts may
also include beneficial impacts from an overall increase in native trees and associated improvement of
native habitat for local bird species. Additional and higher-quality habitat for wildlife would be
incorporated into site design.

In conclusion, due to the presence of potentially suitable nesting bird habitat, the project could directly
impact nesting birds during project construction and temporally impact nesting bird habitat during project
operation. Impacts could be significant.

BIO Impact 5

The project could directly impact nesting birds during project construction and temporally impact nesting bird habitat
during project operation. Impacts during construction and operation of the project could be significant.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold IV. d)

Mitigation Measures

BIO/mm-5.1 To avoid impacts to nesting birds, one of the following measures (BIO/mm-5.1a or BIO/mm-5.1b)
shall be implemented:

a. Ifpossible, no vegetation trimming, pruning, removal, construction, or grading shall occur
during the nesting and breeding season (January 1 through September 15).

OR

b. If activities associated with vegetation trimming, pruning, removal, construction, or
grading are necessary during the bird nesting and breeding season (January 1 through
September 15), the following measures shall be implemented:

e A qualified biologist shall conduct surveys for active nests weekly, beginning
14 days prior to initiation of any new construction activities, with the last survey
conducted no more than 3 days prior to the start of clearance/construction work.
If ground-disturbing activities are delayed, additional pre-construction surveys
should be conducted so that no more than 3 days have elapsed between the
survey and ground-disturbing activities.

e Active nests found within 100 feet of the construction zone shall be delineated
with highly visible construction fencing or other exclusionary material that would
inhibit entry by personnel or equipment into the buffer zone. The size of the
buffer zone shall be at the discretion of the qualified biologist and shall be no
less than 25 feet. Raptors may require a larger buffer zone, up to 300 feet.
Installation of the exclusionary material shall be completed by construction
personnel under the supervision of a qualified biologist prior to initiation of
construction activities. The buffer zone shall remain intact and maintained while
the nest is active (i.e., occupied or being constructed by at least one adult bird)
and until young birds have fledged and no continued use of the nest is observed,
as determined by a qualified biologist. The barrier shall be removed by
construction personnel only at the direction of the biologist.
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BIO/mm-5.2 New and replacement trees shall be 24-inch box specimen trees or larger to reduce temporary
impacts to nesting birds.

Impacts Following Mitigation

Implementation of BIO/mm-5.1 would reduce construction and operation impacts to nesting birds to less than
significant. Beneficial impacts would result from the addition of ground cover, shrubs, and trees native to California.

e) Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

The County of Los Angeles Oak Tree Ordinance protects all oak trees, whether native (indigenous) or not
(Title 22 Division 8 Chapter 22.174). There are 13 native oak trees on-site, and all meet the size criteria
for protection under the ordinance (i.e., all 13 oak trees on-site are 8-inch dbh or larger).

During both project construction and operation, it is possible that removal, relocation, trimming, or
replacement of protected oak trees may be required. However, because the project is a County-led project,
it is exempt from obtaining a permit under the ordinance. If oak tree removal is required during
construction or operation of the project, coordination with the County’s Department of Regional Planning
would be required prior to commencement of any work on-site. Any encroachment or removal requests
shall be reviewed by the County’s Department of Regional Planning for consistency with County policies
and ordinances relating to oak tree protection prior to commencement of any work on-site. Impacts
related to potential conflicts with the County of Los Angeles Oak Tree Ordinance during project
construction and operation could be significant.

BIO Impact 6

Removal, relocation, trimming, or replacement of the 13 protected oak trees on the project site during project
construction and operation could potentially conflict with the County of Los Angeles Oak Tree Ordinance. Impacts
during construction and operation of the project could be significant.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold IV. e)

Mitigation Measures

BIO/mm-6.1 For oak trees within the project site that are to be retained in their current location, prior to
construction, chain-link fencing shall be installed around the protected zone of the trees (5 feet
beyond the dripline, the outermost extent of the tree’s branches, or 15 feet from the trunk,
whichever is greater). The fencing shall remain in place throughout the entire period of
construction. Any excavation or grading allowed within the protected zone shall be limited to hand
tools or small hand-powered equipment.

In addition, one of the following measures (BIO/mm-6.1a or BIO/mm-6.1b) shall be implemented:

a. If possible, removal, relocation, trimming, or replacement of the oak trees at the Tar Pits
site shall be avoided.
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b. If modification (removal, relocation, trimming, or replacement) of protected oaks is
required, coordination with the County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning
shall occur prior to commencement of any work on-site. Any encroachment or removal
requests must be reviewed by the County of Los Angeles Department of Regional
Planning for consistency with County policies and ordinances relating to oak tree
protection prior to commencement of any work on-site. Although an oak tree permit is not
required, measures to mitigate for impacts to oak trees shall include the following:

e  Removed oak trees shall be mitigated by planting coast live oaks at a 2:1 ratio
on the project site. Each replacement tree shall be at least a 15-gallon
specimen.

e The replacement oaks shall be monitored for a period of 5 years, with any
failures resulting in a new oak being planted and initiation of a new 5-year
monitoring period for the replanted tree.

BIO/mm-6.2 A Plant Pest and Disease Management Plan shall be prepared prior to initiation of landscape
planting and developed in consultation with an International Society of Arboriculture Certified
Arborist. The Plant Pest and Disease Management Plan shall define methods to ensure new plant
materials (container stock) are free of insect pests and diseases prior to delivery to the project
site. Implementation of the Plant Pest and Disease Management Plan shall occur through the life
of the project; modification and adaptation may occur to ensure applicability and viability of the
plan.

Impacts Following Mitigation

Implementation of BIO/mm-6.1 and BIO/mm-6.2 would reduce construction and operation impacts related to conflicts
with the County of Los Angeles Oak Tree Ordinance to less than significant.

f) Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved
Local, Regional, or State Habitat Conservation Plan?

There are no federal, state, or local designated conservation areas on or directly adjacent to the project
site. The project site is not within an identified wildlife corridor, there are no USFWS-designated critical
habitats within a 10-mile radius, no Habitat Conservation Plans, and no CDFW Natural Community
Conservation Plans in the project vicinity. Therefore, project construction and operation would not
conflict with any approved state, regional, or local habitat conservation plans, and no impact would occur.

BIO Impact 7

Construction and operation of the project would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan.
No impact would occur.

(CEQA Checklist Appendix G Threshold IV. f)

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation required.
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Impacts Following Mitigation

Not applicable. No impact would occur.

5.3.6 Cumulative Impact Analysis

A cumulative impact to biological resources may occur if a project has the potential to collectively
degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce wildlife species habitat, cause a population to
drop below self-sustaining levels, thereby threatening to eliminate a plant or animal community, or reduce
the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal species. To consider the
cumulative environment, SWCA’s biological resources team examined the CEQA environmental
analyses for other projects in the vicinity of the project, including those for the three geographically
closest projects:

o Los Angeles County Museum of Art Renovation: Located directly adjacent to the project site
(on parcels directly west and south across Wilshire Boulevard) at 5906 West Wilshire Boulevard.
The project includes museum renovation and is under construction.

e Wilshire Curson Project: Located approximately 0.03 mile southeast of the project site at
5700-5780 Wilshire Boulevard, 712-752 South Curson Avenue, 5721-5773 West 8th Street, and
715-761 South Masselin Avenue. The project includes office and commercial uses and would
involve both the renovation of existing buildings as well as the demolition and construction of
new buildings. The project is currently under environmental review.

e Fairfax Avenue Apartments and Restaurant: Located approximately 0.50 mile southeast of the
project site at 800-840 South Fairfax Drive. The project includes residential and restaurant uses
and is currently under environmental review.

It is noted here that in the independent CEQA analyses for each of these projects, impacts to biological
resources were all found to be less than significant.

The project site is not within an identified wildlife corridor, and there are no USFWS-designated critical
habitats within a 10-mile radius, no Habitat Conservation Plans, and no CDFW Natural Community
Conservation Plans in the project vicinity (threshold f). Therefore, the project would not result in impacts
related to conflict with any approved state, regional, or local habitat conservation plans. Accordingly, the
project could not contribute to cumulative impacts related to this topic and it would not be cumulatively
considerable when viewed in conjunction with related development projects.

The project could result in significant construction and operation impacts to biological resource as
identified in Section 5.3.5. The project could result in significant effects during the construction process
on one species, the federal candidate monarch butterfly, either directly or indirectly through habitat
modifications (threshold a). The project also has the potential to adversely impact riparian habitat and/or
aquatic resources in and along Oil Creek and at the Lake Pit and impact potentially designated
jurisdictional wetland/aquatic resources during both construction and operation (thresholds b and c).

In addition, the project site does support trees which could potentially provide suitable nesting bird
habitat (threshold d). The removal and/or disturbance of trees during project construction could directly
impact nesting birds during project construction and temporally impact nesting bird habitat through
project operation. Lastly, the project may potentially conflict with the County’s oak tree removal permit
during both construction and operation due to the removal and/or relocation of 13 protected oak trees on-
site (threshold e).
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For each identified impact, related project mitigation measure(s) have been developed to address the
project’s construction and operation impacts to biological resources (i.e., BIO/mm-1.1 through BIO/mm-
6.2). These mitigation measures have been developed to address both impacts from temporary
construction and long-term impacts from project operation. Although the CEQA analyses for the other
development projects in close proximity to the project site noted above found that biological resource
impacts would be less than significant, if the project were to be implemented without mitigation it may
still contribute to a broader cumulative impact to the resources that the project could impact. Therefore,
without mitigation, the project could contribute significantly to cumulative biological resources impacts;
these contributions could be considerable and, thus, significant.

BIO Impact 8 (Cumulative Impacts)

During construction and operation, the project has the potential to contribute considerably to cumulative impacts to
biological resources.

Mitigation Measures

The project would be required to implement Mitigation Measures BIO/mm-1.1, BIO/mm-2.1, BIO/mm-3.1, BIO/mm-
5.1, BIO/mm-5.2, BIO/mm-6.1, and BIO/mm-6.2.

Impacts Following Mitigation

With implementation of the identified mitigation measures, the project’s contribution to potential cumulative impacts
related to biological resources would be less than significant.

5.3-27



La Brea Tar Pits Master Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report
Section 5.4 Cultural Resources — Archaeological Resources

5.4 CULTURAL RESOURCES - ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

This section of the EIR addresses the potential impacts of the project on archaeological resources.
Archaeological resources include sites, objects, and artifacts affiliated with Native Americans, and
historical archaeological resources, which are non-Native American in origin. The analysis in this section
is based on the Archaeological and Tribal Cultural Resources Assessment for the La Brea Tar Pits
Master Plan Environmental Impact Report, Los Angeles, California prepared by SWCA Environmental
Consultants (Millington and Dietler 2023). This report will remain part of the confidential administrative
record because of the detail describing the specific location of the archaeological site components. This
section, in combination with Section 5.5, Cultural Resources — Historical Resources, addresses the
potential impacts encompassing cultural resources as described within Section V of the environmental
checklist form (Appendix G) of the State CEQA Guidelines.

5.4.1 Existing Conditions

5.4.1.1 Native American Archaeological Record

The Native American archaeological record for California is generally organized into three broad
temporal periods—the Paleoindian, Archaic, and Emergent periods. Numerous chronological sequences
were also devised to characterize cultural changes on a smaller scale, specifically within the subregion of
Southern California. The chronology used by Wallace (1955) is applicable for near-coastal and some
inland settings in the Southern California coastal region and is composed of four sequential horizons:
Horizon I, Early Man; Horizon II, Milling Stone; Horizon 111, Intermediate; and Horizon IV, Late
Prehistoric (Late Period). Wallace’s horizons are presented below to provide a reference point for the
primary periods and cultural traditions. Because contemporary archaeological studies increasingly use
geological time periods as a means of grouping diverse regional typologies, these have been incorporated
into the structure below and are further denoted by years before present (B.P.) and calendar ages

(B.C. and A.D.).

A description of the lifeways of Native Americans who lived in the vicinity of the project site can be
found in Section 5.14, Tribal Cultural Resources. See Section 5.5, Cultural Resources — Historical
Resources for a description of the history of the project site.

TERMINAL PLEISTOCENE (BEFORE ~11,500 B.P.)
Paleoindian/Paleocoastal Tradition

Any discussion of human occupation of coastal areas during the Terminal Pleistocene must be prefaced
with an understanding that sea level rise during this period of severely shifting climate inundated many
kilometers of shoreline worldwide and along Southern California coastlines specifically, submerging an
unknown number of archaeological sites. Therefore, any evidence that we do have of human occupation
in what are now coastal settings is likely only a small fraction of what originally existed. Recent studies
using offshore core samples have made important progress in reconstructing paleoshorelines and the
paleoenvironment of Southern California’s Terminal Pleistocene coast.

The earliest evidence for human occupation in Southern California is found on the northern Channel
Islands, where multiple Terminal Pleistocene sites have been identified and dated in the past couple
decades, firmly establishing the presence of early coastal-adapted people in the region. On Santa Rosa
Island, human remains have been dated from the Arlington Springs site to approximately 13,000 years
ago. Recent excavations and radiometric dating of multiple archaeological assemblages on San Miguel,
Santa Rosa, and Santa Cruz Islands document Paleoindian technologies, subsistence strategies, and
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seasonality of site occupation during the latter part of the Terminal Pleistocene (~11,700 B.P.), with
similarities to the Western Stemmed Tradition found across much of western North America.

Finely crafted chipped stone crescents like those recorded on the northern Channel Islands as part of the
Paleocoastal toolkit were also found in surficial contexts on San Nicolas Island, suggesting an earlier
occupation for the southern Channel Islands as well. It is possible that similarly early sites were also
present on the mainland California coast; however, the rate and degree of development beginning with
Spanish colonization and continuing to the present has likely destroyed most early sites along the
California mainland coast. Nevertheless, three fluted points representing the Clovis culture have been
found in Southern California mainland coastal areas, including one in Santa Barbara County, one in

Los Angeles County near Malibu, and one in E1 Morro Canyon, in what is now Crystal Cove State Park in
Orange County. Additionally, numerous fluted projectile points of the Clovis and Folsom Traditions have
been reported from inland contexts in central and southern California.

Two sites in the Ballona area, LAN-61 and LAN-63, are believed to include occupations from this time
period based on diagnostic artifacts (crescents and stemmed points). However, recent data recovery
excavations and analyses, including numerous radiocarbon dates, failed to provide incontrovertible
evidence that people were using this area during the Paleocoastal period, although this lack of radiocarbon
dates does not necessarily negate the possibility that an earlier occupation occurred and might be
uncovered in the future.

EARLY HOLOCENE (~11,500 TO ~7000 B.P.)
Horizon I: Early Man

Mainland sites attributed to Horizon I generally indicate that the economy was a diverse mixture of
hunting and gathering, with a major emphasis on aquatic resources in many coastal areas and a greater
emphasis on large-game hunting inland. Fundamental elements of lithic tool technology described by
Wallace (1955) for this period include numerous scrapers, choppers, chipped and notched crescents, and
large blades and points. Wallace also describes clamshell and bone beads, along with an absence of seed-
grinding implements from the type site for this period, Malaga Cove. Several sites in Orange and

San Diego Counties contain components that date to between 9,000 and 10,000 years ago, and
radiocarbon dates from the Goleta Slough area in Santa Barbara County indicate occupations spanning
ca. 9300 to 8400 cal B.P. (ca. 7300—6400 B.C.) with a primary subsistence focus on lagoon/bay shellfish.

Horizon II: Millingstone

The Millingstone horizon corresponds to the Early Holocene when rising sea levels continued to encroach
on coastlines, although the global climate was slowly stabilizing. Set during a warmer and drier climatic
regime than the previous horizon, the Millingstone horizon is characterized by subsistence strategies
centered on collecting plant foods and small animals, although in coastal areas where archaeological
assemblages have been preserved, there is also ample evidence of marine resource use during this time as
well. The importance of seed processing is apparent in the dominance of stone grinding implements in
archaeological assemblages from this period, namely milling stones (metates) and hand stones (manos).

Millingstone assemblages are characterized by the extensive use of milling implements (particularly
manos and metates) and mullers along with scraper planes, choppers, and core tools and a general lack of
finely crafted projectile points, although leaf-shaped points believed to be darts are present. The general
lack of faunal remains along with bone and shell tools at some sites dated to this period have led
researchers to suggest a stronger reliance of plant food resources (i.e., seeds) with only a minor focus on
hunting. Several sites have been described for this horizon throughout Southern California, including
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Little Sycamore in Ventura, Porter Ranch in San Fernando, and the La Jolla shell mounds in San Diego.
Los Angeles County sites with Millingstone components include Malaga Cove (Level 2, LAN-138),
the Tank Site (LAN-1) in Topanga Canyon, the La Brea Tar Pits Archaeological Site (LAN-159/H), the
Zuma Creek Site (LAN-174), the Sweetwater Mesa Site (LAN-267), the Shobhan Paul Site (LAN-958);
and the Parker Mesa site (LAN-215). Primary sites with Millingstone components in Orange County
include Bolsa Chica (ORA-83), ORA-64, and the Landing Hill Site.

MIDDLE HOLOCENE (~7000 TO 4000 B.P.)
Horizon lII: Intermediate

This horizon corresponds with the Middle Holocene and early Late Holocene time periods geologically
and marks the point when current shorelines were established in most parts of the world. Consequently,
evidence for marine resource use appears to have increased after 5,000 to 6,000 years ago.

The Intermediate horizon is characterized by important changes in almost all aspects of culture, including
settlement patterns, economic activities, mortuary practices, and technology. During this period,
economic practices shifted toward a hunting and maritime subsistence strategy, along with a wider use of
plant foods. An increasing variety and abundance of fish, land mammal, and sea mammal remains are
found in sites from this horizon along the California coast. Related chipped stone tools suitable for
hunting, including side-notched projectile points, are more abundant and diversified, and shell fishhooks
became part of the toolkit during this period. Mortars and pestles became more common during this
period, gradually replacing manos and metates as the dominant milling equipment and signaling a shift
away from the processing and consuming of hard-shelled seed resources to the increasing importance of
fleshier fruits like the acorn. Bow and arrow technology is first seen toward the end of the Intermediate
periods (ca. 1500-1000 B.P.) when it appears to have spread to the Southern California coast from the
north and east.

Technological markers described for this horizon consist of basket-hopper mortars, mortars and pestles,
diverse and plentiful chipped stone assemblages with greater numbers and a wider variety of projectile
point types, and bone and antler tools, which are present to some degree but not in the quantity seen
during later phases, along with occasional use of bitumen (asphalt) and steatite. Faunal assemblages often
include terrestrial mammals representing wild game, along with some marine mammal bones and often
high densities of shellfish remains.

The Middle Holocene also marks a time of cultural innovation in the archaeological record of California.
Significant cultural developments are seen in the increasing formation of larger settlements, the
intensification of long-distance trade networks including distinct cultural spheres throughout western
North America, and the elaboration of art and personal aesthetics (e.g., shell and stone pendants and
increasing variety of shell bead types and styles).

There is also evidence suggesting migrations into coastal Southern California by desert peoples from the
east during the Intermediate period, based on changes in mortuary practices (i.e., cremations), the
presence of desert tanged projectile points, and increased numbers of stone as opposed to shell beads.
This question has been discussed by several archacologists with most suggesting an arrival date of
approximately 1500 cal B.P., although some argue for a much earlier migration at around 3500 cal B.P.,
which coincides with the Millingstone/Intermediate period transition. Of course, it is possible, and even
likely, that multiple migrations of various scales occurred over the course of hundreds, or thousands, of
years.
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LATE HOLOCENE (~3000 B.P. TO SPANISH COLONIZATION)
Horizon IV: Late Prehistoric

The Late Prehistoric period extended from the end of the Intermediate period (~A.D. 500) until Spanish
colonization, marked by the Cabrillo expedition in A.D. 1542. This period is characterized by extensive
population growth and a large increase in the number and types of sites along the Southern California
coast. During this period, there was a significant increase in the population of Native peoples in Southern
California accompanied by the advent of larger, more permanent villages, particularly at the mouths of
large mainland coastal canyons and drainages with year-round water supplies. Large populations and, in
places, high population densities are characteristic, with some coastal and near-coastal settlements
containing as many as 1,500 people. Many of the larger settlements were permanent villages in which
people resided year-round, although the populations of these villages may have also increased seasonally.
The development of social differentiation is indicated during this period by the complexity of site layouts
with numerous complex features and the highly variable nature of mortuary treatments and burial
grounds.

During the Late Prehistoric period, there was an increase in the use of plant food resources in addition to
an increase in terrestrial and marine mammal hunting. There was a concomitant increase in the diversity
and complexity of material culture during the Late Prehistoric horizon, demonstrated by more classes of
artifacts. The recovery of a greater number of small, finely flaked projectile points suggests increased use
of the bow and arrow rather than the atlatl (spear thrower) and dart for hunting. Steatite cooking vessels
and containers are also present in sites from this time, and there is an increased presence of composite
bone gorges and circular shell fishhooks, perforated stones, arrow shaft straighteners made of steatite, a
variety of bone tools, and personal ornaments such as beads made from shell, bone, and stone. Olivella
shell bead styles include a variety of wall and callus beads in addition to the previous spire-lopped, and
cup beads. There was also an increased use of asphaltum, or bitumen, for waterproofing basketry and
caulking canoes and as an adhesive.

Technological markers of this horizon include the increased use of the bow and arrow, stemless points
with concave or convex bases, steatite containers, widespread use of asphaltum as adhesive, and increased
abundance and types of bone tools, as well as shell, bone, and stone ornaments. Wallace also describes
notable distinctions between northern and southern groups during this period, including less pottery north
of Orange County, where steatite vessels were more prevalent, and the presence of portable mortars and
pestles and basket-hopper slabs in the north with bedrock mortars and milling stones being more
prevalent in the San Diego area.

By A.D. 1000, fired clay smoking pipes and ceramic vessels were being used at some sites. The scarcity
of pottery in coastal and near-coastal sites implies that ceramic technology was not well developed, or
that occupants were trading with neighboring groups to the south and east for ceramics. The lack of
widespread pottery manufacture is usually attributed to the high quality of tightly woven and watertight
basketry that was caulked with bitumen (asphaltum) and functioned in the same capacity as ceramic
vessels.

5.4.1.2 Existing Cultural Resources

CALIFORNIA HISTORICAL RESOURCES INFORMATION SYSTEM RECORDS
SEARCH

On February 28, 2022, SWCA received the results of a confidential search of the California Historical
Resources Information System (CHRIS) records conducted by the South Central Coastal Information
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Center (SCCIC) on the campus of California State University, Fullerton (SCCIC 2022). The CHRIS
records search was conducted to identify previously documented cultural and potential tribal cultural
resources in and within a 0.5-mile radius of the project site, and to aid in the assessment of resource
sensitivity. In addition, archival research included a literature review of archaeological, ethnographic,

and historical sources to identify information relevant to the project site, including sources specific to the
history of Rancho La Brea and La Brea Tar Pits (Millington and Dietler 2023). The CHRIS records search
identified a total of 18 cultural resources within a 0.5-mile radius. Of these cultural resources, four
included archaeological components (Table 5.4-1).

Table 5.4-1. Archaeological Sites within 0.5 mile of the Project Site

Name(s) or Resource Recording Year Proximity to
Primary No. Trinomial Designations Time Period Type (Affiliation: Name) Project Site
P-19-000159 LAN-159* La Brea Tar Pits ~ Multicomponent  Site 1949 (R.F. Heizer) Within
(Archaeological
Site)
P-19-001261 LAN-1261H* Shin’en Kan Historic Site 1986 (UCLA: Roy Salls) Outside:
Pavilion less than
10 m west
P-19-002964 LAN-2964H Park La Brea Historic Site 2002 (Greenwood & Outside:
Associates: Alice Hale) 500 m north
P-19-003045 LAN-3045H The Grove at Historic Building, 2002 (Cogstone: Sara Dietler, Outside:
Farmer's Market Structure, Sherri Gust, and Sara Alarcon) 640 m north
and the Gilmore Site
Adobe
P-19-171007 - Hancock Park— Historic Site 1982 (Westec Services: Within
La Brea T. Jaques and N. Michali)

* The components of LAN-1261H will be merged with those of LAN-159 and the former site number will be deaccessioned. The revised site trinomial is
expected to henceforth be known as LAN-159/H.

As shown in Table 5.4-1, previously recorded resources that overlap the project site include two
archaeological sites (LAN-159 and LAN-1261H), referenced herein as the La Brea Tar Pits
Archaeological Site (LAN-159/H) and Hancock Park—La Brea (P-19-171007), which does not specifically
have an archaeological component, but is referenced here because of its relevance to broader resource
management considerations (Millington and Dietler 2023). See Section 5.5, Cultural Resources —
Historical Resources for a detailed discussion of the historic resources inventory results.

LAN-159/H contains the material remains of Native American use between at least 10,000 to 3,200 years
ago, and historical refuse from as long ago as the 1860s and through the twentieth century (Millington and
Dietler 2023). In terms of the Native American component of the La Brea Tar Pits Archaeological Site,

77 Native American artifacts were recovered, in addition to the skeletal remains of a female Native
American and a domesticated dog. The date range for the Native American component is based on
radiocarbon dating on samples of the young female remains dated to 10,200-10,250 cal B.P., a wooden
atlatl foreshaft dated to 45365583 cal B.P., and a domesticated dog dated to 3250-3400 cal B.P.

The historical component of the site (formerly LAN-1261H) was recovered from a single feature recorded
in 1986. The feature was composed of various pieces of historical refuse items with manufacturing dates
that indicated a date as old as the 1860s.

The CHRIS search also identified a listing for P-19-171007, which is separate from either of the
archaeological sites recorded within Hancock Park, and is associated with the designation California
Historical Landmark (CHL) N