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2.3 NON-AGENCY ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

The following non-agency organizations have submitted comments on the Draft EIR. 

Table 2.3-1. Non-Agency Organization Comment Documents Received 

Respondent Code Contact Information Page 

The Climate Reality Project, 
Los Angeles Chapter 

Letter dated: October 23, 2023 

TCRP Email: charlesallenmiller@gmail.com  

Contact: Charles Miller, Chair 

2.3-3 

Los Angeles Audubon Society 

Letter dated: October 24, 2023 

LAA P.O. Box 931057 
Los Angeles, California 90093-1057 

Contact: Travis Longcore, Ph.D., President 

2.3-11 

Los Angeles Conservancy 

Letter dated: October 26, 2023 

LAC 523 West Sixth Street, Suite 826 
Los Angeles, CA 90014 

Contact: Adrian Scott Fine, Senior Director of Advocacy 

2.3-113 

Neighborhood Council Sustainability  
Alliance of Los Angeles 

Letter dated: October 26, 2023 

NCSA Email: ncsa@empowerla.org  

Contact: Lisa Hart, Executive Director 

2.3-124 

Park La Brea Impacted Residents Group 

Letter dated: October 26, 2023 

PLBIRG 351 South Fairfax Avenue, #421 
Los Angeles, CA 90036 

Contact: Barbara Gallen, Co-President 

2.3-136 
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2.3.1 The Climate Reality Project, Los Angeles Chapter 
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2.3.1.1 Response to Letter from The Climate Reality Project, Los 
Angeles Chapter 

Comment No. Response 

TCRP-1 The comment provides an overview of the Los Angeles Chapter of the Climate Reality Project and introduces 
the letter, indicating that the Climate Reality Project requests changes to the proposed project. Responses to 
the specific comments in the letter are provided below.  
The County would like to thank the commenter for participating in the public review process of the Draft EIR. A 
copy of this comment letter will be included in the Final EIR, which will be provided to the Board of Supervisors 
for review when the project is considered for approval. It is important to note that this letter does not state any 
concern or critique of the analysis contained within the Draft EIR. However, the County is providing responses 
to the concerns raised to provide as much information and transparency to the commenter and interested 
parties as possible.  
Throughout the comment letter, the Climate Reality Project requests specific adjustments to the landscaping 
plan that the commenter believes would improve the sustainability, historical value, and cultural significance of 
the project. After receiving comments on the Draft EIR, the project proponent, the County Museum of Natural 
History, considered the comments made by the commenting entities, including the Climate Reality Project, and 
refined the design of the improvements proposed at the La Brea Tar Pits site, including the landscaping plan 
and what features could be retained and/or protected and to what degree. As a result, the County has proposed 
of a variation of the Master Plan which is described in the Final EIR.  
Refer to MR-1, Preferred Alternative, MR-2, Impacts to Native and Mature Trees, and MR-3, Use of Native 
Plants and Vegetation, for more information regarding the additional information provided by the updated 
designs, Refined Alternative 3, and the County’s commitment to meet and exceed the regulatory requirements 
for impacts to trees and other vegetation at the La Brea Tar Pits site. 

TCRP-2 The commenter shares the opinion that the bioswales included in the project (as described in the EIR) should 
be redesigned without an impermeable liner because the use of an impermeable liner limits the ability for the 
bioswales to recharge the site’s groundwater. While this is not a comment on the environmental impact analysis 
contained in the EIR, additional information is provided within this response to provide an understanding of the 
rationale for the proposed bioswale approach.  
It is correct that the use of an impermeable liner would limit the bioswale's ability to recharge groundwater. 
However, the proposed bioswale is intentionally designed this way. Further, groundwater recharge is not an 
objective of the proposed project. Due to the conditions of the project site, constructing a permeable bioswale 
would not be feasible. Bioswales relying on permeable basins require the composition of the local soil to allow 
for a high enough infiltration rate in order to avoid any standing water. This is because standing water can lead 
to vector control issues, by potentially providing a breeding ground for mosquitos and other harmful organisms. 
The project site’s soil composition includes clays and tar sands which would not allow stormwater to infiltrate 
into the ground at a high enough rate to avoid standing water. As well, groundwater must not be found less 
than 10 feet from the bottom of the bioswale, in order to allow for adequate filtration to reduce the amount of 
surface pollutants entering the groundwater. Groundwater at the project site has been discovered less than 10 
feet from the surface, which would not allow stormwater to be adequately filtered prior to entering the 
groundwater. Lastly, since the site’s soil includes clays and tar sands, this composition would further limit the 
ability for stormwater to infiltrate into the ground at high enough rates to allow for adequate filtration.  
Given the soil and groundwater conditions at the project site, the most feasible option is the use of bioswales 
which rely on stormwater bioretention basins, as proposed by the project. These types of bioswales consist of a 
raised planter system with a retention basin and an underdrain. They can be designed to be permeable, 
however certain site conditions may require an impermeable barrier. For the proposed project, the bioswales 
would be required to include an impermeable liner for two reasons. First, due to the presence of high 
groundwater, if the bioswale did not include an impermeable liner, the underdrain could continuously capture 
the site’s groundwater leading to unnecessary discharge. Second, without an impermeable barrier, the tar 
seeps present in the site’s soil would enter and clog the drainage system, reducing the effectiveness of the 
bioswale. For these reasons, permeable bioswales are not possible on the project site. No changes to the EIR 
were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

TCRP-3 This comment states that the use of bioswales with impermeable liners would undermine the functionality of the 
project site.  
As discussed in TCRP-2, the bioswales on the project site must be designed with an impermeable liner. 
However, the bioswales proposed would still be able successfully capture significant amounts of stormwater 
runoff and would reduce the potential for surface pollutants to further contaminate any groundwater present at 
the project site. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 
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Comment No. Response 

TCRP-4 The comment states that overflow water from the proposed bioswales should be captured for re-use on the 
project site. 
The County requires that all captured stormwater must be re-used within 96 hours to reduce the potential for 
vector control issues, as discussed in TCRP-2. Since the project will be landscaped with low-water use plants, 
it is anticipated that the demand required for reused water would not be met. EIR Sections 5.9 Hydrology and 
Water Quality and 5.15 Utilities include analyses with the assumption that water on the project site would not be 
recycled. The EIR concluded that the project would have less-than-significant impacts to hydrology and water 
quality as well as utility and service systems, with the implementation of identified mitigation measures. 
Therefore, no changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

TCRP-5 The commenter requests that the landscaping plan be redesigned to save the four tree specimens that have 
been highlighted by the Climate Reality Project as having value to the community because of their age. 
Specifically, these are identified by the commenter as two old-growth Sugarbush, one old-growth Toyon, and 
one California Buckeye.  
Appendix N has been added to the Final EIR which provides the tree inventory completed by the design team 
for the project. The location of the trees identified by the commenter can be found in this appendix, which 
includes tree locations and species identification. The exact trees to be removed through implementation of the 
project have not yet been determined. The trees at the project site do not have any historic designation. The 
County will prioritize the protection of these trees and will avoid their removal if feasible while also meeting the 
budgetary and design needs for the project. Retention of these trees may not be possible due to several issues 
related to feasibility of retention. These include the excavation requirements for construction of the building and 
the relative proximity of the trees to the new building location, planned park accessibility improvements, and fire 
access requirements. The County will continue to refine the designs as the project develops to account for the 
most protections possible for native and community resources. This may include protection of individual tree 
species noted as important to the community and/or increases in replacement ratios for trees that are 
particularly valued by the community. However, because the property is not regulated by the City of Los 
Angeles, the replacement ratio set by the City of Los Angeles is not required to be met. The environmental 
analysis regarding vegetation and local tree impacts that is contained in Section 5.3 of the EIR is an accurate 
assessment of the potential for significant environmental impacts regarding tree and vegetation removal. No 
changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. Refer to MR-2, Impacts to 
Native and Mature Trees. 

TCRP-6 The commenter opines that a superior plan would have been to design around the California Bay Laurel and 
several mature Torrey Pines.  
Appendix N has been added to the Final EIR which provides the tree inventory completed by the design team 
for the project. Appendix N includes tree locations and species identification. The exact trees to be removed 
through implementation of the project have not yet been determined. While there is not a requirement to protect 
or preserve these trees, the County will prioritize the protection of these trees and will avoid their removal if 
feasible while also meeting the budgetary and design needs for the project. No changes to the EIR were 
determined to be necessary in response to this comment. Refer to MR-2, Impacts to Native and Mature 
Trees. 

TCRP-7 The commenter reiterates that the four trees listed (two old-growth Sugarbush, one old-growth Toyon, one 
California Buckeye) be saved. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this 
comment. Refer to MR-2, Impacts to Native and Mature Trees, and Responses TCRP-5 and TCRP-6. 

TCRP-8 The commenter indicates that the City of Los Angeles Ordinance 186873 should be followed, which would 
result in different replacement ratios than what is being proposed or required for the project.  
Wherever possible, the County will provide for higher replacement ratios than what is required by the regulatory 
requirements that apply to the project. However, the requirements set by the City of Los Angeles do not apply 
to the project, as the property is subject only to the regulatory requirements of the County of Los Angeles. The 
County and the project design team will continue to refine the designs as the project develops to account for 
the most protections possible for native resources. This may include possible voluntary increases in 
replacement ratios. However, the requirements identified in the EIR are not required to be revised as they are 
consistent with the regulatory requirements that apply to the project and what is necessary to reduce impacts to 
mature trees to less than significant. These measures are included in the EIR as Mitigation Measures BIO/mm-
5.2, BIO/mm-6.1, and BIO/mm-6.2. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this 
comment. 

TCRP-9 The commenter identifies additional trees that they feel should be protected with development of the Master 
Plan even though the project site is not subject to the City of Los Angeles regulations.  
Refer to MR-2, Impacts to Native and Mature Trees, and Responses TCRP-5, TCRP-6, and TCRP-8. No 
changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 
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TCRP-10 The commenter indicates that the project site is noteworthy for having many identified tree species in a 
relatively small area and consequently serves as a valuable education tool. Further, the commenter indicates 
that Section 3.4.7.1 of the DEIR estimates that 135 to 180 trees (including many non-native trees) in the 
existing site would be removed, assuming the calculation that an additional 10% would be relocated.  
The County agrees with the commentor that the site is an important educational resource. The designs for 
improvement and development at the La Brea Tar Pits project site are intended to amplify the educational 
resources at the site, including the thought that has been put towards the proposed landscaping plan. The plant 
palette that is being proposed responds to the existing park setting and the historical significance of the site; it 
is based on the native vegetation of the Los Angeles Basin and was informed by research gathered from the La 
Brea Tar Pits fossil record. The palette specifically highlights plants which were previously present at La Brea 
Tar Pits as historical floral communities. The plant palette also prioritizes pollinator resources. As correctly 
reflected by the commenter, while some trees and vegetation would be required to be removed to fully realize 
the design of the Master Plan, the landscaping concept for most of the site responds to the native vegetation of 
the Los Angeles basin and has been informed by the research gathered from the fossil record of La Brea Tar 
Pits. Also, the plant palette consists primarily of California natives. The commenter’s estimate of the number of 
trees that would be removed is within the range currently estimated by the County and the design team, 
although this is only as estimate at this time. It should also be noted that the project would result in an increase 
in the number of native trees at the project site. These native trees are more resilient and likely to survive and 
thrive over the long term as they are uniquely adapted to the local southern California climate.  
Refer to MR-2, Impacts to Native and Mature Trees, and MR-3, Use of Native Plants and Vegetation, as 
well as Responses TCRP-5 and TCRP-8. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response 
to this comment. 

TCRP-11 The commenter expresses that any removal of Nevin's Barberry should be replanted with a 4:1 replacement 
ratio.  
There are two Nevin's Barberry on site located in the Pleistocene Garden, which is proposed to be removed to 
accommodate grade changes for building and park improvements and the addition of a fire lane. However, this 
species can be included in the plant palette and incorporated into the design where appropriate. The 
requirements set by the City of Los Angeles do not apply to the project, as the property is subject only to the 
regulatory requirements of the County of Los Angeles. The County will continue to refine the designs as the 
project develops to account for the most protections possible for native resources. This may include voluntary 
increases in replacement ratios. However, a specific replacement ratio is not required beyond the requirements 
specified in Mitigation Measure BIO/mm-6.1. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in 
response to this comment. 

TCRP-12 The commenter requests that all new plantings be native species, with a special preference for species found in 
the tar pits fossil records, as the park was originally envisioned to exclusively feature native plants.  
While this is not a comment specifically on the analysis contained in the Draft EIR, it should be noted that 
native species have been prioritized in the plant palette and incorporated into the design where appropriate. 
The plant palette was developed based on the native vegetation of the Los Angeles Basin and was informed by 
research gathered from the La Brea Tar Pits fossil record. The County will continue to refine the designs as the 
project develops to account for the most protections possible for native resources. No changes to the EIR were 
determined to be necessary in response to this comment. Additionally, refer to MR-3, Use of Native Plants 
and Vegetation. 

TCRP-13 The commenter states that it is critical that native plants are incorporated in the project's design as Los Angeles 
is currently experiencing a biodiversity crisis. 
As discussed in Response TCRP-12, native plants are prioritized in the plant palette, which specifically 
highlight plants which are present in Tar Pits fossil record. Furthermore, it should be noted that the plant palette 
also contains considerations for historical floral communities and pollinator resources.  The County will continue 
to refine the designs as the project develops to account for the most protections possible for native resources. 
No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. Additionally, refer to 
MR-3, Use of Native Plants and Vegetation. 

TCRP-14 The commenter emphasizes that the project site has unparalleled importance as an education tool for climate 
change and biodiversity, but only if the landscaping design utilizes those native plant species. The commenter 
also expresses a concern that the final landscaping plans may differ from the proposed plant palettes, which 
primarily feature native plants. 
Refer to MR-3, Use of Native Plants and Vegetation, and Responses TCRP-12 and TCRP-13. The plant 
palettes included in Chapter 3 of the EIR are the palettes that were provided by the design team, and they are 
continuing to be used as a guide for the detailed landscaping design plans. As previously noted, native plants 
have been prioritized in the plant palette and considerations for historical floral communities and pollinator 
resources are being incorporated in the project’s landscaping design plans. Refinements to the landscaping 
plan are continuing to be considered by the County as the design evolves. No changes to the EIR were 
determined to be necessary in response to this comment.  
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TCRP-15 The commenter notes that they were provided information that new landscape installations would include 90 to 
95% natives.  
While an exact percentage is not available at this time, California native plants and trees will be prioritized in 
the project’s landscaping plan. However, for practical reasons a limited quantity of adapted species that are not 
native would be included in some areas of the site. It is correct that the estimates excluded the open lawn 
areas. However, this comment does not change the findings or conclusions in the Draft EIR; no changes to the 
EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. Additionally, refer to MR-3, Use of Native 
Plants and Vegetation. 

TCRP-16 The commenter states that the Los Angeles Climate Reality Project hopes to serve as an advisor to the project.  
This is not a comment on the Draft EIR; therefore, no response is necessary. The County appreciates the input 
that the Climate Reality Project has provided on the project to-date, and it is being considered throughout the 
design process. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 
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2.3.2 Los Angeles Audubon Society 
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2.3.2.1 Response to Letter from Los Angeles Audubon Society 

Comment No. Response 

LAA-1 The commenter notes the history of the Los Angeles Audubon Society (Audubon) and the importance of La 
Brea Tar Pits and the Page Museum.  
The County would like to thank the commenter for participating in the public review process of the Draft EIR. 
A copy of this comment letter will be included in the Final EIR, which will be provided to the Board of 
Supervisors for review when the project is considered for approval. This is not a comment on the Draft EIR; 
therefore, no response is necessary. 

LAA-2 The commenter opines that the project will result in a loss of open undeveloped space and that the project 
would result in the overdevelopment of the site.  
While this is not a comment specifically on the analysis contained in the EIR, it should be noted that the vast 
amount of parkland provided by the 13-acre Hancock Park will continue to serve as a park facility within Los 
Angeles. As proposed, the Master Plan would retain and enhance more than 90 percent of the existing open 
space and passive park use of the site. As well, as described in the EIR Project Description, while the project 
would require removal and replacement and/or relocation of between 150 and 200 trees on the project site, 
there are more than 330 trees currently at the project site. The planting strategy includes the introduction or 
relocation of a similar number of trees as would be removed. As a result, the final number of trees at the site 
is anticipated to be increased rather than decreased after implementation of the project. 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. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to 
this comment. Refer to MR-1, Preferred Alternative, MR-2, Impacts to Native and Mature Trees, and MR-
3, Use of Native Plants and Vegetation, for more information. 

LAA-3 The commenter expresses concern over the number of trees that would be removed from the site, and also 
provides the opinion that people and wildlife need parks with fewer buildings, not more.  
As discussed in EIR Section 5.12, Recreation, implementation of the project would not impede public access 
to Hancock Park and impacts to recreation would be less than significant. While the project would not 
expand or increase the amount of area dedicated to existing passive recreational uses, it would include 
improvements to the existing recreational areas and outdoor open spaces through modification to the 
existing pedestrian pathways into a continuous paved pedestrian path linking the existing elements of the 
site, including the Central Green. The project would also add a children’s play area, picnic areas, and other 
new passive recreational amenities, such as seating areas and viewing points. No changes to the EIR were 
determined to be necessary in response to this comment. Additionally, refer to response to comment LAA-2.  

LAA-4 The commenter indicates concern with hazards to birds related to the materials that may be used for the 
development of the new structures and development at the site. Also, the commentor refers to a prior project, 
“the construction of a large glass cube at Exposition Park in 2013”, which it is the Otis Booth Pavilion located 
at the Natural History Museum site in Exposition Park.  
The illustrations and images provided in the Master Plan and Chapter 3, Project Description, of the EIR were 
not intended to imply the use of a specific type of material or amount of glass surface to be incorporated into 
the project design; they are conceptual illustrations and were developed early in the Master Plan design 
process. The following language has been added to Chapter 3, Project Description (added text shown in 
underline): 

“To reduce the risk of birds striking or colliding with the building, new construction would include 
deterrent features on glass barriers, windows, and building elements likely to present imperceptible 
barriers for avian species. These features would include ceramic frit patterns and/or other features 
that meet the criteria from the American Bird Conservancy for bird friendly glazing.” 

The County will continue to refine the project designs to decrease the extent of glazing and the need for bird 
deterrence. As more detailed construction documents are developed, appropriate bird deterrence methods 
will be studied and incorporated further to significantly reduce bird strikes resulting in mortality or injury.  
After receiving comments on the Draft EIR, the County considered the comments made by the commenting 
entities, including Audubon, and refined the design of the improvements proposed at the La Brea Tar Pits 
site. As a result, the County has proposed of a variation of the Master Plan which is described in the Final 
EIR. Refinements to the project will continue to be considered by the County as the design evolves. Refer to 
MR-1, Preferred Alternative, for more information regarding the additional information provided by the 
updated designs and Refined Alternative 3. 
The Otis Booth Pavilion at the Natural History Museum site (900 Exposition Boulevard, Los Angeles) is not 
part of the proposed project. The Pavilion was originally built so that the upper portion of the glass structure 
featured a bird strike reduction frit; however, the lower portion of the Pavilion did not. In Spring 2023 a 
pattern was added to the lower part of the Pavilion using solutions provided by a vendor specializing in bird 
deterrent technology solutions that are endorsed by bird conservation organizations and an overall decrease 
in bird collisions was noted after implementation. 

LAA-5 The commenter indicates that the large expanses of glass that characterize the new facilities are inherently 
dangerous to birds and that birds cannot perceive glass as a barrier and will try to fly through these walls of 
glass and windows.  
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Refer to response to comment LAA-4. It should also be noted that, after receiving comments on the Draft 
EIR, the County considered the comments made by the commenting entities, including Audubon, and refined 
the design of the improvements proposed at the La Brea Tar Pits site. The County has proposed of a 
variation of the Master Plan which is described in the Final EIR. Refer to MR-1, Preferred Alternative, for 
more information regarding the additional information provided by the updated designs and Refined 
Alternative 3. 
As indicated in response to comment LAA-4, new construction would include bird collision deterrent features. 
This clarification has been added to EIR Chapter 3, Project Description. Furthermore, the current design 
approach has significantly decreased the extent of glazing. Refined Alternative 3 significantly reduces the 
glazed area above the terrace level in the expansion, and the glazed atrium that replaced the Page courtyard 
has been eliminated. Therefore, implementation of the project would not significantly increase the potential 
for bird collisions. 

LAA-6 The comment states that the project’s plans to illuminate the new glass facade would increase the chance of 
bird collisions. 
Refer to response to comment LAA-4 and LAA-5. It should also be noted that, after receiving comments on 
the Draft EIR, the County considered the comments made by the commenting entities, including Audubon, 
and refined the design of the improvements proposed at the La Brea Tar Pits site. The County has included 
a variation of the Master Plan in the Final EIR. Refer to MR-1, Preferred Alternative, for more information 
regarding the additional information provided by the updated designs and Refined Alternative 3. 
There are not significant components of the project that would result in lighting from within the new museum 
building. As well, like existing conditions, there are no plans for projection of images onto the walls or 
surfaces of the buildings. As discussed in EIR Section 5.1, implementation of Mitigation Measures AES/mm-
4.1 and AES/mm-4.2 would reduce light and glare impacts to less than significant. These measures would 
ensure that the project would not substantially worsen the existing lighting conditions of the site. 
Through on-going management and operation of the property, the County will ensure that lighting from within 
is reduced to the extent feasible while retaining enough lighting for security and safety needs. This 
commitment is made for both existing and new facilities. The new museum building is not anticipated to be lit 
from within to any greater degree than the existing Page Museum. Lighting from within will be limited to dim 
security lighting, like the existing conditions at the Page Museum. No significant change in the amount of 
lighting from within buildings would occur. The new museum building would close at 5 pm, as the Page 
Museum closes now. Thus, no change in the timing of building illuminations would occur. Therefore, 
implementation of the project would not significantly increase the potential for bird collisions. 

LAA-7 The commenter compares the project’s plans to illuminate the new glass facade with the Wilshire Federal 
Building in Westwood, where bird collision and mortality has been documented. 
Refer to response to comments LAA-4, LAA-5, and LAA-6. This is not a comment that raises issue with the 
contents of the environmental analysis in the EIR; therefore, no response is necessary, and no changes to 
the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

LAA-8 The commenter provides additional feedback on the renderings in EIR Chapter 3, Project Description, 
specifically related to the pathway that is planned to cross the lake. The commenter provides reference to a 
prior project, the Otis Booth Pavilion, and presents an article indicating that this prior project was not bird 
friendly.  
Refer to response to comments LAA-4, LAA-5, and LAA-6. As indicated in LAA-4, new construction, 
including the pathway features over the Lake Pit, would include bird collision deterrence features. This 
clarification has been added to EIR Chapter 3, Project Description. The County will continue to refine the 
project designs to decrease the extent of glazing and the need for bird deterrence. As more detailed 
construction documents are developed, appropriate bird deterrence methods will be studied and 
incorporated further to reduce bird strikes resulting in mortality or injury.  
It is expected that simply based on the design, the project would result in fewer bird collisions than the Otis 
Booth Pavilion. Compared to the Otis Booth Pavilion, the proposed project would result in significantly less 
glass surfaces. The Otis Booth Pavilion is six-stories tall and has an exterior that has three sides that are 
mostly glass. In comparison, the new museum building that is being proposed would be two stories tall and 
would feature an exterior consisting of only limited glass surfaces. Since construction of the Otis Booth 
Pavilion, new methods have been employed to reduce bird collisions with the building, such as adding 
patterned dots or stripes to the windows. The project would implement similar methods to minimize bird 
collisions. 
Furthermore, as indicated in response to comment LAA-4 and LAA-5, the current design approach has 
significantly decreased the extent of glazing. Refined Alternative 3 significantly reduces the glazed area 
above the terrace level in the expansion, and the glazed atrium that replaced the Page courtyard has been 
eliminated. Refer to MR-1, Preferred Alternative, for more information regarding the additional information 
provided by the updated designs and Refined Alternative 3. 
Implementation of the project would not significantly increase the potential for bird collisions.  

LAA-9 The commenter requests that LEED bird collision deterrence guidelines be adopted for both the building and 
the glass pathway railings.  
The County may consider relying on the LEED bird collision deterrence guidelines; however, these specific 
features will not be finalized until the project design is complete. Further, it should be noted that adherence to 
LEED bird collision deterrence guidelines is not necessary to address potential impacts related to avian 
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collisions. As indicated in response to comment LAA-4, new construction, including the pathway features 
over the Lake Pit, would include deterrent features. This clarification has been added to EIR Chapter 3, 
Project Description. The County will continue to refine the designs as the project develops to reduce the 
potential for bird collisions as much as possible. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in 
response to this comment. 

LAA-10 The commenter opines that proper mitigation is necessary because millions of birds migrate over the City of 
Los Angeles each spring and fall and they are attracted to lights and mortality. The commenter indicates that 
birds of concern include sensitive species and migratory songbirds as a sensitive group, which have declined 
precipitously since the 1970s. The commenter claims that construction of the new facilities would constitute 
an impact through disturbance of migratory pathways for migratory birds and through impacts to migrants 
that winter in Los Angeles, such as Yellow-rumped Warbler, Townsend's Warbler, and Hermit Thrush, and 
that these species need not be rare or endangered to merit consideration under CEQA. The commenter 
goes on to opine that CEQA requires the consideration of impacts to native wildlife and mitigation for these 
species, as asserted in a recent ruling regarding the Sidewalk Repair Program EIR prepared by the City of 
Los Angeles for a City project.  
In response, some background on the City's Sidewalk Repair Program is warranted and is provided here. 
The Sidewalk Repair Program proposed to streamline the sidewalk repair process across the entire City of 
Los Angeles, with the City allocating roughly $1.3 billion towards sidewalk repairs over a 30-year period. 
These sidewalk repairs that were proposed included the following: installation of missing curb ramps, repair 
of damage caused by street tree roots, upgrade of existing curb ramps, repair of uneven pavement, and 
widening of pedestrian rights of way. If implemented, the project would result in the removal of an estimated 
12,860 street trees.  
While the commenter claims that the recent ruling indicates that CEQA requires the consideration of impacts 
to native bird species, this does not appear to reflect the scope of the decision specifically made by the court 
(United Neighborhoods for L.A. v. City of L.A. Superior Court of California, County of Los Angeles, March 14, 
2023, Case No. 21STCP02401) (Sidewalk Repair case). It is important to point out that Superior Court 
decisions are not considered citable case law. Published or "citable" opinions of the appellate courts are 
opinions ordered published in the Official Reports and may be cited or relied on by other courts and parties. 
The Sidewalk Repair decision is not legally binding precedent. However, to provide a response to this 
comment, some aspects of the Court decision that could relate to the subject matter of the La Brea Tar Pits 
EIR and this Audubon comment are reviewed below.  
In the Sidewalk Repair decision, the Court noted that it is undisputed that the Sidewalk Repair Program 
would affect certain bird species, including sensitive species. However, the Petitioner disagreed with the City 
that the EIR provided a proper and legally adequate analysis of the impact. As raised by petitioners and 
agreed to by the Court, the issue in the Sidewalk Repair case concerns the City's the analysis of the project's 
impacts to birds other than sensitive species. 
As indicated by the court: 

• “An EIR may not set an impermissibly narrow threshold of significance for biological impacts. 
(Endangered Habitats League, Inc. v. County of Orange (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 777, 792; see 
also Guidelines, § 15064, subd. (b)(2). ["Compliance [*14] with the threshold does not relieve a 
lead agency of the obligation to consider substantial evidence indicating that the project's 
environmental effects may still be significant."]) If evidence tends to show that the environmental 
impact might be significant despite the selected threshold in the EIR, the agency must address that 
evidence. (Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004) 116 
Cal.App.4th 1099, 1111.) 

And: 

• “CEQA mandates that public agencies consider short term impacts as well as long term impacts of 
a project. (Guidelines, § 15126.2, subd. (a). ["Direct and indirect significant effects of the project on 
the environment shall be clearly identified and described, giving due consideration to both the 
short-term and long-term effects."]) 

However, the County did not limit its analysis to sensitive species. As provided for in EIR Section 5.3, 
Biological Resources, impact question (d), the EIR addresses effects of the project on non-sensitive species. 
Further, additional clarifying text has been added to the EIR to expand upon this consideration of non-
sensitive species. 
The evaluation of biological resources for the La Brea Tar Pits Master Plan, including birds, included 
research of publicly available biological reports and spatial data from a variety of online sources, geospatial 
databases, and relevant previous reports for the project site and vicinity, for sensitive and non-sensitive 
species. In addition, a field survey was conducted to document species present or with potential to be 
present that included wildlife, regardless of their sensitivity. Several non-sensitive and non-native species 
were observed, or noted for potential to occur, such as rock dove, European starling, house finch, yellow-
rumped warbler, urban rats, and eastern fox squirrel. Further, an analysis of potential nesting bird habitat in 
the project area was conducted per the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act. The list of migratory birds covered 
by the act includes nearly all bird species native to the United States, regardless of sensitivity.  
Native wildlife, including sensitive and non-sensitive status species, are considered in the thresholds of 
significance based on the Environmental Checklist (contained in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines) 
per question (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.” Refer to pages 5.3-24 through 5.3-26 of EIR Section 5.3, Biological 
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Resources for more information. This discussion in the EIR has been expanded in this Final EIR to provide 
more information on all bird species, regardless of sensitivity status. It should be noted that no “significant 
new information” has been identified because of these changes. These revisions only clarify and support the 
discussion regarding impacts to non-sensitive species included in the Draft EIR. As no significant 
modifications have been made, recirculation of the EIR is not required.  
The County is not asserting that other wildlife species are unlikely to occur at the project site nor that the 
project site is heavily disturbed; the particular circumstances of the La Brea Master Plan project are 
significantly different that those of the citywide Sidewalk Repair Program. The size and scale of the La Brea 
Master Plan project is considerably smaller and more focused than the Sidewalk Repair project, the former 
taking place solely within a 13-acre site, and would be completed within 4 years, while the latter takes place 
across the entire City of Los Angeles and would take place across the span of 30 years. The number of trees 
to be removed by each project differs as well; the implementation of the La Brea Master Plan would result in 
the removal and replacement and/or relocation of just 150 to 200 trees, while the Sidewalk Repair Program 
would result in the removal of an estimated 12,860 trees. Further, the Sidewalk Repair Program would 
specifically remove street trees, which, as discussed in Wood 2020 cited by the commenter, are particularly 
favored by avian species, and provide important habitat where there might otherwise be none. The La Brea 
Master Plan project would not remove any street trees, and instead would be removing and replacing trees 
within an existing green space. Many trees would remain in place throughout construction of the project and 
would continue to provide habitat for any number of species. 
As indicated in Section 5.3 of the EIR, page 5.3-25, the project site is suitable for permanent habitation:  

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 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 several 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 shrubs 
associated improvement of native habitat for local bird species. Additional and higher-quality 
habitat for wildlife would be incorporated into site design that would improve conditions for birds 
and other wildlife over existing conditions. 

Further, the commenter does not substantiate why they believe the circumstances of the City's Sidewalk 
Repair Program should be compared to the La Brea Tar Pits Master Plan project. While both projects would 
result in the removal of trees which could potentially impact local bird species, as noted above, the Sidewalk 
Repair Program includes the removal of 12,860 trees across Los Angeles, which is several magnitudes 
larger than the 150 to 200 trees proposed for removal or replacement by the proposed project.  
For all the reasons noted above, impacts to non-protected bird species by the implementation of the La Brea 
Master Plan would be considerably less than the impacts posed by the Sidewalk Repair Program. 
Regardless, additional text has been added to the La Brea Master Plan EIR which expands the analysis of 
impacts to non-protected bird species. See EIR Section 5.3, Biological Resources, pages 5.3-24 and 5.3-25. 
As noted by the commenter, an urban oasis, such as the La Brea Tarpits, in dense cities provide important 
stop over habitat for sensitive and common California native bird species such as the Yellow-rumped 
Warbler (identified in the project site during surveys), Townsend’s Warbler, Hermit Thrush, and others. The 
implementation of the La Brea Tar Pits Master Plan, depending on final design, could provide less refugia for 
migrating bird species in the immediate project site temporarily. However, birds are highly mobile and would 
likely use the significant urban tree refugia immediately north of the project site and numerous city parks and 
golf courses within 2 miles. For example, there are eBird recordation of 66 bird species at Park La Brea, 
located immediately north of the La Brea Tarpits, and 81 species recorded at Pan Pacific Park located less 
than 0.4 miles to the north. In addition, significant open space within the Hollywood Hills and Santa Monica 
Mountains are located 3 to 5 miles to the north and west with a large number of street trees and small parks 
in the interspaces. Over the longer term, the habitat in the project area for migratory and native nesting birds, 
both sensitive and common, is anticipated to increase three to five years following construction, as the native 
plantings (which replace the removed trees) mature. These native plantings are much more desirable to 
native bird species than exotic and ornamental species. The landscaping palette will incorporate native trees, 
shrubs, and herbs, providing a layered habitat that provides structure for a larger variety of native species 
than currently present. The temporary relatively small loss of trees relative to intact tree resources 
surrounding the project site and the implementation of nesting bird mitigation and replacement of plantings 
with native planting would reduce impacts to less than significant. Additionally, implementation of Mitigation 
Measure BIO/mm-5.1 would aid in the avoidance of impacts to nesting birds.  
The County acknowledges the source cited by the commenter, Horton et al. 2019, which provides evidence 
that the generation of significant artificial light during the night can pose risks to migratory birds. However, as 
previously discussed, no significant change in the amount of lighting from within buildings would occur 
because of the project. Therefore, implementation of the project would not significantly increase the risk for 
bird collisions due to artificial light. Refer to response to comments LAA-6 for further information regarding 
the potential impacts to birds because of lighting generated by the project. 
The County also acknowledges the source cited by the commenter, Rosenberg 2019, which provides 
evidence demonstrating the wide-spread decline of bird species across North America, partially due to 
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reduction in habitat. However, the project would not permanently reduce the habitat area for birds. As 
previously discussed, replacement of non-native trees and vegetation with native species would improve the 
overall quality of bird habitat in the park and would provide habitat that is expected to increase the number 
and diversity of birds using the park. Birds, and particularly native bird species, are known to avoid areas 
dominated by non-native tree species. With an increase in native tree species and other native vegetation, 
birds would be more likely to nest in the trees and shrubs on the project site. A diversity of native shrubs and 
trees would also increase the variety of plant structure (plant height, width, and foliage type) that would also 
improve bird habitat quality over existing conditions. These native trees and shrubs are also more resilient 
and likely to survive and thrive over the long term as they are uniquely adapted to the local southern 
California climate and are known to offer better-quality resources such as food, nesting and roosting 
opportunities, and protection from predators. While the necessary tree removal proposed by the project may 
result in a temporary reduction in bird occurrence and viable habitat, the cumulative impact of the new native 
trees and plant species would eventually increase the amount of bird habitat supported by the site. 
Replanting of trees should result in no temporal loss of habitat for those individuals, while planting of new 
native shrubs should provide habitat within 2 to 3 years and trees in 5 to 10 years.  
As concluded in BIO Impact 1, the implementation of the La Brea Tar Pits Master Plan could result in 
significant effects on one species, the federal candidate monarch butterfly, either directly or through habitat 
modifications. Specifically, impacts during project construction could be significant. However, implementation 
of BIO/mm-1.1 would reduce construction impacts to any candidate, sensitive, or special-status species to 
less than 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.  
Similarly, no significant impacts to non-sensitive species are expected to result due to implementation of the 
La Brea Tar Pits Master Plan. Typically, for significant impacts to occur to non-sensitive species, it would 
require a greater quantifiable impact relative to that of impacts to sensitive species. This occurrence results 
from the fact that sensitive species, by definition, are designated as rare by a regulatory or advisory agency 
with expertise in the population levels and habitat threats of the species. Therefore, relatively small impacts 
to those species have greater proportional impacts to the species at a population level than a similar scale 
impact to a non-sensitive species. In order to demonstrate a significant impact to non-sensitive species, it 
generally necessitates documentation that a project will affect the species in such a way to markedly change 
the population level, such as shifting a stable population to a decreasing population. Examples of 
ecologically significant impacts could include the destruction of rookery or nursery habitat, the obstruction of 
a migratory artery, or the destruction of foraging habitat such that the population is no longer able to 
reproduce at replacement levels. None of these impacts would occur as a result of the project. 
Implementation of BIO/mm-5.1 and BIO/mm-5.2 would reduce construction and operation impacts to nesting 
birds to less than significant. Mitigation Measure BIO/mm-5.1 addresses the avoidance of impacts to nesting 
birds and BIO/mm-5.2 provides for the introducing of large box trees to reduce temporal impacts to bird 
habitat. Implementation of BIO/mm-5.1 and BIO/mm-5.2 will ensure that the tree removals will be conducted 
in a manner that is minimally impactful to nesting birds. Given that the tree canopy is projected to be fully 
replaced within 5 to 10 years of the project, no long-term losses of habitat for non-sensitive species are 
expected. 

LAA-11 The commenter suggests that the project should have considered expanding the Page Museum vertically, 
instead of constructing a new museum building.  
An expansion of the Page Museum vertically could not occur without creating more significant impacts to the 
historic Page Museum. This is the reason that the County elected to propose a second museum building. By 
largely retaining the Page in its current configuration, the integrity and historic quality of the Page can be 
protected, and impacts reduced. For this reason, the County has determined that this design alternative 
would not be feasible and would not meet the project’s objectives. Further, an EIR shall only describe a 
range of reasonable alternatives to the project which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the 
project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. An EIR need not 
consider every conceivable alternative to a project. The option proposed by the Audubon would be 
detrimental to the integrity of the Page Museum from a historic standpoint. While this option could potentially 
result in the removal of fewer trees, many trees would still need to be removed due to the other on-site 
improvements proposed by the project.  
It should also be noted that, after receiving comments on the Draft EIR, the County considered the 
comments made by the commenting entities, including Audubon, and refined the design of the improvements 
proposed at the La Brea Tar Pits site. The County has included in the EIR a variation of the Master Plan for 
consideration by the Board of Supervisors. Refer to MR-1, Preferred Alternative, for more information 
regarding the additional information provided by the updated designs and Refined Alternative 3. 

LAA-12 The commenter indicates that the EIR should identify the removal of 150 to 200 trees as a significant 
adverse impact on wildlife.  
The proposed removal of trees at the La Brea Tar Pits site is not considered a significant impact on the 
environment. The environmental analysis regarding vegetation and tree impacts that is contained in EIR 
Section 5.3, Biological Resources, is an accurate assessment of the potential for significant environmental 
impacts regarding tree and vegetation removal. It should be noted that the project would result in an increase 
in the number of native trees at the project site. These native trees are more resilient and likely to survive 
and thrive over the long term as they are uniquely adapted to the local southern California climate. No 
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changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. Refer to MR-2, Impacts 
to Native and Mature Trees. 

LAA-13 The commenter states that the EIR does not include adequate bird surveys to sufficiently demonstrate the 
project’s potential for impacts on native bird species. The comment goes on to list 97 native birds that may 
be present on the project site. 
As indicated in response to comment in LAA-10, implementation of the La Brea Tar Pits Master Plan would 
not result in significant effects, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any identified candidate, 
sensitive, or special-status species. Similarly, no significant impacts to non-sensitive species are expected as 
a result of the project. Typically, for significant impacts to occur to non-sensitive species, it would require a 
greater quantifiable impact relative to that of impacts to sensitive species. This occurrence results from the 
fact that sensitive species, by definition, are designated as rare by a regulatory or advisory agency with 
expertise in the population levels and habitat threats of the species. Therefore, relatively small impacts to 
those species have greater proportional impacts to the species at a population level than a similar scale 
impact to a non-sensitive species. In order to demonstrate a significant impact to non-sensitive species, it 
generally necessitates documentation that a project will affect the species in such a way to markedly change 
the population level, such as shifting a stable population to a decreasing population. Examples of 
ecologically significant impacts could include the destruction of rookery or nursery habitat, the obstruction of 
a migratory artery, or the destruction of foraging habitat such that the population is no longer able to 
reproduce at replacement levels. None of these impacts would occur as a result of the project. 
The California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) RareFind application and United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) occurrence data were used for background research as these sources are reviewed by 
regulatory agencies before occurrence data is reported. CNDDB RareFind is only used for identifying the 
presence of special status species on a project site and is not meant to be used for identifying the presence 
of non-special status species. Further, as discussed in LAA-10, additional text has been added to the La 
Brea Master Plan EIR which expands the analysis of impacts to non-protected bird species. See EIR Section 
5.3, Biological Resources, pages 5.3-24 and 5.3-25. 
The evaluation of biological resources for the La Brea Tar Pits Master Plan, including birds, included 
research of publicly available biological reports and spatial data from a variety of online sources, geospatial 
databases, and relevant previous report for the project site and vicinity, for sensitive and non-sensitive 
species. In addition, a field survey was conducted to document species present or with potential to be 
present that included wildlife, regardless of their sensitivity. Several non-sensitive and non-native species 
were observed, or noted for potential to occur, such as rock dove, European starling, house finch, yellow-
rumped warbler, urban rats, and eastern fox squirrel. Further an analysis of potential nesting bird habitat in 
the project area was conducted per the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act. The list of migratory birds covered 
by the act includes nearly all bird species native to the United States, regardless of sensitivity.  
The results of this search identified two special status bird species, Southern California rufous-crowned 
sparrow (Aimophila ruficeps canescens) and coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica ssp. 
californica), with historic records within a mile of the site. The report further analyzed the habitat in the project 
site to support these and other special status bird species. Species detection during the survey was limited to 
time of year that the surveys occurred and the short duration of the survey period. In comparison, the data 
found in eBird was collected over a more than 10-year period. The eBird data does indicate that the project 
area and its surroundings may be refugia for many native bird species. However, it should be noted that 
birds are highly mobile, and the birds identified in the eBird listing included in the comment likely also use the 
significant urban tree refugia immediately north of the project site and numerous city parks and golf courses 
within 2 miles. For example, there are eBird recordation of 66 bird species at Park La Brea, located 
immediately north of the La Brea Tarpits, and 81 species recorded at Pan Pacific Park located less than 0.4 
miles to the north. In addition, there exists significant open space within the Hollywood Hills and Santa 
Monica Mountains, 3 miles north and 5 miles west, respectively, with a large number of street trees and 
small parks in the interspaces.  
A reference to the eBird results in relation to special-status species has been included in Section 5.3.1.2 
through this Final EIR (Table 5.3-4). However, this additional data does not alter the results of the analysis or 
required mitigation measures for the project.  

LAA-14 The commenter notes that the list provided in comment LAA-13 includes sensitive species, species in 
decline, and indicator species of the oak woodlands and wetland habitats found at the site. 
Oak woodlands, riparian habitats, and other aquatic resources were located at the project site and mapped; 
these habitats can support sensitive bird species. The exact trees or areas to be impacted through 
implementation of the project have not yet been determined and avoidance would occur, where feasible. 
Mitigation Measures BIO/mm-2.1 and BIO/mm-3.1 provide for the preparation and implementation of an 
approved restoration plan that will provide replacement habitat at an equal or better value than the existing 
within 5 years of planting. In addition, Mitigation Measure BIO/mm-5.1 addresses the avoidance of impacts to 
nesting birds and BIO/mm-5.2 provides for the introducing of large box trees to reduce temporal impacts to 
bird habitat. If oak trees cannot be avoided, Mitigation Measures BIO/mm-6.1 provides for the replacement of 
oaks at a 2:1 ratio for each tree impacted. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in 
response to this comment. 

LAA-15 The commentor indicates that the EIR is inadequate in its assessment of impacts on birds and should find 
that the removal of 150 to 200 trees is a significant adverse impact on the bird community at this site. The 
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commenter further opines that replacement of trees would be an inadequate mitigation measure because the 
design reduces the habitat area for birds considerably and species number is closely tied to habitat area. 
The County disagrees that the project would reduce the habitat area for birds. As proposed, the Master Plan 
would retain and enhance more than 90 percent of the existing open space and passive park use of the site. 
As well, while the project would require removal and replacement and/or relocation of between 150 and 200 
trees on the project site, there are more than 330 trees currently at the project site. The planting strategy 
includes the introduction or relocation of a similar number of trees as would be removed. As a result, the final 
number of trees at the site is anticipated to be increased rather than decreased after implementation of the 
project.  
Further, replacement plantings would be primarily native species, and the project would increase the number 
of native trees at the project site. Replacement of non-native trees and vegetation with native species would 
improve the overall quality of bird habitat in the park and would provide higher quality habitat that is expected 
to increase the number and diversity of birds using the park. Many species of birds, and particularly native 
bird species, are known to avoid areas dominated by non-native tree species. With an increase in native tree 
species and other native vegetation, birds would be more likely to nest on site. A diversity of native shrubs 
and trees would also increase the variety of plant structure (plant height, width, and foliage type) that would 
also improve bird habitat quality over existing conditions. These native trees and shrubs are also more 
resilient and likely to survive and thrive over the long term as they are uniquely adapted to the local southern 
California climate. In addition, impacts to sensitive riparian habitats in the project area, which contain 
extremely valuable bird habitat, would be fully addressed through the mitigation measures identified in the 
EIR, which provide for restoration, enhancement, and management of new riparian habitat over a five-year 
period. Mitigation measures for impacts to habitat areas are provided for in Mitigation Measures BIO/mm-2.1, 
BIO/mm-3.1, BIO/mm-6.1 and BIO/mm-6.2. The mitigation measures identified in the EIR are adequate to 
address potential impacts; no changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this 
comment. 

LAA-16 The commenter opines that the EIR provides a lack of reporting on the presence of bat species at the project 
site. The commenter references an article titled “We Found Bats at La Brea Tarpits!” from nhm.org published 
in 2014, as well as a Life History Account for the Pallid Bat prepared by CDFW. 
To support the EIR analysis, the CNDDB RareFind application and USFWS occurrence data was used for 
background research as these sources are reviewed by regulatory agencies before occurrence data is 
reported. The results of this search identified no bat species recorded within 5 miles of the project site in over 
30 years. The 2014 nhm.org article “We Found Bats at La Brea Tarpits!” was also reviewed. Four species of 
bats were identified using bat detectors, although these records had not been uploaded to the CNDDB. 
Lastly, email correspondence with Miguel Ordeñana (the author of the 2014 article) indicated that the Hoary 
bat (Lasiurus cinereus) has also been observed on the project site. 
A discussion regarding impacts to bats has been added to EIR Section 5.3. The following text has been 
added on page 5.3-8, and 5.3-9, regarding existing conditions of the site: 

“Initial background database reviews did not indicate known bat presence at, or within the vicinity 
of the project site and no CNDDB records less than 30 years old were found within 5-miles of the 
site. Additionally, during the initial reconnaissance survey on March 18, 2022, no species of bats 
nor obvious signs indicating potential bat roosts, were detected within the project area. The project 
site includes open water features which may present suitable foraging habitat and nearby trees 
which may provide suitable roosting habitat for some bat species. 
A 2014 Los Angeles Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County article, authored by Miguel 
Ordeñana, indicates that the following four species of bats were positively identified during field 
acoustic monitoring surveys between July and September 2014: big brown bat (Eptesicus fuscus), 
canyon bat (Parastrellus hesperus), Mexican free-tailed bat (Tadarida brasiliensis), and Yuma 
myotis (Myotis yumanensis) (Foundation 2014). The article does not elaborate on the nature of bat 
detection, neither indicating if the bats were actively foraging, roosting, or were detected flying over 
the project site. Based on the habitat requirements and habits of these species, it is likely that 
these bats are transient foragers of the project area. Further email correspondence with Miguel 
Ordeñana indicated that the Hoary bat (Lasiurus cinereus) has also been observed on the project 
site.  
None of these species are listed under the CESA or the ESA and of the five species discussed, 
only the Yuma myotis and the Hoary bat occur on the CDFW Special Animals List. Yuma myotis 
has a NatureServe Global rank of G5 (Secure; at very low risk of extinction due extensive range, 
abundant populations or occurrences, and little to no concern from declines or threats) and State 
Rank of S4 (Apparently secure; uncommon but not rare; no immediate conservation concern). The 
Hoary bat has a NatureServe Global rank of between G3 (Vulnerable; At moderate risk of 
extinction due to a fairly restricted range, relatively few populations or occurrences, recent and 
widespread declines, threats, or other factors) and G4 (Apparently secure; at fairly low risk of 
extinction due to an extensive range and/or many populations or occurrences, but with possible 
cause for some concern as a result of local recent declines, threats, or other factors) and State 
Rank of S4 (Apparently secure; uncommon but not rare; no immediate conservation concern)..” 

Furthermore, the following text has been added on page 5.3-18 within the discussion of BIO Impact 1:  
“Bats potentially use the project area for foraging but are not known to roost in the project area and 
current proposed construction activities would have little to no direct impact on bat species. 
Potential indirect impacts to existing bat populations may be sustained from changes to the 
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existing habitat including those related to the removal of vegetation and changes to lighting. 
However, no significant change in the amount of lighting from within buildings is proposed. The 
new museum building would close at 5 pm, as the Page Museum closes now. Thus, no change in 
the timing of building illuminations would occur. In addition, only warm-white toned LEDs would be 
incorporated into lighting regimes during the nighttime (between dawn and dusk). Light shields that 
limit the light flux only to required areas and thereby avoiding as much light trespass into potential 
transitory pathways of the bats may be used. Lighting in areas of highest sensitivity where bats are 
most likely to occur (i.e., any ponding or surface water and areas of dense canopy) would be 
limited. For these reasons, impacts created by the proposed project would not result in a 
demonstrable change from existing conditions and would not be significant.” 

As demonstrated above, lighting impacts created by the proposed project would not result in a substantial 
change from existing conditions. Therefore, related impacts to bat species would be less than significant. It 
should be noted that no “significant new information” has been identified as a result of these changes. 
According to State CEQA Guidelines 15088.5: 

Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or 
amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.  

These revisions do not affect any conclusions or significance determinations provided in the Draft EIR. 
Instead, the revisions only clarify and support the discussion regarding impacts to sensitive species included 
in the Draft EIR. As no significant modifications have been made, recirculation of the EIR is not required. 

LAA-17 The commenter asks how construction will affect the bat species. Specifically, how will lighting from the 
project affect bat species. The commenter further indicates that bats are known to be sensitive to lighting 
impacts and that the EIR does not identify the presence of bat species, including one sensitive species. The 
commenter asks that the impacts of construction of the project, including tree removal and installation of new 
lighting, be considered.  
Through on-going management and operation of the property, the County will ensure that lighting from within 
is reduced to the extent feasible while retaining enough lighting for security and safety needs. This 
commitment is made for both existing and new facilities. The new museum building is not anticipated to be lit 
from within to any greater degree than the existing Page Museum. Lighting from within would be limited to 
dim security lighting, like the existing conditions at the Page Museum. No significant change in the amount of 
lighting from within buildings would occur. Thus, no change in the timing of building illuminations would 
occur.  
Refer to response to comments LAA-16. Through this Final EIR process, the analysis within EIR Section 5.3, 
Biological Resources has been updated to include consideration for bat species (see pages 5.3-8, 5.3-9, 5.3-
18, and 5.3-25). As discussed under impact questions (a) and (d), these considerations include potential 
indirect impacts resulting from changes to the exiting habitat, including those related to the removal of 
vegetation and changes to lighting. The current proposed construction activities would have little to no direct 
impact to bat species, as no known roosting habitat would be impacted or reduced. Further, lighting at the 
project site after construction would be similar to existing lighting at the site. The following text has been 
added on page 5.3-18 within the discussion of BIO Impact 1:  

“Bats potentially use the project area for foraging but are not known to roost in the project area and 
current proposed construction activities would have little to no direct impact on bat species. 
Potential indirect impacts to existing bat populations may be sustained from changes to the 
existing habitat including those related to the removal of vegetation and changes to lighting. 
However, no significant change in the amount of lighting from within buildings is proposed. The 
new museum building would close at 5 pm, as the Page Museum closes now. Thus, no change in 
the timing of building illuminations would occur. In addition, only warm-white toned LEDs would be 
incorporated into lighting regimes during the nighttime (between dawn and dusk). Light shields that 
limit the light flux only to required areas and thereby avoiding as much light trespass into potential 
transitory pathways of the bats may be used. Lighting in areas of highest sensitivity where bats are 
most likely to occur (i.e., any ponding or surface water and areas of dense canopy) would be 
limited. For these reasons, impacts created by the proposed project would not result in a 
demonstrable change from existing conditions and would not be significant.” 

Therefore, lighting impacts created by the proposed project would not result in a substantial change from 
existing conditions, and related impacts to bat species would be less than significant. It should be noted that 
no “significant new information” has been identified as a result of these changes. According to State CEQA 
Guidelines 15088.5: 

Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or 
amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.  

These revisions do not affect any conclusions or significance determinations provided in the Draft EIR. 
Instead, the revisions only clarify and support the discussion regarding impacts to sensitive species included 
in the Draft EIR. As no significant modifications have been made, recirculation of the EIR is not required. 

LAA-18 The commenter indicates that Audubon is available to work with the County to further develop the project.  
The County appreciates the input that Audubon has provided on the project to-date, and it is being 
considered throughout the design process. The Foundation and the County welcome the opportunity to work 
with Audubon as the design progresses.   
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Comment No. Response 

LAC-1 The comment introduces the letter, provides an overview of the Los Angeles Conservancy (Conservancy), and 
notes the prior comments made on the scope of the EIR in response to the Notice of Preparation. The 
comment further notes that the Conservancy has been encouraged by the early design concepts for the project 
and that the organization looks forward to ongoing collaborations with the County.  
The County would like to thank the commenter for participating in the public review process of the Draft EIR. A 
copy of this comment letter will be included in the Final EIR, which will be provided to the Board of Supervisors 
for review when the project is considered for approval. 
It is important to note that this letter does not state any concern or critique of the analysis contained within the 
Draft EIR. However, the County is providing responses to the project concerns raised to provide as much 
information and transparency to the commenter and interested parties as possible. The County appreciate the 
Conservancy’s participation in the process. The comment is introductory in nature and provides information 
regarding the previous involvement of the organization in collaboration and meetings with the Conservancy on 
the project.  

LAC-2 The commenter notes that because of the severity of the potential loss of historic resources, as reflected in the 
analysis contained in the Draft EIR, that the Conservancy would like to work further with the County to consider 
alternatives.  
After receiving comments on the Draft EIR, the County considered the comments made by the commenting 
entities, including the Conservancy, and refined the design of the improvements proposed at the La Brea Tar 
Pits site, including exploring changes to the project design to reduce the historic impacts identified by Section 
5.5, Cultural Resources – Historical Resources. The County will be recommending approval of Refined 
Alternative 3 by the Board of Supervisors. This variation of the Master Plan is a refined version of the original 
Alternative 3 and is presented in Chapter 6, Alternatives Analysis, of the EIR. Refer to MR-1, Preferred 
Alternative, for more information regarding the additional information provided by the updated designs, 
Refined Alternative 3 and the County’s commitment to reducing historical impacts to the degree possible while 
still meeting the objectives of the project.  
After developing concept drawings for Refined Alternative 3, the County met with the President and Chief 
Executive Officer of the Los Angeles Conservancy on January 30, 2024, to review the new concepts. County 
representatives reviewed the elements of Refined Alternative 3 and answered questions on the changes that 
were made to address the Conservancy’s comments. After the January meeting, the Conservancy shared, via 
email to Leslie Negritto, Chief Financial and Operating Officer of the Foundation, that the Board of Directors of 
the Conservancy was pleased to hear of the changes that were made through Refined Alternative 3, and that 
the Board is appreciative of the direction that’s now being pursued (March 6, 2024). 
This comment is consistent with the information provided in the EIR and does not raise a specific issue 
pertaining to the analysis provided in the EIR; for this reason, no additional response is provided, and no 
changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

LAC-3 The commenter provides a narrative of the Conservancy’s understanding of the project site and its importance 
as a historical resource. The comment summarizes content provided in the EIR, including information included 
in EIR Section 5.5, Cultural Resources – Historic Resources. 
This comment is consistent with the EIR and does not raise a specific issue pertaining to the analysis provided 
in the EIR; for this reason, no additional response is provided, and no changes to the EIR were determined to 
be necessary in response to this comment. 

LAC-4 This comment summarizes the commenter’s concern regarding significant adverse impacts to the La Brea Tar 
Pits Historic District and Page Museum.  
This comment is consistent with the information provided in the EIR and does not raise a specific issue 
pertaining to the analysis provided in the EIR; for this reason, no additional response is provided, and no 
changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

LAC-5 This comment summarizes content provided in the EIR in Section 5.5, Cultural Resources – Historical 
Resources (pages 5.5-23, 5.5-24, and 5.5-27) and indicates that the Conservancy anticipated that some 
potential historical resource impacts would be identified for the project. 
This comment is consistent with the information provided in the EIR and does not raise a specific issue 
pertaining to the analysis provided in the EIR; for this reason, no additional response is provided, and no 
changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

LAC-6 This comment indicates that the Conservancy is concerned that the full scope of impacts identified in Section 
5.5, Cultural Resources – Historical Resources, could occur. The commenter notes that full build out of the La 
Brea Tar Pits Master Plan project, as reflected in the EIR (specifically Chapter 3, Project Description) would 
result in both historic resources losing their eligibility, and an overall loss to the broad architectural and cultural 
heritage of Los Angeles County. 
As noted in response to comment LAC-2, after receiving comments on the Draft EIR, the County considered 
the comments made by the commenting entities, including the Conservancy, and refined the design of the 
improvements proposed at the La Brea Tar Pits site, including exploring changes to the project design to 
reduce the historic impacts identified by Section 5.5, Cultural Resources – Historical Resources. As a result, 
the County has developed a variation of the proposed Master Plan which is described in the Final EIR. Refer to 
MR-1, Preferred Alternative, for more information.  
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It is important to note that, after developing concept drawings for Refined Alternative 3, the County met with the 
President and Chief Executive Officer of the Los Angeles Conservancy on January 30, 2024, to review the new 
concepts. County representatives reviewed the elements of Refined Alternative 3 and answered questions on 
the changes that were made to address the Conservancy’s comments. After the meeting the Conservancy 
shared, via email to Leslie Negritto, Chief Financial and Operating Officer of the Foundation, that the Board of 
Directors of the Conservancy was pleased to hear of the changes that were made through Refined Alternative 
3, and that the Board is appreciative of the direction that’s now being pursued (March 6, 2024). 

LAC-7 The commenter indicates that alternatives should be fully analyzed and considered, including an expansion in 
scope where necessary. The commenter further opines that the project must fully incorporate historic 
preservation into its goals and objectives to ensure the project meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 
for Rehabilitation. The Conservancy states that a range of preservation alternatives could help meet the goals 
of retaining historic preservation goals. 
As noted in response to comment LAC-2, County representatives reviewed the elements of Refined Alternative 
3 at a meeting with the Conservancy on January 30, 2024. After the meeting, on March 6, 2024, the 
Conservancy shared, via email to Leslie Negritto, Chief Financial and Operating Officer of the Foundation, that 
the Board of Directors of the Conservancy was pleased to hear of the changes that were made through Refined 
Alternative 3, and that the Board is appreciative of the direction that’s now being pursued. 
Additionally, the County, the design team, and the EIR consultant’s historic resource specialists continued to 
work together to refine the project designs considering the potential for impact to historical resources. As a 
result, the County has included  a variation of the Master Plan for consideration  by the Board of Supervisors. 
Refer to MR-1, Preferred Alternative, for more information.  
Regarding the comment that the incorporation of additional alternatives into the EIR could help meet the 
preservation goals of the project, the EIR considers a range of reasonable alternatives that would meet most of 
the basic project objectives, are considered to be potentially feasible, and would avoid or substantially reduce 
one or more of the potentially significant impacts of the project. Additionally, the information regarding Refined 
Alternative 3 has also been further expanded through the Final EIR in order to provide additional feasibility 
information into the analysis. As the County developed this version of the project after the close of the Draft EIR 
comment period, it became evident that implementation of this alternative would be less impactful when 
compared with the project described as  the original Master Plan. While the broader vision of the Master Plan 
remains intact, the County and the design team have been able to incorporate the findings of the historical 
resources analysis and the comments of the Conservancy into a more environmentally superior option, which 
protects the historical values and importance of the sites resources to the extent feasible while still meeting the 
objectives of the project.  
In this context, it should be noted that, under CEQA, an EIR is not required to consider every conceivable 
alternative to the project; rather an EIR need only consider a reasonable range of alternatives. The EIR 
describes the alternatives that were considered but rejected, the reasons they were not carried forward for 
analysis, and the four alternatives that were carried forward for analysis. These suggested alternatives either 
were considered and rejected, included in the EIR’s evaluation of alternatives, or discussed as to why they are 
not feasible alternatives. CEQA does not require further consideration of any additional alternatives suggested 
by the comments. However, the County have expanded the consideration of Refined Alternative 3 within the 
analysis provided by Chapter 6, Alternatives Analysis. The County was unable to develop an alternative 
consistent with the objectives of the project which completely preserved the historic integrity of the site. As 
detailed in EIR Section 6.2, many of the project objectives necessitate the expansion of existing museum 
facilities, or the construction of new facilities. These objectives would be impossible to achieve while also 
completely maintaining the existing conditions of the site. Many of the existing facilities which would need to be 
updated, such as the pedestrian entrances, the Page Museum, and the pit viewing areas, are considered 
important to the historic qualities of the site. Instead, Refined Alternative 3 was selected to strike a balance 
between preserving the historic elements of the site, and achieving the project objectives. 

LAC-8 This comment summarizes content provided in the EIR in Chapter 2, Section 2.8, Project Alternatives (pages 2-
59 and 2-60).  
This comment is consistent with the information provided in the EIR and does not raise a specific issue 
pertaining to the analysis provided in the EIR; for this reason, no additional response is necessary, and no 
changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

LAC-9 This comment reflects the Conservancy’s understanding that, of the alternatives presented in the EIR, 
Alternatives 1 and 3 reduce significant historical resource impacts, which is consistent with the analysis 
contained in the EIR. The Conservancy further reflects that Alternative 1 achieves a preservation-based 
approach that results in less than significant impacts to the La Brea Tar Pits Historic District and the Page 
Museum, and that Refined 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. 
The County agrees with this comment. However, as described in the EIR, Chapter 6, Alternatives Analysis 
(page 6-19), Alternative 1, Renovate Page Museum Only, would not meet most of the project objectives. 
Specifically, it would only fully meet one of the project objectives, partially achieve another two of the 
objectives, and not meet the remaining objectives. Table 6-5 of the EIR, in Chapter 6 Alternatives Analysis, 
provides detail on this assessment. Importantly, Alternative 1 would not meet the following objectives of the La 
Brea Tar Pits Master Plan:  
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• 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. 

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

• 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. 

• 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. 

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

• Redesign and renovate the Hancock Park community park green space as an expression of the 
goals of the City 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. 

Because Alternative 1 does not achieve most of the project’s objectives, the County have not explored this 
option further. However, significant exploration of the feasibility and viability of the original Alternative 3 has 
occurred since the close of the Draft EIR public comment period. Through this exploration, refinements to the 
original Alternative 3 have been developed, which are presented in Chapter 6, Alternatives Analysis, of this 
EIR. As a result, the County will be recommending approval of Refined Alternative 3 by the Board of 
Supervisors. 
The Refined Alternative 3 is presented in Figures 6-4, 6-5, and 6-6 of this Final EIR. Refined Alternative 3 does 
not create additional environmental impacts when compared to the original Alternative 3 concept, as further 
detailed in the environmental evaluation contained in Chapter 6, Alternatives Analysis. Below are some key 
variations in Refined Alternative 3 that are considered in the Final EIR alternatives analysis: 

• The central, open atrium of the Page Museum, which contributes to the indoor-outdoor integration of 
the museum and is a primary character-defining feature, would no longer be covered and converted 
to indoor space; it would remain as an open atrium garden. It would continue to include landscaping; 
the landscaping and hardscaping features of the atrium would be renovated to create a more useable 
public space with vegetation relevant to interpretive themes of the tar pits. This differs from the 
original Alternative 3, which replaced the open atrium garden with research laboratory space. 

• The structural space frame that supports the frieze (including the open-air, steel-grid roof that 
enhances the indoor-outdoor integration of the Page Museum and is a primary character-defining 
feature) would not be altered or capped, as had been proposed in the original Alternative 3; the 
existing space frame and open-air grid roof would remain intact as is. 

• The Page Museum and the new museum building would be connected only with a covered, open-air 
breezeway; the original Alternative 3 proposed a physical connection/joining of the two buildings. An 
entrance would be incorporated into the northwestern corner of the Page Museum to provide access 
to the breezeway. 

• Because the connection point for the existing Page Museum and the new museum building would be 
decreased, demolition of the northwest corner of the Page Museum would be avoided, thereby 
retaining more of the original character-defining features and materials of the historical resource. 
However, the removal of the berm surrounding the west wall of the Page Museum would still be 
necessary as proposed in the original Alternative 3. 

Refer to MR-1, Preferred Alternative, for more information. 

LAC-10 The Conservancy provides reference to directives of CEQA and references published case law in support of 
the commenter’s position. This comment references Public Resources Code (PRC) sections and implies that a 
lead agency is obligated to deny a project that has the potential to result in significant adverse effects on the 
environment (specifically, the historic environment). The Conservancy partially references PRC § 21001 (b) and 
(c), PRC §§ 21002, 21002.1, and case law Sierra Club v. Gilroy City Council (1990). Referenced PRC sections 
(in full) are provided below. 
PRC § 21001: 

(b) Take all action necessary to provide the people of this state with clean air and water, enjoyment of 
aesthetic, natural, scenic, and historic environmental qualities, and freedom from excessive noise. 
(c) Prevent the elimination of fish or wildlife species due to man's activities, insure that fish and wildlife 
populations do not drop below self-perpetuating levels, and preserve for future generations representations 
of all plant and animal communities and examples of the major periods of California history. 

Additionally, it is worth noting that PRC§ 21001 also includes the following sections which address a duty to 
take action to rehabilitate and enhance environmental qualities and consider economic and long-range benefits 
while making determinations regarding proposed projects: 

(a) Develop and maintain a high-quality environment now and in the future, and take all action necessary to 
protect, rehabilitate, and enhance the environmental quality of the state. 
(g) Require governmental agencies at all levels to consider qualitative factors as well as economic and 
technical factors and long-term benefits and costs, in addition to short-term benefits and costs and to 
consider alternatives to proposed actions affecting the environment. 
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PRC § 21002: 
The Legislature finds and declares that it is the policy of the state that public agencies should not approve 
projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects, and that the procedures required 
by this division are intended to assist public agencies in systematically identifying both the significant 
effects of proposed projects and the feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which will avoid or 
substantially lessen such significant effects. The Legislature further finds and declares that in the event 
specific economic, social, or other conditions make infeasible such project alternatives or such mitigation 
measures, individual projects may be approved in spite of one or more significant effects thereof. 

PRC § 21002.1: 
In order to achieve the objectives set forth in Section 21002, the Legislature hereby finds and declares that 
the following policy shall apply to the use of environmental impact reports prepared pursuant to this 
division: 
(a) The purpose of an environmental impact report is to identify the significant effects on the environment of 
a project, to identify alternatives to the project, and to indicate the manner in which those significant effects 
can be mitigated or avoided. 
(b) Each public agency shall mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment of projects that it 
carries out or approves whenever it is feasible to do so. 
(c) If economic, social, or other conditions make it infeasible to mitigate one or more significant effects on 
the environment of a project, the project may nonetheless be carried out or approved at the discretion of a 
public agency if the project is otherwise permissible under applicable laws and regulations. 
(d) In applying the policies of subdivisions (b) and (c) to individual projects, the responsibility of the lead 
agency shall differ from that of a responsible agency. The lead agency shall be responsible for considering 
the effects, both individual and collective, of all activities involved in a project. A responsible agency shall 
be responsible for considering only the effects of those activities involved in a project which it is required by 
law to carry out or approve. This subdivision applies only to decisions by a public agency to carry out or 
approve a project and does not otherwise affect the scope of the comments that the public agency may 
wish to make pursuant to Section 21104 or 21153. 
(e) To provide more meaningful public disclosure, reduce the time and cost required to prepare an 
environmental impact report, and focus on potentially significant effects on the environment of a proposed 
project, lead agencies shall, in accordance with Section 21100, focus the discussion in the environmental 
impact report on those potential effects on the environment of a proposed project which the lead agency 
has determined are or may be significant. Lead agencies may limit discussion on other effects to a brief 
explanation as to why those effects are not potentially significant. 

Regarding the Sierra Club v. Gilroy City Council (1990) case referenced by the Conservancy, it is implied (in 
referencing this case law), that CEQA requires public agencies to deny approval of a project with significant 
adverse effect when feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects. 
The Sierra Club v. Gilroy City Council case involved the loss of viable habitat for the California tiger salamander 
and the specifics of the case are not necessarily equivalent to the loss of eligibility of a historic resource due to 
rehabilitation of the resource. However, the PRC and the State CEQA Guidelines indicate that, when economic, 
social, or other conditions make project alternatives infeasible, projects may be approved despite one or more 
significant effects. Specifically, as noted above through PRC § 21002.1 (b) and (c), public agencies are only 
required to mitigate or avoid significant effects when it is feasible to do so and if economic, social, or other 
conditions make it infeasible to mitigate one or more significant effects on the environment of a project, the 
project may nonetheless be carried out or approved at the discretion of a public agency. 
The exploration of feasible alternatives that attain some or most of the project's objectives but reduce 
environmental impacts is provided in Chapter 6, Alternative Analysis, of the EIR. Refined 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, except for historical resources. 
Refined 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; 
however, 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. Refined 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 and reduces impacts to historic resources, although not to a 
level below significance. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

LAC-11 The commenter indicates that mitigation measures can help, but do not outweigh the concerns regarding the 
design of the Master Plan. It is important to note that, when making this comment, the Conservancy is 
considering the project designs as portrayed in Chapter 3, Project Description, of the Draft EIR. The commenter 
goes on to comment that they “strongly recommend” that either Alternative 1 or 3 (or an expanded and modified 
version of either) be considered to “better meet project objectives and avoid and reduce significant impacts to 
historic resources.” Furthermore, the commenter “believes this needs to be resolved and further studied before 
proceeding with a Final EIR.” 
The County, the design team, and the EIR consultant’s historic resource specialists continued to work together 
to refine the project designs considering the potential for impact to historical resources. Because Alternative 1 
does not achieve most of the project’s objectives, the County has not explored this option further. However, 
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significant exploration of the feasibility and viability of the original Alternative 3 has occurred since the close of 
the Draft EIR public comment period as discussed with the Conservancy on January 30, 2024.  
In this Final EIR, consideration of the original Alternative 3 has been expanded and the design refined to 
preserve more character-defining features of the Page Museum. As a result, the County will be pursuing 
Refined Alternative 3 for approval by the Board of Supervisors. Refined Alternative 3 and the expanded 
analysis is provided in Chapter 6, Alternatives Analysis, of this Final EIR. Specifically, Figures 6-4, 6-5, and 6-6 
provide the further development and refinement of the concept designs for Refined Alternative 3.  
Below are some key variations in Refined Alternative 3 that are considered in the Final EIR alternatives 
analysis: 

• The central, open atrium of the Page Museum, which contributes to the indoor-outdoor integration of 
the museum and is a primary character-defining feature, would no longer be covered and converted 
to indoor space; it would remain as an open atrium garden. It would continue to include landscaping; 
the landscaping and hardscaping features of the atrium would be renovated to create a more useable 
public space with vegetation relevant to interpretive themes of the tar pits. This differs from the 
original Alternative 3, which replaced the open atrium garden with research laboratory space. 

• The structural space frame that supports the frieze (including the open-air, steel-grid roof that 
enhances the indoor-outdoor integration of the Page Museum and is a primary character-defining 
feature) would not be altered or capped, as had been proposed in the original Alternative 3; the 
existing space frame and open-air grid roof would remain intact as is. 

• The Page Museum and the new museum building would be connected only with a covered, open-air 
breezeway; the original Alternative 3 proposed a physical connection/joining of the two buildings. An 
entrance would be incorporated into the northwestern corner of the Page Museum to provide access 
to the breezeway. 

• Because the connection point for the existing Page Museum and the new museum building would be 
decreased, demolition of the northwest corner of the Page Museum would be avoided, thereby 
retaining more of the original character-defining features and materials of the historical resource. 
However, the removal of the berm surrounding the west wall of the Page Museum would still be 
necessary as proposed in the original Alternative 3. 

Refined Alternative 3 does not create additional environmental impacts when compared to the original 
Alternative 3 concept, as further detailed in each of the environmental evaluations contained in Chapter 6, 
Alternatives Analysis. 
Refer to MR-1, Preferred Alternative, for more information regarding the additional information provided by 
Refined Alternative 3 and the refined designs. 

LAC-12 The Conservancy requests that additional meetings with La Brea Tar Pits Master Plan team occur to work 
collaboratively on the design of the project. The Conservancy further notes that their desire is to help to meet 
the intended project objectives while also finding a way to reduce significant historic impacts.  
As noted in response to comment LAC-2, County representatives reviewed the elements of Refined Alternative 
3 at a meeting with the Conservancy on January 30, 2024. After the meeting, on March 6, 2024, the 
Conservancy shared, via email to Leslie Negritto, Chief Financial and Operating Officer of the Foundation, that 
the Board of Directors of the Conservancy was pleased to hear of the changes that were made through Refined 
Alternative 3, and that the Board is appreciative of the direction that’s now being pursued. 
Please also refer to response to comment LAC-11. The County, the design team, and the EIR consultant’s 
historic resource specialists continued to work together to refine the project designs considering the potential 
for impact to historical resources. As a result, the County has included a variation of the Master Plan for 
consideration l by the Board of Supervisors, which is consistent with Refined Alternative 3. This variation of the 
Master Plan is addressed in Chapter 6, Alternatives Analysis, of this Final EIR. Refer to MR-1, Preferred 
Alternative, for more information regarding the additional information regarding the County’s preferred 
alternative. 

LAC-13 In closing the letter, the Conservancy summarizes that the Los Angeles Conservancy is the largest local 
historic preservation organization in the United States, with nearly 5,000 members throughout the Los Angeles 
area, that the Conservancy was established in 1978, and that the organization works to preserve and revitalize 
the significant architectural and cultural heritage of Los Angeles County through advocacy and education. 
This comment does not provide additional input into the project design or the EIR process; therefore, no 
response is required. The County appreciates the Conservancy’s attention to this important project, as 
represented through the various communications received on the project as well as the meetings with the 
County that the Conservancy has participated in. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in 
response to this comment 
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NCSA-1 The commenter introduces the letter from the Neighborhood Council Sustainability Alliance (NCSA), indicating 
that the NCSA has concerns with the environmental impact of implementation of the master plan. 
The County would like to thank the commenter for participating in the public review process of the Draft EIR. A 
copy of this comment letter will be included in the Final EIR, which will be provided to the Board of Supervisors 
for review when the project is considered for approval. This comment is introductory in nature and does not 
provide a specific concern with the environmental analysis contained in the EIR, so no response is provided. 
Responses to specific concerns raised later in the letter are provided below. It is important to note that most of 
the comments in the NCSA letter do not state any concern or critique of the analysis contained within the EIR. 
However, the County is providing responses to the concerns raised to provide as much information and 
transparency to the commenter and interested parties as possible.  

NCSA-2 The commenter states that the NCSA has voiced concerns to project representatives over the past two years, 
but the objections did not seem to influence the project. This is not a comment on the EIR; therefore, no 
response is necessary, and no changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this 
comment. 

NCSA-3 The commenter questions why the Draft EIR was prepared without a tree inventory. Further, the commenter 
asks why the EIR provides no disclosure of which trees would be removed and which would be retained. The 
commenter indicates that these are standard elements of a CEQA document. 
Appendix N has been added to the Final EIR which provides the tree inventory completed by the design team 
for the project. Appendix N includes tree locations and species identification. The commenter is correct that the 
EIR does not provide identification of the exact trees to be removed through implementation of the project. 
However, the implication that this is required for a CEQA document is not correct. The project description for 
the EIR only needs to include the information necessary to come to conclusion regarding the potential for 
significant environmental impacts. The full range of potentially significant biological resource impacts, including 
those to trees, is provided in the EIR in Section 5.3, Biological Resources. The thresholds of significance 
address the full range of impacts that could occur with the project, including impacting tree specimens 
protected by local ordinances. In this case, the property is regulated by the County of Los Angeles. The 
environmental analysis regarding vegetation and local tree impacts that is contained in Section 5.3 of the EIR is 
an accurate assessment of the potential for significant environmental impacts regarding tree and vegetation 
removal and no changes to EIR are made through the Final EIR process. Refer to MR-2, Impacts to Native 
and Mature Trees. 
Throughout the comment letter, the NCSA requests specific adjustments to the landscaping plan that the 
commenter believes would improve the project. After receiving comments on the Draft EIR, the County 
considered the comments made by the commenting entities, including the NCSA, and refined the design of the 
improvements proposed at the La Brea Tar Pits site, including the landscaping plan and what features could be 
retained and/or protected and to what degree. As a result, the County has pursued development of a variation 
of the Master Plan for consideration by the Board of Supervisors. Refinements to the landscaping plan are 
continuing to be considered as the design evolves. Refer to MR-1, Preferred Alternative, and MR-3, Use of 
Native Plants and Vegetation, for more information regarding the updated designs, Refined Alternative 3 and 
the County’s commitment to meet and exceed the regulatory requirements for impacts to native vegetation at 
the La Brea Tar Pits site. 

NCSA-4 The commenter mentions that a representative of the NCSA Trees Committee had positive engagement with 
several design team members (e.g., Gruen Associates and members of the landscape design team) during the 
County’s September 30th outreach event. Members of the design team also attended NCSA’s October 1st 
Advocacy meeting.  
The County appreciates the input that NCSA has provided on the project to-date, and it is being considered 
throughout the design process. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this 
comment. 

NCSA-5 The commenter quotes an excerpt from Appendix B of the Draft EIR.  
Refer to response to comments NCSA-6 through NSCA-10 below. This is not a comment that raises issue with 
the contents of the environmental analysis in the EIR; therefore, no response is necessary, and no changes to 
the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

NCSA-6 The commenter requests that all shade-producing trees should be retained rather than replaced. 
Refer to MR-2, Impacts to Native and Mature Trees. This comment does not critique the analysis contained 
in the EIR; rather, the commenter is noting that they disagree with the County's approach to the project. The 
exact trees to be removed through implementation of the project have not yet been determined. The County will 
prioritize the protection of existing trees, where appropriate. However, retention of trees may not be possible 
due to several issues related to feasibility of retention. These include the excavation requirements for 
construction of the building and the relative proximity of the trees to the new building location, planned park 
accessibility improvements, and fire access requirements. In addition, the County is planning to remove 
diseased or unhealthy trees from the park with implementation of the project. Newly planted trees would be 
selected for resilience to disease and with consideration for their ability to create shaded areas at the park. 
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While there may be short term reductions to the amount of available shade at the project site, this loss will be 
recouped once the newly planted trees grow and mature. Furthermore, by relying on native and disease-
resistant species, the newly trees planted may prove to be more resilient than some of the existing trees on the 
project site, thus resulting in better shade production.  
The proposed removal of trees at the La Brea Tar Pits site is not considered a significant impact on the 
environment. The environmental analysis regarding impacts to tree that is contained in EIR Section 5.3, 
Biological Resources, is an accurate assessment of the potential for significant environmental impacts 
regarding tree and vegetation removal. Furthermore, any visual impacts related to tree removal is appropriately 
discussed within EIR Section 5.1 Aesthetics, which concluded a less than significant impact. 
The County will continue to refine the designs as the project develops to account for the most protections 
possible for native and community resources. This may include protection of individual tree species noted as 
important to the community and/or increases in replacement ratios for trees that are particularly valued by the 
community. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

NCSA-7 The commenter provides additional information supporting their opinion that the existing trees at the project site 
should not be removed. Specifically, the commenter claims that according to Dr. Beverly Law, there is evidence 
that newly planted trees initially emit carbon, and only mature trees sequester carbon. 
Refer to MR-2, Impacts to Native and Mature Trees, and response to comment NCSA-6. This comment does 
not critique the analysis contained in the EIR; rather, the commenter is noting that they disagree with the 
County's approach to the project.  
The comment is correct that mature trees are important for their carbon sequestering abilities. As discussed in 
MR-2, the County will strive to prioritize the protection of existing trees, particularly those that are native 
species and/or mature, and would avoid their removal if feasible, while also meeting the budgetary and design 
needs for the project. However, many trees would not be able to be retained due to several project 
requirements, including, the excavation requirements for construction of the new building, the relative proximity 
of the trees to the new building location, planned park accessibility improvements, and fire access 
requirements. 
However, the comment’s claim that new trees should be viewed as sources of carbon is inaccurate. According 
to the PBS video referenced by the comment, Dr. Beverly Law provides evidence that new forests may be net 
sources of carbon, and that mature forests sequester greater quantities of carbon. The study in questions takes 
the entire carbon cycle of the forest into account, including decomposition on the forest floor, and assumes that 
every tree in the forest is newly planted. The purpose of the study was to provide evidence that retaining old 
growth forests is a more effective means of carbon sequestration than planting new forests. 
As the trees within the project site exist in a built-up urban environment, comparing the impacts of tree 
replacement by the project to the replacement of an entire old growth forest is erroneous. There is no reliable 
evidence that suggests that planting new trees would increase carbon emissions. It is true that the carbon 
sequestration abilities of the site would be reduced by removing mature trees, however, these losses would be 
recouped as the new trees mature. Furthermore, by relying on native and disease-resistant species, the new 
trees planted by the project may prove to be more resilient than some of the existing trees on the project site, 
thus resulting in longer term carbon sequestration. The EIR found that the project’s greenhouse gas impacts 
would be less than significant after implementation of Mitigation Measures GHG/mm-1.1 and TRA/mm-1.1. As 
the EIR does not rely on the project’s carbon sequestration potential to make an impact conclusion, the 
potential short-term reductions in carbon sequestration are not relevant to the analysis included in the EIR. 
Therefore, no changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

NCSA-8 The commenter provides additional information supporting their opinion that the existing trees at the project site 
should not be removed. Specifically, the commenter references a quote from Appendix B of the DEIR and 
argues that the “character and unity” of the site should not be the deciding factor for tree removal.  
Refer to MR-2, Impacts to Native and Mature Trees, and response to comments NCSA-3 and NCSA-6. The 
quote referenced by the comment has been taken out of context. No trees are proposed to be removed solely 
because they do not add to the character and unity of the site. Instead, the quote is meant to demonstrate that 
there will be an emphasis on improving the character and unity of the site with the proposed new plantings. As 
discussed in MR-2, the County will strive to prioritize the protection of existing trees, particularly those that are 
native species and/or mature, and would avoid their removal if feasible, while also meeting the budgetary and 
design needs for the project. However, many trees would not be able to be retained due to several project 
requirements, including, the excavation requirements for construction of the new building, the relative proximity 
of the trees to the new building location, planned park accessibility improvements, and fire access 
requirements. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

NCSA-9 The commenter quotes text in the Draft EIR that indicates that Western Sycamore, California Buckeye, and 
Redwood trees should be preserved but then indicates that a presentation on September 30 indicated that 
these native trees are not being preserved. In addition, the commenter further indicates that a tree inventory 
should be provided.  
The exact trees to be removed through implementation of the project have not yet been determined. The 
County will prioritize the protection of these trees and will avoid their removal if feasible while also meeting the 
budgetary and design needs for the project. Retention of all individuals of an important tree species may not be 
possible due to several issues related to feasibility of retention. These include the excavation requirements for 
construction of the building and the relative proximity of the trees to the new building location, planned park 
accessibility improvements, and fire access requirements. The County will continue to refine the designs as the 
project develops to account for the most protections possible for native and community resources. This may 
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include protection on individual tree species noted as important to the community and/or increases in 
replacement ratios for trees that are particularly valued by the community. Appendix N has been added to the 
Final EIR which provides the tree inventory completed by the design team for the project. Appendix N includes 
tree locations and species identification. It should also be noted that the project would result in an increase in 
the number of native trees at the project site. These native trees are more resilient and likely to survive and 
thrive over the long term as they are uniquely adapted to the local southern California climate.  
Refer to MR-2, Impacts to Native and Mature Trees. No changes to the EIR were determined to be 
necessary in response to this comment. 

NCSA-10 The commenter indicates that the project should preserve valuable tree species to fulfill the project’s dedication 
to educating the public about extinction. 
While this is not a comment specifically on the analysis contained in the Draft EIR, it should be noted that 
native species have been prioritized in the plant palette and incorporated into the design where appropriate. 
The plant palette was developed based on the native vegetation of the Los Angeles Basin and was informed by 
research gathered from the La Brea Tar Pits fossil record. Furthermore, it should be noted that the plant palette 
also contains considerations for historical floral communities and pollinator resources. The County and the 
project design team will continue to refine the designs as the project develops to account for the most 
protections possible for native resources.  
Refer to MR-2, Impacts to Native and Mature Trees. No changes to the EIR were determined to be 
necessary in response to this comment. 

NCSA-11 The commenter provides additional feedback requesting the retention of shade-producing trees.  
Refer to MR-2, Impacts to Native and Mature Trees, and response to comments NCSA-6, NCSA-9, and 
NCSA-10. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

NCSA-12 The commenter requests that all new plantings should be native species. 
While this is not a comment specifically on the project's environmental impacts as contained in the Draft EIR 
analysis, it should be noted that native species have been prioritized in the plant palette and incorporated into 
the design where appropriate. The plant palette was developed based on the native vegetation of the Los 
Angeles Basin and was informed by research gathered from the La Brea Tar Pits fossil record.  
Refer to MR-3, Use of Native Plants and Vegetation. No changes to the EIR were determined to be 
necessary in response to this comment. 

NCSA-13 The commenter notes that there are specific adjustments to the landscaping plan that they believe will improve 
the sustainability, historical value, and cultural significance of the project. The commenters’ specific comments 
are addressed in the following responses. 
After receiving comments on the Draft EIR, the County, considered the comments made by the commenting 
entities, including the NCSA, and refined the design of the improvements proposed at the La Brea Tar Pits site 
as reflected in Refined Alternative 3, including the landscaping plan and what features could be retained and/or 
protected and to what degree. As a result, the County will be recommending approval of Refined Alternative 3 
by the Board of Supervisors. Refinements to the landscaping plan are continuing to be considered by the 
County as the design evolves.  
Refer to MR-1, Preferred Alternative, MR-2, Impacts to Native and Mature Trees, and MR-3, Use of Native 
Plants and Vegetation, for more information regarding the additional information provided by the updated 
designs, Refined Alternative 3 and the County’s commitment to meet and exceed the regulatory requirements 
for impacts to trees and other vegetation at the La Brea Tar Pits site. 

NCSA-14 The commenter shares the opinion that the bioswales included in the project (as described in the EIR) should 
be redesigned without an impermeable liner because the use of an impermeable liner limits the ability for the 
bioswales to recharge the site’s groundwater. While this is not a comment on the environmental impact analysis 
contained in the EIR, additional information is provided within this response to provide an understanding of the 
rationale for the proposed bioswale approach.  
It is correct that the use of an impermeable liner would limit the bioswales ability to recharge groundwater. 
However, the proposed bioswale is intentionally designed this way. Further, groundwater recharge is not an 
objective of the proposed project. Due to the conditions of the project site, constructing a permeable bioswale 
would not be feasible. Bioswales relying on permeable basins require the composition of the local soil to allow 
for a high enough infiltration rate in order to avoid any standing water. This is because standing water can lead 
to vector control issues, by potentially providing a breeding ground for mosquitos and other harmful organisms. 
The project site’s soil composition includes clays and tar sands which would not allow stormwater to infiltrate 
into the ground at a high enough rate to avoid standing water. As well, groundwater must not be found less 
than 10 feet from the bottom of the bioswale, in order to allow for adequate filtration to reduce the amount of 
surface pollutants entering the groundwater. Groundwater at the project site has been discovered less than 10 
feet from the surface, which would not allow stormwater to be adequately filtered prior to entering the 
groundwater. Lastly, since the site’s soil includes clays and tar sands, this composition would further limit the 
ability for stormwater to infiltrate into the ground at high enough rates to allow for adequate filtration.  
Given the soil and groundwater conditions at the project site, the most feasible option is the use of bioswales 
which rely on stormwater bioretention basins, as proposed by the project. These types of bioswales consist of a 
raised planter system with a retention basin and an underdrain. They can be designed to be permeable, 
however certain site conditions may require an impermeable barrier. For the proposed project, the bioswales 
would be required to include an impermeable liner for two reasons. First, due to the presence of high 
groundwater, if the bioswale did not include an impermeable liner, the underdrain could continuously capture 
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the site’s groundwater leading to unnecessary discharge. Second, without an impermeable barrier, the tar 
seeps present in the site’s soil could potentially enter and clog the drainage system, reducing the effectiveness 
of the bioswale. For these reasons, permeable bioswales are not possible on the project site. No changes to 
the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

NCSA-15 This comment states that the use of bioswales with impermeable liners would undermine the functionality of the 
project site.  
As discussed in NCSA-14, the bioswales on the project site must be designed with an impermeable liner. 
However, the bioswales proposed would still be able successfully capture significant amounts of stormwater 
runoff and would reduce the potential for surface pollutants to further contaminate any groundwater present at 
the project site. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

NCSA-16 The comment indicates that overflow water from the proposed bioswales should be captured for re-use on the 
project site. 
The County requires that all captured stormwater must be re-used within 96 hours to reduce the potential for 
vector control issues, as discussed in NCSA-14. Since the project will be landscaped with low-water use plants, 
it is anticipated that the demand required for reused water would not be met. EIR Sections 5.9 Hydrology and 
Water Quality and 5.15 Utilities include analyses with the assumption that water on the project site would not be 
recycled. The EIR concluded that the project would have less-than-significant impacts to hydrology and water 
quality as well as utility and service systems, with the implementation of identified mitigation measures. 
Therefore, no changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

NCSA-17 The commenter requests that the landscaping plan be redesigned to save the four tree specimens that have 
been highlighted by the NCSA as having value to the community because of their age. Specifically, these are 
identified by the commenter as two old-growth Sugarbush, one old-growth Toyon, one California Buckeye.  
Appendix N has been added to the Final EIR which provides the tree inventory completed by the design team 
for the project. The location of the trees identified by the commenter can be found in this appendix, which 
includes tree locations and species identification. The exact trees to be removed through implementation of the 
project have not yet been determined. The County will prioritize the protection of these trees and will avoid their 
removal if feasible while also meeting the budgetary and design needs for the project. Retention of these trees 
may not be possible due to several issues related to feasibility of retention. These include the excavation 
requirements for construction of the building and the relative proximity of the trees to the new building location, 
planned park accessibility improvements, and fire access requirements.  
The County will continue to refine the designs as the project develops to account for the most protections 
possible for native and community resources. This may include protection on individual tree species noted as 
important to the community and/or increases in replacement ratios for trees that are particularly valued by the 
community. However, because the property is not regulated by the City of Los Angeles, the replacement ratios 
set by the City of Los Angeles is not required to be met. Los Angeles County does not require any replacement 
ratios other than for protected oak trees. If the removal of oak trees cannot be avoided, Mitigation Measures 
BIO/mm-6.1 and 6.2 provide for the replacement of oaks at a 2:1 ratio for each tree impacted. The County and 
the project design team will continue to refine the designs as the project develops to account for the most 
protections possible for native resources. This may include possible voluntary increases in replacement ratios. 
However, a specific replacement ratio is not required beyond the requirements specified in Mitigation Measure 
BIO/mm-6.1.  
The environmental analysis regarding vegetation and local tree impacts that is contained in Section 5.3 of the 
EIR is an accurate assessment of the potential for significant environmental impacts regarding tree and 
vegetation removal. Refer to MR-2, Impacts to Native and Mature Trees. No changes to the EIR were 
determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

NCSA-18 The commenter opines that a superior plan would have been to design around the California Bay Laurel and 
several mature Torrey Pines.  
Refer to MR-2, Impacts to Native and Mature Trees, and response to comment NCSA-17. No changes to the 
EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

NCSA-19 The commenter reiterates their opinion that the four trees listed in comment NCSA-17 be saved.  
Refer to MR-2, Impacts to Native and Mature Trees, and response to comment NCSA-17. No changes to the 
EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

NCSA-20 The commenter indicates that the City of Los Angeles Ordinance 186873 should be followed, which would 
result in different replacement ratios than what is being proposed or required for the project.  
Wherever possible, the County will provide for higher replacement ratios than what is required by the regulatory 
requirements that apply to the project. However, the requirements set by the City of Los Angeles do not apply 
to the project, as the property is subject only to the regulatory requirements of the County of Los Angeles. The 
County and the project design team will continue to refine the designs as the project develops to account for 
the most protections possible for native resources. This may include possible voluntary increases in 
replacement ratios. However, the requirements identified in the EIR are not required to be revised as they are 
consistent with the regulatory requirements that apply to the project and what is necessary to reduce impacts to 
mature trees to less than significant. These measures are included in the EIR as Mitigation Measures BIO/mm-
5.2, BIO/mm-6.1, and BIO/mm-6.2. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this 
comment. 
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NCSA-21 The commentor references several tree species that they indicate should be protected. 
Refer to MR-2, Impacts to Native and Mature Trees, and response to comment NCSA-20. No changes to the 
EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

NCSA-22 The commenter indicates that the project site is noteworthy for having many identified tree species in a 
relatively small area and consequently serves as a valuable education tool. Further, the commenter indicates 
that Section 3.4.7.1 of the DEIR estimates that 135 to 180 trees (including many non-native trees) in the 
existing site would be removed, assuming the calculation that an additional 10% would be relocated. 
After receiving comments on the Draft EIR, the County considered the comments made by the commenting 
entities, including NCSA, and refined the design of the improvements proposed at the La Brea Tar Pits site, 
including the landscaping plan and what features could be retained and/or protected and to what degree. As a 
result, the County will be recommending approval Refined Alternative 3. Refinements to the landscaping plan 
are continuing to be considered by the County as the design evolves; the specific trees to be removed has not 
been finalized. Refer to MR-1, Preferred Alternative for more information regarding the additional information 
provided by the updated designs and Refined Alternative 3. 
The County agrees that the site is noteworthy for having all these species in a walkable and accessible park 
setting. The County will prioritize the protection of important trees and will avoid their removal if feasible while 
also meeting the budgetary and design needs for the project. However, retention of specific trees may not be 
possible due to several issues related to feasibility of retention. These include the excavation requirements for 
construction of the building and the relative proximity of the trees to the new building location, planned park 
accessibility improvements, and fire access requirements. The County will continue to refine the designs as the 
project develops to account for the most protections possible for native and community resources. It should 
also be noted that the project would result in an increase in the number of native trees at the project site. These 
native trees are more resilient and likely to survive and thrive over the long term as they are uniquely adapted 
to the local southern California climate. Refer to MR-2, Impacts to Native and Mature Trees. No changes to 
the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

NCSA-23 The commenter expresses that any removal of Nevin’s Barberry should be replanted with a 4:1 replacement 
ratio.  
There are two Nevin's Barberry on site located in the Pleistocene Garden, which are proposed to be removed 
to accommodate grade changes for building and park improvements and the addition of a fire lane. However, 
this species can be included in the plant palette and incorporated into the design where appropriate. The 
requirements set by the City of Los Angeles do not apply to the project, as the property is subject only to the 
regulatory requirements of the County of Los Angeles. Los Angeles County does not require any replacement 
ratios other than for protected oak trees. If the removal of oak trees cannot be avoided, Mitigation Measures 
BIO/mm-6.1 and 6.2 provide for the replacement of oaks at a 2:1 ratio for each tree impacted. The County and 
the project design team will continue to refine the designs as the project develops to account for the most 
protections possible for native resources. This may include possible voluntary increases in replacement ratios. 
However, a specific replacement ratio is not required beyond the requirements specified in Mitigation Measure 
BIO/mm-6.1.  
The environmental analysis regarding vegetation and local tree impacts that is contained in Section 5.3 of the 
EIR is an accurate assessment of the potential for significant environmental impacts regarding vegetation 
removal. Refer to MR-3, Use of Native Plants and Vegetation. No changes to the EIR were determined to be 
necessary in response to this comment. 

NCSA-24 The commenter requests that all new plantings be native species, with a special preference for species found in 
the tar pits fossil records, as the park was originally envisioned to exclusively feature native plants.  
While this is not a comment specifically on the project’s environmental impacts as contained in the Draft EIR 
analysis, it should be noted that native species are prioritized in the plant palette and incorporated into the 
design where appropriate. The plant palette was developed based on the native vegetation of the Los Angeles 
Basin and was informed by research gathered from the La Brea Tar Pits fossil record. The County and the 
project design team will continue to refine the designs as the project develops to account for the most 
protections possible for native resources. Refer to MR-3, Use of Native Plants and Vegetation. No changes 
to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

NCSA-25 The commenter states that it is critical that native plants are incorporated in the project's design as Los Angeles 
is currently experiencing a biodiversity crisis. 
As discussed in Response NCSA-24, native plants have been prioritized in the plant palette, and specifically 
highlight plants which are present in Tar Pits fossil record. Furthermore, it should be noted that the plant palette 
also contains considerations for historical floral communities and pollinator resources. The County and the 
project design team will continue to refine the designs as the project develops to account for the most 
protections possible for native resources. Refer to MR-3, Use of Native Plants and Vegetation. No changes 
to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

NCSA-26 The commenter emphasizes that the project site has unparalleled importance as an education tool for climate 
change and biodiversity, but only if the landscaping design utilizes those native plant species. The commenter 
also expresses a concern that the final landscaping plans may differ from the proposed plant palettes, which 
primarily feature native plants. 
Refer to MR-3, Use of Native Plants and Vegetation, and Responses NCSA-24 and NCSA-25. The plant 
palettes included in Chapter 3 of the EIR are the palettes that were provided by the County and the design 
team, and they are continuing to be used as a guide for the detailed landscaping design plans. As previously 
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noted, native plants are prioritized in the plant palette and considerations for historical floral communities and 
pollinator resources are being incorporated in the project’s landscaping design plans. Refinements to the 
landscaping plan are continuing to be considered by the County as the design evolves. No changes to the EIR 
were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

NCSA-27 The commenter notes that they were provided information that new landscape installations would include 90 to 
95% natives.  
As the design process develops, the exact percentage of natives to be installed will be finalized. California 
native plants and trees have been prioritized in the project’s landscaping plan. However, for practical reasons a 
limited quantity of adapted species that are not native would be included in some areas of the site. It is correct 
that the estimates excluded the open lawn areas. However, this comment does not change the findings or 
conclusions in the Draft EIR; no revisions to the EIR are necessary because of this comment. Refer to MR-3, 
Use of Native Plants and Vegetation. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to 
this comment. 

NCSA-28 The commenter closes the letter and states that the NCSA hopes to serve as an advisor to the project as it 
moves forward.  
The County appreciates the input that NCSA has provided on the project to-date and it is being considered 
throughout the design process. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this 
comment. 
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PLBIRG-1 The comment serves as an introduction to the comment letter and the Park La Brea Impacted Residents Group 
(PLBIRG). The introduction to the letter indicates that the organization is pleased, overall, with the plans to 
update and enhance the site. However, the PLBIRG has concerns regarding safe pedestrian accessibility, which 
are further expanded upon in the remainder of the letter. 
The County would like to thank the commenter for participating in the public review process of the Draft EIR. A 
copy of this comment letter will be included in the Final EIR, which will be provided to the Board of Supervisors 
for review when the project is considered for approval. This comment is introductory in nature and does not 
provide a specific concern with the environmental analysis contained in the EIR, so no response is provided. 
Responses to specific concerns raised later in the letter are provided below.  

PLBIRG-2 The commenter describes a rendering that shows that the project maintains the current pedestrian entrance 
along Curson Avenue.  
This comment is consistent with the information presented in the EIR; no additional response is necessary, and 
no changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

PLBIRG-3 The commenter indicates that there are high volumes of pedestrians crossing along Curson Avenue at the 
midblock location between 6th Street and Wilshire Boulevard. The commenter provides further input indicating 
that they believe the project would encourage more pedestrians to cross at midblock because of an increase in 
visitor volume.  
The EIR considers environmental impacts based on thresholds established consistent with Appendix G of the 
State CEQA Guidelines. Specifically, the most relevant thresholds are outlined in the EIR in Section 5.13.3, 
Transportation, Thresholds of Significance. Consistent with this analysis methodology, a potentially significant 
transportation impact could occur if one of the following criteria were to be met:  

• The project would cause a conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation 
system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 

• The project would substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves 
or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment). 

Proposed changes to the circulation system resulting from the project would not cause the hazards that the 
commenter believes currently exist. While the proposed project would likely increase the number of people who 
visit the site each day, there is no evidence that this would directly lead to an increase of pedestrians choosing to 
cross Curson Avenue at the midblock section rather than at an existing crosswalk facility. Overall, the improved 
circulation system proposed by the project would encourage visitors to enter and exit the site in proper locations 
located immediately near existing crosswalk facilities. The renovated Wilshire Avenue and 6th Street gateway 
entrances would encourage visitors to use the existing crosswalk facilities at the southeast and northwest 
corners of the site. Specifically, the improved visibility of the renovated Wilshire gateway entrance would likely 
decrease the number of visitors accessing the site from Curson Avenue. The project also proposes a new school 
drop-off area immediately in front of the Curson Avenue entrance. This drop-off area would further discourage 
pedestrians from attempting to access the site through the Curson Avenue entrance and would potentially 
disrupt illegal pedestrian crossings. Additionally, the existing Page Museum entrance would be primarily used as 
an educational group and tour entrance, which would be connected to the new school drop-off area on South 
Curson Avenue. This is expected to discourage visitors from exiting the site using the Curson Avenue entrance, 
and therefore would further reduce the potential for illegal pedestrian crossings on Curson Avenue. As such, the 
combination of the renovated gateway entrances and the proposed school drop-off zone would discourage any 
new visitors generated by the project from attempting to enter the project site by illegally crossing Curson 
Avenue. For this reason, no changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

PLBIRG-4 The commenter indicates that the existing Curson Avenue midblock pedestrian condition should be addressed 
because the commenter views it as a hazardous condition.  
Refer to response to comment PLBIRG-3. The suggestion for a midblock pedestrian crossing at the pedestrian 
entrance along Curson Avenue was considered by the County. This type of crossing could conflict with bus 
loading curb space on the west side of Curson Avenue. As well, the curvature of the road along Curson Avenue 
north of Wilshire Boulevard and south of the pedestrian entrance may pose a potential northbound vehicle site 
distance issue as this location is very close to the merging area north of Wilshire Boulevard where two streams 
of northbound vehicles merge. Driveways and utilities also act as a barrier to placement of a safe crossing facility 
in this location. Additionally, placement of a pedestrian crossing further north along Curson Avenue may also be 
infeasible because a crossing in this location would conflict with bus loading curb space on the west side of 
Curson Avenue and the presence of driveways and utilities would also be problematic to designing a safe 
crossing facility in this location.  
The City of Los Angeles could choose to examine this concern more closely, which the County would support. 
The environmental analysis contained in Section 5.13 of the EIR is an accurate assessment of the potential for 
significant environmental impacts regarding transportation and hazardous intersection. Implementation of the 
project would not change the existing conditions of the Curson Avenue midblock crossing; therefore, the project 
would not cause a transportation impact related to hazardous conditions for pedestrians. No changes to the EIR 
were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 
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PLBIRG-5 This comment provides an observation of midblock pedestrian crossing volumes and an assertion that the 
observed volumes exceed LADOT standards for installing a pedestrian improvement.  
See responses to comments PLBIRG-3 and PLBIRG-4. In addition, it should be noted that the midblock location 
in question does not exhibit a history of accidents involving pedestrians and vehicles. According to the 
Transportation Injury Mapping System (TIMS), which is a database of California crash data, there was one 
midblock pedestrian crash for the 10-year period between 2013 and 2022. The crash occurred 110 feet south of 
the intersection with 6th Street, north of the location being referenced in this comment letter. In addition, this 
segment is not included as part of the City’s high injury network, which is the focus of LADOT’s comprehensive 
safety improvements where the highest concentration of traffic deaths and severe injury crashes occur. Refer to 
response to comments PLBIRG-4. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this 
comment. 

PLBIRG-6 This comment asserts that there are significant pedestrian crossing volumes at the midblock location along 
Curson Avenue, and that the EIR should include analysis of the pedestrian crossing at this location.  
See responses to comments PLBIRG-3, PLBIRG-4, and PLBIRG-5. Implementation of the project would not 
change the existing conditions of the Curson Avenue midblock crossing; therefore, the project would not cause a 
transportation impact related to hazardous conditions for pedestrians. Further, a midblock pedestrian crossing at 
the location proposed by the commenter is likely not feasible (response to comment PLBIRG-4). Also, the 
location in question does not exhibit a history of documented pedestrian-related accidents (response to comment 
PLBIRG-5). No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

PLBIRG-7 The commenter provides additional information regarding their observations of pedestrians crossing Curson 
Avenue at midblock.  
See responses to comments PLBIRG-3, PLBIRG-4, and PLBIRG-5. Implementation of the project would not 
change the existing conditions of the Curson Avenue midblock crossing; therefore, the project would not cause a 
transportation impact related to hazardous conditions for pedestrians. Further, a midblock pedestrian crossing at 
the location proposed by the commenter is likely not feasible (response to comment PLBIRG-4). Also, the 
location in question does not exhibit a history of documented pedestrian-related accidents (response to comment 
PLBIRG-5). No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

PLBIRG-8 The commenter acknowledges that crosswalks on adjacent streets are under the jurisdiction of the City of Los 
Angeles. However, the commenter further expresses that PLBIRG believes that the Natural History Museum 
should recognize that they are putting the public in harm’s way because PLBIRG believes that a hazardous 
condition exists for pedestrians crossing Curson Avenue at midblock.  
See responses to comments PLBIRG-3, PLBIRG-4, and PLBIRG-5. Implementation of the project would not 
change the existing conditions of the Curson Avenue midblock crossing; therefore, the project would not cause a 
transportation impact related to hazardous conditions for pedestrians. Further, a midblock pedestrian crossing at 
the location proposed by the commenter is likely not feasible (response to comment PLBIRG-4). Also, the 
location in question does not exhibit a history of documented pedestrian-related accidents (response to comment 
PLBIRG-5). No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

PLBIRG-9 The commenter recounts an experience where LACMA coordinated with the City of Los Angeles to install a 
crossing along 6th Street which was requested due to a pedestrian fatality.  
See responses to comments PLBIRG-3, PLBIRG-4, and PLBIRG-5. Implementation of the project would not 
change the existing conditions of the Curson Avenue midblock crossing; therefore, the project would not cause a 
transportation impact related to hazardous conditions for pedestrians. Further, a midblock pedestrian crossing at 
the location proposed by the commenter is likely not feasible (response to comment PLBIRG-4). Also, the 
location in question does not exhibit a history of documented pedestrian-related accidents (response to comment 
PLBIRG-5). No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

PLBIRG-10 The commenter concludes the letter by indicating again that there is an existing hazard to pedestrians crossing 
at midblock on Curson Avenue and requests the implementation of improvements.  
See responses to comments PLBIRG-3, PLBIRG-4, and PLBIRG-5. Implementation of the project would not 
change the existing conditions of the Curson Avenue midblock crossing; therefore, the project would not cause a 
transportation impact related to hazardous conditions for pedestrians. Further, a midblock pedestrian crossing at 
the location proposed by the commenter is likely not feasible (response to comment PLBIRG-4). As well, the 
location in question does not exhibit a history of documented pedestrian crashes (response to comment 
PLBIRG-5). No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 
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