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2.4 PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

The following members of the public have submitted comments on the Draft EIR. 

Table 2.4-1. Public Comment Documents Received 

Respondent Code Page 

Natalia Bell 
Comment card received: September 30, 2023 

NB 2.4-3 

Jonathan Bennett 
Comment card received: September 30, 2023 

JB 2.4-5 

Hannah Flynn 
Comment card received: September 30, 2023 

HF 2.4-9 

Robert Flynn 
Comment card received: September 30, 2023 

RF 2.4-12 

Kevin Glynn 
Comment card received: September 30, 2023 

KG 2.4-14 

Cheryl Harrison 
Comment card received: September 30, 2023 

CH 2.4-16 

David Seidel 
Comment card received: September 30, 2023 

DS 2.4-18 

Alexander Wikstrom 
Comment card received: September 30, 2023 

AW 2.4-20 

Jodi Dybala 
Letter dated: October 1, 2023 

JD 2.4-22 

Michelle Pesce 
Letter dated: October 2, 2023 

MP 2.4-24 

Will Tentindo 
Letter dated: October 2, 2023 

WT 2.4-26 

Miriyam Glazer 
Letter dated: October 5, 2023 

MG 2.4-29 

Marcia Lansford 
Letter dated: October 5, 2023 

ML 2.4-31 

Deatra Yatman 
Letter dated: October 9, 2023 

DY 2.4-33 

Lucy Bradley 
Letter dated: October 10, 2023 

LB 2.4-35 

Celine Burk 
Letter dated: October 10, 2023 

CB 2.4-37 

McCall Jones 
Letter dated: October 10, 2023 

MCJ 2.4-39 

Hadas Laureano 
Letter dated: October 10, 2023 

HL 2.4-41 

Elwarder Silas 
Letter dated: October 10, 2023 

ES 2.4-43 

Angela Bradshaw 
Letter dated: October 11, 2023 

AB 2.4-45 

Nancy Schwartz 
Letter dated: October 11, 2023 

NS 2.4-47 

Paula Waxman 
Letter dated: October 11, 2023 

PW 2.4-49 
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Respondent Code Page 

Sandra Dashiel 
Letter dated: October 25, 2023 

SD 2.4-51 

Joanne D’Antonio 
Letter dated: October 26, 2023 

JDA 2.4-55 

Marianne King 
Letter dated: October 26, 2023 

MK 2.4-63 

Ann Rubin 
Letter dated: October 26, 2023 

AR 2.4-74 

Lois DeArmond 
Letter dated: October 27, 2023 

LDA 2.4-78 
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2.4.1 Natalia Bell 
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2.4.1.1 Response to Letter from Natalia Bell 

Comment No. Response 

NB-1 The commenter requests that the green space present on the project site be maintained, and states that it 
should remain accessible during project construction.  
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. 
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 of 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. While closure of portions of the park will be 
required in order to implement the park improvements while protecting the public, a construction sequencing 
plan will be developed for the purpose of maintaining public access to portions of the park throughout 
construction. 
Further, it should be noted that the vast amount of parkland provided by the 13-acre Hancock Park would 
continue to serve as a park facility with implementation of the project. The proposed Master Plan seeks to 
retain and enhance most of the valuable open space and passive park orientation of the site. Additionally, the 
County will be recommending approval of Refined Alternative 3 of the Master Plan. This variation would adjust 
the footprint of the project to reduce the new museum building’s contact with the Page Museum and would 
expand the size of the Central Green. See MR-1, Preferred Alternative, for further information regarding the 
County’s preferred alternative. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this 
comment. 

NB-2 The commenter requests that native plants be used in the project’s design. 
While this is not a comment specifically on the analysis contained in the EIR, it should be noted that native 
species are prioritized in the plant palette and have been incorporated into the project 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 environmental analysis 
contained in EIR Section 5.3, Biological Resources, is an accurate assessment of the environmental impacts 
regarding vegetation removal. Furthermore, any visual impacts related to vegetation removal is appropriately 
discussed within EIR Section 5.1, Aesthetics, which concluded a less than significant impact. See MR-3, Use 
of Native Plants and Vegetation, for further information. No changes to the EIR were determined to be 
necessary in response to this comment. 
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2.4.2 Jonathan Bennett 
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2.4.2.1 Response to Letter from Jonathan Bennett 

Comment No. Response 

JB-1 The commenter requests that Hancock Park remain a usable park destination for local residents. 
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. 
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 of 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.  
Further, it should be noted that the vast amount of parkland provided by the 13-acre Hancock Park would 
continue to serve as a park facility with implementation of the project. The proposed Master Plan seeks to 
retain and enhance most of the valuable open space and passive park orientation of the site. Additionally, the 
County will be recommending approval of Refined Alternative 3 of the Master Plan. This variation adjusts the 
footprint of the project to reduce the new museum building’s contact with the Page Museum and will expand 
the size of the Central Green. See MR-1, Preferred Alternative, for further information regarding the County’s 
preferred alternative. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

JB-2 The commenter states that the mature trees present on the project site should not be removed.  
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. 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, 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. In addition, retention of some 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. 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.  
The proposed removal of trees at the La Brea Tar Pits site is not considered a significant impact on the 
environment. The environmental analysis 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. 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, for further information. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to 
this comment. 

JB-3 The comment requests retention of the Ginkgo tree in the atrium of the Page Museum.  
The Gingko biloba tree proposed to be removed is not native to North America; this type of tree did not grow 
here in the Pleistocene (Ice Age). Similarly, most of the plants currently in the atrium are exotic species that 
are representative of much older geologic periods. The addition of plant species that are more representative 
of the Pleistocene in the atrium would be supportive of the project’s education objectives and would aid in 
public understanding of the Pleistocene period. 
It should be noted that the County will be recommending approval of Refined Alternative 3 of the Master Plan. 
Refined Alternative 3 would include the renovation of the Page Museum within the existing building footprint, 
similar to the project, but would incorporate a series of design refinements to reduce impacts on certain 
primary character-defining features of the Page Museum. One of these refinements is keeping the atrium 
open and as a garden. The atrium would continue to have an open feel and include significant vegetation. 
Native vegetation would be prioritized. Relocation of the Gingko tree is not feasible due to its size. 
See MR-1, Preferred Alternative, for further information regarding the County’s preferred alternative.  
As discussed in response to comment JB-2, the County is prioritizing the protection of as many trees as 
possible, while also meeting the budgetary and design needs for the project. However, many trees would not 
be able to be retained due to feasibility of retention. Also, some trees will be removed because they are not 
consistent with the educational objectives of the project. As discussed above, the new plantings in the atrium 
would be more representative of the species present during Pleistocene period in North America. The County 
would prefer to existing Gingko specimen as Gingko biloba is not native to North America, nor was it present 
in the region during the Pleistocene period. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in 
response to this comment. 
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Comment No. Response 

JB-4 The commenter expresses an appreciation for the opportunity to comment. This is not a comment on the 
analysis contained in the EIR; therefore, a response is not required and no changes to the EIR were 
determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 
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2.4.3 Hannah Flynn 
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2.4.3.1 Response to Letter from Hannah Flynn 

Comment No. Response 

HF-1 The commenter lists features of the project that they approve of, including the outdoor classroom, the Tar Bar, 
and the redesigned front entrance.  
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 analysis 
contained in the EIR; therefore, a response is not required and no changes to the EIR were determined to be 
necessary in response to this comment.  

HF-2 The commenter expresses concern with the potential for the project to reduce the recreational capacity and 
accessibility of the hill to the west of the Page Museum. 
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 of 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. 
Further, it should be noted that the vast amount of parkland provided by the 13-acre Hancock Park would 
continue to serve as a park facility with implementation of the project. The proposed Master Plan seeks to 
retain and enhance most of the valuable open space and passive park orientation of the site. Additionally, the 
County will be recommending approval of Refined Alternative 3 of the Master Plan. This variation adjusts the 
footprint of the project to reduce the new museum building’s contact with the Page Museum and also expands 
size the Central Green. See MR-1, Preferred Alternative, for further information regarding the County’s 
preferred alternative. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

HF-3 The comment expresses concern regarding the proposed removal of existing trees on the project site. 
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. 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, 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. In addition, retention of some 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. 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.  
The proposed removal of trees at the La Brea Tar Pits site is not considered a significant impact on the 
environment. The environmental analysis 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. 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, for further information. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to 
this comment. 

HF-4 The comment expresses concern regarding the proposed removal of existing native shrubs on the project site. 
It should be noted that native species are prioritized in the plant palette and have been incorporated into the 
project 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. While removal 
of native vegetation can be significant, depending on the context, the proposed removal of existing native 
vegetation at the La Brea Tar Pits site is not a significant impact on the environment. The environmental 
analysis contained in EIR Section 5.3, Biological Resources, is an accurate assessment of the potential for 
significant environmental impacts regarding native vegetation removal. Furthermore, any visual impacts 
related to tree removal is appropriately discussed within EIR Section 5.1, Aesthetics. See MR-3, Use of 
Native Plants and Vegetation, for further information. No changes to the EIR were determined to be 
necessary in response to this comment. 
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2.4.4 Robert Flynn 
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2.4.4.1 Response to Letter from Robert Flynn 

Comment No. Response 

RF-1 The commenter lists features of the project that they approve of, including the Tar Bar and the redesigned 
front entrance.  
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 analysis 
contained in the EIR; therefore, a response is not required and no changes to the EIR were determined to be 
necessary in response to this comment.  

RF-2 The commenter expresses their concern regarding the proposed seating next to the tar pits, as the odors from 
the pits may make the seating unenjoyable. 
The odors emitted from the tar pits are an existing condition of the project site. As described in EIR Section 
5.2, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas, implementation of the proposed project would not result in a significant 
impact related to the generation of adverse odors. Furthermore, the project would not exacerbate any existing 
issues associated with the odor generation of the site. However, the County will take this comment under 
advisement. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

RF-3 The comment expressed a concern regarding the reduction of usable open space in Hancock Park. 
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 of 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. 
Further, it should be noted that the vast amount of parkland provided by the 13-acre Hancock Park would 
continue to serve as a park facility with implementation of the project. The project seeks to retain and enhance 
most of the valuable open space and passive park orientation of the site. Additionally, it is worth noting that 
the County will be recommending approval of Refined Alternative 3 of the Master Plan. This variation adjusts 
the footprint of the project to reduce the new museum building’s contact with the Page Museum and expands 
the size of the Central Green. See MR-1, Preferred Alternative, for further information. No changes to the 
EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment.  
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2.4.5 Kevin Glynn 
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2.4.5.1 Response to Letter from Kevin Glynn 

Comment No. Response 

KG-1 The commenter requests that a dog park be incorporated into the project design.  
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. As described in Chapter 3, Project 
Description, a dog park is identified as a possible use considered by the Master Plan and the analysis 
contained in the EIR (see pages 3-8 and 3-13 in Volume II of the Final EIR). The County can approve this use 
at the project site, consistent with the concept identified in the EIR. No changes to the EIR were determined to 
be necessary in response to this comment.  
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2.4.6 Cheryl Harrison 
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2.4.6.1 Response to Letter from Cheryl Harrison 

Comment No. Response 

CH-1 The commenter expresses support of the proposed project.  
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 analysis contained in the 
EIR; therefore, a response is not required and no changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in 
response to this comment.  
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2.4.7 David Seidel 
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2.4.7.1 Response to Letter from David Seidel 

Comment No. Response 

DS-1 The commenter expresses a concern over the lack of analysis regarding the potential vandalism of the 
proposed project after completion. The commenter goes on to state that surfaces vulnerable to graffiti should 
be protected by landscaping or other barriers. 

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. The potential for vandalism will be 
addressed through material selection and the use of protective coatings such as anti-graffiti coatings or 
scratch-resistant films supported by the use of security cameras. The anticipated increase in park visitors will 
also help to further reduce the opportunities for vandalism. 

Currently, the park is lit for security and safety considerations and closes at 10 pm. The project does not 
propose to change these security protocols. Consistent with the California Supreme Court’s decision in 
California Building Industry Association v Bay Area Air Quality Management District (S213478, December 
17, 2015), CEQA generally does not require that public agencies analyze the impact existing conditions 
might have on a project. Further, vandalism is generally not considered an environmental consideration in a 
CEQA analysis. For these reasons, the EIR does not consider potential vandalism of future uses. No 
changes to the environmental evaluation contained EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this 
comment. 
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2.4.8 Alexander Wikstrom 
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2.4.8.1 Response to Letter from Alexander Wikstrom 

Comment No. Response 

AW-1 The commenter lists features of the project that they approve of, including the Tar Bar and the redesigned pit 
viewing areas.  
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 analysis 
contained in the EIR; therefore, a response is not required and no changes to the EIR were determined to be 
necessary in response to this comment.  

AW-2 The commenter expresses their concern regarding the proposed seating next to the tar pits, as the odors from 
the pits may make the seating unenjoyable. 
The odors emitted from the tar pits are an existing condition of the project site. As described in EIR Section 
5.2, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas, implementation of the proposed project would not result in a significant 
impact related to the generation of adverse odors. Furthermore, the project would not exacerbate any issues 
associated with the existing odor generation of the site. While the odors emitted from the tar pits may be 
unpleasant to some, they are a fundamental aspect of the unique conditions of the project site. However, the 
County will take this comment under consideration as these points may be relevant for consideration in the 
project approval process. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this 
comment. 

AW-3 The commenter expresses concern regarding accessibility of the hill to the west of the Page Museum. 
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. 
Further, it should be noted that the vast amount of parkland provided by the 13-acre Hancock Park would 
continue to serve as a park facility with implementation of the project. The proposed Master Plan seeks to 
retain and enhance most of the valuable open space and passive park orientation of the site. Additionally, the 
County will be recommending approval of Refined Alternative 3 of the Master Plan. This variation adjusts the 
footprint of the project to reduce the new museum building’s contact with the Page Museum and expands the 
size of the Central Green.  
See MR-1, Preferred Alternative, for further information regarding the County’s preferred alternative. No 
changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

AW-4 The commenter expresses concern over the loss of the garden within the Page Museum Atrium. 
The County will be recommending approval of Refined Alternative 3 of the Master Plan. Refined Alternative 3 
would include the renovation of the Page Museum within the existing building footprint, similar to the project, 
but would incorporate a series of design refinements to reduce impacts on certain primary character-defining 
features of the Page Museum. One of these refinements is to retain the atrium of the Page Museum as a 
garden. It would continue to have an open feel and include significant vegetation.  
See MR-1, Preferred Alternative, for further information regarding the County’s preferred alternative. No 
changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment.  
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2.4.9 Jodi Dybala 
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2.4.9.1 Response to Letter from Jodi Dybala 

Comment No. Response 

JD-1 The commenter expresses concern regarding the proposed removal of existing trees on the project site and 
emphasizes the benefits provided by mature trees such as shade and carbon sequestration. 
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. 
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. 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, 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. In addition, retention of some 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. 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.  
The proposed removal of trees at the La Brea Tar Pits site is not considered a significant impact on the 
environment. The environmental analysis 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. 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, for further information. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to 
this comment. 

JD-2 The commenter states that the removal of trees on the La Brea Tar Pits site would result in the release of 
carbon into the atmosphere. 
Refer to response to comments JD-1 above. The comment is correct that mature trees are important for their 
carbon sequestering abilities. However, the project proposes to replace the removed trees with new trees 
which would eventually mature and sequester carbon as the removed trees did before. Therefore, potential 
release of carbon upon removal of existing trees would be compensated for by the planting of new trees. 
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. As discuss above, the proposed removal of trees at the La Brea Tar Pits site is not 
considered a significant impact on the environment. Further, 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 changes to the 
EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

JD-3 The commenter provides a quote from the “About Us” section of the Natural History Museum website. 
This is not a comment on the analysis contained in the EIR; therefore, a response is not required and no 
changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 
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2.4.10 Michelle Pesce 
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2.4.10.1 Response to Letter from Michelle Pesce 

Comment No. Response 

MP-1 The commenter expresses concern regarding the proposed removal of existing trees on the project site. 
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. 
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. 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, 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. In addition, retention of some 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. 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.  
The proposed removal of trees at the La Brea Tar Pits site is not considered a significant impact on the 
environment. The environmental analysis 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. 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, for further information. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to 
this comment.  
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2.4.11 Will Tentindo 
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2.4.11.1 Response to Letter from Will Tentindo 

Comment No. Response 

WT-1 The commenter states their personal stake in the project and their overall support of the proposed 
improvements to 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 analysis 
contained in the EIR; therefore, a response is not required and no changes to the EIR were determined to be 
necessary in response to this comment.  

WT-2 The commenter requests that shade producing trees should be retained as much as possible to provide relief 
for visitors during days with high temperatures.  
The County is prioritizing the protection of as many trees as possible, particularly important trees such as 
those which are shade-producing, 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 proposed removal of trees at the La Brea Tar Pits site is not considered a significant impact on the 
environment. The environmental analysis contained in EIR Section 5.3, Biological Resources, is an accurate 
assessment of the potential for significant environmental impacts regarding tree and vegetation removal. 
Visual impacts related to tree removal is also appropriately addressed within Section 5.1, Aesthetics. 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, for 
further information. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment.  

WT-3 The commenter states that they are highly supportive of the retention of the Lake Pit Columbian mammoth 
statues.  
This is not a comment on the analysis contained in the EIR; therefore, a response is not required and no 
changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. However, it should be 
noted that the Lake pit statues will be retained, although they may need to be removed and reinstalled in order 
to implement the improvements surrounding their location. 

WT-4 The commenter shares the opinion that the central atrium is an integral facet of the Page Museum and 
requests that project Alternative 2 should be adopted. 
The County will be recommending approval of Refined Alternative 3 of the Master Plan. Refined Alternative 3 
would include the renovation of the Page Museum within the existing building footprint, similar to the project, 
but would incorporate a series of design refinements to reduce impacts on certain primary character-defining 
features of the Page Museum. One of these refinements is to retain the atrium of the Page Museum would 
remain as an atrium garden. It would continue to have an open feel and include significant vegetation.  
See MR-1, Preferred Alternative, for further information regarding the County’s preferred alternative. No 
changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

WT-5 The commenter requests that the additional square footage being added to the Page Museum should be 
taken from the parking lot rather than from the open park space.  
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. 
Further, it should be noted that the vast amount of parkland provided by the 13-acre Hancock Park would 
continue to serve as a park facility with implementation of the project. The proposed Master Plan seeks to 
retain and enhance most of the valuable open space and passive park orientation of the site. Additionally, the 
County will be recommending approval of Refined Alternative 3 of the Master Plan. This variation adjusts the 
footprint of the project to reduce the new museum building’s contact with the Page Museum and will expand 
the size of the Central Green. See MR-1, Preferred Alternative, for further information regarding the County’s 
preferred alternative. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 
 

WT-6 The commenter expressed their support of the “Tar Bar.”  
This is not a comment on the analysis contained in the EIR; therefore, a response is not required and no 
changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment.  
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Comment No. Response 

WT-7 The commenter requests that the sand surrounding the “Levitated Mass” be replaced with grass to increase 
the recreational functionality of the park. 
The “Levitated Mass” is managed by the Los Angeles County Museum of Art and is not within the project 
boundaries of the proposed project. This is not a comment on the analysis contained in the EIR; therefore, a 
response is not required, and no changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this 
comment. 

WT-8 The commenter again states their overall support of the project, and requests that the park remain accessible 
during construction.  
Refer to response to comments WT-5 above. While closure of portions of the park will be required in order to 
implement the park improvements while protecting the public, a construction sequencing plan will be 
developed for the purpose of maintaining public access to portions of the park throughout construction. No 
changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 
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2.4.12 Miriyam Glazer 
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2.4.12.1 Response to Letter from Miriyam Glazer 

Comment No. Response 

MG-1 The commenter expresses concern regarding the proposed removal of existing trees on the project site. 
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. 
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. 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, 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. In addition, retention of some 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. 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.   
The proposed removal of trees at the La Brea Tar Pits site is not considered a significant impact on the 
environment. The environmental analysis 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. 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, for further information. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to 
this comment.  
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2.4.13 Marcia Lansford 
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2.4.13.1 Response to Letter from Marcia Lansford 

Comment No. Response 

ML-1 The commenter expresses concern regarding the proposed removal of existing trees on the project site. 
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. 
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. 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, 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. In addition, retention of some 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. 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.  
The proposed removal of trees at the La Brea Tar Pits site is not considered a significant impact on the 
environment. The environmental analysis 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. 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, for further information. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to 
this comment.  

ML-2 The commenter expresses their support of the additional lab space and the Tar Bar.  
This is not a comment on the analysis contained in the EIR; therefore, a response is not necessary, and no 
changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment.  

ML-3 The comment questions the need for covered pavilions and the addition of more parking, and generally 
disapproves of the park being upgraded. 
The County will be recommending approval of Refined Alternative 3 of the Master Plan. Refined Alternative 3 
would reconfigure the on-site surface parking to complement the adjusted building footprint and would add a 
new entrance to the lot. However, the project does not propose an increase in the on-site parking supply; the 
anticipated increase in visitors is anticipated to be accommodated by shared parking structures in the project 
vicinity. In addition, as part of Mitigation Measure TRA/mm-1.1, the County would be required to prepare and 
implement a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program to reduce museum employee and visitor 
vehicle trips and increase alternative modes such as walking, bicycling, public transit, and rideshare. This 
mitigation measure consists of strategies to reduce the vehicle demand of both employees and visitors to the 
site and increase walking, bicycling, and transit trips. See MR-1, Preferred Alternative, for further information 
regarding the County’s preferred alternative. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in 
response to this comment. 

ML-4 The commenter states their personal stake in the project.  
This is not a comment on the analysis contained in the EIR; therefore, a response is not necessary, and no 
changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 
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2.4.14 Deatra Yatman 
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2.4.14.1 Response to Letter from Deatra Yatman 

Comment No. Response 

DY-1 The commenter expresses concern regarding the proposed removal of existing trees on the project site. 
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. 
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. 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, 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. In addition, retention of some 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. 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..  
The proposed removal of trees at the La Brea Tar Pits site is not considered a significant impact on the 
environment. The environmental analysis 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. 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, for further information.  No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response 
to this comment.  
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2.4.15 Lucy Bradley 
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2.4.15.1 Response to Letter from Lucy Bradley 

Comment No. Response 

LB-1 The commenter expresses concern regarding the proposed removal of existing trees on the project site. 
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. 
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. 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, 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. In addition, retention of some 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. 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.  
The proposed removal of trees at the La Brea Tar Pits site is not considered a significant impact on the 
environment. The environmental analysis 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. 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, for further information.  No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response 
to this comment.  
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2.4.16 Celine Burk 
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2.4.16.1 Response to Letter from Celine Burk 

Comment No. Response 

CB-1 The commenter expresses concern regarding the proposed removal of existing trees on the project site. 
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. 
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. 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, 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. In addition, retention of some 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. 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.  
proposed removal of trees at the La Brea Tar Pits site is not considered a significant impact on the 
environment. The environmental analysis 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. 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, for further information.  No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response 
to this comment.  
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2.4.17 McCall Jones 
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2.4.17.1 Response to Letter from McCall Jones 

Comment No. Response 

MCJ-1 The commenter expresses concern regarding the proposed removal of existing trees on the project site. 
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. 
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. 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, 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. In addition, retention of some 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. 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.  
The proposed removal of trees at the La Brea Tar Pits site is not considered a significant impact on the 
environment. The environmental analysis 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. 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, for further information.  No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response 
to this comment.  
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2.4.18 Hadas Laureano 
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2.4.18.1 Response to Letter from Hadas Laureano 

Comment No. Response 

HL-1 The commenter expresses concern regarding the proposed removal of existing trees on the project site. 
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. 
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. 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, 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. In addition, retention of some 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. 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. 
While tree removal can be significant, depending on the context, the proposed removal of trees at the La Brea 
Tar Pits site is not considered a significant impact on the environment. The environmental analysis 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. 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, for further information. No changes 
to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment.  
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2.4.19 Elwarder Silas 
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2.4.19.1 Response to Letter from Elwarder Silas 

Comment No. Response 

ES-1 The commenter expresses concern regarding the proposed removal of existing trees on the project site. 
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. 
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. 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, 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. In addition, retention of some 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. 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. 
While tree removal can be significant, depending on the context, the proposed removal of trees at the La Brea 
Tar Pits site is not considered a significant impact on the environment. The environmental analysis 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. 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, for further information. No changes 
to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment.  
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2.4.20 Angela Bradshaw 
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2.4.20.1 Response to Letter from Angela Bradshaw 

Comment No. Response 

AB-1 The commenter expresses concern regarding the proposed removal of existing trees on the project site. 
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. 
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. 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, 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. In addition, retention of some 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. 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.  
While tree removal can be significant, depending on the context, the proposed removal of trees at the La Brea 
Tar Pits site is not considered a significant impact on the environment. The environmental analysis 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. 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, for further information. No changes 
to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment.  
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2.4.21.1 Response to Letter from Nancy Schwartz 

Comment No. Response 

NS-1 The commenter expresses concern regarding the proposed removal of existing trees on the project site. 
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. 
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. 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, 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. In addition, retention of some 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. 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.  
While tree removal can be significant, depending on the context, the proposed removal of trees at the La Brea 
Tar Pits site is not considered a significant impact on the environment. The environmental analysis 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. 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, for further information. No changes 
to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment.  
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2.4.22.1 Response to Letter from Paula Waxman 

Comment No. Response 

PW-1 The commenter expresses concern regarding the proposed removal of existing trees on the project site. 
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. 
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. 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, 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. In addition, retention of some 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. 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.  
While tree removal can be significant, depending on the context, the proposed removal of trees at the La Brea 
Tar Pits site is not considered a significant impact on the environment. The environmental analysis 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. 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, for further information. No changes 
to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment.  
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2.4.23.1 Response to Letter from Sandra Dashiel 

Comment No. Response 

SD-1 The commenter suggests the addition of a crosswalk in the middle Curson Ave to provide safe access to the 
park. 
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. 
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 sight-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 the placement of a safe crossing facility in this location. 
Further, the location in question does not exhibit a history of pedestrian crashes. 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. 
While the proposed project would likely increase the number of people who visit the site each day, there is no 
evidence that this would 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 is anticipated to result in a decrease in 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. 
Similar comments have been made by the Park La Brea Impacted Residents Group. Please refer to response 
to comments PLBIRG-3, PLBIRG-4, and PLBIRG-5 for similar information. The environmental analysis 
contained in EIR Section 5.13, Transportation, is an accurate assessment of the potential for significant 
environmental impacts regarding transportation and hazardous intersections. 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.  

SD-2 The commenter explains their specific concerns regarding pedestrian access to the park via Curson Avenue 
Refer to response to comments SD-1, as well as PLBIRG-3, PLBIRG-4, and PLBIRG-5. Implementation of the 
project would not change the existing conditions of the pedestrian usage at 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. Additionally, the location in question does not exhibit a history of documented pedestrian-related 
accidents. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

SD-3 The commenter provides information, including photos, of pedestrians jaywalking across Curson Avenue to 
access Hancock Park. 
Refer to response to comments SD-1, as well as 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. As well, the 
location in question does not exhibit a history of documented pedestrian-related accidents. No changes to the 
EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 
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2.4.24.1 Response to Letter from Joanne D’Antonio 

Comment No. Response 

JDA-1 The commenter states their stake in the project and raises concerns regarding the lack of a tree inventory in 
the EIR, and the number of trees to be removed by the project.  
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. 
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 conclude a project’s 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 on County of Los Angeles land. 
The exact trees to be removed through implementation of the project have not yet been determined. 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, 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. In addition, retention of some 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. 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. 
The proposed removal of trees at the La Brea Tar Pits site is not considered a significant impact on the 
environment. The environmental analysis 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. 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, for further information.  No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response 
to this comment. 

JDA-2 The commenter raises their personal observations and experiences of viewing the trees at La Brea Tar Pits 
and an article the commenter presents about Singapore’s use of trees to address their heat problem.  
Any visual impacts related to tree removal is appropriately discussed within EIR Section 5.1, Aesthetics, which 
concluded a less than significant impact.  
The comment is correct that mature trees are important for their shade-producing 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, 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. 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. 
Refer to JDA-1 and MR-2, Impacts to Native and Mature Trees. No changes to the EIR were determined to 
be necessary in response to this comment. 
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Comment No. Response 

JDA-3 This comment quotes language from Appendix B of the EIR and indicates that all the shade-producing tress 
should be retained. 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, 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. 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.  
However, the comment’s claim that new trees should be viewed as sources of carbon is not entirely accurate. 
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 forests 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. 

JDA-4 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 JDA-1 and JDA-3. 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. 

JDA-5 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 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. Refer to JDA-1, JDA-3, JDA-4 and MR-2, Impacts to Native and 
Mature Trees. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 
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Comment No. Response 

JDA-6 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. 

JDA-7 The commenter provides additional feedback requesting the retention of shade-producing trees.  
Refer to JDA-1, JDA-5, JDA-6, and MR-2, Impacts to Native and Mature Trees. No changes to the EIR were 
determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

JDA-8 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. 

JDA-9 The commenter shares the opinion that the removal of the existing trees would diminish the available habitat 
for local bird species. They further provide their opinion that the project would create a contribution to wildlife 
extinction because birds rely on trees, especially native and mature trees.  
While tree removal can be significant, depending on the context, the proposed removal of trees at the La Brea 
Tar Pits site is not considered a significant impact on the environment. The environmental analysis contained 
in EIR Section 5.3, Biological Resources, is an accurate assessment of the potential for significant 
environmental impacts regarding tree and vegetation removal. 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. Refer to response LAA-10 and MR-2, Impacts to Native and Mature Trees. No changes to the 
EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

JDA-10 The commenter provides their endorsement of the comments provided on the Draft EIR by the Los Angeles 
Audubon Society (Audubon).  
This is not a comment on the analysis contained in the EIR; therefore, a response is not necessary, and no 
changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. However, responses to 
the Audubon letter can be found in this Final EIR in responses to comments LAA-1 through LAA-18. 
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JDA-11 The commenter references a CEQA ruling regarding the Los Angeles Sidewalk Repair Program EIR where 
the Audubon and the City of Los Angeles Community Forest Advisory described ill effect on bird populations 
and migrations.  
Refer to response to comment LAA-10.  
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. If 
implemented, the project would result in the removal of an estimated 12,860 street trees.  
In the Sidewalk Repair case, the Superior 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 dismissal of impacts of the 
project to birds other than sensitive species. On the merits of petitioners' claim, the City argued that it was not 
required to consider the impacts of the Sidewalk Repair Program on non-sensitive status species.  
Unlike the City’s position in the Sidewalk Repair Program, the County is not arguing that there should not be 
consideration of the impacts to non-sensitive status species. In the La Brea Tar Pits Master Plan EIR, the 
County uses the Appendix G checklist questions to guide the biological resources analysis and, broadly, uses 
the checklist questions as thresholds of significance. However, this does not mean that the County improperly 
limited 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. 
Further, the commenter does not provide any substantial evidence to indicate why they believe the 
circumstances of the Sidewalk Repair Program should been seen as equivalent or related 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 EIR proposed to 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 and described in more detail in EIR Section 5.3, Biological Resources, of the 
EIR, 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. 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. 

JDA-12 The commenter raises issues with a different development/building located outside of California that is not 
associated with the proposed La Brea Tar Pits Master Plan.  
Refer to response to comments LAA-4 through LAA-8. 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 
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 significantly reduce birds from 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 a variation of the Master Plan alternative. 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. 
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Comment No. Response 

JDA-13 The commenter alleges that the Draft EIR was due in the fall of 2022, so it is a year late and implied that the 
project has gone too far in that time. Further, the comment provides conjecture about what will happen 
regarding project approval (specifically, the commenter states “the excuse will be that the design has reached 
a point of no return”). The comment goes on to allege that the public was not heeded during scoping and 
afterward they were told to hold off objections until the EIR. 
The comment includes several inaccuracies and allegations that are not correct.  
While there was an estimated schedule presented to the public at the scoping meeting (held on March 2, 
2022), this was not intended to be a due date. It is accurate that the County took additional time to complete 
the Final EIR beyond the estimate presented at the scoping meeting. Nonetheless, this will not affect whether 
the project is approved. The design of the project continues to undergo refinement; it is undetermined whether 
the Board of Supervisors will direct refinements to the design. While the commenter theorizes on what they 
believe the determinations of the County will be on the project, the commenter provides no substantiation of 
this theory.  
The comment stating that the public was not heeded during scoping is unclear. The comment does not 
provide specific information on how the public was not heeded. The County received input at the scoping 
meeting that was held on March 2, 2022. In addition, the County received specific comments in response to 
the Notice of Preparation (NOP), which was published on February 14, 2022.The purpose of scoping and the 
NOP was to seek input from public agencies and members of the public on the intended scope and contents 
of the environmental information and analysis in the EIR. The County used this information to define the scope 
of the EIR. While the commenter does not provide specific information regarding what aspect of comment 
provided during the scoping process was not addressed, it is important to note that the County is not obligated 
to necessarily accept every opinion or project preference that is provided in the scoping comments. Instead, 
the scoping process is a procedural process to ensure that input into the scope of the EIR analysis is attained. 
A summary matrix of written comments received during the NOP comment period as well as verbal comments 
recorded at the two public scoping meetings is provided as Appendix A to the EIR.  
The commenter does not provide any specific information about when they received this feedback, who 
dissuaded them from preparing comments on the project, or any other details regarding their experience of 
being told not to provide comments. These details are unclear from the information provided by the 
commenter. The County aware of any Foundation, County, or County consultant directing members of the 
public to “hold off objections until the EIR,” as alleged by the commenter.  
The County encourages members of the public to provide input into the design of the project. The County also 
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. 

JDA-14 The commenter requests that alternatives to the current project design be considered. 
Chapter 6, Alternatives Analysis, of the EIR provides the required CEQA analysis of alternatives. The County 
will be recommending approval of Refined Alternative 3 by the Board of Supervisors. Refer to MR-1, 
Preferred Alternative and MR-2, Impacts to Native and Mature Trees for more information. No changes to 
the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 
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2.4.25.1 Response to Letter from Marianne King 

Comment No. Response 

MK-1 The commenter provides their endorsement of the comments provided by the Neighborhood Council 
Sustainability Alliance and raises concerns regarding the lack of a tree inventory in the Draft EIR and the 
number of trees to be removed as a result of the project.  
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. 
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 conclude a project’s 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 on County of Los Angeles land. 
The exact trees to be removed through implementation of the project have not yet been determined. The 
County is prioritizing the protection of as many trees as possible, while also meeting the budgetary and design 
needs for the project. However, many trees would not be able to be retained 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.  
While tree removal can be significant, depending on the context, the proposed removal of trees at the La Brea 
Tar Pits site is not considered a significant impact on the environment. The environmental analysis 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. 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, for further information. No changes 
to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment.  

MK-2 The commenter states that there are inconsistencies in regarding the exact number of trees to be removed by 
the project and provides several highlighted pages of the Draft EIR and the Historic Resources Technical 
Report that provide counts of the existing trees, anticipated numbers of trees to be removed, and the 
proposed tree planting strategy outlines by the proposed project. 
On the pages provided by the commenter, all the pages, except one, provide the correct information. All 
pages provided of the September 2023 Draft EIR correctly indicate that there are over 300 trees on-site. More 
specifically, as documented on page 3-8 of the EIR (Chapter 3, Project Description), more than 330 trees are 
currently on the project site. The project would require removal and replacement and/or relocation of between 
150 and 200 trees. The planting strategy includes the planting (introduction or relocation) of a similar number 
of trees as would be removed. It is estimated that up to 10 percent of the 150 to 200 trees to be removed 
would be relocated rather than replaced. The citations have been verified in the main body of the EIR. 
The last page of highlighted text provided by the commenter is from page 16 of the Historic Resources 
Technical Report, which is provided as an appendix to the EIR (Appendix D). This report was published in 
January 2023, which is eight months prior to the main body of the EIR. Between January and September 
2023, the County and the design team provided updated information regarding trees. Because the count of 
trees does not affect the findings of the historic analysis, the County elected to not update the count of trees 
contained in the January 2023 Historic Resources Technical Report. The environmental analysis contained in 
EIR Section 5.3, Biological Resources, is an accurate assessment of the potential for significant 
environmental impacts regarding tree removal. Refer to MR-2, Impacts to Native and Mature Trees, for 
further information regarding the effects of the proposed project on native and mature trees and the proposed 
tree planting plan. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

MK-3 The commenter states that a tree preservation plan should be prepared. 
Refer to response to comment MK-1 above. The County is prioritizing the protection of as many trees as 
possible 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. 

MK-4 The commenter has attached the letter from the Neighborhood Council Sustainability Alliance. Please refer to 
responses to comments NCSA-1 through NCSA-28. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary 
in response to this comment. 

 



La Brea Tar Pits Master Plan Final Environmental Impact Report 
Volume I: Section 2.4 Public Comments and Responses 

2.4-73 

2.4.26 Ann Rubin 

 



La Brea Tar Pits Master Plan Final Environmental Impact Report 
Volume I: Section 2.4 Public Comments and Responses 

2.4-74 

 



La Brea Tar Pits Master Plan Final Environmental Impact Report 
Volume I: Section 2.4 Public Comments and Responses 

2.4-75 

2.4.26.1 Response to Letter from Ann Rubin 

Comment No. Response 

AR-1 The commenter states they have previously voiced their concerns regarding the project.  
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 analysis 
contained in the EIR; therefore, a response is not required and no changes to the EIR were determined to be 
necessary in response to this comment.  

AR-2 The commenter states expressed their personal stake in the project and discusses the importance of the park.  
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.  
Further, it should be noted that the vast amount of parkland provided by the 13-acre Hancock Park would 
continue to serve as a park facility with implementation of the project. The proposed Master Plan seeks to 
retain and enhance most of the valuable open space and passive park orientation of the site. Additionally, the 
County will be recommending approval of Refined Alternative 3 of the Master Plan. This variation adjusts the 
footprint of the project to reduce the new museum building’s contact with the Page Museum and will expand 
the size of the Central Green. See MR-1, Preferred Alternative, for further information regarding the County’s 
preferred alternative. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

AR-3 The commenter expresses concern regarding the proposed removal of existing trees on the project site and 
states that more or all the large shade trees should be saved. 
The County is prioritizing the protection of as many trees as possible while also meeting the budgetary and 
design needs for the project. However, many trees would not be able to be retained due to several issues 
related to feasibility of retention. These include the excavation requirements for construction of the new 
museum building and the relative proximity of the trees to the new building location, planned park accessibility 
improvements, and fire access requirements.   
The proposed removal of trees at the La Brea Tar Pits site is not considered a significant impact on the 
environment. The environmental analysis 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. 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, for further information. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to 
this comment. 

AR-4 The commenter states that additional new trees should be incorporated into the project’s design, with a focus 
on native species.  
As discussed above in response to comment AR-3, 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 
trees that is contained in the EIR is an accurate assessment of the potential for significant environmental 
impacts. Furthermore, it should be noted that native species are prioritized in the plant palette and have been 
incorporated into the project 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-2, Impacts to Native and Mature Trees, and MR-3, Use of Native Plants and 
Vegetation, for further information. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to 
this comment. 
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Comment No. Response 

AR-5 The commenter requests that the amount of artificial lighting in the park should be minimized at night.  
The lighting of the park would not change demonstrably from existing conditions with implementation of the 
proposed project. Only warm-white toned LEDs would be incorporated into lighting regimes during the 
nighttime (between dawn and dusk). The park is currently lit for security and safety concerns. The park also 
closes at 10 pm. Lighting would continue to be provided for security and safety concerns. Light shields that 
limit the light flux only to required areas and thereby avoiding as much light trespass into potential transitory 
pathways.  
In addition to the consideration of lighting on the park grounds, 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. As discussed in EIR Section 5.1, Aesthetics, implementation of Mitigation Measures AES/mm-4.1 
and AES/mm-4.2 would reduce light-related impacts to less than significant. These measures would ensure 
that the project would not substantially worsen the existing lighting conditions of the site. No changes to the 
EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 

AR-6 The commenter request that the park and existing buildings be redeveloped to prioritize the safety for birds. 
Refer to responses to comments LAA-4 through LAA-17. The following language has been added to Chapter 
3, Project Description (added text shown in underline): 

“To significantly reduce birds from 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 prevent 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 a variation of the Master Plan alternative. 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. 

AR-7 The commenter expresses a concern that water runoff from the project would be diverted to City’s storm water 
system rather than being retained on site for irrigation purposes.  
The County requires that all captured stormwater must be re-used within 96 hours to reduce the potential for 
vector control issues. 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 Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, and EIR 
Section 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. Refer 
to responses to comments TCRP-2,TCRP-3, and TCRP-4 for additional information regarding the project’s 
bioswales and water use. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this 
comment. 
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2.4.27.1 Response to Letter from Lois DeArmond 

Comment No. Response 

LDA-1 The commenter expresses concern regarding the proposed removal of existing trees on the project site. 
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. 
The County is prioritizing the protection of as many trees as possible while also meeting the budgetary and 
design needs for the project. However, many trees would not be able to be retained due to several issues 
related to feasibility of retention. These include the excavation requirements for construction of the new 
museum building and the relative proximity of the trees to the new building location, planned park accessibility 
improvements, and fire access requirements.   
The proposed removal of trees at the La Brea Tar Pits site is not considered a significant impact on the 
environment. The environmental analysis 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. 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, for further information. No changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to 
this comment. 

LDA-2 The commenter states that they attended a public meeting where it was discussed that the design firm 
selected for the project had proposed the least amount of tree removal of the potential firms.  
This is not a comment on the analysis contained in the EIR; therefore, a response is not necessary, and no 
changes to the EIR were determined to be necessary in response to this comment. 
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