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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report Organization 

The Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) for the Proposed Operational Changes at the 
Virginia Robinson Gardens Project (Proposed Project) was circulated for public and agency review and 
comment from July 22, 2022 to September 6, 2022. According to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) Guidelines Section 15132, a Final EIR must be prepared and must include a list of persons, 
agencies, and organizations commenting on the Draft EIR; copies of the comments received during public 
review of the Draft EIR; and the Lead Agency’s response to those comments. 

As required by Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines, this Final SEIR responds to comments regarding 
significant environmental issues and concerns raised in the public and agency review process. This 
document provides responses to comments on significant environmental issues, describes the disposition 
of the issues, and explains the Draft SEIR analysis by either supporting Draft SEIR conclusions or providing 
clarifying information, as appropriate. 

This Final SEIR is organized as follows: 

 Section 1 provides a discussion of the purpose of the Final SEIR and discusses the structure of 
this document; 

 Section 2 lists the agencies, organizations, and individuals that commented on the contents of 
the Draft SEIR; 

 Section 3 includes the comments received on the Draft SEIR and the responses to those 
comments, including Master Responses; 

 Section 4 provides revisions to the Draft SEIR (Errata); and 

 Section 5 provides the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) prepared 
consistent with CEQA requirements. 

This Final SEIR incorporates by reference the Draft SEIR and technical appendices. These documents, and 
other information contained in the environmental record, constitute the Final SEIR for the Proposed 
Project. 

1.2 Summary of Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report Comment 
Period 

The Draft SEIR and Notice of Availability (NOA) were distributed for review and comment to a mailing list 
that included local, regional, and state agencies, stakeholders, and other interested parties for a 46-day 
public and agency review period from July 22, 2022 to September 6, 2022. A hard copy of the NOA was 
physically mailed to 80 property owners within 500 feet of the Project Site. The NOA was also filed at the 
Los Angeles County Clerk, posted at the Project Site, and posted on the County of Los Angeles 
Department of Parks and Recreation (County’s) website at: https://parks.lacounty.gov/environmental-

https://parks.lacounty.gov/environmental-documents/
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documents/. In addition, the NOA was published in the legal notice section of the Beverly Hills Courier, 
the publication of record for Beverly Hills, California, on the following dates: 

 Friday, July 15, 2022 

 Friday, July 22, 2022 

 Friday, September 2, 2022 

 

https://parks.lacounty.gov/environmental-documents/
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2.0 LIST OF COMMENTORS 

A list of public agencies, organizations, and individuals that provided comments on the Draft SEIR 
is presented in Table 2-1, below. Each comment letter has been assigned a numerical designation. 
Each comment within each letter has been assigned an additional numerical designation so that 
each comment can be cross-referenced with an individual response. These letters, and the 
responses to the comments, are in Section 3.0 of this Final SEIR. Letter 86 included an exhibit 
which has been included as Appendix B of this Final SEIR. Letter 139 included an exhibit which has 
been included as Appendix C of this Final SEIR. 

Table 2-1 
List of Comment Letters 

Letter 
Number Sender Date Received 

1 Linda Meadows 7/27/22 

2 Diana Doyle  7/29/22 

3 Jane Rascoff 7/29/22 

4 Criss K. Moreno 7/29/22 

5 Elissa Rubin 7/29/22 

6 Krista Everage  7/29/22 

7 Rebecca Spiegel 7/30/22 

8 Karen Sisman 7/31/22 

9 Lynne Vinkovic 8/1/22 

10 Edie Bartnof 8/1/22 

11 Evelyn Carlson 8/1/22 

12 Angela Cohan 8/1/22 

13 Ricki Ring  8/2/22 

14 Winston Chappell 8/2/22 

15 Clare Wagner 8/2/22 

16 Chris Marcus 8/2/22 

17 Sandra Harris 8/3/22 

18 Betty R. Goldstein 8/4/22 

19 Lauren Brokaw 8/4/22 

20 Haniyyah Jones 8/4/22 

21 Erika Safir 8/4/22 

22 Malcolm McNeil 8/6/22 

23 Sherry Berk Tedeschi 8/6/22 

24 Kathleen Luckard 8/7/22 
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Letter 
Number Sender Date Received 

25 Richard Rubins 8/8/22 

26 Suzanne Hertfelder 8/8/22 

27 Elaine Stein 8/8/22 

28 Richard Doran 8/8/22 

29 Robert Lopez 8/8/22 

30 Kevin & Valerie Miller 8/8/22 

31 Rose Norton 8/8/22 

32 Phil Savenick, President, The Beverly Hills Historical Society 8/9/22 

33 Phil Savenick 8/9/22 

34 Carter Calhoun 8/9/22 

35 Lori Greene Gordon 8/9/22 

36 Eliana Sisman 8/10/22 

37 Sharon A. Messer 8/11/22 

38 Karen Platt 8/14/22 

39 Natalie Gordon 8/14/22 

40 Suzette Mayes 8/15/22 

41 Jenna Mirander 8/15/22 

42 Jennifer Robertson 8/15/22 

43 Robin Kim 8/15/22 

44 Connie Ching 8/15/22 

45a Roxanne Heptner 8/16/22 

45a Roxanne Heptner 8/16/22 

45c Roxanne Heptner 8/16/22 

46 Roxanne Heptner 8/17/22 

47 Stephen Lee 8/18/22 

48 Stacy Klines 8/19/22 

49 Mark Tapio Kines 8/19/22 

50 Laura Haddad 8/19/22 

51 Regina Drucker 8/19/22 

52 Lewis Perkins 8/19/22 

53 Worthy McCartney 8/20/22 

54 Bryan and Wendy Turner 8/20/22 

55 Melody Kulp Reinstein 8/22/22 
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Letter 
Number Sender Date Received 

56 David C. Reinstein 8/22/22 

57 Patricia A. Reinstein 8/22/22 

58 Amanda and Josh Van Dyk 8/22/22 

59 Gary Gartsman 8/22/22 

60 Fred M. Reinstein 8/22/22 

61 Jaice Ambry Jerde 8/22/22 

62 Betsy Bosak 8/22/22 

63 Suzanne Kayne  8/22/22 

64 Adrienne Horwitch 8/22/22 

65 Jeff Graham 8/22/22 

66 Jayne Papac Wilson 8/22/22 

67 Seeta Zieger 8/22/22 

68 Robert Sakatani 8/22/22 

69 Kerstin and George Royce 8/22/22 

70 Robin Blake 8/22/22 

71 Jodi and Don Stine 8/22/22 

72 Lynn Whitaker 8/23/22 

73 Laurie K. Hartigan 8/23/22 

74 Elva Yañez - Prevention Institute 8/24/22 

75 Kathleen Spiegelman 8/25/22 

76 Charles Alpert 8/25/22 

77 Charles Alpert 8/29/22 

78 Vera and Paul Guerin 8/30/22 

79 Alice Gardello 8/30/22 

80 Susan Landay 8/30/22 

81 Francisco Romero - Park Equity Alliance 8/31/22 

82 Charles Alpert 8/31/22 

83 Janice Chung 9/1/22 

84 Dar Mahboubi and Family 9/1/22 

85 Maralee Beck 9/1/22 

86 Jamie R. Wolf 9/2/22 

87 Emina Darakjy 9/2/22 

88 Tim Lindsay 9/2/22 
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Letter 
Number Sender Date Received 

89 Charles Alpert 9/2/22 

90a Debbie Weiss 9/2/22 

90b Debbie Weiss 9/2/22 

91 Liz Kim 9/2/22 

92 Kathy and Al Checchi, Roxanne Heptner, Jodi and Don Stine, 
Michael and Michelle Weiner, Michael McAlister 9/4/22 

93 Sally Harkham 9/4/22 

94 Patricia & Armin Wittenberg 9/4/22 

95 Kathy Checchi & Michael McAllister 9/4/22 

96 Donna Ko 9/4/22 

97 Lisa and Russell Stuart 9/5/22 

98 Ian Fried 9/5/22 

99 Meredith Fried 9/5/22 

100 Adam Checchi 9/5/22 

101 Robin Kim 9/5/22 

102 Kyrstin Munson 9/5/22 

103 Scott Messer 9/5/22 

104 Marguerite Lindsay 9/5/22 

105 Judson Mock  9/5/22 

106 Kathy and Al Checchi, Michael McAlister, 
Jennifer and Randy Wooster, Joseph Akhtarzad, Bobby Kotick  9/6/22 

107 Rosario Maquiddang 9/6/22 

108 Michael & Michele Wiener 9/6/22 

109a Antony Spencer 9/6/22 

109b Antony Spencer 9/6/22 

109c Antony Spencer 9/6/22 

110 Charles Alpert 9/6/22 

111 Kathy Checchi 9/6/22 

112 Lesbia M Trabanino 9/6/22 

113 Ernesto H Plaganas 9/6/22 

114 Guity and Soly Melamed 9/6/22 

115a  Janice Moreno 9/6/22 

115b Janice Moreno 9/6/22 
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Letter 
Number Sender Date Received 

116 Barry Todd 9/6/22 

117 Scott Ewasko 9/6/22 

118 Scott Ewasko 9/6/22 

119 Scott Ewasko 9/6/22 

120 Isaac Moradi 9/6/22 

121 Jacquiline Moradi 9/6/22 

122 Roxanne Heptner 9/6/22 

123 Shahrzad Shamsi 9/6/22 

124 Radi Shamsi 9/6/22 

125 Mehdi Bolour 9/6/22 

126 Mehdi Bolour 9/6/22 

127 Elena and Jack Rochel 9/6/22 

128 Sheryl Lynn Haymon 9/6/22 

129 Saul Berman 9/6/22 

130 Shahnaz Nassir 9/6/22 

131 Victor Felix 9/6/22 

132 Sandra Goldfarb 9/6/22 

133 Kym Pereira 9/6/22 

134 Kym Pereira 9/6/22 

135 Sabrena Russell 9/6/22 

136 Bella Bernard 9/6/22 

137 Kathy Checchi and Masud Hakim 9/6/22 

138 Sam Hakim 9/6/22 

139 Ryan Gohlich, City of Beverly Hills 9/6/22 

140 Kristin Chandna 9/6/22 

141 Pedro Andrade 9/6/22 

142 Roya Akhavan, Jasmin Akaks, Afsaneh Akhavan, Daniel Rafalian, 
Kevin Rafalian and Celine Rafalian 9/6/22 

143 Roya Akhavan, Jasmin Akaks, Afsaneh Akhavan, Daniel Rafalian, 
Kevin Rafalian and Celine Rafalian 9/6/22 

144 Roya Akhavan, Jasmin Akaks, Afsaneh Akhavan, Daniel Rafalian, 
Kevin Rafalian and Celine Rafalian 9/6/22 

145 Roya Akhavan, Jasmin Akaks, Afsaneh Akhavan, Daniel Rafalian, 
Kevin Rafalian and Celine Rafalia 9/6/22 
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Letter 
Number Sender Date Received 

146 Roya Akhavan, Jasmin Akaks, Afsaneh Akhavan, Daniel Rafalian, 
Kevin Rafalian and Celine Rafalian 9/6/22 

147 Charles Alpert 9/6/22 

148 Tobi Lippman 9/6/22 

149 Nam Kim 9/7/22 
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3.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

3.1 Master Responses to Common Comments 

A number of the comments received on the Draft SEIR discussed the same issues or environmental 
concerns. Rather than repeat responses, master responses to common issues were prepared. These 
master responses are provided below. 

Master Response 1: Neighborhood Traffic Congestion 

The County acknowledges that at times, visitors to the Gardens may use nearby neighborhood streets for 
parking. Parking at the Gardens is currently limited to 35 spaces on-site and walk-in access with some 
exceptions for oversized delivery vehicles and tour buses. The Proposed Project does not include new 
changes to the physical environment related to parking, such as construction of new parking on- or off-
site. To offset congestion on neighborhood streets, the County proposes to encourage visitors to use 
public transportation services and rideshare services on its website and in promotional materials such as 
brochures about VRG. The Proposed Project does not include new physical signage, markings, or other 
parking-related changes. The proposed activity is a promotional or informational approach to encourage 
outside transportation services with the intent of reducing vehicle activity on and near the Project Site. 
Furthermore, reservations will continue to be required for daily visitors, which limits the number of 
patrons allowed at the same time, therefore mitigating an overflow or capacity issue within the Gardens.  

Special Use Events would continue to comply with City of Beverly Hills ordinances, and valet service must 
obtain City parking permits for use of public streets to avoid overlapping events with surrounding 
neighbors. The current requirement of an event-specific traffic and parking plan would remain. Parking 
associated with the Gardens is not currently allowed and will not be allowed on Elden Way. These 
measures are in place now with current Special Use Events that occur at the Gardens. With the expanded 
number of Special Use Events, these measures would continue to be used, minimizing the temporary 
effects of these events on area traffic patterns and on-street parking occupancy.  

Master Response 2: Parking for Daily Tours and Smaller Events 

Parking on the property will remain the same at 35 spaces and there will continue to be no parking on 
Elden Way. Onsite parking is reserved when visitors make reservations for a tour. Smaller events can 
accommodate up to 35 cars with stacked parking. Gardens staff park their cars in the parking lot off the 
entrance at 1028 Cove Way. There are eight spaces available for staff parking. Occasionally, staff use the 
upper parking lot when there are no tours scheduled for the day. Figure 2-3. Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Parking Map has been added to the Draft SEIR. Please see Section 4.0 Revisions to the Draft SEIR. 

Master Response 3: Parking for Special Use Events 

Special Use Event parking management is based on the total number of guests expected. The following 
good neighbor policies are practiced when the parking for Special Use Events exceeds available parking 
onsite: 
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 A parking/transportation plan is developed to use either valet or shuttle vans to bring guests 
to the Gardens from off-site parking areas and parking permits are requested from the City of 
Beverly Hills.  

 A Special Use Event must apply for and receive a Special Event Permit from the City of Beverly 
Hills. The valet company used for the event must also apply for and receive a Valet Permit and 
a Street Parking Permit from the City of Beverly Hills. 

 Vendors and staff for Special Use Events are required to park at a designated site and are 
shuttled to the Gardens. For example, for the annual Garden Tour, all vendor cars park at 
Greystone Mansion and Park located at 905 Loma Vista Drive, Beverly Hills, CA 90210, 
approximately 1.5 miles from the Gardens. Vendors may also park in the Cove Way parking 
lot and walk up the back way through the property. 

 Deliveries are scheduled by time and vehicle size. Vehicles that do not fit down the driveway 
are not permitted to off-load on Elden Way and must use other streets for off-loading. 

 The Gardens has preferred rental companies that know the property and the physical site 
restrictions and therefore use smaller trucks to bring rentals for event set-up. 

 Sensitivity to the effect on the neighbors and the protection of the artifacts on the property 
itself are carefully considered when planning each event.  

 All City of Beverly Hills ordinances for parking and time limits for events are adhered to for 
each event. 

 Parking monitors are in place at the front gate during the load in and load out for each event 
to ensure compliance by participants. 

 Prior to each Special Use Event, the event operator and Gardens staff coordinate with the 
Parks Bureau of the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department in its preparation and 
implementation of an Operations Plan for police protection services to be provided by the 
County to supplement the private security being provided by the event operator.  

 There are cameras and video surveillance monitors throughout the property. 

Master Response 4: Noise  

A site-specific noise impact assessment was prepared for the Proposed Project, which is included as 
Appendix E of the Draft SEIR. In order to quantify existing ambient noise levels on the Project Site, a 90-
hour (3.75 days) noise measurement was conducted starting on Friday, February 11, 2022, extending into 
Tuesday, February 15, 2022. The noise measurement is representative of the typical existing noise 
experienced within the Project Site during both weekend and weekdays. 

To model onsite noise as a result of Special Use Event activities (i.e., amplified sound and crowd noise), 
ECORP utilized the SoundPLAN 3D noise model to predict noise propagation from a noise source based 
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on the location, noise level, and frequency spectra of the noise sources as well as the geometry and 
reflective properties of the local terrain, buildings, and barriers (see Appendix E of the Draft SEIR). 

The main source of noise at Special Use Events would be produced from amplified sound systems; 
however, it is noted that not all Special Use Events would have amplified music. Noise levels from 
amplified sound systems vary considerably and depend upon the size of the area intended to be served, 
the crowd size, and the nature of the amplified sound (e.g., music versus voice announcements). To 
account for this variation, three separate SoundPLAN modeling calculations were conducted: no amplified 
music and crowd noise, moderate intensity amplified music (acoustical instruments with pickup amplifiers), 
and high intensity amplified music (electrified, high energy, and fast tempo). Additionally, all modeling 
calculations include a volume attenuation area directly east of the main house and event lawn to account 
for the dense foliage in the area.   

Modeled sound levels in the Project vicinity at the nearby residential properties as a result of Special Use 
Event scenarios described above are included in Table 3.14-8 of the Draft SEIR. Additionally, noise contour 
graphics (Figures 3-2 through 3-4 of the Draft SEIR) were prepared to depict the predicted noise levels in 
the Project vicinity. It is noted that Project noise modeling represents a worst-case scenario in which all 
potential Project noise sources are being generated at full intensity at the same moment. Therefore, it is 
not predicted that noise levels of Special Use Event activities would reach the levels depicted in Table 
3.14-8 of the Draft SEIR.  

As described in Section 3.14 Noise of the Draft SEIR, noise generated as a result of Special Use Events 
occurring on the Project Site would be similar to existing conditions. Although weddings would be 
allowed at the Gardens, the noise from these events would be similar to what currently occurs during 
Special Use Events. Put differently, the three Special Use Event scenarios analyzed in Table 3.14-8 of the 
Draft SEIR are currently allowed and occur at the Project Site under current conditions. The level of noise 
produced during an individual Special Use Event is not proposed to change. Therefore, noise generated at 
the Project Site during a Special Use Event with implementation of the Proposed Project would be similar 
to what could currently occur. However, the maximum number of Special Use Events would increase 
under the Proposed Project from four events to 24 events annually. It is noted that the City’s regulations 
with respect to noise (Title 5, Chapter 1, Noise Regulations, of the City’s Municipal Code) state that it is 
prohibited for any person within any residential zone of the City to use or operate any sound amplifying 
equipment between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m. to be distinctly audible at or beyond the 
property line of the property on which the equipment is located. Therefore, the Project’s noise-related 
effects associated with the increase in the frequency of Special Use Events would continue to be limited to 
the less noise-sensitive daytime hours.  

Master Response 5: Special Use Event Noise Mitigation 

The County has included a mitigation measure in the Draft SEIR to reduce noise impacts from Special Use 
Events with amplified music. As identified in Table 3.14-8 of the Draft SEIR, Special Use Event onsite noise 
would reach levels up to 62.9 dBA Leq with crowd noise and moderate intensity amplified music. Noise 
levels would reach up to 72.1 dBA Leq with crowd noise and high intensity amplified music at the nearby 
residential land uses. As a result, Mitigation Measure NOI-1 is required to reduce onsite noise levels 
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during Special Use Events with amplified music. Mitigation Measure NOI-1 would require that all property 
owners and occupants located within 500 feet of the Gardens’ boundary be sent a notice at least five (5) 
days prior to commencement of all Special Use Events employing the use of amplified sound. 
Additionally, Mitigation Measure NOI-1 would reduce onsite Project noise by mandating that the sound 
amplification system at Special Use Events include a processor to control the maximum output of the 
speakers. All resulting noise emitted through speakers would be controlled to the maximum allowable 
level (80 dBA Lmax) as measured at one meter (3.28 feet) from the source. Lmax is the maximum noise level 
during the measurement period. Thus, limiting the maximum noise level output of all Special Use Event 
amplification systems to 80 dBA Lmax as measured at one meter ensures the noise generated onsite 
attenuates to compatible levels at the surrounding residences during Special Use Events (stationary 
source sound levels decrease (attenuates) at a rate of approximately 6 dB for each doubling of distance 
from the stationary source).  

The Proposed Project would result in an increase in the number of days that Special Use Event noise is 
generated at the Project Site but would not increase the noise levels of these Special Use Events beyond 
current conditions. Indeed, with the introduction of Mitigation Measure NOI-1, which is not currently a 
requirement for Special Use Events at the Project Site, Special Use Events under the Proposed Project 
could result in less noise intensity than a similar Special Use Event under current conditions. Therefore, 
noise generated at the Project Site during a Special Use Event with implementation of the Proposed 
Project would be generally the same as what could occur during a Special Use Event currently.  

The modeled Special Use Event noise, coupled with Mitigation Measure NOI-1, the limit to hours specified 
by City ordinance, and the fact that special events do not span an entire day, means that the expected 
noise impacts are not excessive. The Proposed Project’s contribution of stationary-sourced noise would 
result in a less than significant impact with mitigation.  

Master Response 6: Emergency Access  

Although more Special Use Events would be allowed to occur at the Gardens throughout the year (an 
increase of up to 20 additional Special Use Events per year), attendance numbers for each event would be 
generally the same as under existing conditions. The Proposed Project would comply with all applicable 
City codes and regulations pertaining to emergency response and evacuation plans maintained by the 
police and fire departments in the City of Beverly Hills. The County would coordinate with the Gardens 
staff and City of Beverly Hills to expedite evacuation in the event of a wildfire or other emergency event. 
An advanced reservation is required for parking to ensure that all visitors are able to park on site and 
evacuate promptly when needed. Visitors are not permitted to park on Elden Way. The Proposed Project 
would not include street closures and would not change the traffic flow or access to the Project Site, 
which could impede emergency evacuation. Additionally, Special Use Events would require a traffic plan 
for each event, which would ensure that roadways would not be blocked for emergency access or 
evacuation. 

Furthermore, the Project Site and the Proposed Project would meet all applicable regulations related to 
fire safety. The Gardens’ existing main entrance on Elden Way would serve as the primary emergency 
ingress and egress in the event of an emergency, however pedestrian access to and from the Project Site 
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is available from both Elden Way and Cove Way. The Project does not propose to modify existing access 
or circulation such that fire and police access would be adversely affected. 

Master Response 7: Fire Safety  

The County recognizes that the Project Site is located within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone as 
determined by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection. Although the Proposed Project 
would increase the number of visitors to the site weekly and annually, the risk to each visitor due to 
wildland fires would not change as a result of the Proposed Project. The Project Site and the Proposed 
Project would meet all applicable regulations related to fire safety. It should be noted that Section 11(e) of 
the 1992 Operating Agreement prohibits explosive and hazardous materials on the premises. 

The Proposed Project would not introduce a new use into a wildland fire zone and would not increase the 
maximum number of people at the Project Site at any given time, as reservations would still be required 
for visitors to attend daily tours and Special Use Events. Furthermore, Special Use Events would require a 
traffic plan for each event, which would ensure that roadways would not be blocked for emergency access 
or evacuation.  

Master Response 8: Amendments to the Donor Agreement 

The allowable land use at the Project Site was changed from single-family residential to public open space 
and garden in 1980, thereby allowing the existing and proposed uses. By way of discretionary action, the 
Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors will authorize the Director of the Department of Parks and 
Recreation to enter into and amended Support Agreement with the Friends of Robinson Gardens to 
reflect the operational changes approved by the Board. Formally, this amendment would consist of 
revising Section 4.05 of the Agreement to reflect the proposed changes to the operation of Virginia 
Robinson Gardens approved by the Board of Supervisors. 

The Proposed Project would amend the existing operational hours and days of the Project Site that were 
established in the 1980 EIR and modified in the 2014 SEIR (although not the land uses regulations); the 
Proposed Project would be consistent with the land use regulations and policies for the Project Site. The 
changes are consistent with the existing uses of the Project Site, as they are effectively an expansion of 
the existing uses, thereby not introducing new uses on site. As such, the Proposed Project would maintain 
the consistency of the existing uses of the Project Site, and would not conflict, with the existing City of 
Beverly Hills land use plans and regulations. The continued operation of the property as a public garden in 
collaboration and coordination with the Friends of Robinson Gardens supports the County’s mission and 
helps to implement the County’s Strategic Plan by improving the quality of life for Los Angeles County 
residents, including families and children, who are currently unable to visit the gardens due to limited 
hours and days of operation. 

Further, the Proposed Project supports the Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation’s 
mission to “serve as stewards of parklands, build healthy and resilient communities, and advance social 
equity and cohesion” by expanding public access to the gardens and enabling more Los Angeles County 
residents to enjoy the gardens and experience the multiple benefits it offers. The Proposed Project is 
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consistent with the County’s Strategic Plan and supports the overall County mission to “establish superior 
services through inter-Departmental and cross-sector collaboration that measurably improves the quality 
of life for the people and communities of Los Angeles County.” The Proposed Project also implements the 
following strategy in the Strategic Plan: “Expand access for all County residents, particularly those in 
unincorporated and high-needs areas, who have traditionally underutilized the County’s museums, 
theatres, beaches, parks, and other recreational facilities.”  

Master Response 9: Commercialization 

The rental of public parks and facilities is not unique to the Gardens, as many public facilities in the City of 
Beverly Hills and County of Los Angeles are available for private rental. The Proposed Project does not 
permit the use of the Gardens for the sale or marketing of goods or services for profit or any other 
industrial or commercial uses. The revenue from rentals would be used at the Gardens to supplement the 
costs to operate and maintain the property. The proposed increase in the number of Special Use Events 
would improve the fundraising that supports the educational programs and maintenance of the Gardens. 
Private event rental is a vital means for raising funds to sustain the operations of facilities like the Virginia 
Robinson Gardens and lessens the tax-payer burden. Renting for private events is a normal operation and 
legal under the 501(c)(3) charitable tax designation, does not change a venue’s tax status, and reflects the 
values of Virginia Robinson’s bequeathment.  

Master Response 10: Increase Public Access 

The mission of Virginia Robinson Gardens is “to preserve and promote this historically significant first 
estate of Beverly Hills for the education and enjoyment of the general public.” By expanding weekday 
hours and being open on Sundays, the County is able to better provide for the enjoyment of the property 
by the general public. Mrs. Virginia Robinson’s bequeathment of the Gardens expressed her desire that 
the Gardens be "…perpetuated as an arboretum or botanic garden for the benefit of the general public …” 

It is currently difficult for the general public to visit the Garden due to the restricted hours and days of 
operation. It is especially difficult for families, who are not available to visit during current weekday hours 
due to conflicts with school- and work-hours. The proposed expansions to operating days promote both 
the letter and intent of Mrs. Robinson in dedicating the property to the “benefit and enjoyment of the 
general public.” The goal of the Proposed Project is to make the Gardens more accessible while 
simultaneously being a good neighbor to both the City of Beverly Hills and those residents on Elden Way. 

The Grant Deed specified that the property “…shall at all reasonable times be open and available for the 
benefit and enjoyment of the general public as an arboretum garden.” The existing operating hours of 6.5 
hours for six days a week (Monday through Saturday), are more limited than other County parks and 
gardens. The Proposed Project proposes to increase the hours and days of operation to ensure that the 
general public has adequate and reasonable access to enjoy and experience the Garden consistent with 
the generosity and guidance of Mrs. Robinson.  

Existing conditions create several barriers to effective public access: first, working adults are hindered by 
the limited hours (presently 6.5 hours per day and weekday closing time of 4:00 p.m.), which conflict with 
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traditional working hours, and limited weekend days (presently closed on Sundays); second, school-aged 
children and families are unable to visit the property as many have working parents and after-school 
activities conflict with the early weekday closing time. The increased operational hours would allow the 
Gardens to develop and offer an afterschool program for children. This would also mean that families 
would be able to visit the Gardens after school, in the afternoon, and late in the afternoon after work, 
daylight permitting. Harboring education and a passion for gardening and horticulture is a crucial mission 
of the Gardens and the bequest of Mrs. Robinson.  

Master Response 11: Recirculation of the Draft SEIR 

Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines provides the criteria for recirculation of an EIR prior to 
certification. A Lead Agency must recirculate an EIR when significant new information is added to an EIR 
after public notice is given of the availability of the Draft EIR for public review, but before circulation. New 
information is not “significant” just because it is new. Section 15088.5 defines “significant new 
information” as information showing that: 

1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation 
measure proposed to be implemented. 

2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation 
measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. 

3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously 
analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the project’s 
proponents decline to adopt it. 

4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 
meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 

Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or makes 
insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR. The additional information provided in Section 3.0, 
Responses to Comments, of this Final SEIR does not meet any of the above criteria for recirculation. The 
responses to comments provide information that supplements and elaborates on the analysis in the Draft 
SEIR. However, this new analysis did not reveal any new significant environmental impacts or a substantial 
increase in the severity of any previously identified environmental impact. Additionally, no project 
alternatives or mitigation measures that were considerably different from those previously analyzed in the 
Draft PEIR, and that would also clearly lessen the Proposed Project’s environmental impacts, were 
proposed in the comments. Therefore, the EIR does not need to be updated and recirculation is not 
required. 
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3.2 Responses to Individual Letters 

This section includes the letters received during the public and agency review period on the Draft SEIR, 
followed by responses to the comments in the letters. Revisions to the Draft SEIR are included in Section 
4.0 of this Final SEIR. The responses are organized as listed in Table 2-1. 
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Responses to Letter 1 – Linda Meadows 

Response to Comment 1-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues.  

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 2 – Diane Doyle 

Response to Comment 2-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 3 – Jane Rascoff 

Response to Comment 3-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 4 – Criss Sudar 

Response to Comment 4-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 5 – Elissa Rubin 

Response to Comment 5-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 6 – Krista Everage 

Response to Comment 6-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 7 – Rebecca Spiegel 

Response to Comment 7-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 8 – Karen Sisman 

Response to Comment 8-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

As this comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise 
a specific environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to 
the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 9 – Lynne Vinkovic 

Response to Comment 9-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

As this comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise 
a specific environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to 
the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 10 – Edie Bartnof 

Response to Comment 10-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 11 – Evelyn Carlson 

Response to Comment 11-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

As this comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise 
a specific environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to 
the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 12 – Angela Cohan 

Response to Comment 12-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

As this comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise 
a specific environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to 
the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 13 – Ricki Ring 

Response to Comment 13-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 



Proposed Operational Changes at the 
Virginia Robinson Gardens 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 

Responses to Comments 3-37 October 2022 
2017-276.009 

 
  



Proposed Operational Changes at the 
Virginia Robinson Gardens 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 

Responses to Comments 3-38 October 2022 
2017-276.009 

Responses to Letter 14 Winston Chappell 

Response to Comment 14-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

As this comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise 
a specific environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to 
the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 15 – Clare Wagner 

Response to Comment 15-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

As this comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise 
a specific environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to 
the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 16 – Christine Marcus 

Response to Comment 16-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 17 – Sandra Harris 

Response to Comment 17-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 18 – Betty Goldstein 

Response to Comment 18-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 



Proposed Operational Changes at the 
Virginia Robinson Gardens 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 

Responses to Comments 3-47 October 2022 
2017-276.009 

 
  



Proposed Operational Changes at the 
Virginia Robinson Gardens 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 

Responses to Comments 3-48 October 2022 
2017-276.009 

Responses to Letter 19 – Lauren Brokaw 

Response to Comment 19-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

As this comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise 
a specific environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to 
the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 20 – Haniyyah Jones 

Response to Comment 20-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

As this comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise 
a specific environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to 
the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 21 – Erika Safir 

Response to Comment 21-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 22 – Malcom McNeil 

Response to Comment 22-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

As this comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise 
a specific environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to 
the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 23 – Terry Tedeschi 

Response to Comment 23-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 24 – Kathleen Luckard 

Response to Comment 24-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 25 – Richard Rubins 

Response to Comment 25-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

As this comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise 
a specific environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to 
the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 26 – Suzanne Hertfelder 

Response to Comment 26-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 27 – Elaine Stein 

Response to Comment 27-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 28 - Richard Doran 

Response to Comment 28-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 29 – Robert Lopez 

Response to Comment 29-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 30 – Kevin and Valeria Miller 

Response to Comment 30-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 31 – Rose Norton 

Response to Comment 31-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

As this comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise 
a specific environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to 
the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 32 – Phil Savenick 

Response to Comment 32-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

As this comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise 
a specific environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to 
the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 33 – Phil Savenick, Beverly Hills Historical Society 

Response to Comment 33-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 34 – Carter Calhoun 

Response to Comment 34-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 35 – Lori Greene Gordon 

Response to Comment 35-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 36 – Eliana Sisman  

Response to Comment 36-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 37 – Sharon Messer 

Response to Comment 37-1: 

This comment provides introductory material from the commenter, including the fact that they are a 
neighbor to the Project Site. The commenter also expresses opposition to the Proposed Project and 
claims that the Draft SEIR is incomplete. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 37-2: 

The commenter states that they can hear amplified noise from events in the neighborhood, emphasizing 
that sound carries in the foothills. Noise impacts from the Proposed Project are discussed in Section 3.14, 
Noise, beginning on page 3-29 of the Draft SEIR. The County has also prepared a site-specific noise 
impact study, which is included as Appendix E of the Draft SEIR. Please refer to Master Response 4 and 
Master Response 5. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 37-3: 

The commenter states that Gardens event staff and volunteers park their vehicles on neighborhood 
streets during events, often for several days. Parking is discussed in Section 2.2.3, Special Use Events, on 
page 2-4 of the Draft SEIR and Section 2.4.5, Parking, beginning on page 3-29 of the Draft SEIR. Parking 
and traffic impacts associated with the Proposed Project are discussed in Section 4.18, Transportation, 
beginning on page 3-61 of the Draft SEIR. The County has also prepared a site-specific traffic impact 
assessment for the Proposed Project which is included as Appendix F of the Draft SEIR. Please refer to 
Master Response 1, Master Response 2, and Master Response 3. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 37-4:  

The commenter states that the Draft SEIR does not specify types of events, event start/end times, or a 
maximum guest count. As outlined on page 2-4 of the Draft SEIR, attendance at Special Use Events is 
typically 350 guests per event. Although there is no specific cap on the number of guests who may attend 
a Special Use Event, tickets would be sold to regulate the number of visitors to ensure safety and a quality 
experience. The subject matter for events and event timing would be determined at the discretion of the 
Superintendent on a case-by-case basis and would be consistent with the bequest.  

The commenter also states that the Draft SEIR does not specify event funding sources, subject matter, or 
timing. The subject matter and timing of events would be determined at the discretion of the 
Superintendent, on a case-by-case basis. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 37-5: 

Staff will be onsite during the operating hours of the Gardens and leave shortly after closing. Staff will also 
be present during Special Use Events and will close up after the departure of all guests. This comment is 
noted.  
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Response to Comment 37-6: 

This comment focuses on daily visitor guest count, Special Use Event guest count, and staffing. As 
displayed in Table 2-1. Proposed Operational Changes on page 2-5 of the Draft SEIR, up to 200 visitors 
per day would be able to attend docent tours, seminar/classes, commercial filming (video only, no motion 
picture) or a combination of any of these activities. The visitor maximum does not include staff, 
volunteers, or security.  

As outlined on page 2-4 of the Draft SEIR, attendance at Special Use Events is typically 350 guests per 
event. Although there is no specific cap on the number of guests who may attend a Special Use Event, 
tickets would be sold to regulate the number of visitors to ensure safety and a quality experience. The 
number of employees and volunteers needed on site daily would increase proportionally to increased 
hours of operation, as approved by the Board of Supervisors. 

Response to Comment 37-7: 

The commenter questions whether appointments will still be required for event attendance. All visitors 
would continue to be required to purchase a reservation in advance. As displayed in Table 2-1. Proposed 
Operational Changes on page 2-5 of the Draft SEIR, up to 200 visitors per day would be able to attend 
docent tours, seminar/classes, commercial filming (video only, no motion picture) or a combination of any 
of these activities. All visitors would continue to be required to purchase a reservation in advance. 
Similarly, tickets would be sold for Special Use Events to regulate the number of visitors to ensure safety 
and a quality experience. The subject matter for events would be determined at the discretion of the 
Superintendent on a case-by-case basis and would be consistent with the bequest. All events would 
continue to be run and managed by County staff. 

Response to Comment 37-8: 

The commenter states that guests often park their vehicles on neighborhood streets during events. 
Parking is discussed in Section 4.11, Land Use, on page 3-77 of the Draft SEIR and Section 4.18, 
Transportation, on page 3-69 of the Draft SEIR. Please refer to Master Response 2 and Master Response 3. 

Response to Comment 37-9: 

The commenter expresses support for the Gardens under current operation, but opposition to the use of 
the Gardens as a “party venue.” As this comment is an opinion and not a direct comment on the content 
or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific environmental issue, no further response is 
required. However, all comments will be provided to the decision-makers prior to their consideration of 
Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 38 – Karen Platt  

Response to Comment 38-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 39 – Natalie Gordon 

Response to Comment 39-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 40 – Suzette Mayes 

Response to Comment 40-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 41 – Jenna Mirander 

Response to Comment 41-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 42 – Jennifer Robertson 

Response to Comment 42-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 

  



Proposed Operational Changes at the 
Virginia Robinson Gardens 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 

Responses to Comments 3-103 October 2022 
2017-276.009 

 



Proposed Operational Changes at the 
Virginia Robinson Gardens 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 

Responses to Comments 3-104 October 2022 
2017-276.009 



Proposed Operational Changes at the 
Virginia Robinson Gardens 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 

Responses to Comments 3-105 October 2022 
2017-276.009 

 
  



Proposed Operational Changes at the 
Virginia Robinson Gardens 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 

Responses to Comments 3-106 October 2022 
2017-276.009 

Responses to Letter 43 – Robin Kim 

Response to Comment 43-1: 

Thank you for your comment. This comment provides introductory material from the commenter, 
including the fact that they are a neighbor to the Project Site. The commenter also claims that the County 
has breached its original donor Agreement. It is important to note that the request at hand is to make 
changes to the existing operational characteristics of the Virginia Robinson Gardens which is a public 
facility owned and operated by the Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation. While the 
County makes every attempt to be a good neighbor to the surrounding residential uses and to maintain 
the essence of the single-family residential character/estate that was the Robinson Estate, the allowable 
land use was changed from single-family residential to public open space and garden in 1980, as 
disclosed on page 3-77 of the Draft SEIR. Please refer to Master Response 8.  

Response to Comment 43-2: 

The commenter expresses concern for the threat of wildfires. The County recognizes that the Project Site 
is located within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, according to the California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection. Project impacts related to wildfire are discussed in Section 3.10, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, beginning on page 3-21 of the Draft SEIR and Section 3.21, Wildfire, beginning on 
page 3-77 of the Draft SEIR. Please refer to Master Response 6 and Master Response 7. 

Response to Comment 43-3: 

This comment expresses concern about crime in the vicinity of the Gardens. As this comment is not a 
direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific environmental 
issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the decision-makers 
prior to their consideration of Project approval. 

Response to Comment 43-4:  

This comment provides anecdotal statements relating to noise, parking, and traffic congestion within the 
neighborhood. Parking is discussed in Section 2.2.3, Special Use Events, on page 2-4 of the Draft SEIR and 
Section 2.4.5, Parking, beginning on page 3-29 of the Draft SEIR. Please refer to Master Response 2 and 
Master Response 3. 

Parking and traffic impacts associated with the Proposed Project are discussed in Section 4.18, 
Transportation, beginning on page 3-61 of the Draft SEIR. The County has also prepared a site-specific 
traffic impact assessment for the Proposed Project which is included as Appendix F of the Draft SEIR. 
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

Noise impacts from the Proposed Project are discussed in Section 3.14, Noise, beginning on page 3-29 of 
the Draft SEIR. The County has also prepared a site-specific noise impact study, which is included as 
Appendix E of the Draft SEIR. Please refer to Master Response 4 and Master Response 5. 
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Response to Comment 43-5: 

The commenter expresses concern for emergency access to the Project Site. Project impacts related to 
emergency access are discussed in Section 3.10, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, beginning on page 3-
21 of the Draft SEIR and Section 3.21, Wildfire, beginning on page 3-77 of the Draft SEIR. Please refer to 
Master Response 6 and Master Response 7. 

Response to Comment 43-6: 

This comment expresses concern for issues in the County including crime, vandalism, medical access, gun 
control, and homelessness. These issues are outside the scope of environmental issues required to be 
analyzed in a Draft SEIR and thus, no response is required.  
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Responses to Letter 44 – Connie Ching 

Response to Comment 44-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

As this comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise 
a specific environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to 
the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 45a – Roxanne Heptner 

Response to Comment 45a-1: 

The email from this commenter includes two attached letters, provided below as Letter 45b and Letter 45c 
below. As this comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does 
not raise a specific environmental issue, no further response is required.  
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Responses to Letter 45b – Roxanne Heptner 

Response to Comment 45b-1: 

Thank you for your comment. This comment includes a letter that was previously sent to the County on 
December 8, 2021 during the scoping period for the Draft SEIR. The letter expresses concerns for noise, 
traffic congestion, and parking, all of which were analyzed in the Draft SEIR.  

Parking is discussed in Section 2.2.3, Special Use Events, on page 2-4 of the Draft SEIR and Section 2.4.5, 
Parking, beginning on page 3-29 of the Draft SEIR. Please refer to Master Response 2 and Master 
Response 3. 

Traffic impacts associated with the Proposed Project are discussed in Section 4.18, Transportation, 
beginning on page 3-61 of the Draft SEIR. The County has also prepared a site-specific traffic impact 
assessment for the Proposed Project which is included as Appendix F of the Draft SEIR. Please refer to 
Master Response 1. 

Noise impacts from the Proposed Project are discussed in Section 3.14, Noise, beginning on page 3-29 of 
the Draft SEIR. The County has also prepared a site-specific noise impact study, which is included as 
Appendix E of the Draft SEIR. Please refer to Master Response 4 and Master Response 5. 

As such, the analysis requested by the commenter has been provided in the Draft SEIR (as noted above) 
and no further response is required. 
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Responses to Letter 45c – Roxanne Heptner 

Response to Comment 45c-1: 

The commenter believes the Draft SEIR does not sufficiently analyze parking, traffic, water resources, and 
safety issues. However, the commenter does not raise specific comments on these environmental issues; 
therefore, no further response is required or provided. 

The commenter states that the Draft SEIR fails to analyze for the 1961 Bel Air Fire and 2019 Getty Fire in 
the City of Los Angeles. The County recognizes that the Project Site is located within a Very High Fire 
Hazard Severity Zone, according to the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection. While these 
specific wildfires were not referenced in the Draft SEIR, their inclusion would not change the Draft SEIR’s 
conclusion of less-than-significant impacts. Project impacts related to wildfire are discussed in Section 
3.10, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, beginning on page 3-21 of the Draft SEIR and Section 3.21, 
Wildfire, beginning on page 3-77 of the Draft SEIR. Please refer to Master Response 6 and Master 
Response 7. 

Response to Comment 45c-2: 

The commenter expresses concern for emergency access to the Project Site. Emergency access is 
discussed in Section 3.10, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, beginning on page 3-21 of the Draft SEIR and 
Section 3.21, Wildfire, beginning on page 3-77 of the Draft SEIR. Please refer to Master Response 6 and 
Master Response 7. 

The commenter also claims that no fire hydrant exists in the front of the Gardens. This statement is 
incorrect, as a pressurized fire hydrant is located at the northern end of the Elden Way cul-de-sac, left of 
the main entrance to the Gardens. Additional fire hydrants in the vicinity are located at 1020 Cove Way, 
1032 Cove Way, and 1035 Carolyn Way.  

As such, the analysis requested by the commenter has been provided in the Draft SEIR (as noted above) 
and no further response is required. 

Response to Comment 45c-3:  

The commenter is concerned about the threat of wildfires caused by catering facilities, lighting, and sound 
equipment associated with Special Use Events. Project impacts related to wildfire are discussed in Section 
3.10, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, beginning on page 3-21 of the Draft SEIR and Section 3.21, 
Wildfire, beginning on page 3-77 of the Draft SEIR. Please refer to Master Response 6 and Master 
Response 7.  

The Proposed Project would comply with all applicable City codes and regulations pertaining to 
emergency response and evacuation plans maintained by the police and fire departments in the City of 
Beverly Hills. As such, the analysis requested by the commenter has been provided in the Draft SEIR and 
no further response is required. 



Proposed Operational Changes at the 
Virginia Robinson Gardens 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 

Responses to Comments 3-117 October 2022 
2017-276.009 

Response to Comment 45c-4:  

This comment asserts that the County has “completely ignored” emergency access and wildfire concerns 
associated with the Proposed Project. In fact, both topics are specifically discussed in Section 3.10, 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, beginning on page 3-21 of the Draft SEIR and Section 3.21, Wildfire, 
beginning on page 3-77 of the Draft SEIR. Please refer to Master Response 6 and Master Response 7. As 
such, the analysis requested by the commenter has been provided in the Draft SEIR and no further 
response is required. 
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Responses to Letter 46 – Roxanne Heptner 

Response to Comment 46-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) appreciates your 
thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. This comment provides introductory 
material from the commenter, including the fact that they are a neighbor to the Project Site. The 
commenter attended the public meetings held by the County on November 15, 2021 and August 10, 
2022. As this comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does 
not raise a specific environmental issue, no further response is required.  

Response to Comment 46-2: 

The commenter states that Proposed Project would bring additional noise to the neighborhood, beyond 
the immediate Project Site. The commenter also claims that the Draft SEIR did not address this 
phenomenon. As described in Section 3.14 Noise and Appendix E of the Draft SEIR, the site-specific noise 
impact assessment was prepared for the Proposed Project. Please refer to Master Response 4 and Master 
Response 5. 

As such, the analysis requested by the commenter has been provided in the Draft SEIR (as noted above) 
and no further response is required. 

Response to Comment 46-3: 

The commenter expresses concern for the threat of wildfires. Project impacts related to wildfire are 
discussed in Section 3.10 Hazards and Hazardous Materials and Section 3.21 Wildfire of the Draft SEIR. 
Please refer to Master Response 6 and Master Response 7. 

Response to Comment 46-4:  

The commenter states that the intersections of Hartford Way and Lexington Road, and Benedict Canyon 
Drive and Hartford Way are “lined daily with bumper to bumper traffic.” The Draft SEIR included a site-
specific Traffic Impact Assessment, which analyzed Project impacts to roadways and intersections in the 
neighborhood surrounding the Gardens. The Project study area included eight study intersections located 
along the primary access routes to and from the Project Site, including the two intersections outlined by 
the commenter (refer to Figure 3-5 of the Draft SEIR). 

The Traffic Impact Assessment determined that Proposed Project would not substantially affect local 
traffic circulation and access at the analyzed study intersections, based on a review of study area mobility 
conditions, per requirements of the City traffic study guidelines.  

As such, the analysis requested by the commenter has been provided in the Draft SEIR (as noted above) 
and no further response is required. 
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Response to Comment 46-5:  

The commenter expresses support for the Gardens’ educational programs but opposes the increase in 
Special Use Events. As this comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR 
and does not raise a specific environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments 
will be provided to the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 

  



Proposed Operational Changes at the 
Virginia Robinson Gardens 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 

Responses to Comments 3-121 October 2022 
2017-276.009 

 
  



Proposed Operational Changes at the 
Virginia Robinson Gardens 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 

Responses to Comments 3-122 October 2022 
2017-276.009 

Responses to Letter 47 – Stephen Lee 

Response to Comment 47-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 48 – Stacy Klines 

Response to Comment 48-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

As this comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise 
a specific environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to 
the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 49 – Mark Klines 

Response to Comment 49-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 50 – Laura Haddad 

Response to Comment 50-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 51 – Regina Drucker 

Response to Comment 51-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 52 – Lewis Perkins 

Response to Comment 52-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 53 – Worthy McCartney 

Response to Comment 53-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

As this comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise 
a specific environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to 
the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 54 – Bryan and Wendy Turner 

Response to Comment 54-1: 

Thank you for your comment. This comment provides introductory material from the commenter, 
including the fact that they are a neighbor to the Project Site. The commenter expresses support for 
mission of the Gardens, but opposition to the proposed operational changes. However, the commenter 
does not raise a specific environmental issue; therefore, no further response is required or provided. 

Response to Comment 54-2: 

The commenter states that guests often disregard parking restrictions in the surrounding neighborhood. 
Parking is discussed in Section 4.11, Land Use, on page 3-77 of the Draft SEIR and Section 4.18, 
Transportation, on page 3-69 of the Draft SEIR. Please refer to Master Response 2 and Master Response 3. 

Project impacts related to emergency access are discussed in Section 3.10, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, beginning on page 3-21 of the Draft SEIR and Section 3.21, Wildfire, beginning on page 3-77 of 
the Draft SEIR. Please refer to Master Response 6 and Master Response 7. 

Response to Comment 54-3: 

These comments express opposition to the proposed operational changes. As these comments are not 
direct comments on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and do not raise a specific environmental 
issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the decision-makers 
prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 55 – Melody Reinstein 

Response to Comment 55-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 56 – David Reinstein 

Response to Comment 56-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 57 – Patricia Reinstein 

Response to Comment 57-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 58 – Amanda and Josh Van Dyk 

Response to Comment 58-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

As this comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise 
a specific environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to 
the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 59 – Gary Gartsman 

Response to Comment 59-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 60 – Fred Reinstein 

Response to Comment 60-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 61 – Janice Jerde 

Response to Comment 61-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 62 – Betty Bosak 

Response to Comment 62-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 63 – Suzanne Kayne 

Response to Comment 63-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

As this comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise 
a specific environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to 
the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 64 – Adrienne Horwitch 

Response to Comment 64-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 65 – Jeff Graham 

Response to Comment 65-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 66 – Jayne Wilson 

Response to Comment 66-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

As this comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise 
a specific environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to 
the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 67 – Seeta Zieger 

Response to Comment 67-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

As this comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise 
a specific environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to 
the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 68 – Robert Sakatani 

Response to Comment 68-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 69 – Kerstin and George Royce 

Response to Comment 69-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 70 – Robin Blake 

Response to Comment 70-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

As this comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise 
a specific environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to 
the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 71 – Jodi and Don Stine 

Response to Comment 71-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) appreciates your 
thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. This comment provides introductory 
material from the commenter, including the fact that they are a member of the Friends of Robinson 
Gardens. The commenter expresses general opposition to the proposed operational changes. However, 
the commenter does not raise a specific environmental issue; therefore, no further response is required or 
provided. 

Response to Comment 71-2: 

This comment describes an email received from the President of the Friends of Virginia Robinson Gardens. 
However, the commenter does not raise a specific environmental issue or comment on the adequacy of 
the Draft SEIR; therefore, no further response is required or provided.  

The commenter claims the County has no plans to curtail traffic associated with the proposed operational 
changes. The Draft SEIR outlines that Special Use Events would comply with City ordinances, and valet 
service must obtain City parking permits for use of public streets to avoid overlapping events with 
surrounding neighbors. Please refer to Master Response 1, Master Response 2, and Master Response 3. 

The commenter also claims the County has no plans to curtail noise associated with the proposed 
operational changes. Please refer to Master Response 5. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 71-3: 

The commenter asserts that the County intends to turn the Gardens into a commercial venue. Please refer 
to Master Response 8 and Master Response 9. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 71-4:  

This comment expresses opposition to the proposed operational changes. As this comment is not direct 
comments on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific environmental issue, 
no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the decision-makers prior to 
their consideration of Project approval. 

Response to Comment 71-5:  

This comment includes a copy of an email sent on August 22, 2022. As this comment is not direct 
comments on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific environmental issue, 
no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the decision-makers prior to 
their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 72 – Lynne Whitaker 

Response to Comment 72-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

As this comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise 
a specific environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to 
the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 73 – Laurie Hartigan 

Response to Comment 73-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 74 – Elva Yanez, Prevention Institute 

Response to Comment 74-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

As this comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise 
a specific environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to 
the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 75 – Kathleen Speigelman 

Response to Comment 75-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

As this comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise 
a specific environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to 
the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 76 – Charles Alpert 

Response to Comment 76-1: 

Thank you for your comment. This comment is regarding a formal objection to the legality of the Notice 
of Completion and Availability of the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed 
Project. This comment does not raise any issues regarding the content or adequacy of the environmental 
analysis in the Draft SEIR for the Proposed Project and does not raise a specific environmental issue. This 
comment is noted. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment 76-2: 

This comment quotes the review period stated in the Notice of Completion and Availability of the Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Project. This comment also states the end of 
the public review period that was stated in a virtual public meeting. This comment states that September 
5, 2022, is the Labor Day Holiday. The deadline for public comments was extended to September 6, 2022, 
to provide additional time. This comment does not raise any issues regarding the content or adequacy of 
the environmental analysis in the Draft SEIR for the Proposed Project and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue. This comment is noted. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment 76-3: 

This comment is regarding the date on which the public review period initially ended for the Proposed 
Project. This comment states that California Courts have ruled that the CEQA comment period may not 
end on a legal holiday. This comment is noted. To remedy the fact that the public review period was 
scheduled to end on September 5, 2022 (which was the Labor Day Holiday), the Notice of Completion and 
Availability of the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Project was revised 
and re-issued on August 29, 2022. The revised notice extended the public review period to end on 
September 6. Additionally, it should be noted that as matter of standard practice the County of Los 
Angeles Department of Parks and Recreation distributed the revised notice via these five methods: 1) 
posted in the Beverly Hills Courier; 2) a hard copy was physically mailed to 80 surrounding property 
owners within 500 feet of the Project Site; 3) posted on the DPR’s website; 4) posted on the Los Angeles 
County Clerk’s website; and 5) posted at the Project Site. CEQA Guidelines Section 15087 requires using at 
least one of these noticing procedures. Therefore, the commenter’s statement that there was a “legally 
insufficient comment period” is in fact incorrect due to the Project’s compliance with CEQA via the 
issuance of the revised public notice and the documents being available during the full comment period. 
No further response is required. 

Response to Comment 76-4:  

This comment states that this is not the first CEQA process issue that the commenter has raised about the 
Proposed Project. This comment does not raise any issues regarding the content or adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft SEIR for the Proposed Project and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue. This comment is noted.  
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Additionally, this comment states that the public hearing failed to indicate a limitation of time for anyone 
interested in speaking. It is believed that the “public hearing” the commenter is referring to is in fact the 
virtual public meeting held on August 10, 2022. It is of note that CEQA does not require a public meeting 
for an EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15087(i)); nevertheless, a public meeting was held for the Proposed 
Project to obtain public comment regarding the Draft SEIR.  

The comment that the hearing “failed to indicate a limitation of time”, does not raise a CEQA issue and 
raises no issues regarding the adequacy of the analysis in the environmental documentation prepared for 
the Proposed Project. As the Lead Agency, the County of Los Angeles can exercise its own judgement 
regarding the length of time allotted for public comments. It should be noted that under CEQA the 
County of Los Angeles is not required to hold a public meeting for the Draft SEIR (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15087(i)). However, the County chose to do so to facilitate public comments regarding the Draft 
SEIR. Therefore, the statement by the commenter that the limitation of time to three minutes per 
commenter was not disclosed in advance of the meeting is moot because each and every person who 
wished to speak at the public scoping meeting had the same three-minute time frame in which to do so, 
which is typical for public meetings, such as Beverly Hills City Council meetings. Additionally, during the 
public meeting, commenters were encouraged to provide written comments. No further response is 
required. 

Response to Comment 76-5:  

This comment states the commenter’s belief that a new 45-day noticing period will need be issued for the 
Proposed Project. This comment does not raise any issues regarding the content or adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft SEIR for the Proposed Project and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue. Please refer to Response to Comment 76-4 above regarding the public review period 
for the Proposed Project. This comment is noted. No further response is required. 
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Responses to Letter 77 – Charles Alpert 

Response to Comment 77-1: 

This comment is regarding a formal objection to the legality of the Revised Notice of Completion and 
Availability of the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Project. This 
comment does not raise any issues regarding the content or adequacy of the environmental analysis in 
the Draft SEIR for the Proposed Project and does not raise a specific environmental issue. This comment is 
noted. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment 77-2: 

This comment states that California Courts have ruled that the CEQA comment period may not end on a 
legal holiday. This comment goes on to cite the following court case: Rominger v. County of Calusa. 
Because the public comment period was originally scheduled to end on a holiday, the public comment 
period was extended. This comment does not raise any issues regarding the content or adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft SEIR for the Proposed Project and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue. This comment is noted. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment 77-3: 

This comment states that the entire Rominger decision was not abided by. Please refer to Response to 
Comment 77-2 above. 

Response to Comment 77-4:  

This comment cites findings from the Rominger v. County of Calusa court case. It should be noted that all 
of the other weekends (Saturdays and Sundays) during the revised public review period counted towards 
the total number of days in the review period, therefore the Saturday and Sunday before the Labor Day 
Holiday would not be any different regarding those two days counting toward the total days in the public 
review period. Although the County of Los Angeles was in fact closed on Monday September 5 (the Labor 
Day Holiday), the revised public notice extended the official review period through Tuesday, September 6, 
thereby making up for the Labor Day Holiday. Additionally, it should be noted that all comments received 
(including any received after the end of the September 6, 2022 comment period) will be added to the 
public record for the Proposed Project. With the revised public notice the revised public review period was 
for a total of 46 days, in compliance with CEQA Section 21091, Draft Environmental Impact Reports and 
Negative Declarations; Review Periods, to have a minimum 45-day public review period for Draft EIRs. 

No further response is required. 

Response to Comment 77-5:  

This comment is regarding the days in the public review period for the Proposed Project. This comment is 
noted. This comment does not raise any issues regarding the content or adequacy of the environmental 
analysis in the Draft SEIR for the Proposed Project and does not raise a specific environmental issue. 
Please refer to Response to Comment 76-3 and Response to Comment 77-4. 
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Response to Comment 77-6:  

This comment is regarding re-issuance of the 45-day public review period. This comment does not raise 
any issues regarding the content or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft SEIR for the 
Proposed Project and does not raise a specific environmental issue. Refer to Response to Comment 76-4 
and Response to Comment 77-4 regarding the 46-day review period for the Proposed Project, which 
exceeds the 45-day review period requirement under CEQA. This comment is noted. No further response 
is required. 
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Responses to Letter 78 – Vera and Paul Guerin 

Response to Comment 78-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) appreciates your 
thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. This comment provides introductory 
material from the commenter, including the fact that they are a neighbor of the Project Site. The 
commenter expresses opposition to the proposed operational changes, stating that the Project would 
result in noise, traffic, and parking issues. The commenter also claims that the proposed operational 
changes would conflict with the existing operating Agreement between the County and Friends of Virginia 
Robinson Gardens. 

Noise impacts from the Proposed Project are discussed in Section 3.14, Noise, beginning on page 3-29 of 
the Draft SEIR. The County has also prepared a site-specific noise impact study, which is included as 
Appendix E of the Draft SEIR. Please refer to Master Response 4 and Master Response 5. This comment is 
noted.  

Parking is discussed in Section 2.2.3, Special Use Events, on page 2-4 of the Draft SEIR and Section 2.4.5, 
Parking, beginning on page 3-29 of the Draft SEIR. Parking and traffic impacts associated with the 
Proposed Project are discussed in Section 4.18, Transportation, beginning on page 3-61 of the Draft SEIR. 
The County has also prepared a site-specific traffic impact assessment for the Proposed Project which is 
included as Appendix F of the Draft SEIR. Please refer to Master Response 1, Master Response 2, and 
Master Response 3. 

As such, the analysis requested by the commenter has been provided in the Draft SEIR. The remaining 
portions of the comment are not direct comments on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and do 
not raise a specific environmental issue, and no further response is required. However, all comments will 
be provided to the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 79 – Alice Gardello 

Response to Comment 79-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 80 – Susan Landay 

Response to Comment 80-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 81 – Francisco Romero, Park Equity Alliance 

Response to Comment 81-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

As this comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise 
a specific environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to 
the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 82 – Charles Alpert 

Response to Comment 82-1: 

This comment is regarding the legality of the Revised Notice of Completion and Availability of the Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (NOC) for the Proposed Project. This comment states that the 
Revised Notice “presents an incorrect description of the existing project as well as a confusing description 
of the proposed project…” However, the commenter fails to detail the ways in which the project 
description in the Revised NOC is incorrect. The statement that the description is “confusing” is a matter 
of opinion.  

Per CEQA Section 15372: 

“Notice of Completion” means a brief notice filed with the Office of Planning and Research by a 
Lead Agency as soon as it has completed a draft EIR and is prepared to send out copies for review. 
The contents of this notice are explained in Section 15085.” 

Per CEQA Section 15085(b): 

(b) The notice of completion shall include: 

(1) A brief description of the project, 
(2) The proposed location of the project (either by street address and cross street, for a 

project in an urbanized area, or by attaching a specific map, preferably a copy of a 
U.S.G.S. 15’ or 7-1/2’ topographical map identified by quadrangle name). 

(3) An address where copies of the draft EIR are available, and 
(4) The review period during which comments will be received on the draft EIR. 

Both the initial and Revised NOC for the Proposed Project contain items 1 through 4 listed above as to 
which the NOC shall include. Therefore, these documents comply fully with the NOC requirements set 
forth in CEQA Section 15085(b). This comment is noted. No further response is required. 

The project description provided in the NOC is not meant to be exhaustive. As detailed above, the NOC 
should include a “brief description of the project.” The NOC provides a brief summary of the project so 
the reader knows the project location and understands what the project is proposing. If someone wishes 
to obtain more information and detail regarding the project than what is provided in the NOC, then they 
may refer to the actual environmental document for a complete and thorough project description. For 
large documents such as EIRs project descriptions can be multiple pages in length. The NOC was posted 
in various ways including at the County Clerk, at the physical location, in the newspaper, DPR’s website, 
and mailed to the surrounding property owners. Interested parties were referred to the actual 
environmental document for all the information germane to the Proposed Project. 

This comment cites court cases (County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles, (1977) 71 Cal App 3rd 185 and 
Washoe Meadows Community v. Dept Parks and Recreation (2017) 17 Cal App. 5th 277) and how those 
cases violated CEQA as a matter of law by failing to provide an accurate, stable, and finite project 
description. The legal cases cited in this comment letter are reviewed in more detail below. 
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County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles 

Regarding the project description, this cases states: “A curtailed or distorted project description may 
stultify the objectives of the reporting process. Only through an accurate view of the project may 
affected outsiders and public decision-makers balance the proposal's benefit against its 
environmental cost, consider mitigation measures, assess the advantage of terminating the proposal 
(i.e., the ‘no project’ alternative) and weigh other alternatives in the balance. An accurate, stable and 
finite project description is the Sine qua non of an informative and legally sufficient EIR.1”  

Washoe Meadows Community v. Dept Parks and Recreation 

“Washoe filed a first amended petition for writ of mandate seeking to set aside the approval of the 
project based on the following alleged CEQA violations: (1) the DEIR did not contain an “accurate, 
finite and stable” project description2” Additionally, “The draft EIR in this case did not identify a 
proposed project, but described five very different alternative projects then under consideration. 
Consequently, the public was not provided with “an accurate, stable and finite” project description 
on which to comment. (County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 192–193 
(County of Inyo).)2” 

The reference to this court case does not apply to the Proposed Project because the Project 
Description contained in the Draft EIR for the Proposed Project is accurate, stable, and finite.  

Stopthemillenniumhollywood.com, et al. v. City of Los Angeles, et al.  

The commenter cites the Stopthemillenniumhollywood.com, et al. v. City of Los Angeles, et al. court 
case as an example, as follows: “Note also an even more recent decision 
Stopthemillenniumhollywood.com, et al. v. City of Los Angeles, et al. (2019) 39 Cal.App.5th 1, where 
the Court of Appeal affirmed the trial court’s conclusion that an EIR for a mixed-used development 
project…..violated CEQA as a matter of law, because it also failed to provide an accurate, stable, and 
finite project description.” 

The courts’ finding regarding a stable and finite project description pertains to the project 
description in the DEIR not the NOP. When reviewing this court case, the court found the 
following: 

“… the project description is not simply inconsistent, it fails to describe the siting, size, mass, or 
appearance of any building proposed to be built at the project site. The draft EIR does not 
describe a building development project at all. Rather, it presents different conceptual 
development scenarios that Millennium or future developers may follow for development of this 
site. These concepts and development scenarios – none of which may ultimately be constructed 
– do not meet the requirement of a stable or finite proposed project3.”  

The reference to this court case does not apply to the Proposed Project in that the Project 
Description contained in the Draft SEIR for the Proposed Project is accurate, stable, and finite. In 

 

1Source: COUNTY OF INYO v. CITY OF LOS ANGELES | FindLaw 
2Source: https://caselaw.findlaw.com/ca-court-of-appeal/1879796.html  
3Source: Court of Appeal Stops Millennium Hollywood from Moving Forward Based Upon Indefinite Project 

Description | Allen Matkins - JDSupra 

https://caselaw.findlaw.com/ca-court-of-appeal/1849337.html
https://caselaw.findlaw.com/ca-court-of-appeal/1879796.html
https://www.jdsupra.com/legalnews/court-of-appeal-stops-millennium-83243/
https://www.jdsupra.com/legalnews/court-of-appeal-stops-millennium-83243/
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the Stopthemillenniumhollywood.com, et al. v. City of Los Angeles, et al. court case the developer 
proposed a project in 2008 and the developer decided to make certain changes to the project 
and, in 2011, submitted a revised project application that was similar to the 2008 application, but 
lacked a great deal of detail3. In contrast, this has not occurred regarding the Project Description 
in the Draft SEIR for the Proposed Project. Therefore, these two projects are not comparable. 

CEQA Section 15124, Project Description, is quoted below, along with text in bold as to where the 
applicable information is contained in the Draft SEIR for the Proposed Project:  

“The description of the project shall contain the following information but should not supply extensive detail 
beyond that needed for evaluation and review of the environmental impact. 

(a) The precise location and boundaries of the proposed project shall be shown on a detailed map, preferably 
topographic. Refer to Figure 2-2, Virginia Robinson Gardens Property Map, on page 2-3 of the Draft 
SEIR. The location of the project shall also appear on a regional map. Refer to Figure 2-1, Vicinity and 
Location Map, on page 2-2.  

(b) A statement of the objectives sought by the proposed project. A clearly written statement of objectives will 
help the lead agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in the EIR and will aid the 
decision makers in preparing findings or a statement of overriding considerations, if necessary. The 
statement of objectives should include the underlying purpose of the project and may discuss the project 
benefits. Refer to Section 2.3, Project Objectives, on pages 2-4 and 2-5 of the Draft SEIR. 

(c) A general description of the project’s technical, economic, and environmental characteristics, considering 
the principal engineering proposals if any and supporting public service facilities. Refer to Section 2.4, 
Project Description, on pages 2-1 through 2-8 of the Draft SEIR. 

(d) A statement briefly describing the intended uses of the EIR. Refer to Section 1.2, Decision to Prepare a 
Supplement to the Final 2014 SEIR, on pages 1-2 and 1-3 of the Draft SEIR. 

(1) This statement shall include, to the extent that the information is known to the Lead Agency, 

(A) A list of the agencies that are expected to use the EIR in their decision making. Refer to page 3-27 of 
the Draft SEIR. 

(B) A list of permits and other approvals required to implement the project. Refer to page 3-27. 

(C) A list of related environmental review and consultation requirements required by federal, state, or local 
laws, regulations, or policies. To the fullest extent possible, the lead agency should integrate CEQA review 
with these related environmental review and consultation requirements. Refer to page 3-27. 

(2) If a public agency must make more than one decision on a project, all its decisions subject to CEQA 
should be listed, preferably in the order in which they will occur. On request, the Office of Planning and 
Research will provide assistance in identifying state.” Refer to page 3-27 of the Draft SEIR. 

The project description provided in the initial NOC, the Revised NOC, and the Draft SEIR for the Proposed 
Project each met the requirements for their respective project descriptions under CEQA. This comment 
does not raise any issues regarding the content or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft 
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SEIR for the Proposed Project and does not raise a specific environmental issue. This comment is noted. 
No further response is required. 

This comment states that the “notices for the proposed changes covered by the DSEIR inaccurately 
describe the existing operating conditions per the 2014 SEIR, i.e., the existing conditions”…and the 
commenter then posed several questions regarding the notices. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 
regarding environmental setting states: ”Generally, the lead agency should describe physical environmental 
conditions as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is 
published, at the time environmental analysis is commenced…” Therefore, in compliance with CEQA, the 
Draft SEIR and the associated notices for the Proposed Project accurately described the environmental 
setting. 

Refer to Response to Comments 76-5, 77-4, and 77-6 which address comments regarding a new 45-day 
comment period.  



Proposed Operational Changes at the 
Virginia Robinson Gardens 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 

Responses to Comments 3-205 October 2022 
2017-276.009 

 

  



Proposed Operational Changes at the 
Virginia Robinson Gardens 

Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 

Responses to Comments 3-206 October 2022 
2017-276.009 

Responses to Letter 83 – Janice Yung 

Response to Comment 83-1: 

The commenter expresses concern for potential fire incidents caused by Special Use Events at the 
Gardens. Project impacts related to wildfire are discussed in Section 3.10, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, beginning on page 3-21 of the Draft SEIR and Section 3.21, Wildfire, beginning on page 3-77 of 
the Draft SEIR. Please refer to Master Response 6 and Master Response 7.  

Further, the commenter is also concerned that visitors could “ruin and damage” the Gardens. As described 
on page 3-12 of the Draft SEIR, character-defining features within the Virginia Robinson Gardens would 
continue to be protected from direct and indirect actions of patrons under Special Use Event use 
guidelines, which has successfully occurred for decades. The proposed operational changes are consistent 
in type of use, use guidelines and rules, and long-term management that are already in place. 

The remaining comments request the Gardens to disclose program data, outreach efforts, and 
maintenance costs. As these comments are not direct comments on the content or adequacy of the Draft 
SEIR and do not raise a specific environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all 
comments will be provided to the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 

Response to Comment 83-2: 

This comment requests that the Draft SEIR address the concerns of the neighborhood and include 
mitigation measures to protect the neighborhood. To reduce noise impacts to a less than significant level, 
Mitigation Measure NOI-1 is included to reduce noise impacts to a less than significant level. Please refer 
to page 3-54 of the Draft SEIR and Master Response 5. 

The Gardens will continue to implement measures to reduce traffic impacts. No parking is permitted to 
occur on Elden Way, by either event guests or valet parking staff. Valet parking is used for Special Use 
Events that are larger. These larger events include an application for a Valet Permit and a Special Event 
Permit from the City of Beverly Hills. A street parking permit is issued by the City. Off-site parking is also 
made available for some events, so that guests can be shuttled to the Project Site and the need for on-
street parking by valets can be reduced or eliminated, depending on the event plan. However, the 
Proposed Project would still result in significant and unavoidable traffic impacts on Elden Way. Feasible 
physical improvements for the local roadway volume impact on Elden Way were not identified, nor were 
feasible mitigation measures identified that would reduce the number of Project trips to a level where the 
local impact is not significant.  

The remaining 19 resource areas were determined to have less than significant impacts or no impacts, 
thus no mitigation is required. This comment is noted.  

Response to Comment 83-3: 

Please refer to Master Response 8 and Master Response 9. This comment is noted. 
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Responses to Letter 84 – Mahboubi Family 

Response to Comment 84-1: 

Thank you for your comment. The commenter provides anecdotal information and expresses opposition 
to the increased operational hours. This is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft 
SEIR and does not raise a specific environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all 
comments will be provided to the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 85 – Maralee Beck 

Response to Comment 85-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 86 – Jamie Wolf 

Response to Comment 86-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 87 – Emina Darakjy 

Response to Comment 87-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 88 – Tim Lindsay 

Response to Comment 88-1 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 89 – Charles Alpert 

Response to Comment 89-1: 

This comment provides an overview of the comments contained in this comment letter. These comments 
are noted. No further response is required. The commenter is referred to the responses to comments 
below. 

Response to Comment 89-2: 

This comment is regarding the Grant Deed for the Virginia Robinson Gardens. This comment quotes the 
Deed which per this comment states that the property “…shall be held and used by [the County] 
perpetually for the purpose of an arboretum or botanic garden and for no other purpose inconsistent 
with said use.” This comment is noted.  

The comment goes on to state that the County cannot use the Project Site as a park. It should be noted 
that the Draft SEIR does not describe the site as a "public park." This comment cites the legal case Archer 
v. Salinas City, (1982) 93 Cal. 43, 51. which states that the dedicated property is “impressed with the use 
for which it was intended.” This comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response 8. 

Response to Comment 89-3: 

This comment cites several legal decisions regarding donation of land and restrictions upon the donated 
land. The court cases cited include: Spinks v. City of Los Angeles, 220 Cal. 366, 368; City and County of S.F. 
v. Linares, 16 Cal. 2d 441, 446; Big Sur Properties v. Mott (1976) 62 Cal App 3rd 99; Roberts v. City of Palos 
Verdes Estates, (1949) 93 Cal. App. 2d 545, 547; Griffith v. Department of Public Works, (1956) 141 Cal. App. 
2d 376, 380; Slavich v. Hamilton, (1927) 201 Cal. 299, 303 [257 P. 60]; Spires v. City of Los Angeles, (1906) 
150 Cal 64; Tiburon Open Space Committee v. Marin County, (May 12, 2022, A159860)_Cal.Rptr.3d_ 
2022WL 198892); Slavich v. Hamilton, supra; and Save Mile Square Com v. County of Orange, (2001) 92 
Cal App 4th 1142. This comment is noted. Please refer to Master Response 8. 

Response to Comment 89-4: 

This comment is regarding the nature of special events. The commenter states that the Special Events 
need to comport with the parameters of the Gift (i.e., the Grand Deed) and that the County’s proposed 
operational uses do not comport (i.e., agree with) with the Robinson Bequest, which according to what the 
commenter states in Comment 89-2, is that the property ““…shall be held and used by [the County] 
perpetually for the purpose of an arboretum or botanic garden and for no other purpose inconsistent 
with said use.” 

Per page 1-2 of the SEIR for the Proposed Project, there is a limit of four Special Use Events per year as 
identified in the 2014 SEIR. These Special Use Events are limited in the number of attendees.” As detailed 
on page 20 of the Final Supplemental EIR, dated July 2014 (Volume 1), the types of themes proposed 
during special events in the 2014 SEIR are all consistent with the goals of the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
to increase public access and expand the themes of biology, botany and horticulture. This comment is 
noted. Please refer to Master Response 8. 
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Response to Comment 89-5: 

This comment is regards to the superintendent and the approval of events at the Project Site. The 
comment also states that the County of Los Angeles Department of Parks and Recreation has failed to 
provide the public with an accurate, stable, and finite project description. Please refer to Response to 
Comment 82-1. This comment mentions the Stopthemilleniumhollywood.com et al. v. City of Los Angeles et 
al. court case.  

The comment provides a table that the commenter states shows the deviation from the scope of 
operational changes provided in the November 2021 Notice of Preparation and the project description in 
the July 2022 Draft SEIR for the Proposed Project. Please refer to Response to Comment 82-1. 

This comment states that the initial notice did not define “existing events” and that the Draft SEIR 
provides a “litany of additional uses.” Please refer to Response to Comment 82-1. 

Another comment provides what the commenter asserts are examples of a lack of an accurate, stable, and 
finite project description in which the correspondence (interpreted to be the initial notice referenced in 
the paragraph above). Please refer to Response to Comment 82-1. 

Response to Comment 89-6: 

This comment lists the botanical facilities currently operated by the County of Los Angeles Parks and 
Recreation Department and goes on to list the ownership differences in the various County botanical 
gardens. This comment does not raise any issues regarding the content or adequacy of the environmental 
analysis in the Draft SEIR for the Proposed Project and does not raise a specific environmental issue. This 
comment is noted. No further response is required. 

This comment describes the size of the County operated botanical facilities and compares them to the 
size of the Project Site. This comment does not raise any issues regarding the content or adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft SEIR for the Proposed Project and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue. This comment is noted. No further response is required. 

The commenter refers to the parking spaces for the Proposed Project. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 89-7: 

This comment lists the ways the commenter believes that the Virginia Robinson Gardens is different from 
“any park.” This comment does not raise any issues regarding the content or adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft SEIR for the Proposed Project and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue. This comment is noted. No further response is required. 

The commenter states that “trying to socially equalize County operations, many with different purposes 
and physical attributes, compared to the [Virginia Robinson] Gardens inherently creates unmitigable and 
significant environmental and social impacts….” This comment does not provide any specific information 
regarding what “unmitigable and significant environmental and social impacts” are created by the 
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Proposed Project. This comment makes vague claims and does not raise a specific environmental issue. 
This comment is noted. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment 89-8: 

The commenter states that the Draft SEIR does not provide a sufficient degree of analysis for “virtually all 
potential environmental impacts discussed.” The commenter also describes other deficiencies that are 
believed to be in the DSEIR, including incomplete analysis, missing information, conclusions without 
support, and a biased analysis. This comment is noted.  

The commenter goes on to provide more specific comments regarding the Draft SEIR on a section-by-
section basis. Please refer to the responses below: 

Introduction 

This comment states that the County does not work in partnership with the Friends of Robinson Gardens 
and that “an independent contract is not a ‘partner’.” This statement is a matter of opinion and does not 
raise a specific environmental issue. This comment is noted. No further response is required. 

This comment states that the Friends of Robinson Gardens “…command the events at the GARDENS to 
the extent that much of the time the GARDENS becomes effectively a non-public, private organization 
dominating, even monopolizing, a public facility.” This comment goes on to expand upon the relationship 
of the Friends of Robinson Gardens to the facility and discusses the tax filings of the Friends of Robinson 
Gardens. This comment discusses the partnership between the facility and the Friends of Robinson 
Gardens. The requirements to become a member of the Friends of Robinson Gardens is not a part of the 
Proposed Project. In addition, the fund-raising programs that the Friends sponsor likewise are not a part 
of the Proposed Project and as such are not discussed in the Draft SEIR. The commenter is correct that the 
DSEIR “contains none of this material information” because how this entity operates is not part of the 
Proposed Project. These statements regarding the Friends of Robinson Gardens and how they operate do 
not raise a specific environmental issue regarding the changes proposed as part of the Proposed Project. 
This comment is noted. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment 89-9: 

The commenter discusses the statement in the Draft SEIR that the Virginia Robinson Gardens has been 
designated by the National Wildlife Federation as an official Certified Wildlife Habitat Site and states that 
the certification is a self-certification. The Project Site’s designation by the National Wildlife Federation as 
an official Certified Wildlife Habitat Site does not raise a specific environmental issue regarding the 
changes proposed as part of the Proposed Project. This comment is noted. No further response is 
required. 

The commenter references the statement in the Draft SEIR that the Virginia Robinson Gardens serves as 
“an urban forest” and goes on to discuss the tree species and canopy. This comment also states that the 
Draft SEIR “offers a misleading and unsubstantiated picture of the environmental merit of the property.” 
However, in contrast to this last statement by the commenter, the Draft SEIR found that the Proposed 
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Project would have a less than significant impact to biological resources. More specifically, the potential 
biological impacts of the Proposed Project were analyzed in Section 3.5, Biological Resources, of the Draft 
SEIR. As stated on page 3-11 of the DSEIR, “The 2014 SEIR did not identify any significant project impacts 
on biological resources associated with the previous operational changes at the Gardens. There were no 
mitigation measures identified in the 2014 SEIR because the impacts were found to be less than 
significant.” In addition, page 3-11 of the Draft SEIR states the following: “The Gardens are home to 
approximately 150 bird species and have been designated by the National Wildlife Federation as an 
official Certified Wildlife Habitat Site. However, vegetation at the Project Site consists of non-native 
landscape plantings that do not function as any naturally occurring plant communities or habitat types. As 
such, the Project Site is not considered part of any sensitive natural community. In addition, no riparian, 
wetland, or other sensitive habitats are located on or immediately adjacent to the Project Site.” The 
biological resources analysis in the Draft EIR for the Proposed Project concludes that no significant 
impacts were identified, and therefore no mitigation measures are required. 

This comment further states that: “…the DSEIR must address, but does not, the impacts this visitor 
increase will have on the wildlife and on the flora and fauna of the GARDENS. However, contrary to this 
comment, page 3-11 in Section 3.5, Biological Resources, of the Draft SEIR states the following: “As 
described in the 2012 Draft SEIR, no special-status plant or wildlife species are likely to occur on or in the 
vicinity of the Project Site due to existing anthropogenic-related disturbances and lack of suitable native 
habitat (County of Los Angeles 2012). Existing protocols and precautions to protect the integrity of the 
structures and gardens will ensure that existing vegetation remains undisturbed by the proposed increase 
in visitors. Common wildlife would continue to benefit from the habitat that the gardens provide, and the 
biological functions and values associated with the existing environment would remain unchanged. A less 
than significant impact would occur.” Therefore, as detailed above, contrary to what this comment asserts, 
the Draft SEIR does in fact analyze the potential impacts of an increase in visitors to the Project Site. 

The commenter discusses the educational programming and tours to children and the events of the 
Friends of Robinson Gardens and how the website for the gardens is designed and features each of these 
programs. This comment does not raise any issues regarding the content or adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft SEIR for the Proposed Project and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue. This comment is noted. No further response is required. 

This comment is regarding the County of Los Angeles Department of Parks and Recreation stating that 
the County should cease its relationship with the Friends of Robinson Gardens. This comment does not 
raise any issues regarding the content or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft SEIR for the 
Proposed Project and does not raise a specific environmental issue. This comment is noted. No further 
response is required. 

The commenter describes some of the historic activities that the Friends of Robinson Gardens has hosted. 
This comment is noted.  

The commenter states that “No justification or quantification exists in the DSEIR to establish that the 
proposed changes will enhance any of the goals stated by the Department of Parks and Recreation.” As 
detailed on page 1-2 of the Draft SEIR, the current objectives of the Department of Parks and Recreation 
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are: “inclusivity and accessibility and adhere to DPR’s mission to serve as stewards of parklands, build 
healthy and resilient communities, and advance social equity and cohesion. As detailed on page 2-6 of the 
Draft SEIR, the Proposed Project would expand the “current operational restrictions of 6.5 hours a day, six 
days a week limits the Gardens ability to fulfill the mission of Virginia Robinson’s bequeathment to the 
County. By allowing the Gardens to welcome the public until sunset, as most other public gardens and 
parks do, students and the public would have greater access. The Gardens would be able to offer science 
and botanical education to more students from all schools, including Title I schools. Title I is a Federal 
Entitlement Program designed to meet the needs of children who come from low-income households. 
The program supplies supplemental funds to school districts with high concentration of poverty to 
support the school’s educational goals.” Therefore, the expanded operating hours would advance social 
equity and cohesion by facilitating attendance at the Virginia Robinson Gardens by more students, 
including those who attend Title I schools. In this way the proposed change does enhance the goals 
stated by the Department of Parks and Recreation. 

The Draft SEIR states that the proposed change in operating hours of 9:30 a.m. to sunset Monday through 
Sunday would enable the Virginia Robinson Gardens to serve the needs of more school children and the 
general public. The commenter states that having the facility open until sunset will not serve the needs of 
school children. The hours of 9:30 a.m. until sunset would meet the needs of school children who attend 
the facility in the morning during school days and the general public would benefit from the facility 
staying open until sunset. Please refer to Master Response 10. 

Response to Comment 89-10: 

This comment is regarding the information in the Project Description section of the Draft SEIR regarding 
Special Use Events and parking for events and that no monitoring of street parking or vendor parking has 
ever existed by the Gardens outside of its driveway. The commenter states that the Virginia Robinson 
Gardens has encouraged street parking to attend events and cited a statement on the venue’s website. 
The commenter also states that the City of Beverly Hills has the right to deny any valet parking permit. 
This comment is noted. The project description includes a section regarding Special Use Events and how 
parking is handled. As detailed on page 2-4 of the DSEIR, regarding Special Use Events, a 
parking/transportation plan is developed to use either valet or shuttle vans to bring guests to the Gardens 
from off-site parking areas and parking permits are requested from the City of Beverly Hills. All City of 
Beverly Hills ordinances for parking and time limits for events are adhered to for each event. Parking 
monitors are in place at the front gate during the load in and load out for each event to assure 
compliance by participants. Please refer to Master Response 3. 

In Section 3.18, Transportation, of the Draft SEIR, event parking is further addressed. Up to 35 vehicles can 
be parked on the Project Site with stacked parking. A pickup/ drop-off operation is also used as needed, 
where the driver drops off the guest and is on call for pickup. This ensures that guests are picked up by 
the same driver and in the same car when they leave. No street parking is permitted to occur on Elden 
Way, by either event guests or valet parking staff. Valet parking is used for Special Use Events that are 
larger. These larger events include an application for a valet permit and a special use event permit from 
the City of Beverly Hills. A street parking permit is issued by the City. Off-site parking is also made 
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available for some events, so that guests can be shuttled to the Project Site and the need for on-street 
parking by valets can be reduced or eliminated, depending on the event plan. Please refer to Master 
Response 2. 

The commenter states that offloading deliveries on Cove Way “only creates impacts on another residential 
streets…” and that the Draft SEIR ignores this. This comment is noted. The project description states that 
for Special Use Events deliveries are scheduled by time and vehicle size. Vehicles that do not fit down the 
driveway are off-loaded on streets other than Elden Way. As detailed in Section 3.18, Transportation, on 
page 3-62 of the Draft SEIR states: “Setup and deliveries for Special Use Events is tightly regulated and 
scheduled by the County and the Friends of the Virginia Robinson Gardens working in tandem to 
minimize the effect on the surrounding neighbors. Vendors are assigned arrival and load out times. Prior 
to the event, they receive a packet of information on the dimensions of the driveway and the address for 
offsite parking, etc. Preferred rental companies and vendors are used. Delivery trucks are required to park 
along Crescent Drive on the north side and use a smaller truck to shuttle the rental items to the Project 
Site. Loading out is not permitted on Sundays after Saturday events. Whenever possible, back-to-back 
events use the same setup to reduce load-in and load-out by 50 percent.” Therefore, the Draft SEIR does 
address deliveries in the Section 3.18, Transportation. 

The comment regarding past web postings regarding the Virginia Robinson Gardens not requiring the use 
of preferred rental companies for events is noted. As stated in Section 3.18, Transportation, page 3-62 of 
the Draft SEIR, states: “Preferred rental companies and vendors are used.” This comment does not raise 
any issues regarding the content or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft SEIR for the 
Proposed Project and does not raise a specific environmental issue.  

The commenter states that “Most of us have lived directly adjacent to the GARDENS for many years. The 
GARDENS has never contacted us in advance about upcoming events. Advance contact will not matter if 
concerns are ignored, which is the likely result given the conclusions of the DSEIR.” This comment is 
noted. This comment does not raise any issues regarding the content of the environmental analysis in the 
Draft SEIR for the Proposed Project and does not raise a specific environmental issue.  

The commenter states that past understandings have restricted special uses to fundraising events and 
that the commenter believes that holding of such events likely violates the Bequest of the Gardens to the 
County and creates impacts which cannot be mitigated. This comment does not raise any issues regarding 
the content or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft SEIR for the Proposed Project and does 
not raise a specific environmental issue as it discusses past understandings and does not comment on the 
Draft SEIR. This comment is noted. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment 89-11: 

This comment states “Only current and past mismanagement of the GARDENS can explain any lack of 
ability of families and children presently to enjoy the GARDENS. No documentation is offered to support 
this conclusion.” This comment is regarding management of the Virginia Robinson Gardens. This 
comment does not raise any issues regarding the content or adequacy of the environmental analysis in 
the Draft SEIR for the Proposed Project and does not raise a specific environmental issue as it discusses 
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past understandings and does not comment on the Draft SEIR. This comment is noted. No further 
response is required. 

This comment also states that the Gardens has increased family events and onsite botanical related 
classes without any operational changes. This comment is about what the facility has done during the 
interim period between the announcement of the proposed changes and the issuance of the Draft SEIR. 
This comment does not raise any issues regarding the content or adequacy of the environmental analysis 
in the Draft SEIR for the Proposed Project and does not raise a specific environmental issue as it discusses 
past understandings and does not comment on the Draft SEIR. This comment is noted. No further 
response is required. 

Response to Comment 89-12: 

This comment is regarding the operational changes which are proposed in the Draft SEIR. This comment 
states that operational changes propose to expand the level of public use of the Virginia Robinson 
Gardens by extending the hours of operation and days, the types of programs, and use of public 
transportation (as detailed in Section 2.4 Project Description, on page 2-5 of the DSEIR for the Proposed 
Project). This comment states that the operational changes do nothing to expand the use of public 
transportation and that closest public transportation drop point for the one Metro Bus Route (Sunset #2) 
that serves the Project Site is approximately one-half mile away and involves an uphill walk to the Project 
Site. 

Page 3-27 of Section 3.12.3, Environmental Impacts, of the Draft SEIR states the following regarding public 
transportation: “Additionally, with advanced reservations, visitors would be allowed to arrive at the Project 
Site on foot or be dropped off at the gate. This would support the current trend of visitors from the 
adjacent neighborhood walking to the site, as well as the current social promotion of the use of public 
transportation and alternative modes of transportation (such as Uber, Lyft, and taxis).”  

Additionally, on page 3-69 of Section 3.18, Transportation, under the Parking Analysis heading, the Draft 
SEIR states: “Currently, the largest challenge with parking is the public using nearby neighborhood streets 
for parking, which causes congestion. To offset this, the County proposes to promote the use of public 
transportation services and rideshare services such as Lyft or Uber. The proposed advertisements do not 
include new physical signage, markings, or other parking-related changes. The proposed activity is a 
promotional approach to encourage outside transportation services with the intent of reducing vehicle 
activity on and near the Project Site.” Virginia Robinson Gardens is not able to mandate anyone to utilize 
public transportation to visit or depart from their location. However, the County proposes to advertise, 
using a promotional or informational approach, to encourage public and other alternative transportation 
methods. Please refer to Master Responses 2 and 3. 

Response to Comment 89-13: 

This comment refers to the increased number of Special Use Events, which per page 2-5 of the Draft SEIR 
“would generate critical revenue for the Gardens, to offset the costs to operate and maintain this historic 
landmark.” The comment goes on to state that “If the County cannot afford the GARDENS, it should 
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rescind its acceptance of the Gift…”This comment also states that the Draft SEIR should discuss the 
County’s finances as it relates to the Gardens and the commenter states that the Bequest says nothing 
about the Gardens having to pay its own way. Finances are not discussed in the Draft SEIR because they 
are not a CEQA issue, as detailed below. Per Section 15273, Rates, Tolls, Fares, and Charges, of CEQA: 

“(a) CEQA does not apply to the establishment, modification, structuring, restructuring, or approval of 
rates, tolls, fares, or other charges by public agencies which the public agency finds are for the purpose of: 

(1) Meeting operating expenses…” No further response is required. 

This comment also states that “…the general public will not enjoy any real values from increased special 
events” and the comment goes on to provide additional explanation regarding the costs associated with 
special events as well as what the commenter believes the Virginia Robinson Gardens can charge for 
special events. The comment also states that the Draft SEIR does not demonstrate a financial benefit from 
special events. These comments regarding revenue and costs of special events do not raise any issues 
regarding the content or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft SEIR for the Proposed 
Project and do not raise a specific environmental issue. This comment is noted. No further response is 
required. 

Response to Comment 89-14: 

The commenter states that it is not true that the Proposed Project does not include any ground disturbing 
activities normally associated with grading, demolition, or construction. The reference by the commenter 
that the project “does not include any ground disturbing activities normally associated with grading, 
demolition, or construction” is from page 2-5 in Section 2.4, Project Description, of the Draft SEIR. The 
temporary placement of dance floors, placement of tents, and overhead lighting for an event would all be 
promptly removed after the event has concluded. No grading or removal of soil, no, demolition of 
permanent structures, and no construction of new permanent structures would occur with the Proposed 
Project. Therefore, the statement from page 2-5 of the Draft SEIR is accurate. No further response is 
required. 

Response to Comment 89-15: 

This comment is regarding the operating hours of the Virginia Robinson Gardens and that the proposed 
change in operating hours of 9:30 a.m. to sunset Monday through Sunday would enable the Gardens to 
serve the needs of more school children and the general public. As detailed in Table 2-1, Proposed 
Operational Changes, on page 2-5 of the Draft SEIR, closing at sunset is common for other County parks. 
This comment cites the prior public comments related to scoping which provide operating hours for 
similar botanic gardens and arboretum operated by the County. This comment does not raise a specific 
environmental issue as it re-states the text in the Draft SEIR that under the Proposed Project the Virginia 
Robinson Gardens would close at sunset. This comment is against the facility closing at sunset every day 
of the year. This comment states that the facility closing at sunset “should be fully and fairly discussed in 
the DSEIR.” This comment is noted. The proposed closing time of the Virginia Robinson Gardens is 
discussed in multiple places throughout the Draft SEIR, on the following pages:  
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 Page 1-2, which states: “The proposed change in operating hours of 9:30 a.m. to sunset 
Monday through Sunday would enable the Gardens to serve the needs of more school 
children and the general public.” 

 Page 2-5, which states: “9:30 a.m. to sunset (as common for other County parks).” 

 Page 2-6, which states: “DPR proposes that the Gardens be open from 9:30 a.m. to sunset. Sunset 
is typically 7 to 8 p.m. in the summer and 5 to 6 p.m. in the winter. This means the Gardens would 
be open for up to 10.5 hours in the summer and 8.5 hours in the winter. Current hours are from 
9:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., which translates to a duration of 6.5 hours. The proposed increase in the 
number of visitors would be spread over the increased hours of operations. The current 
operational restrictions of 6.5 hours a day, six days a week limits the Gardens ability to fulfill 

 the mission of Virginia Robinson’s bequeathment to the County. By allowing the Gardens to 
welcome the public until sunset, as most other public gardens and parks do, students and the 
public would have greater access.” 

 Page 3-60, which states: “By allowing the Gardens to welcome the public until sunset, as most 
other public gardens and parks do, students and the public would be granted greater access. The 
proposed extended hours would also allow the Gardens to develop an afterschool program for 
children and allow families to visit the Gardens after school or work. Additionally, the Gardens 
would be able to offer more science and botanical education programs to Title I schools. As such, 
the Proposed Project would increase the public availability and use of the Project Site, including 
the botanical gardens and grounds. This increase in public availability resulting from the Proposed 
Project would remain within the original intent and boundaries set forth by the Robinson Will. 

The proposed increase in the number of maximum daily visitors would be spread over the 
increased hours of operations and additional day. 

 Page 3-64, which states: “The trip generation also considered the hours of operation in the 
calculation of trips and 8.5 hours for an average length of site operations ending at sunset... 
The daily operational period would be extended further into the evening, until sunset rather 
than 4:00 p.m., and Sunday operations would be included in the typical weekly schedule.” 

This comment also states that students will not benefit from the expanded hours as schools end during 
the current operating hours of the gardens. Please refer to Response to Comment 89-9. 

Response to Comment 89-16: 

This comment is regarding the Proposed Project’s increase in the number of daily visitors from 100 to 200. 
The commenter asks why there is an increase in visitors to 200 “when actual demand is 20 persons/day.” 
The commenter also asks about the “additional hypothetical demand.” On page 2-5 of the Draft SEIR in 
Table 2-1, Proposed Operational Changes, the project proposes up to 200 visitors per day for docent 
tours, seminar/classes, or commercial filming (video only, no motion picture) or a combination of any of 
these activities. The visitor maximum does not include staff, volunteers, or security. The extended hours 
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would allow for increased opportunity for additional patrons to visit the Gardens, hence the proposed 
increase in the number of allowed daily visitors. 

The commenter states that having timed visits does not help if the visitors decide to stay longer and enjoy 
the property beyond any tour. Page 2-1 of the Draft SEIR stats that visitors are led through the Gardens by 
a trained docent on a 90-minute walking tour and are not allowed to tour the property unattended. 
Visitors must immediately leave following the tour/event.  

The commenter also states that the daily visitor count “should reflect the actual parking situation at the 
GARDENS” and goes on to describe that the existing parking lot at most holds 35 cars for public parking 
and that the parking situation is “tight under current usage.” The commenter further states that the 
“DSEIR fails to address the parking when it talks about increasing the daily visitor situation.” On page 2-6, 
the Draft SEIR states that 35 parking spaces are available on the property. Figure 2-3, Virginia Robinson 
Gardens Parking Map, will be added the Draft SEIR as part of the Errata section of this Final SEIR (Section 
4.0). To offset congestion on neighborhood streets, the County proposes to encourage visitors to use 
public transportation services and rideshare services such as Lyft or Uber. Per page 1-2 of the Draft SEIR, 
all visits would continue to be by reservation only with no street parking or buses on Elden Way. All cars 
must park onsite for smaller events. Parking attendants monitor the gates on Elden Way and visitors are 
directed to park on the property. Page 3-69 of Section 2.4.5, Parking, of the Draft SEIR addresses parking 
for the Proposed Project. Parking on the property will remain the same (35 spaces available) and there will 
continue to be no parking on Elden Way. Parking is reserved when visitors make reservations for a tour. 
The Gardens can accommodate up to 35 cars with stacked parking which is adequate for smaller events. 
For larger events, valet service is required. The event must receive a Valet Permit and Special Event Permit 
from the City of Beverly Hills. A Street Parking Permit is issued by the City of Beverly Hills. For Special Use 
Events, the Gardens will continue to promote the use of shuttle service from offsite locations to reduce 
the number of trips and all events will require a parking/transportation plan. Special Use Event parking 
management is based on the total number of guests expected. Please refer to Master Responses 2 and 3. 

The increased number of visitors and parking is discussed on page 3-3 of the Draft SEIR. An increased 
number of visitors would occur with the Proposed Project. “The increased number of visitors moving 
through the surrounding neighborhood would create a new, short-term, visual element to the project 
area. However, all daily visitors to the Gardens would continue to be by reservation only (up to 200 per 
day). All vehicles would park within the onsite 35 parking spaces, with no street parking or bus parking on 
Elden Way. The Gardens can accommodate up to 35 cars with stacked parking which is adequate for 
smaller events. Currently, during larger Special Use Events, vehicles arrive at the Project Site and cars are 
parked in the surrounding neighborhood (by valet); this would continue with the Proposed Project. This is 
consistent with events already held in the area by surrounding residences and would not be a condition 
unique to the Proposed Project Site.” As detailed on page 3-3 of the Draft SEIR, “Smaller events can 
accommodate up to 35 cars with stacked parking.” 

As described on page 3-27 of the Draft SEIR, under the Proposed Project, an advanced parking reservation 
would continue to be required to ensure that visitors park on site to the greatest extent possible; street 
parking by visitors on Elden Way would continue to be prohibited. Additionally, with advanced 
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reservations, visitors would be allowed to arrive at the Project Site on foot or be dropped off at the gate. 
This would support the current trend of visitors from the adjacent neighborhood walking to the site, as 
well as the current social promotion of the use of public transportation and alternative modes of 
transportation (such as Uber, Lyft, and taxis). Please refer to Master Response 1. 

Response to Comment 89-17: 

This comment is regarding the uses that would continue on the Project Site. The commenter states that 
the Draft SEIR fails to address whether the original Virginia Robinson bequest supports the use of 
“commercial” events and that commercial uses on site “likely constitute a legal forfeiture of the bequest 
and that the events do not support the use of the Virginia Robinson Gardens as a “botanical” center. This 
comment is about the bequest to the County and does not raise a specific environmental issue. As 
detailed on page 2-5 of the Draft SEIR, in Table 2-1, Proposed Operational Changes, in addition to the 
existing uses on site, the Project proposes adding private and family ceremonies such as weddings. No 
other changes to the type of events held are proposed. This comment is noted. Please refer to Master 
Response 8. 

Response to Comment 89-18: 

This comment is regarding the 24 Special Use Events per year that are proposed by the Project. The 
commenter states that the proposed 24 Special Use Events would disrupt the reasonable enjoyment of 
the peace and quiet in a historical residential neighborhood. It should be noted that the Project proposes 
up to 24 special events per year (up to 4 events per month) and as such fewer than 24 special events may 
be held annually. In addition, Section 3.14, Noise, of the Draft SEIR analyzes the potential noise impacts of 
the Proposed Project, including the Special Use Events. On page 3-44 of the Draft SEIR, the text states: 
“The Project is proposing to increase the number of Special Use Events occurring on the Project Site from 
4 to 24 (up to 4 events per month) and increasing the maximum number of visitors per day from 100 to 
200. Operational noise sources associated with the increased activity at the Gardens include mobile (i.e., 
traffic) and stationary (i.e., people talking, crowd noise, and amplified music) sources.” Please refer to 
Master Response 4. 

Regarding operational off-site traffic noise, increasing the number of Special Use Events and daily visitors 
would result in additional traffic on adjacent roadways, thereby increasing vehicular noise in the Project 
vicinity. However, as detailed on page 3-46, the noise analysis found that the Proposed Project’s 
contribution of offsite traffic noise because of increased daily visitors would be less than significant.  

Regarding operational onsite stationary noise, as detailed on page 3-47, “Onsite noise as a result of 
Special Use Event activities (i.e., amplified sound and crowd noise) has been calculated using the 
SoundPLAN 3D noise model, which predicts noise propagation from a noise source based on the location, 
noise level, and frequency spectra of the noise sources as well as the geometry and reflective properties of 
the local terrain, buildings, and barriers… It is noted that Project noise modeling represents a worst-case 
scenario in which all potential Project noise sources are being generated at full intensity at the same 
moment. It is very unlikely that noise levels as a result of Special Use Event activities would reach that of 
those predicted in Table 3.14-8 [of the Draft SEIR].” The Draft SEIR further states, on page 3-53 that while 
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noise generated at the Project Site during a Special Use Event with implementation of the Proposed 
Project would be similar to what could occur during a currently-allowed Special Use Event, this analysis 
utilizes the City’s noise/land use compatibility thresholds (see Table 3.14-5 of the Draft SEIR) for 
residential receptors in order to address the noise-related effect of increasing the frequency of special 
events from four events to approximately 24 events annually. The noise analysis regarding Special Use 
Events concludes that the Proposed Project’s contribution of stationary-sourced noise would result in a 
less than significant impact with Mitigation Measure NOI-1 which requires that a noise-reduction 
operations program shall be implemented prior to all Special Use Events employing the use of amplified 
sound (refer to pages 3-54 and 3-55 of the DSEIR for details). Please refer to Master Responses 4 and 5. 

The commenter also opines that the rationalization for additional events is a commercial one and not a 
public one. Please refer to Master Response 9. 

The commenter states that the DSEIR should include the existing budget for the Gardens and the entire 
Department of Parks and Recreation. As detailed in Response to Comments 89-13, finances are not 
discussed in the Draft SEIR because they are not a CEQA issue, as detailed below. Per Section 15273, 
Rates, Tolls, Fares, and Charges, of CEQA: 

“(a) CEQA does not apply to the establishment, modification, structuring, restructuring, or approval of 
rates, tolls, fares, or other charges by public agencies which the public agency finds are for the purpose of: 

(1) Meeting operating expenses…” No further response is required. 

Response to Comment 89-19: 

This comment states that parking on the property will remain the same and states that the Project Site has 
fewer than 35 parking spaces. The comment also states that sixteen vehicles would be used by a mix of 
volunteers and maintenance staff, leaving 19 spaces to meet the needs of the Proposed Project. This 
comment is noted. Please refer to Response to Comments 89-6 which details the discussion parking 
associated with the Proposed Project. Figure 2-3, Virginia Robison Gardens Parking Map, is included in the 
Errata section of this Final SEIR (Section 4.0). 

This comment discusses street parking and mentions a recent public hearing held by the Beverly Hills City 
Council, who the commenter states expressed an interest in enforcing parking bans on area streets if the 
County significantly increased special events at the Gardens. The portion of this comment that refers to 
the Beverly Hills City Council hearing does not raise any issues regarding the content or adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft SEIR for the Proposed Project and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue as it discusses a public hearing. This comment is noted. No further response is 
required. 

The comment also states that under City rules, residents on nearby streets can implement permit parking 
only and no parking bans on all adjacent streets for special events and all activities at the Gardens. This 
comment references City of Beverly Hills Municipal Code 7-3-206. This comment does not raise any issues 
regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft SEIR for the Proposed Project and does 
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not raise a specific environmental issue as it discusses the City’s Municipal Code. This comment is noted. 
Please refer to Comment Responses 2 and 3.  

The comment also states that the Draft SEIR does not address the impacts generated from the six-fold 
special events increase and doubling the daily attendance and that traffic and parking are inseparable 
impacts. Please refer to Response to Comments 89-6 which details the discussion of increased visitors and 
parking associated with the Proposed Project. The commenter is also referred to Master Responses 1, 2, 
and 3. 

Response to Comment 89-20: 

This comment states that the following text from page 3-1 of the Draft SEIR is inaccurate: “Therefore, any 
views of the Project Site from public streets are obstructed, except from the terminus of the Elden Way 
cul-de-sac at the entrance of the Project Site.” The commenter also states that the Project Site, particularly 
the Rose Garden and Palm Grove are directly visible from Carolyn Way. The text preceding the statement 
quoted above states: “The surrounding residential streets feature extremely dense landscaping along the 
privately-owned properties that include hedges, shrubs, and mature trees. In addition, some properties 
are bordered by stone walls and gates.” With this text the author is stating that due to the developed 
nature of the project vicinity and the presence of dense landscaping, walls, and gates, there is a limited 
view of the Project Site from public streets. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 89-21: 

This comment disagrees with the statement on page 3-3 of the Draft SEIR that the increased number of 
visitors moving through the surrounding neighborhood would create a new, short-term visual element to 
the project area. The Proposed Project would not construct new buildings, alter existing buildings, change 
landscaping, or alter the visual aspects of the Project Site in any way. As such, the Proposed Project would 
not degrade the visual character or quality of the site or its surroundings. As detailed on page 3-3 of the 
DSEIR currently, during Special Use Events, vehicles arrive at the Project Site and cars are parked in the 
surrounding neighborhood (by valet); this would continue with the Proposed Project. This is consistent 
with events already held in the area by surrounding residences and would not be a condition unique to 
the Project Site. This comment is noted. 

The commenter repeats the previous comment made that the Draft SEIR does not demonstrate how the 
Gardens can accommodate 35 cars. As detailed on page 3-3 of the DSEIR, “Smaller events can 
accommodate up to 35 cars with stacked parking.” Please refer to Response to Comments 89-16 for a 
discussion of parking. This comment is noted. No further response is required. 

The commenter states that onsite parking will not accommodate the 200 persons per day visitor limits of 
the Proposed Project and asks what will happen is a visitor stays beyond tour time or come early. This 
comment also states that visitors will park on nearby streets and states that the Draft SEIR ignored “this 
obvious inference” regarding street parking. Regarding a visitor staying late, page 2-1 of the DSEIR states 
the following: “Visitors must make a parking and guest reservation so that the Gardens know when they 
will come and how many cars and people to expect. No walk-ins are allowed. Visitors are led through the 
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Gardens by a trained docent on a 90-minute walking tour and are not allowed to tour the property 
unattended. Visitors must immediately leave following the tour/event. Street parking on Elden Way is not 
allowed. Parking attendants monitor the gates on Elden Way and visitors are directed to park on the 
property.” The Draft SEIR addresses parking on page 2-8 in Section 2.4.5, Parking. Regarding large events, 
page 2-8 of the DSEIR states: “For larger events, valet service is required. The event must receive a Valet 
Permit and Special Event Permit from the City of Beverly Hills. A Street Parking Permit is issued by the City 
of Beverly Hills. For Special Use Events, the Gardens will continue to promote the use of shuttle service 
from offsite to reduce the number of trips and all events will require a parking/ transportation plan. 
Special Use Event parking management is based on the total number of guests expected. Please refer to 
Master Responses 2 and 3. 

This comment references numbers from a County website that is not currently posted online. This 
comment goes on to hypothesize regarding the number of persons associated with a “max event” based 
on the numbers from a website that no longer exists. This comment then asks where excess people from 
the “max event” will park. This comment is noted. No further response is required. 

This comment also discusses valet parking in the City of Beverly Hills and states that valet parking requires 
a city permit. The commenter states that the Draft SEIR does not address concerns regarding what would 
happen if the City of Beverly Hills does not issue a valet permit. Page 3-69 of the Draft SEIR states: “In 
December 2009, the California Natural Resources Agency amended the CEQA Guidelines and the 
Appendix G Checklist to eliminate the checklist question regarding parking capacity. Case law recognizes 
that parking impacts are not necessarily environmental impacts (San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown 
Plan v. City and County of San Francisco, supra, 102 Cal.App.4th at 697). The focus of the CEQA analysis, 
rather, is on direct and indirect physical impacts of a project on the environment. Parking is usually a 
social and not an environmental impact, unless there are secondary adverse physical effects on the 
environment resulting from a project’s impact on available parking (Save Our Access – San Gabriel 
Mountains vs. Watershed Conservation Authority, 68 Cal.App.5th 8). Therefore, parking is not typically an 
environmental impact requiring analysis in a CEQA document (California Natural Resources Agency 
2009).” Nonetheless, given that the Project Site is surrounded by narrow neighborhood streets, parking 
issues were addressed qualitatively in the Draft SEIR. 

The commenter asks where the parking is for special events service employees and service vehicles and 
states that in the past those vehicles have parked in neighboring streets, which should be analyzed in the 
Draft SEIR. The Draft SEIR includes an analysis of parking in Section 3.18, Transportation, which includes a 
parking analysis on page 3-70. Please refer to Master Responses 1, 2, and 3. 

Response to Comment 89-22: 

This comment is regarding lighting from the Proposed Project and light pollution, which the commenter 
states “the DSEIR fails to mention, much less address.” The Project Site is in an urban and developed area 
of the City of Beverly Hills. Therefore, lighting from events held at the Project Site would incrementally 
contribute to the overall lighting in the Project area, including existing lighting from homes and 
streetlights. The 2014 SEIR did not identify any significant project impacts to aesthetics associated with 
the previous operational changes at the Gardens. As described on page 3-2 of the Draft SEIR, “This 
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lighting would also be consistent with the lighting elements of adjacent neighborhood (as hosting Special 
Use Events is commonplace in this neighborhood and throughout the City of Beverly Hills) and would not 
create a significant new source of light. The Draft SEIR concludes that impacts would be less than 
significant therefore mitigation measures are not required. 

This comment states that lighting will have an adverse impact on the hundreds of birds and wildlife 
species that the Draft SEIR references and that the Draft SEIR‘s discussion of this issue is inadequate. As 
detailed on page 3-3 of the Draft SEIR, “The Proposed Project would increase Special Use Events from 4 
per year to 24 per year, and evening events would be offered that could include temporary outdoor 
lighting. The lighting would be directed toward a specific area of the Project Site.” As described in that 
paragraph above, lighting would also be consistent with the lighting elements of adjacent neighborhood 
(as hosting Special Use Events is commonplace in this neighborhood and throughout the City of Beverly 
Hills) and would not create a significant new source of light. 

Response to Comment 89-23: 

This comment is regarding the statement on page 3-9 of the Draft SEIR that “there is no likelihood of the 
Project traffic exceeding CO values. This impact is less than significant.” This comment refers to the 
SCAQMD guidelines and states that they do not truly reflect the added burden of a degraded 
environment in the immediate vicinity of the Gardens. This comment is noted. The analysis of potential air 
quality impacts has been conducted in compliance with standard air quality and greenhouse gas analysis 
protocol. No further response is required.  

The commenter states that the Draft SEIR did not include baseline air quality monitoring of the location, 
no computer modeling, and no standard methodologies to quantify air quality impacts and that it relied 
upon area/regional studies (referring to the CO hot spot study from 1992). The commenter is correct that 
air quality monitoring at the Project Site was not taken. This is because regional emissions information is 
typically used in CEQA analysis. This comment is noted. The commenter is mistaken regarding the analysis 
having “no computer modeling, no standard methodologies to quantify air quality impacts.” As detailed 
on page 3-7 of the Draft SEIR “Criteria air pollutant emissions were modeled using the California 
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), version 2020.4.0. CalEEMod is a statewide land use emissions 
computer model designed to quantify potential criteria pollutant emissions associated with both 
construction and operations from a variety of land use projects. Long-term operational emissions as a 
result of the Proposed Project would mainly be attributed to the proposed increase in daily visitors and 
the number of Special Use Events… As shown in Table 3.4-1, the Project’s emissions would not exceed any 
SCAQMD thresholds for any criteria air pollutants during operation as a result of increased visitors. This 
impact is less than significant.” Please refer to Appendix A of the Draft SEIR for CalEEMod version 2020.4.0 
Model Data Outputs. No further response is required. 

The CO hot spot study described on pages 3-8 and 3-9 in Section 3.9, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the 
Draft SEIR is one that is typically cited in greenhouse gas analysis. The technical analysis for potential 
greenhouse gas emissions analysis in the Draft SEIR is not citing an outdated study and trying to apply it 
to the Proposed Project; the analysis is simply citing a study that established the parameters by which CO 
hotspots are measured. 
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This comment re-stated the commenter’s scoping comments that any analysis of traffic should focus on 
the local streets surrounding the Gardens and not major freeways. This comment goes on to list the 
intersections the commenter believes are most relevant for study. This comment is noted. Section 3.18, 
Transportation, of the Draft SEIR reviewed the environmental setting including the existing roadway 
system in the vicinity of the Project Site. As detailed on page 3-64 of the DSEIR: 

“The Project study area included the following eight study intersections located along the primary access 
routes to and from the Project Site (Figure 3-5): 

1. Beverly Drive and Lexington Road 
2. Crescent Drive and Lexington Road* 
3. Elden Way and Crescent Drive* 
4. Oxford Way and Lexington Road* 
5. Hartford Way and Lexington Road* 
6. Hartford Way and Cove Way* 
7. Benedict Canyon Drive and Roxbury Drive* 
8. Benedict Canyon Drive and Lexington Road” 

Therefore, the environmental analysis for the Proposed Project does focus on local streets and not major 
freeways. No further response is required. 

This comment cites the following court case: Sierra Club v. Fresno, (2018) 6 Cal 5th 502, in which the 
commenter states the court ruled that an EIR must either make a reasonable effort to correlate a project’s 
significant air quality impacts to potential health consequences or explain why providing such an analysis 
is not feasible. The commenter states that “the agency and its consultant effectively made no effort to 
quantity the air quality impacts nor the associated health impacts on a local area basis.” Please refer to the 
earlier response given as part of this comment response. 

Response to Comment 89-24: 

This comment is regarding the biological resources analysis in the Draft SEIR that concluded that the 
Proposed Project would have a less than significant impact on biological resources. The commenter is 
correct that the Draft SEIR does conclude that Project impacts to biological resources would be less than 
significant. Please refer to Section 3.5, Biological Resources of the Draft SEIR. The comment refers to the 
Garden’s website and what the website states regarding soils and plant growth on the Project Site. The 
commenter’s reference to the Garden’s website does not raise any issues regarding the content or 
adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft SEIR for the Proposed Project and does not raise a 
specific environmental issue. This comment is noted. No further response is required. 

This comment also asks what the existing protocols are to protect the Gardens, including plant species 
and wildlife. Page 3-11 of the Draft SEIR states: “The Proposed Project does not include construction or 
land alteration activities that could result in the removal of existing vegetation or the addition of new 
vegetation at the Project Site. Existing protocols and precautions to protect the integrity of the structures 
and gardens will ensure that existing vegetation remains undisturbed by the proposed increase in visitors. 
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Common wildlife would continue to benefit from the habitat that the gardens provide, and the biological 
functions and values associated with the existing environment would remain unchanged. A less than 
significant impact would occur.” Therefore, the analysis in the Draft SEIR focuses on the potential impacts 
of the Proposed Project and does not specifically state the existing protocols, which can be obtained by 
contacting the Virginia Robinson Gardens. 

Response to Comment 89-25: 

This comment is regarding the Special Use Event guidelines referenced in the Draft SEIR. This comment is 
noted.  

The comment references the Garden’s website. This comment is regarding the content of the Garden’s 
website and does not raise any issues regarding the content or adequacy of the environmental analysis in 
the Draft SEIR for the Proposed Project and does not raise a specific environmental issue. This comment is 
noted. No further response is required. 

The comment also states that the cultural section “fails to adequately discuss key impacts to the 
GARDENS.” This comment does not specify what those “key impacts” are. Section 3.6, Cultural Resources, 
addresses potential cultural resources impacts of the Proposed Project. As stated on pages 3-12 and 3-13 
of the Draft SEIR: “The proposed operational changes are consistent in type of use, use guidelines and 
rules, and long-term management that are already in place. The proposed operational changes will work 
to promote local historic preservation goals through continued public use and awareness though 
increased and enhanced regulated access to the Virginia Robinson Gardens. Though these proposed 
operational changes will increase public use of the property, there will be no associated physical changes 
to the Virginia Robinson Gardens (ECORP 2022; Appendix C). Therefore, there will be no significant impact 
to the character-defining features or aspects of integrity of the Project Site.” The Draft SEIR for the 
Proposed Project concluded that there would be less than significant impacts.  

Response to Comment 89-26: 

This comment is regarding the source of energy for the Gardens and states that the Draft SEIR neglects to 
discuss that the Gardens does not get its electricity from the Clean Power Alliance. Section 3.7, Energy, of 
the Draft SEIR analyzes the potential energy impacts of the Proposed Project. This comment is noted and 
no further response is required. 

Response to Comment 89-27: 

This comment is regarding the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s 3,000 metric tons of CO2e 
threshold for greenhouse gas impacts. The commenter states that it is important for decisionmakers to 
determine what amount of greenhouse gas will be emitted from a project change. This comment is noted. 
As detailed in Section 3.9, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the DSEIR, page 3-19 states: “…the SCAQMD’s 
3,000 metric tons of CO2e per year threshold is used as the significance threshold in addition to the 
qualitative thresholds of significance set forth below from Section VII of CEQA Guidelines Appendix G.” 
Therefore, this is an established threshold for analysis of GHG under CEQA and as such, was used in the 
analysis. This comment is noted, and no further response is required. 
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This comment states that “Authorities tell us 27% of total greenhouse gas emissions in the United States 
come from transportation.” This comment provides a statistic from an unknown source regarding 
greenhouse gas emissions in the United States and does not raise any issues regarding the content or 
adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft SEIR for the Proposed Project. This comment is noted. 
No further response is required. 

The commenter refers to a table in the greenhouse gas section of the Draft SEIR that states that mobile 
sources from the project will increase greenhouse gases by 117 metric tons per year and states that “…the 
project compels serious consideration of mitigation to reduce the potential greenhouse gas [from the 
Proposed Project].” This comment is noted. As detailed on page 3-20 of the Draft SEIR for the Proposed 
Project, “As shown in Table 3.9-1, operational-generated emissions [of 117 metric tons per year] would 
not exceed the SCAQMD’s numeric bright-line threshold of 3,000 metric tons of CO2e annually. This 
impact is less than significant.” No further response is required. 

This comment states that public transport is not a viable trip reducer and that Uber/Lyft will likely produce 
equivalent or greater emissions due to idle time for pickups/drop-offs; greenhouse gas emissions for 
private vehicle travel merit consideration for effective mitigation. This comment is speculative regarding 
the potential emissions of using Uber/Lyft versus potential emissions from private vehicles. This comment 
is noted. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment 89-28: 

This comment is regarding a statement in the Draft SEIR that the Proposed Project would comply with all 
applicable City codes and regulations regarding emergency response/evacuation. This comment does not 
raise any issues regarding the content or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft SEIR for the 
Proposed Project and does not raise a specific environmental issue. This comment is noted. No further 
response is required. 

This comment also states that safety issues compound because emergency vehicles “do not have 
complete access to the GARDENS’ property. First responders can access a large area of the property only 
on foot. A building overhang on the property blocks access to the property to rescue and emergency 
vehicles.” The comment states that the Draft SEIR fails to discuss this important concern. Please refer to 
Master Response 6 and 7. 

The “building overhang” referenced in this comment is an existing condition. The Proposed Project would 
not physically alter any existing structures. Therefore, this is not discussed, as it is not a part of the 
Proposed Project.  

Response to Comment 89-29: 

This comment is regarding the water demand of the Proposed Project. The commenter states that “The 
Special Events have the potential to add 24,000 water users to the property over the year.” The 
commenter states that the Gardens is one of the City of Beverly Hill’s largest water users. The commenter 
goes on to state that increasing the daily attendance, hours of operation, and increase in special events 
will trigger an increased water demand that must be discussed in the Draft SEIR. This comment is noted. 
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Section 3.11, Hydrology and Water Quality, discusses water demand. Pages 3-24 and 3-34 of the Draft 
SEIR state the following: “While the Proposed Project would increase visitation to the Project Site on a 
weekly basis (due to the increase in daily hours and the additional operational day) and annually (due to 
the increase of Special Use Events), the Project would not result in a substantial water demand that would 
require the Metropolitan Water District (MWD) to obtain more water resources from groundwater sources 
(refer to Section 3.20. Utilities and Service Systems of this SEIR for further information regarding project-
related water demand).”  

Section 3.20, Utilities and Services Systems also analyzes the water demands of the Proposed Project. 
Page 3-74 and 3-75 state: “The Proposed Project would result in an intermittent increase in visitors at the 
Project Site due to increased operational hours (average of three hours per day) and extended an 
additional day each week (open to the public seven days per week compared to six), increased maximum 
daily attendance to 200 visitors, and up to twenty additional Special Use Events annually. Additional 
visitors would cause an incremental increase in demand for water while at the Project Site primarily 
associated with restroom use. For daily use, visitors utilize restroom facilities on site, associated with the 
existing residence and Pool Pavilion. For special uses, visitors utilize restroom facilities on site and VIP 
portable facilities are arranged for the facility. As such, Special Use Events do not generate a substantial 
increase in water demand as much of the services are portable and brought to the Project Site (including 
water, electricity, and sewage provided by the VIP portable facilities). In any event, the Proposed Project 
would not result in the need for construction of new facilities at the Project Site or change the existing 
land uses. In addition, the Proposed Project would not induce substantial population growth in the Project 
Area. As such, the increase in water demand at the Project Site would conservatively be based on up to 
800 additional visitors per week (up to 41,600 visitors annually) and 350 additional visitors per twenty 
additional special uses (up to 7,000 visitors annually). Based on this conservative estimate, the Proposed 
Project would increase water demand by approximately 171,072 gallons annually (0.0005 mgd). The 
Gardens’ water demand would be accommodated through the City’s existing entitlements with MWD and 
would not require new or expanded water treatment facilities. Impacts related to water supply would be 
less than significant.” No further response is required. 

This comment references the drought warnings issued by the Governor of California and the Metropolitan 
Water Department and requests by the Governor to reduce water usage. This comment states that the 
Draft SEIR “fails to state how the County will meet these conservation goals for the GARDENS.” This 
comment states that the Draft SEIR does not discuss the following: the possibility of water restrictions 
becoming more stringent and the City’s potential to enforce ordinances to fine users for excess water use. 
Please refer to the paragraph directly above which addresses potential water impacts of the Proposed 
Project and concludes that the Project would have a less than significant impact regarding water usage. 
Additionally, per page 3-74 of the Draft SEIR “The Gardens incorporates various features to reduce water 
demand on site. Water-wise, Mediterranean shrubs, grasses, and groundcovers complement the 
architectural theme and also reduce overall water use in the landscape. An automatic irrigation system 
with low volume equipment minimizes water loss due to run-off. Groundcovers and bark mulch help 
conserve water, lower the soil temperature, and reduce evapotranspiration. Water usage is also 
continuously monitored. The Proposed Project would comply with the Water Shortage Contingency Plan 
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outlined in the Beverly Hills 2020 UWMP, if implemented. For example, limits may be applied to the 
number of days, frequency, and duration of outdoor watering.” No further response is required. 

Response to Comment 89-30: 

This comment is regarding special events at a residential home and what would be required regarding 
City permits and the statement in the Draft SEIR regarding the Project seeking input from the City of 
Beverly Hills because no other agency approvals are required for the Proposed Project. The commenter is 
correct regarding what is stated in the Draft SEIR. Per page 3-27 “In addition to the County of Los Angeles 
(Lead Agency), no other agency approvals are required; however, as a courtesy to the City of Beverly Hills, 
input from the City will continue to be sought. As a good neighbor, the Department of Parks and 
Recreation aims to comply with the City’s regulations. Impacts to land use and planning would be less 
than significant.” This comment is noted. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment 89-31: 

Per page 3-26 of the DSEIR “By way of discretionary action, the County Board of Supervisors will consider 
an amendment to the existing Agreement between the County and The Friends of Virginia Robinson 
Gardens. Formally, this amendment will consist of revising Section 4.05 of the Agreement to reflect the 
proposed changes to the operation of Virginia Robinson Gardens. As such, the Proposed Project would 
maintain the consistency of the existing uses of the Project Site with, and would not conflict with, the 
existing City of Beverly Hills land use plans and regulations.” Please refer to Master Responses 8 and 9. 

Response to Comment 89-32: 

This comment is regarding The Friends of the Robinson Garden fundraising as well as the percentage of 
the funds that are used on administrative expenses. This comment also cites a study regarding negative 
attributes of non-public funding. This comment does not raise any issues regarding the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft SEIR for the Proposed Project and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue with regards to the Proposed Project. Funding is not an environmental issue and as 
such, is not addressed in the Draft SEIR. This comment is noted. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment 89-33: 

This comment is regarding the statement in the DSEIR on page 3-27 that “Renting for private events is a 
normal operation and legal under the 501(c)(3) charitable tax designation.” The comment also discusses 
the increase in special events and the Bequest for the Project Site. Funding is not an environmental issue 
and as such, is not addressed in the DSEIR. Please refer to Response to Comment 89-31 above and Master 
Responses 8 and 9. This comment does not raise any issues regarding the adequacy of the environmental 
analysis in the Draft SEIR for the Proposed Project and does not raise a specific environmental issue with 
regards to the Proposed Project. This comment is noted. No further response is required. 
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Response to Comment 89-34: 

This comment references the three Special Use Event scenarios in Table 3.14-8 of the Draft SEIR and states 
that “The operational changes, however, allow 4 special events in a single month and 24 events per year. 
This comment is noted. The table itself provides three scenarios and the environmental analysis in the 
Draft SEIR analyzes up to 24 Special Use Events per year, as described on page 1-2 of the Draft SEIR, 
which states “The proposed operational changes also include up to 100 additional visitors per day, 
excluding any staff, volunteers, or security on site. The number of Special Use Events would increase to no 
more than 24 per year.” This comment is noted. No further response is required. 

This comment also discusses scientific studies related to hearing loss and states “Whatever impacts the 
DSEIR states, noise from the proposed special events may, indeed, be exacting a greater human toll, 
especially on the neighborhood.” This comment is noted. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment 89-35: 

This comment is regarding the statement on page 3-47 of the Draft SEIR which states that “The main 
source of noise at Special Use Events would be produced from amplified sound systems.” However, the 
environmental analysis goes on to state “…however, it is noted that not all Special Use Events would have 
amplified music. Noise levels from amplified sound systems vary considerably and depend upon the size 
of the area intended to be served, the crowd size, and the nature of the amplified sound (e.g., music 
versus voice announcements).” 

The comment also states that “An erroneous assumption exists with the noise modeling undertaken by 
the DSEIR. The noise model assumes the amplified sound system will be directly adjacent to the main 
house.” The commenter further states that for some past events musical entertainment has been placed in 
front of the pool pavilion or tennis court, not adjacent to the home. The comment states that the noise 
analysis is incomplete without modeling the other potential sites on the property for amplified sound. The 
comment also states that “Additionally, and significantly, the DSEIR did no sound computer modeling 
from the tennis court for the Rose Garden. Both of these areas are directly adjacent to residents’ homes.” 

As stated on page 3-52 of the Draft SEIR, noise generated as a result of Special Use Events occurring on 
the Project Site would be similar to existing conditions, the baseline of the analysis, because the proposed 
types of special uses to be held at the Gardens would be the similar as what currently occurs. Although 
weddings would be allowed at the Gardens, the noise from these events would be similar to what 
currently occurs during Special Use Events. The level of noise produced during an individual Special Use 
Event is not proposed to change compared to existing baseline conditions. Therefore, noise generated at 
the Project Site during a Special Use Event with implementation of the Proposed Project would be similar 
to what could currently occur during a Special Use Event.  

For the purposes of providing information, three onsite noise-generating scenarios, as a result of Special 
Use Event activities (i.e., amplified sound and crowd noise), were calculated in the Draft SEIR using the 
SoundPLAN 3D noise model. These three scenarios were developed in order to provide a representation 
of typical events that would continue to occur under the Proposed Project. As stated on page 3-47 of the 
Draft SEIR, the Project noise modeling represents a worst-case scenario in which all potential Project noise 
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sources are being generated at full intensity at the same moment. The location adjacent to the main 
house was selected for the placement of amplified sound source based on 1) the common use of this area 
under current conditions and 2) its centrally located position relative to the property boundaries. As 
stated on page 3-47 of the Draft SEIR, the third modeling calculation accounts for high intensity amplified 
music (electrified, high energy, and fast tempo) within an area source of 10 feet by 32 feet as well as 
crowd noise within an area source 125 feet by 65 feet on the event lawn. This modeling scenario is 
intended to represent a worst-case scenario.  

While it is acknowledged that that Special Use Event activities do occur at the tennis court and would 
continue to occur there under the Proposed Project, high intensity amplified music such as that modeled 
under the third scenario of the Draft SEIR would not. The sound power reference level employed in the 
modeling of the third scenario is 108.1 decibels at the source, equivalent to the noise level of a low-flying 
jet. Thus, the noise propagation results of the third scenario accounts for the typical Special Use Event 
activities that would occur at the tennis court.  

Furthermore, as stated on page 3-53 of the Draft SEIR, Mitigation Measure NOI-1 is required to reduce 
onsite noise levels during Special Use Events with amplified music. Mitigation Measure NOI-1 would 
require that all property owners and occupants located within 500 feet of the Gardens’ boundary be sent 
a notice at least five (5) days prior to commencement of all Special Use Events employing the use of 
amplified sound. Additionally, Mitigation Measure NOI-1 would reduce onsite Project noise by mandating 
that the sound amplification system at Special Use Events include a processor to control the maximum 
output of the speakers. All resulting noise emitted through speakers would be controlled to the maximum 
allowable level (80 dBA Lmax) as measured at one meter (3.28 feet) from the source (Lmax is the maximum 
noise level during the measurement period). It is noted that the requirements of Mitigation Measure NOI-
1 are not currently required under existing conditions and thus certain Special Use Events under the 
Proposed Project could be less noisy than a similar special event under current conditions. 

The commenter states that the goal of the impact analysis should be achieved by considering sound level 
measurements in terms of “functional effects” (the behavioral, physiological, and ecological consequences 
of noise) and then goes on to provide examples of functional effects. This comment is noted. However, 
the standard practice for noise analysis under CEQA does not involve a “functional effects” type of 
analysis. As detailed on page 3-29 in Section 3.14, Noise, of the Draft SEIR, “Sound is technically described 
in terms of the loudness (amplitude) and frequency (pitch) of the sound. The decibel (dB) scale is 
logarithmic, not linear, and therefore sound levels cannot be added or subtracted through ordinary 
arithmetic. Two sound levels 10 dB apart differ in acoustic energy by a factor of 10. When the standard 
logarithmic decibel is A-weighted (dBA), an increase of 10 dBA is generally perceived as a doubling in 
loudness. For example, a 70 dBA sound is half as loud as an 80 dBA sound and twice as loud as a 60 dBA 
sound. When two identical sources are each producing sound of the same loudness, the resulting sound 
level at a given distance would be three dB higher than one source under the same conditions (Federal 
Transit Administration [FTA] 2018). For example, a 65 dB source of sound, such as a truck, when joined by 
another 65 dB source results in a sound amplitude of 68 dB, not 130 dB (i.e., doubling the source strength 
increases the sound pressure by three dB). Under the decibel scale, three sources of equal loudness 
together would produce an increase of five dB.” Please refer to Section 3.14.1 for additional details 
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regarding how the noise analysis was conducted for the Proposed Project. No further response is 
required. 

The commenter goes on to state that the modeling “still raises significant decibel numbers and that “The 
noise generated from amplified sound sourced from next to the house in the GARDENS will generate high 
60 dBA to 70 dBA at some homes on multiple occasions, which the modeling does not quantify in 
functional terms.” The commenter is correct that the noise analysis conducted for the Proposed Project 
does not quantify noise in functional terms. Please see the response in the paragraph directly above. 
Please also refer to Section 3.14.1 of the Draft SEIR for additional details regarding how the noise analysis 
was conducted for the Proposed Project. 

Please refer to Master Responses 4 and 5. 

Response to Comment 89-36: 

This comment is regarding the noise mitigation in the Draft SEIR. This comment is noted. Please refer to 
Response to Comments 89-35. There are numerous options available for controlling the noise output of 
speakers. Theses mechanisms could vary based on the event, equipment available, feasibility, as well as 
numerous other options. The County of Los Angeles Department of Parks and Recreation is responsible 
for Mitigation Measure NOI-1 detailed in Section 5.0, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, of this 
Final SEIR. 

Mitigation Measure NOI-1 limits the maximum output noise level of amplified music to 80 decibels Lmax as 
measured at three feet from the source as this is the output noise level that ensures the noise generated 
onsite attenuates to acceptable levels at the surrounding residences. The commenter posed the question 
as to why 60 decibels was not imposed as the output noise limit. 60 decibels is an low noise level. 
According to the California Department of Transportation, normal indoor speech (not amplified) is around 
65 to 70 dBA. Thus, a maximum output noise level of 60 decibels is impractical. Additionally, as noted in 
the Draft SEIR, the level of noise produced during an individual Special Use Event is not proposed to 
change compared to current conditions. Therefore, noise generated at the Project Site during a Special 
Use Event with implementation of the Proposed Project would be similar to what could currently occur 
during a Special Use Event. Furthermore, the requirements of Mitigation Measure NOI-1 are not currently 
required under existing conditions and thus certain Special Use Events under the Proposed Project could 
be less noisy than a similar Special Use Event under current conditions. 

Response to Comment 89-37: 

This comment is regarding special events attendance. The comment refers to the Gardens’ website (for 
which the information, per the commenter, is no longer posted online) and potential attendance 
information posted on that website. Please refer to Response to Comments 89-21. This comment is noted. 
No further response is required. 

This comment also refers to Section 21151(b)(2)(B) of CEQA. The Section number cited in this comment is 
not correct. It is anticipated that the commenter is referring to CEQA Section 21157(b)(2)(B) which states: 
“The maximum and minimum intensity of any anticipated subsequent project, such as the number of 
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residences in a residential development, and, with regard to a public works facility, its anticipated capacity 
and service area.” This citation from CEQA is for a “Master Environmental Impact Report.” However, it 
should be noted that a “Supplemental Environmental Impact Report” (not a Master Environmental Impact 
Report) was prepared for the Proposed Project. Therefore, the commenter’s citation regarding a Master 
Environmental Impact Report does in fact not apply to the Proposed Project. This comment is noted. No 
further response is required. 

This comment also mentions the number of persons who would attend a special event. The comment 
states that in the past the Gardens “may have sold only 350 tickets to a fundraising event does not set the 
upper limit for any current review analysis.” However, as stated in the Draft SEIR on page 3-62, “Special 
Use Event attendance is typically 350 persons. Special Use Event parking management is based on the 
total number of guests expected. All Special Use Events currently require a parking/transportation plan to 
be submitted to and approved by the City of Beverly Hills.” Therefore, since the parking management plan 
is based on the total number of guests expected if there were to be guests in excess of 350 persons, the 
parking management plan would reflect that accordingly and the City of Beverly Hills would need to 
approve the parking management plan. Additionally, per page 3-58 of the Draft SEIR, the number of 
Special Use Events on the Project Site would increase from 4 to 24 annually; however, the number of 
allowed attendees per event would not increase from current attendees at Special Use Events. This 
comment is noted and no further response is required.  

Response to Comment 89-38: 

This comment is regarding event attendance at the Gardens and the Project’s proposal (per page 2-5 of 
the DSEIR) for the Project to have, in addition to the existing types of events currently held, “proposed 
adding private and family ceremonies such as weddings.” As stated in Response to Comment 89-37, per 
page 3-58 of the Draft SEIR, the number of Special Use Events on the Project Site would increase from 4 
to 24 annually; however, the number of allowed attendees per event would not increase from current 
attendees at Special Use Events. Additionally, on page 2-6 of the Draft SEIR, it states that for the Proposed 
Project “Up to 24 Special Use Events per year; up to 4 events per month. Tickets would be sold to regulate 
the number of visitors to ensure safety and a quality experience.” This comment is noted. No further 
response is required. 

Response to Comment 89-39: 

This comment is regarding the Beverly Hills Fire Department. This comment suggests mitigation 
measures. This comment is noted. Please refer to Response to Comment 89-28 and Master Responses 6 
and 7. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment 89-40: 

This comment is regarding the following statement on page 3-59 of the Draft SEIR: “The Gardens provides 
extensive educational programs for Title I schools and students; an outdoor classroom for hosting lectures 
on climate appropriate plants, green waste issues, and gardening techniques for the local residents; and a 
venue for historical lectures and book clubs. Furthermore, the Gardens provides a park space for family 
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events such as birthdays and special occasions.” This comment goes on to state that such programs 
represent one of the smallest efforts of the Gardens. The comment references past activities of the 
Gardens as documented in online archives of its website regarding photographs for the Title I program. 
The comment goes on to describe the content of the Garden’s website regarding education programs. 
This comment regarding the content of the Garden’s website has no nexus to the environmental analysis 
in the Draft SEIR. This comment is noted. No further response is required. 

This comment also goes on to state that the Bequest does not specify use of the property as “park” space 
and that “The Gardens is not a park and the suggestions in the Draft SEIR that the Gardens should be 
managed the same way as other County parks is a disservice to the Robinson Bequest…” This comment is 
noted. Please refer to Master Response 8. 

This comment also references reported events at the Gardens from the Gardens’ website archives and the 
subjects of recent and past lectures/book clubs. This comment regarding the content of the Garden’s 
website has no nexus to the environmental analysis in the Draft SEIR. This comment is noted. No further 
response is required. 

Response to Comment 89-41: 

This comment is regarding the operational changes associated with the Proposed Project. This comment 
speculates regarding the total potential visitors to the Project Site on an annual basis and states that the 
Project Site was not designed to accommodate the self-estimated 100,000 visitors annually. This comment 
is noted.  

This comment goes on to express concerns regarding parking. Please refer to Response to Comment 89-
16 and Master Responses 1, 2, and 3.  

This comment states that “The real goal should be that every visitor who comes to the GARDENS walks 
away with a greater appreciation of the environment.” This comment is noted. 

The comment also states the opinion that “When the DSEIR concludes in 3.17.4 that ‘a beneficial impact 
would occur,’ it speaks only to attendance numbers and not to botanical preservation or a quality visitor 
experience.” Section 3.17.5 (not Section 3.17.4 as stated in this comment) on page 3-60 of the Recreation 
section of Draft SEIR states “A beneficial impact would occur.” No further response is required. 

Response to Comment 89-42: 

This comment is regarding the statement in the Draft SEIR on page 3-70 in Section 3.18, Transportation, 
which states that “The Proposed Project’s impact to local roadways (Elden Way) would be significant and 
unavoidable.” Page 3-70 of the Draft SEIR states: “Feasible physical improvements for the local roadway 
volume impact on Elden Way were not identified, nor were feasible project mitigation measures identified 
that would reduce the number of Project trips to a level where the local impact is not significant… The 
Proposed Project’s impact to local roadways (Elden Way) would be significant and unavoidable.” This 
comment states that “The traffic and parking issue is even more significant and unavoidable than this 
single sentence reveals” and then goes on to list reasons. This comment is noted. Under CEQA the highest 
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degree of impact is “significant and unavoidable”, as there are no gradients or degrees of severity once an 
impact has been found to be significant and unavoidable.  

This comment goes on to state that 100,000 visitors would be added annually and that there has been no 
accounting for street parking restrictions, no Uber/Lyft drop-off/pick-up staging area, no defined offsite 
parking and no meaningful mass transit (bus) service, as well as no guaranteed permit valet parking. 
Please refer to Response to Comment 89-16. 

Response to Comment 89-43: 

The commenter provides background information regarding the drought in California and watering 
restrictions in the City of Beverly Hills.  

As outlined in Section 3.11 Hydrology and Water Quality on page 3-24, “The Gardens participates in the 
City of Beverly Hills’ Water Wise program.” Further, as described in Section 3.20.3.1, Water Service, “The 
Gardens incorporates various features to reduce water demand on site. Water-wise, Mediterranean 
shrubs, grasses, and groundcovers complement the architectural theme and also reduce overall water use 
in the landscape. An automatic irrigation system with low volume equipment minimizes water loss due to 
run-off. Groundcovers and bark mulch help conserve water, lower the soil temperature, and reduce 
evapotranspiration. Water usage is also continuously monitored. The Proposed Project would comply with 
the Water Shortage Contingency Plan outlined in the Beverly Hills 2020 UWMP, if implemented. For 
example, limits may be applied to the number of days, frequency, and duration of outdoor watering.” The 
Draft SEIR then continues on page 3-75 to say, “The Gardens’ water demand would be accommodated 
through the City’s existing entitlements with MWD and would not require new or expanded water 
treatment facilities.” 

The commenter describes fire incidents that were not outlined in the Draft SEIR. The commenter also 
states that “the DSEIR should prominently state that the GARDENS resides in a Wildfire Designated 
Hazard Area.” The County recognizes that the Project Site is located within a Very High Fire Hazard 
Severity Zone, according to the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection. Indeed, the fire 
designation is explicitly mentioned in Section 3.21 Wildfire on page 3-77 of the Draft SEIR. While these 
specific wildfires were not referenced in the Draft SEIR, their inclusion would not change the Draft SEIR’s 
conclusion of less-than-significant impacts. Project impacts related to wildfire are discussed in Section 
3.10, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, beginning on page 3-21 of the Draft SEIR and Section 3.21, 
Wildfire, beginning on page 3-77 of the Draft SEIR. Please refer to Master Response 6 and Master 
Response 7.  

The commenter requests that the Garden close on any declared red flag day for the Beverly Hills area. This 
comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 89-44: 

The commenter states that the Draft SEIR does not make clear how the County can separate funding from 
the Friends for just public purposes from their private uses. The commenter speculates that the proposed 
operational changes will violate the Bequest unless the Special Use Events relate to using the Gardens as a 
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botanical facility or an arboretum. This comment does not raise a specific environmental issue. However, it 
should be noted that it is within the purview of the County of Los Angeles to make a request to change 
the operational characteristics of the Virginia Robinson Gardens, which is the issue at hand. To do so, the 
County is requesting a discretionary action—an amendment to the existing operating Agreement 
between the County and Friends of Virginia Robinson Gardens. By way of discretionary action, the Los 
Angeles County Board of Supervisors will authorize the Director of the Department of Parks and 
Recreation to enter into an amended Support Agreement with the Friends of Robinson Gardens to reflect 
the operational changes approved by the Board. Formally, this amendment would consist of revising 
Section 4.05 of the Agreement to reflect the proposed changes to the operation of Virginia Robinson 
Gardens approved by the Board of Supervisors. All comments will be provided to decision-makers prior to 
consideration of the Proposed Project. Please refer Master Response 8. 

Response to Comment 89-45: 

The commenter claims that the Draft SEIR “dismisses” the No Project alternative “even though the DSEIR 
acknowledges it fully mitigates all impacts.” The commenter speculates that “the No Project Alternative is 
compelling in terms of meeting the policy objectives of the County.” However, as outlined in Table 4-3. 
Comparison of Project Objectives by Alternative, the No Project alternative would only meet one of the six 
Project objectives. Further, the No Project alternative would not eliminate the previously identified 
significant unmitigable impact associated with Saturday traffic on Elden Way from the 2014 SEIR. This 
comment is noted. 

Proposed Days of Operation: Every Sunday 

The commenter speculates that the Gardens will not have sufficient volunteers on Sundays to give tours 
and staff events. These comments are not direct comments on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR 
and do not raise a specific environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments 
will be provided to the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 

Operating Hours: Open Daily to Sunset 

It is the commenter’s opinion that sunset hours “do not offer a unique experience” at the Gardens and the 
current hours support the “preferred experience.” These comments are not direct comments on the 
content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and do not raise a specific environmental issue, no further response 
is required. However, all comments will be provided to the decision-makers prior to their consideration of 
Project approval. 

Increasing Attendance 

The commenter states that Virginia Robinson Gardens should remain closed on Sundays, suggesting that 
increased operational hours will not expand public access. The commenter suggests that the County 
should instead focus on marketing efforts. As set out on Draft SEIR page 2-5, one of the Project Objectives 
is to expand the daily operating hours, and increasing the number of days per week that the project site is 
open to the public. As such, reducing the number of daily (and weekly) hours or retaining the existing 
schedule would not meet the Project Objectives. Further, on Draft SEIR page 2-6, it is explained that the 
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proposed changes to the operating hours are to allow the County to meet the one of the primary goals of 
the Virginia Robinson Gardens by increasing public access. These comments are not direct comments on 
the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and do not raise a specific environmental issue, no further 
response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the decision-makers prior to their 
consideration of Project approval. 

Traffic and Parking 

The commenter speculates that the current attendance limit offers the “correct balance” between what 
the Gardens can support in terms of parking and what street parking can tolerate on a daily basis. These 
comments are not direct comments on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and do not raise a 
specific environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to 
the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 

Inclusivity and Equity 

The commenter surmises that basic program changes can enhance equity and inclusivity without 
operational changes. The commenter also requests that the Gardens operate on a “no wedding reception 
basis.” These comments are not direct comments on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and do not 
raise a specific environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be 
provided to the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 

Educational Center 

The commenter believes that the Title I education program and after-school program can be expanded 
within current hours of operation. These comments are not direct comments on the content or adequacy 
of the Draft SEIR and do not raise a specific environmental issue, no further response is required. 
However, all comments will be provided to the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project 
approval. 

Special Events 

This comment asks whether there is a lack of any standard for the exercise of the Superintendent’s 
discretion in determining Special Use Event topics. This comment does not raise any issues regarding the 
content or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft SEIR for the Proposed Project and does 
not raise a specific environmental issue. This comment is noted.  

The commenter continues on to question why Virginia Robinson Gardens (and presumably the Friends of 
Robinson Gardens) could not host their fundraisers off-site at private restaurants or theaters, as other 
charities do. This question reflects an opinion of the commenter that this should take place however, this 
is not relevant to the CEQA analysis prepared for the Proposed Project. This is not a direct comment on 
the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific environmental issue; no further 
response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the decision-makers prior to their 
consideration of Project approval. 
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Response to Comment 89-46: 

The commenter provides a list of seven (7) Project alternatives that were not analyzed in the Draft SEIR, 
stating that “all of these alternatives merit analysis and discussion for the County to make a decision on a 
prudent course of conduct.”  

As described in Section 4.1 Alternatives to the Proposed Project on page 4-1 of the Draft SEIR, an EIR shall 
describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the Project, or to the location of the project, which would 
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of 
the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6[a]). The Draft SEIR included a No Project Alternative and a Reduced Daily 
Visitor Alternative. It is important to note that the Reduced Daily Visitor Alternative was identified as the 
environmentally superior alternative because no other alternatives were identified that would substantially 
reduce or eliminate significant adverse traffic impacts or would meet the project objectives when 
compared to the Proposed Project. In addition, the Reduced Daily Visitor Alternative would result in 
beneficial impacts to recreation and meet all of the project objectives. 

Furthermore, the whole of the record includes the 1980 EIR in combination with the 2014 SEIR and this 
SEIR. Accordingly, alternatives to the Proposed Project analyzed in the 1980 EIR and 2014 SEIR were 
analyzed which propagates the record for the required Alternatives analysis. The 1980 EIR included three 
(3) Project alternatives: 1) No Project Alternative, 2) Reduced Scope, and 3) The Use of an Alternative 
Design or Site. The No Project Alternative discussion included: a) the possibility of the City of Beverly Hills 
operating the Robinson property as an Arboretum, b) the possibility of the property being sold for 
subdivision purposes and c) the possibility of Mrs. Robinsons heirs leaving the estate as is. These 
alternatives were determined to be infeasible. 

This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 89-47: 

This comment claims that the cumulative impact assessment does not account for events that may take 
place at the nearby Beverly Hills Hotel, Greystone Manor, Beverly Hills Women’s Club, or private homes 
within the neighborhood. In compliance with CEQA, cumulative impacts are addressed in the Draft SEIR 
(specifically Section 5.1 beginning on page 5-1 of Draft SEIR). To analyze the cumulative impacts of the 
Project in combination with existing development and other expected future growth, the amount and 
location of growth expected to occur (in addition to the Proposed Project) must be considered. As stated 
in CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b), this reasonably foreseeable growth may be based on either of the 
following, or a combination thereof: 

 A list of past, present, and reasonably anticipated future projects producing related or cumulative 
impacts, including those projects outside the control of the agency 

 A summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning document 
which is designed to evaluate regional or area wide conditions  
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The cumulative impact analysis took into consideration the listed projects combined with land use 
conditions. The Project Site is located in a fully developed area of the City of Beverly Hills in a stable, 
single-family residential area. While demolition and replacement of estates (or construction on an existing 
estate) in this area of Beverly Hills is common, these practices do not substantially change the established 
residential nature of the area. Development in the area is considered to be stable and would be limited to 
infill or replacement projects that would not significantly alter land uses in the area.  

The Proposed Project includes minor changes to the operational characteristics of the Project Site and 
would not substantially change or affect surrounding properties, nor would it conflict with other localized 
residential construction.  

Response to Comment 89-48: 

This comment summarizes the concerns in the comment letter. This comment is noted. Please refer to 
Response to Comments 89-1 through 89-47. 
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Responses to Letter 90a – Debbie Weiss 

Response to Comment 90a-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) appreciates your 
thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. The commenter provides 
introductory material and states that the Draft SEIR seems “very one-sided data and minimize or dismiss 
the neighbors’ concerns.” This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 90a-2: 

The commenter provides background information about neighborhood opposition to the Proposed 
Project, stating that in part that the neighbors “agree that the Gardens are a wonderful resource… But 
they do not support the commercial aspects of the Gardens, and they certainly do not support the 
expansion of such commercial activities.” The commenter provides a bulleted list of information provided 
by the neighbors and speculates that the Gardens are in violation of Mrs. Robinson’s Grant Deed.  

This comment does not raise a specific environmental issue. However, it should be noted that it is within 
the purview of the County of Los Angeles to make a request to change the operational characteristics of 
the Virginia Robinson Gardens, which is the issue at hand. To do so, the County is requesting a 
discretionary action—an amendment to the existing operating Agreement between the County and 
Friends of Virginia Robinson Gardens. By way of discretionary action, the Los Angeles County Board of 
Supervisors will authorize the Director of the Department of Parks and Recreation to enter into an 
amended Support Agreement with the Friends of Robinson Gardens to reflect the operational changes 
approved by the Board. Formally, this amendment would consist of revising Section 4.05 of the 
Agreement to reflect the proposed changes to the operation of Virginia Robinson Gardens approved by 
the Board of Supervisors. Furthermore, a financial analysis is not a requirement of CEQA. All comments will 
be provided to decision-makers prior to consideration of the Proposed Project. 

Response to Comment 90a-3: 

The commenter requests that the County explore other ways to increase access the proposed changes 
and conduct in-depth studies by independent experts analyze the fire, noise, and other risks. The 
environmental impacts of the Proposed Project have been analyzed in full as part of the Draft SEIR and 
technical studies. This comment is noted. 

The commenter requests that the County disclose expenses for educational programs. This comment is 
noted. 

The remaining comments are not direct comments on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and do 
not raise a specific environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be 
provided to the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 90b – Debbie Weiss 

Response to Comment 90b-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) appreciates your 
thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. The commenter provides 
information from the Gardens website and claims that events are in violation of Mrs. Robinson’s Grant 
Deed. The commenter, therefore, believes the County should relinquish the Gardens to the City of Beverly 
Hills.  

This comment does not raise a specific environmental issue. However, it should be noted that it is within 
the purview of the County of Los Angeles to make a request to change the operational characteristics of 
the Virginia Robinson Gardens, which is the issue at hand. To do so, the County is requesting a 
discretionary action—an amendment to the existing operating Agreement between the County and 
Friends of Virginia Robinson Gardens. By way of discretionary action, the Los Angeles County Board of 
Supervisors will authorize the Director of the Department of Parks and Recreation to enter into an 
amended Support Agreement with the Friends of Robinson Gardens to reflect the operational changes 
approved by the Board. Formally, this amendment would consist of revising Section 4.05 of the 
Agreement to reflect the proposed changes to the operation of Virginia Robinson Gardens approved by 
the Board of Supervisors. All comments will be provided to decision-makers prior to consideration of the 
Proposed Project. 
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Responses to Letter 91 – Liz Kim 

Response to Comment 91-1: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 83-1. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 91-2: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 83-2. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 91-3: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 83-3. This comment is noted. 
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Responses to Letter 92 – Kathy and Al Checchi, Roxanne Heptner, Jodi and Don Stine, 
Michael and Michelle Weiner, Michael McAlister 

Response to Comment 92-1: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 45c-1. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 92-2: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 45c-2. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 92-3: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 45c-3. This comment is noted. 
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Responses to Letter 93 – Sally Harkham 

Response to Comment 93-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) appreciates your 
thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. The commenter discusses their 
concerns about parking for Special Use Events. Parking is discussed in Section 2.2.3, Special Use Events, on 
page 2-4 of the Draft SEIR and Section 2.4.5, Parking, beginning on page 3-29 of the Draft SEIR. Parking 
and traffic impacts associated with the Proposed Project are discussed in Section 4.18, Transportation, 
beginning on page 3-61 of the Draft SEIR. The County has also prepared a site-specific traffic impact 
assessment for the Proposed Project which is included as Appendix F of the Draft SEIR. Please refer to 
Master Response 1, Master Response 2, and Master Response 3.  

Response to Comment 93-2: 

The commenter expresses concern for emergency access to the Project Site. Project impacts related to 
emergency access are discussed in Section 3.10, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, beginning on page 3-
21 of the Draft SEIR and Section 3.21, Wildfire, beginning on page 3-77 of the Draft SEIR. Please refer to 
Master Response 6 and Master Response 7. 
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Responses to Letter 94 – Patricia and Armin Wittenberg 

Response to Comment 94-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) appreciates your 
thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. This commenter provides anecdotal 
information and summarizes their opposition to the Proposed Project, primarily due to noise concerns. 

Noise impacts from the Proposed Project are discussed in Section 3.14, Noise, beginning on page 3-29 of 
the Draft SEIR. The County has also prepared a site-specific noise impact study, which is included as 
Appendix E of the Draft SEIR. Please refer to Master Response 4 and Master Response 5.  
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Responses to Letter 95 – Kathy Checchi and Michael McAllister 

Response to Comment 95-1: 

This comment claims that the Draft SEIR compares the Virginia Robinson Gardens to the Descanso 
Gardens. However, the Draft SEIR makes no such comparison. As this comment is not a direct comment 
on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific environmental issue, no further 
response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the decision-makers prior to their 
consideration of Project approval.  

The commenter further states that the Draft SEIR does not accurately assess the impacts of Special Use 
Events. Special Use Events are described in Section 2.2.3, Special Use Events, beginning on page 2-4. The 
Draft SEIR analyzed the impacts of these Special Use Events throughout the SEIR as a component of the 
Proposed Project. This comment is noted. 
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Responses to Letter 96 – Donna Ko 

Response to Comment 96-1: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 83-1. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 96-2: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 83-2. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 96-3: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 83-3. This comment is noted. 
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Responses to Letter 97 – Lisa and Russell Stuart 

Response to Comment 97-1: 

Thank you for your comment. This commenter states that they are opposed to the Proposed Project due 
to noise, traffic, parking, and fire hazard concerns. 

Noise impacts from the Proposed Project are discussed in Section 3.14, Noise, beginning on page 3-29 of 
the Draft SEIR. The County has also prepared a site-specific noise impact study, which is included as 
Appendix E of the Draft SEIR. Please refer to Master Response 4 and Master Response 5.  

Parking is discussed in Section 2.2.3, Special Use Events, on page 2-4 of the Draft SEIR and Section 2.4.5, 
Parking, beginning on page 3-29 of the Draft SEIR. Parking and traffic impacts associated with the 
Proposed Project are discussed in Section 4.18, Transportation, beginning on page 3-61 of the Draft SEIR. 
The County has also prepared a site-specific traffic impact assessment for the Proposed Project which is 
included as Appendix F of the Draft SEIR. Please refer to Master Response 1, Master Response 2, and 
Master Response 3.  

Project impacts related to wildfire are specifically discussed in Section 3.10, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, beginning on page 3-21 of the Draft SEIR and Section 3.21, Wildfire, beginning on page 3-77 of 
the Draft SEIR. Please refer to Master Response 6 and Master Response 7. 

This comment is noted. 
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Responses to Letter 98 – Ian Fried 

Response to Comment 98-1: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 83-1. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 98-2: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 83-2. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 98-3: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 83-3. This comment is noted. 
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Responses to Letter 99 – Meredith Fried 

Response to Comment 99-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) appreciates your 
thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. This comment references the closing 
times for other public parks and gardens. As this comment is not a direct comment on the content or 
adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific environmental issue, no further response is 
required.  

Response to Comment 99-2: 

This comment describes the environmental setting for Descanso Gardens in comparison to the Virginia 
Robinson Gardens. As this comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR 
and does not raise a specific environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments 
will be provided to the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 

Response to Comment 99-3: 

This comment claims that the Draft SEIR compares the Virginia Robinson Gardens to the Los Angeles 
County Museum of Art (LACMA) and The Wallis. However, this is inaccurate as the Draft SEIR does not 
compare the Gardens to any other specific facility, including LACMA or The Wallis. No further response is 
required. 

Response to Comment 99-4: 

This comment claims that the proposed operational changes would not increase accessibility to school-
age children. Please refer to Master Response 8 and Master Response 10. As this comment is not a direct 
comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific environmental issue, 
no further response is required.  

Response to Comment 99-5: 

Comment noted. 

Response to Comment 99-6: 

This comment claims that the increase in Special Use Events would place a burden on the neighborhood 
and would “do nothing to increase inclusivity.” As this comment is not a direct comment on the content 
or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific environmental issue, no further response is 
required. However, all comments will be provided to the decision-makers prior to their consideration of 
Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 100 – Adam Checchi 

Response to Comment 100-1: 

Thank you for your comment. This comment provides anecdotal information about the neighborhood 
surrounding the Gardens. The comment also claims that the Draft SEIR is incomplete and does not 
accurately capture the impact of noise in the neighborhood. The comment references a comment letter 
from another neighbor, which is included as Letter 109c. As described in Section 3.14 Noise and Appendix 
E of the Draft SEIR, a site-specific noise impact assessment was prepared by qualified noise specialists. 
Please see Master Response 4 and Master Response 5. 
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Responses to Letter 101a – Robin Kim 

Response to Comment 101a-1: 

Thank you for your comment. The commenter opposes the Project and believes the Draft SEIR is 
incomplete. The commenter endorses a neighbor’s comment letter, which is included in this Final SEIR as 
Letter 89. The commenter also included an attachment, which is provided as Letter 101b below. No 
further response is required. 
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Responses to Letter 101b – Robin Kim 

Response to Comment 101b-1: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 83-1. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 101b-2: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 83-2. This comment is noted.  

Response to Comment 101b-3: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 83-3. This comment is noted. 
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Responses to Letter 102 – Kyrstin Munson 

Response to Comment 102-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) appreciates your 
thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. This comment provides anecdotal 
information regarding traffic congestion in the surrounding neighborhood. The comment also states that 
the Draft SEIR traffic analysis is inaccurate because conditions have changed since the traffic count was 
conducted. The commenter requests that the traffic impact analysis be remodeled.  

The traffic impact assessment is intended to provide data in support of the Draft SEIR. Therefore, the 
traffic counts were conducted on February 3, 2022, prior to completion of the Draft SEIR in July 2022. 
Existing intersection vehicle turning movement volumes were collected during the peak periods of 7:00 
a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. Normal traffic activity was present at the time of the count, 
and schools were in session. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 102-2: 

This comment states that the traffic impact analysis “completely ignored” the effects of Special Use Events. 
As described on page 3-70 of the Draft SEIR, Special Use Events would comply with City ordinances, and 
valet service must obtain City parking permits for use of public streets to avoid overlapping events with 
surrounding neighbors. The current requirement of an event-specific traffic and parking plan would 
remain. Please refer to Master Response 2 and Master Response 3. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 102-3: 

As described in Response to Comment 102-2, Special Use Events would comply with City ordinances, and 
valet service must obtain City parking permits for use of public streets to avoid overlapping events with 
surrounding neighbors. This comment is noted. 
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Responses to Letter 103 – Scott Messer 

Response to Comment 103-1: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 99-1. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 103-2: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 99-2. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 103-3: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 99-3. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 103-4: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 99-4. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 103-5: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 99-5. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 103-6: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 99-6. This comment is noted. 
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Responses to Letter 104 – Marguerite Lindsay 

Response to Comment 104-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR expressing support for the Proposed Project. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) appreciates your thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. 

This comment provides anecdotal information and is in support of the Proposed Project. As this comment 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 105 – Judson Mock 

Response to Comment 105-1: 

Thank you for your comment. The commenter provides introductory information and is opposed to the 
operational changes at the Gardens. The commenter believes the proposed changes would be 
incongruent with Mrs. Virginia Robinson’s bequeathment of the property to the County. Please refer to 
Master Response 9 and Master Response 10. This comment is noted. 

The remaining comments are not direct comments on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and do 
not raise a specific environmental issue, therefore no further response is required. However, all comments 
will be provided to the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 106 – Kathy and Al Checchi, Michael McAlister, Jennifer and Randy 
Wooster, Joseph Akhtarzad, Bobby Kotick 

Response to Comment 106-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) appreciates your 
thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. This comment provides introductory 
information. The commenter is opposed to the operational changes at the Gardens, but supportive of the 
Gardens’ educational programs. As this comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of 
the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific environmental issue, no further response is required. However, 
all comments will be provided to the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 

Response to Comment 106-2: 

The commenter provides anecdotal information regarding traffic conditions in the neighborhood 
surrounding the Gardens. As this comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the 
Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all 
comments will be provided to the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 

Response to Comment 106-3: 

The commenter provides anecdotal information regarding parking in the neighborhood surrounding the 
Gardens. As this comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does 
not raise a specific environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be 
provided to the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 

Response to Comment 106-4: 

The commenter provides anecdotal information regarding noise in the neighborhood surrounding the 
Gardens. Noise impacts from the Proposed Project are discussed in Section 3.14, Noise, beginning on 
page 3-29 of the Draft SEIR. The County has also prepared a site-specific noise impact study, which is 
included as Appendix E of the Draft SEIR. Please refer to Master Response 4 and Master Response 5.  

Response to Comment 106-5: 

The commenter expresses concern for fire hazards emergency access to the Project Site. Project impacts 
related to emergency access and fire hazards are discussed in Section 3.10, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, beginning on page 3-21 of the Draft SEIR and Section 3.21, Wildfire, beginning on page 3-77 of 
the Draft SEIR. Please refer to Master Response 6 and Master Response 7. 
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Responses to Letter 107 – Rosario Maquiddang 

Response to Comment 107-1: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 83-1. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 107-2: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 83-2. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 107-3: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 83-3. This comment is noted. 
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Responses to Letter 108 – Michael and Michele Wiener 

Response to Comment 108-1: 

Thank you for your comment. This commenter provides anecdotal information and states that they are 
opposed to the Project. The commenter claims that the noise impact assessment did not account for 
topography in the neighborhood. Noise impacts from the Proposed Project are discussed in Section 3.14, 
Noise, beginning on page 3-29 of the Draft SEIR. The County has also prepared a site-specific noise 
impact study, which is included as Appendix E of the Draft SEIR. Please refer to Master Response 4 and 
Master Response 5. This comment is noted. 
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Responses to Letter 109a – Antony Spencer 

Response to Comment 109a-1: 

This comment letter was previously provided to the County on December 7, 2021. The letter outlines 
topics that the commenter wished to be included in the Draft SEIR. The topics include noise, traffic, 
parking, air quality/greenhouse gases, land use setting, historical resources, and energy. All of these topics 
have been covered in the Draft SEIR. As this comment was written prior to completion of the Draft SEIR, it 
is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue. No further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 109b – Antony Spencer 

Response to Comment 109b-1: 

Thank you for your comment. The commenter states that the Draft SEIR is “woefully inadequate” in its 
assessment of noise impacts associated with the Proposed Project. As described in Section 3.14 Noise and 
Appendix E of the Draft SEIR, the noise impact assessment was conducted by qualified noise specialists. 
Please see Master Response 4 and Master Response 5. 
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Responses to Letter 109c – Antony Spencer 

Response to Comment 109c-1: 

This comment letter was previously provided to the County on December 7, 2021. The letter outlines a 
proposed strategy to analyze noise impacts associated with the Proposed Project. As described in Section 
3.14 Noise and Appendix E of the Draft SEIR, a site-specific noise impact assessment was prepared by 
qualified noise specialists. Please see Master Response 4 and Master Response 5. 
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Responses to Letter 110 – Charles Alpert 

Response to Comment 110-1: 

This comment discusses public participation and cites the Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa v. 32nd 
District Agricultural Association court case and the County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles court cases and 
their discussion of public participation. This comment quotes court cases and CEQA requirements 
regarding public review and does not raise any issues regarding the content or adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft SEIR. This comment is noted. No further response is required. 

1. This comment asserts that there has been less than a full 45 days to comment…” Please 
refer to Response to Comment 76-3 where it is demonstrated that the review period was 
extended to 46 days, in compliance with CEQA. No further response is required. 

2. This comment is regarding the virtual public meeting held on November 15, 2021, for the 
Proposed Project. This meeting was held to inform the public about the Proposed Project 
and to receive public input regarding the environmental analysis. This comment is noted.  

3. This comment is regarding Special Use Events. The commenter states what was said a an 
in-person public meeting and refers to what is stated in the Draft SEIR regarding special 
use permits. Specifically, the Draft SEIR states the following regarding current operations 
at the Project Site:  

“There is also a limit of four Special Use Events per year as identified in the 2014 SEIR. These 
Special Use Events are limited in the number of attendees. Their purpose is to generate funds to 
reduce taxpayer dollars needed to support the Gardens.” Draft SEIR page 1-2. Funds and the use 
of taxpayer dollars is not a CEQA issue. This comment does not raise any issues regarding the 
content or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft SEIR for the Proposed Project and 
does not raise a specific environmental issue. This comment is noted. No further response is 
required. 

4. This comment is regarding a virtual public meeting held on August 10, 2022 and a time 
limitation for speaking at that meeting. Please refer to Response to Comment 76-4 which 
discusses the lead agency’s ability to limit time at public meetings. This comment does 
not raise any issues regarding the content or adequacy of the environmental analysis in 
the Draft SEIR for the Proposed Project and does not raise a specific environmental issue. 
This comment is noted. No further response is required. 

5. This comment does not raise any issues regarding the content or adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft SEIR for the Proposed Project and does not raise a 
specific environmental issue. This comment is noted. No further response is required. 

6. This comment states that the project description and environmental analysis is 
ambiguous, confusing and less than forthright and is contrary to CEQA regulations and 
court decisions. This comment goes on to provide a list of items a. through k., each of 
which is responded to below: 
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a. This comment states that the project description includes a misleading statement 
regarding the existing operation conditions. 

Response: This comment is noted. Please refer to Response to Comment 82-1. 

b. This comment states that there is a lack of clarity regarding the distinction 
between an “event” and a “special use”. 

Response: Events are described in Section 2.0, Project Description, of the Draft SEIR for the 
Proposed Project. Section 2.2.3, Special Use Events, on page 2-4 of the Draft SEIR describes 
Special Use Events. 

c. This comment is regarding what the commenter states is a lack of any standard 
for the exercise of the Superintendent’s discretion in determining operation 
procedures.  

Response: This comment does not raise any issues regarding the content or adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft SEIR for the Proposed Project and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue. This comment is noted. No further response is required. 

d. This comment states that there is a lack of any explanation of how onsite parking 
executes. 

Response: Contrary to this comment, parking is addressed in Section 2.4.5, Parking, on page 
2-8 of the Draft SEIR. Additionally, Section 3.18, Transportation, specifically addresses parking 
in the Parking Analysis sub-section on pages 3-69 and 3-70 of the Draft SEIR. 

e. This comment states that there is a lack of clarity as to the role of the Friends of 
the Robinson Gardens in the future operation of the gardens. 

Response: This comment does not raise any issues regarding the content or adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft SEIR for the Proposed Project and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue. This comment is noted. No further response is required. 

f. This comment states that there is a failure to include special uses in the traffic 
analysis.  

Response: Contrary to this comment, Section 3.18, Transportation, specifically addresses 
parking in the Parking Analysis sub-section on pages 3-69 and 3-70 of the Draft SEIR. Parking 
for Special Use Events is discussed in the first full paragraph on page 3-70 of the Draft SEIR. 

g. This comment states that there is not an analysis of cumulative impacts, 
especially the impacts of simultaneous events at the Beverly Hills Hotel. 
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Response: In compliance with CEQA, Cumulative impacts are addressed in the Draft SEIR 
(specifically Section 5.1 on page 5-1 of Draft SEIR). To analyze the cumulative impacts of the 
Project in combination with existing development and other expected future growth, the 
amount and location of growth expected to occur (in addition to the Proposed Project) must 
be considered. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b), this reasonably foreseeable 
growth may be based on either of the following, or a combination thereof: 

 list of past, present, and reasonably anticipated future projects producing related or 
cumulative impacts, including those projects outside the control of the agency 

 A summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning 
document which is designed to evaluate regional or area wide conditions  

The Proposed Project includes changes to the operational characteristics of the Project Site 
and would not substantially change or affect surrounding properties, nor would it conflict 
with other localized residential construction. The Beverly Hills Hotel is located near the 
Proposed Project Site, however simultaneous events are not anticipated to impact operations 
at the Project Site as the hotel would implement its own event parking and valet 
arrangements. 

h. This comment states that the Draft SEIR for the Proposed Project does not 
provide detailed attendance data to determine whether in fact the public has 
been denied access under current operating terms. 

Response: The County reviewed attendance data as part of the determination for the need for 
the Proposed Project. This comment does not raise a specific environmental issue regarding 
the Proposed Project. This comment is noted. No further response is required. 

i. This comment states that the Draft SEIR project description does not address all 
of the agreed upon 2012/2014 negotiated terms and that the project description 
does not discuss the negotiations between certain adjacent neighbors and the 
County which resulted in the existing operating terms for the Gardens. 

Response: The Draft SEIR analyzes the potential impacts of the Proposed Project. The existing 
condition (or baseline) of the Draft SEIR analysis was as of the date of the Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) as required by CEQA Sections 15125. This comment is noted. 

j. This comment states that the Draft SEIR for the Proposed Project does not 
include a discussion of the terms of the Virginia Grand Deed which limits the use 
of the gardens to a public “botanic garden and arboretum and no other 
purpose”. 
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Response: Please refer to Master Response 8. In addition, the Draft SEIR incorporated by 
reference (per CEQA Guidelines Section 15150) the 2012 Draft SER and the 2014 Final SEIRs 
which contained a description of the Virginia Grant Deed. 

k, This comment states that the Draft SEIR does not include a discussion of the 
retention of the consultant(s) preparing the Draft SEIR or otherwise associate with 
the hearing process and that “The consultants’ contract retention terms, the 
consultant’s credentials, the consultant’s prior relationships with the County and 
the consultant’s contact with members of the Friends are missing from the 
DSEIR.” 

Response: The information that the commenter states is not in the Draft SEIR is not included 
because it is not germane to the environmental analysis of the Proposed Project. Section 8.0, 
List of Preparers, provides a list of those who contributed to the preparation of the Draft SEIR 
for the Proposed Project. This comment is noted. No further response is required. 

The commenter provided a comment in which CEQA was quoted stating that CEQA requires adequacy, 
completeness, and a good-faith effort at full disclosure. This comment states that the Draft SEIR is 
deficient and does not provide a good-faith effort at disclosure, review, and public participation. This 
comment is noted. Please refer to previous responses above in Response to Comment 110-1. 
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Responses to Letter 111 – Kathy Checchi 

Response to Comment 111-1: 

The commenter opines that information provided on the website for the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
identifies a wide range of “unauthorized” event topics. This comment is noted.  

This comment does not raise a specific environmental issue. However, it should be noted that it is within 
the purview of the County of Los Angeles to make a request to change the operational characteristics of 
the Virginia Robinson Gardens, which is the issue at hand. To do so, the County is requesting a 
discretionary action—an amendment to the existing operating Agreement between the County and 
Friends of Robinson Gardens. By way of discretionary action, the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors 
will authorize the Director of the Department of Parks and Recreation to enter into an amended Support 
Agreement with the Friends of Robinson Gardens to reflect the operational changes approved by the 
Board. Formally, this amendment would consist of revising Section 4.05 of the Agreement to reflect the 
proposed changes to the operation of Virginia Robinson Gardens approved by the Board of Supervisors. 
All comments will be provided to decision-makers prior to consideration of the Proposed Project. 
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Responses to Letter 112 – Lesbia Trabanino 

Response to Comment 112-1: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 99-1. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 112-2: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 99-2. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 112-3: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 99-3. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 112-4: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 99-4. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 112-5:  

Please refer to Response to Comment 99-5. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 112-6: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 99-6. This comment is noted. 
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Responses to Letter 113 – Ernesto Plaganas 

Response to Comment 113-1: 

Thank you for your comment. The commenter opposes the proposed operational changes, stating that 
the additional Special Use Events would not increase public access to the Gardens. As this comment is not 
a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to the 
decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 114 – Guity and Soly Melamed 

Response to Comment 114-1: 

Thank you for your comment. The commenter opposes the operational changes and believes the 
Proposed Project would not provide intended benefits to the public. Please refer to Master Response 10. 
This comment is noted. 

The commenter provides anecdotal information about the setup process for Special Use Events, stating 
that these events will “destroy the Garden.” This comment is noted. 
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Responses to Letter 115a – Janice Moreno 

Response to Comment 115a-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) appreciates your 
thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. The commenter speculates that 
73,000 people will visit the Gardens each year under the Proposed Project, and that the neighborhood 
already experiences negative impacts under current operating conditions. The commenter also argues 
that the Project objectives could be achieved without expanding operational hours. Please refer to Master 
Response 10. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 115a-2: 

The commenter states that the neighbors support increased programming for school children and that 
this objective could be accomplished within the current operating hours. The commenter surmises that 
only 5 percent of the Gardens’ programs are for children. Additionally, the commenter states that the 
Gardens do not have play structures, sports equipment, or food service for children to use after school. As 
these comments are not direct comments on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and do not raise a 
specific environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be provided to 
the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval.  

All daily tours and events will continue to be run by adequate numbers of volunteers and staff. This 
comment is noted. 

The commenter concludes by stating that expanded operational hours will not necessarily increase public 
access. Please refer to Master Response 10. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 115a-3: 

The commenter surmises that the Special Use Events will not raise sufficient funds for maintaining the 
Gardens. As this comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft SEIR and does 
not raise a specific environmental issue, no further response is required. However, all comments will be 
provided to the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 115b – Janice Moreno 

Response to Comment 115b-1: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 113-1. This comment is noted. 
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Responses to Letter 116 – Todd Barry 

Response to Comment 116-1: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 83-1. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 116-2: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 83-2. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 116-3: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 83-3. This comment is noted. 
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Responses to Letter 117 – Scott Ewasko 

Response to Comment 117-1: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 54-1. This comment is noted. 
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Responses to Letter 118 – Scott Ewasko 

Response to Comment 118-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) appreciates your 
thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. This comment provides information 
on the environmental setting and summarizes the proposed operational changes. The commenter is 
opposed to the Proposed Project. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 118-2: 

The commenter states that the traffic count was conducted before many people returned to work after 
the COVID-19 pandemic. The traffic impact assessment is intended to provide data in support of the Draft 
SEIR. Therefore, the traffic counts were completed on February 3, 2022 prior to completion of the Draft 
SEIR in July 2022. Existing intersection vehicle turning movement volumes were collected during the peak 
periods of 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 pm to 6:00 p.m. Normal traffic activity was present at the time of 
the count, and schools were in session. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 118-3: 

This comment states that other public gardens close by 5 p.m. on Saturdays and Sundays. This comment 
is noted. 

Response to Comment 118-4: 

The commenter requests that the Gardens identify a specific closing time. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 118-5: 

This comment states that Special Use Events will bring additional noise, traffic congestion, parking issues, 
and police presence to the neighborhood. Noise impacts from the Proposed Project are discussed in 
Section 3.14, Noise, beginning on page 3-29 of the Draft SEIR. The County has also prepared a site-
specific noise impact study, which is included as Appendix E of the Draft SEIR. Parking is discussed in 
Section 2.2.3, Special Use Events, on page 2-4 of the Draft SEIR and Section 2.4.5, Parking, beginning on 
page 3-29 of the Draft SEIR. Parking and traffic impacts associated with the Proposed Project are 
discussed in Section 4.18, Transportation, beginning on page 3-61 of the Draft SEIR. The County has also 
prepared a site-specific traffic impact assessment for the Proposed Project which is included as Appendix 
F of the Draft SEIR. Please refer to Master Response 1 through 6. Impacts to public services, including 
police protection, are discussed in Section 3.16 Public Services beginning on page 3-57 of the Draft SEIR. 
This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 118-6: 

This comment requests that the traffic impact analysis be redone, that the proposed operational hours be 
modified, and that Special Use Events remain at 4 events per year. This comment is noted.  
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Responses to Letter 119 – Scott Ewasko 

Response to Comment 119-1: 

Thank you for your comment. The commenter states that the Draft SEIR “completely ignores the risk of 
fire.” In fact, Project impacts related to wildfire are specifically discussed in Section 3.10, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, beginning on page 3-21 of the Draft SEIR and Section 3.21, Wildfire, beginning on 
page 3-77 of the Draft SEIR. Please refer to Master Response 6 and Master Response 7. 

The commenter also states that the Draft SEIR fails to analyze for the 1961 Bel Air Fire and 2019 Getty Fire 
in the City of Los Angeles. The County recognizes that the Project Site is located within a Very High Fire 
Hazard Severity Zone, according to the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection. While these 
specific wildfires were not referenced in the Draft SEIR, their inclusion would not change the Draft SEIR 
impact conclusion of less-than-significant. The Proposed Project would continue to comply with all 
applicable City codes and regulations pertaining to emergency response and evacuation plans maintained 
by the police and fire departments in the City of Beverly Hills. The County would coordinate with the 
Gardens staff and City of Beverly Hills to expedite evacuation in the event of a wildfire or other emergency 
event. 
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Responses to Letter 120 – Isaac Moradi 

Response to Comment 120-1: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 114-1. This comment is noted.  
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Responses to Letter 121 – Jacquline Moradi 

Response to Comment 121-1: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 119-1. This comment is noted. 
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Responses to Letter 122 – Roxanne Heptner 

Response to Comment 122-1: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 99-1. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 122-2: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 99-2. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 122-3: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 99-3. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 122-4: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 99-4. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 122-5: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 99-5. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 122-6: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 99-6. This comment is noted. 
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Responses to Letter 123 – Shahrzad Shamsi 

Response to Comment 123-1: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 119-1. This comment is noted. 
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Responses to Letter 124 – Radi Shamsi 

Response to Comment 124-1: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 54-1. This comment is noted. 
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Responses to Letter 125 – Medhi Bolour 

Response to Comment 125-1: 

Please see Response to Comment 83-1. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 125-2: 

Please see Response to Comment 83-2. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 125-3: 

Please see Response to Comment 83-3. This comment is noted. 
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Responses to Letter 126 – Medhi Bolour 

Response to Comment 126-1: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 54-1. This comment is noted. 
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Responses to Letter 127 – Elena and Jack Rochel 

Response to Comment 127-1: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 83-1. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 127-2: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 83-2. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 127-3: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 83-3. This comment is noted. 
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Responses to Letter 128 – Sheryl Lynn Haymon 

Response to Comment 128-1: 

Thank you for your comment. The commenter states that the proposed operational changes are 
“excessive” and that Special Use Events will “destroy the Garden.” The commenter also provides anecdotal 
information about the setup process for Special Use Events. This comment is noted. 

Regarding the Gardens’ need for extended hours, please refer to Master Response 10. 
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Responses to Letter 129 – Saul Berman 

Response to Comment 129-1: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 128-1. This comment is noted. 
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Responses to Letter 130 – Shahnaz Nassir 

Response to Comment 130-1: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 83-1. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 130-2: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 83-2. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 130-3: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 83-3. This comment is noted. 
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Responses to Letter 131 – Victor Felix 

Response to Comment 131-1: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 115a-1. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 131-2: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 115a-2. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 131-3: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 115a-3. This comment is noted. 
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Responses to Letter 132 – Sandra Goldfarb 

Response to Comment 132-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) appreciates your 
thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. The commenter states opposition to 
the Project citing traffic, parking, emergency access concerns. Please refer to Master Response 1 through 
Master Response 6, and Master Response 10. 
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Responses to Letter 133 – Kim Pereira 

Response to Comment 133-1: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 119-1. This comment is noted. 
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Responses to Letter 134 – Kim Pereira 

Response to Comment 134-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) appreciates your 
thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. The commenter states opposition to 
the Project citing concerns for noise, traffic, parking, and damage to the Gardens. Please refer to Master 
Response 1 through 6, and Master Response 8 through 10. 
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Responses to Letter 135 – Sabrina Russell 

Response to Comment 135-1: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 115a-1. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 135-2: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 115a-2. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 135-3: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 115a-3. This comment is noted. 
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Responses to Letter 136 – Bella Bernard 

Response to Comment 136-1: 

The commenter expresses opposition to the Proposed Project. This comment is noted. 
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Responses to Letter 137 – Kathy Checchi and Masud Hakim 

Response to Comment 137-1: 

The commenter states that the proposed operational changes are contrary to the intent of Mrs. Virginia 
Robinson’s bequest. The commenter argues that the Gardens host a wide range of “unauthorized” event 
topics. This comment is noted. An EIR may incorporate portions or all of any publicly available document 
by reference (CEQA Guidelines Section 15150). The Draft SEIR, where applicable, incorporated by 
reference the certified 2014 SEIR Proposed Operational Changes to the Virginia Robinson Gardens (County 
of Los Angeles 2012; 2014a; 2014b). The existing conditions and impact analysis that apply to this SEIR 
were therefore referenced rather than repeated. The commentor is referred to Section 1.4, Documents 
Incorporated by Reference, on page 1-4 of the Draft SEIR. 

This comment does not raise a specific environmental issue. However, it should be noted that it is within 
the purview of the County of Los Angeles to make a request to change the operational characteristics of 
the Virginia Robinson Gardens, which is the issue at hand. To do so, the County is requesting a 
discretionary action—an amendment to the existing operating Agreement between the County and 
Friends of Virginia Robinson Gardens. By way of discretionary action, the Los Angeles County Board of 
Supervisors will authorize the Director of the Department of Parks and Recreation to enter into an 
amended Support Agreement with the Friends of Robinson Gardens to reflect the operational changes 
approved by the Board. Formally, this amendment would consist of revising Section 4.05 of the 
Agreement to reflect the proposed changes to the operation of Virginia Robinson Gardens approved by 
the Board of Supervisors. All comments will be provided to decision-makers prior to consideration of the 
Proposed Project. 
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Responses to Letter 138 – Sam Hakim 

Response to Comment 138-1: 

Thank you for your comment. The commenter states their opposition to the Proposed Project due to 
traffic, parking fire and noise concerns. The commenter is particularly concerned about traffic impacts to 
Elden Way. Please refer to Master Response 1, Master Response 2, and Master Response 3. This comment 
is noted. 

The commenter also requests Project alternatives to be considered, including a limited number of Special 
Use Events and creating more parking inside the Gardens property. This comment is noted. 
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Responses to Letter 139 – City of Beverly Hills 

Response to Comment 139-1: 

This comment provides introductory statements and a summary of the proposed operational changes. 
The comment states that the City of Beverly Hills has received written and oral public comment expressing 
opposition and support of the Proposed Project. Copies of the written public comments on the Draft SEIR 
received by the City from community members are provided in Appendix C of this Final SEIR. 

The City expresses support for the overall mission of the Gardens but opposes any changes that would 
result in adverse impacts to the adjacent residential areas. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 139-2: 

The City expresses concerns regarding the potential air quality impacts associated with the proposed 
operational changes, including increased vehicle traffic from visitors and deliveries. The operational 
impacts are discussed Section 3.4, Air Quality, beginning on page 3-7 of the Draft SEIR. The impact of 
idling vehicles is specifically outlined page 3-8. Impacts were determined to be less than significant. This 
comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 139-3: 

The City is concerned for potential noise impacts that will result from the Proposed Project and how such 
noise impacts will affect the adjacent single-family residences. 

The Draft SEIR analyzed noise impacts from sources including amplified music and speech, crowds, traffic, 
event noise, and noise from miscellaneous equipment. As discussed on page 3-53, it is noted that the 
City’s noise regulations (Title 5, Chapter 1, Noise Regulations, of the City’s Municipal Code) state that it is 
prohibited for any person within any residential zone of the City to use or operate any sound amplifying 
equipment between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m. to be distinctly audible at or beyond the 
property line of the property on which the equipment is located. Therefore, the Project’s noise-related 
effects associated with the increase in the frequency of Special Use Events would continue to be limited to 
the less noise-sensitive daytime hours. Please refer to Master Response 4. 

Finally, the City provided a list of suggested conditions to address noise impacts. The County will 
coordinate with the City on the implementation of the suggested conditions prior to implementation of 
the operational changes approved by the Board of Supervisors. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 139-4: 

This comment outlines concerns about the potential impacts of light pollution on the wildlife present in 
the Gardens as well as on adjacent residential properties. The City provides a list of suggested conditions 
to address light impacts. The Draft SEIR concluded that impacts associated with light pollution would be 
less than significant, therefore mitigation measures are not warranted. Please refer to page 3-3 of the 
Draft SEIR. This comment is noted. 
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Response to Comment 139-5: 

The City requests that the County review and revise the scope of the Proposed Project, and consider 
additional Project alternatives that could reduce traffic impacts to less than significant levels. The 
Proposed Project was found to result in significant and unavoidable traffic impacts and no feasible 
mitigation measures were identified. The impact resulted from the daily increase in visitors and the 
exceedance of the local street threshold on Elden Way. The Reduced Daily Visitor Alternative, in addition 
to the No Project Alternative, were considered in the Draft SEIR analysis to address the traffic impact on 
Elden Way. This comment is noted. 

The City requests that the intersection of Lexington Road and Cove Way be included in the Final SEIR 
traffic analysis. This intersection was not analyzed in the Draft SEIR because these two roads do not 
intersect. However, the nearest intersection at Lexington Road and Hartford Way, was included in the 
traffic impact analysis. 

The City is concerned with spillover effects resulting from the limited parking provide on-site and the 
increase in the number of Special Use Events. Please refer to Master Responses 1, 2, and 3.  

Finally, the City requests that the County adopt additional conditions to address the significant traffic 
impacts. The County will coordinate with the City on the implementation of the suggested conditions 
prior to implementation of the operational changes approved by the Board of Supervisors. This comment 
is noted. 

Response to Comment 139-6: 

The City states that the Draft SEIR does not fully analyze the potential fire hazard and emergency 
response impacts associated with the intensification of use. Please refer to Master Response 6 and Master 
Response 7. 

The City requests that the County adopt additional conditions to address fire hazard and emergency 
access. The Draft SEIR concluded that impacts associated with fire hazard and emergency response would 
be less than significant, therefore mitigation measures are not warranted. Please refer to pages 3-23 and 
3-79 of the Draft SEIR. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 139-7: 

This comment requests that the Draft SEIR analyze an alternative consisting of deeding the Virginia 
Robinson Gardens property to the City of Beverly Hills for management and operational oversight. Please 
refer to Master Response 11. This suggested alternative is speculative and outside of the purview of the 
County. Without any details on how the City may manage and operate the Gardens differently, there is 
insufficient information to analyze this scenario and its potential impacts. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 139-8: 

The City requests that the County consider additional topics regarding public services. Please refer to 
Master Responses 2, 3, 6, and 7. This comment is noted. 
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Response to Comment 139-9: 

The City reiterates that the Virginia Robinson Gardens is a local historic landmark and is also listed on the 
National Register of Historic Places. The site’s historical significance is discussed in Section 3.6 Cultural 
Resources on page 3-12 of the Draft SEIR and in Appendix C. The City also states that any modifications to 
the designated historic resource may require City approval of a certificate of appropriateness pursuant to 
the City’s Historic Preservation Ordinance. As described in Section 3.2 Aesthetics of the Draft SEIR, the 
Proposed Project would not involve any physical changes, such as the construction of new buildings, 
alteration of existing buildings, change to landscaping, or alteration of the visual aspects of the Project 
Site in any way. 

The City requests that the County consult with the City of Beverly Hills Urban Designer regarding historic 
and cultural resource issues related to the Project. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 139-10: 

The City raises concerns of potential issue of an ill-defined project description and scope. Furthermore, 
the City is concerned that the proposed uses of the Gardens are inconsistent with the original bequest of 
the Gardens from Mrs. Robinson. The City requests that the County deed the Gardens property to the 
City, consider reducing the number of events proposed, and limit a certain number of events during the 
year to occur in the evening hours. Please refer to Master Response 8. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 139-11: 

The City requests that the County provide the City with all notices pursuant to CEQA and Planning and 
Zoning Law, including any Notice of Determination that may be filed. The City lists Timothea Tway, City 
Planner, as primary contact for the City of Beverly Hills. The County has provided all notices to the City 
pursuant to CEQA and will provide the Notice of Determination when it is filed. This comment is noted. 
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Responses to Letter 140 – Kristin Chandna 

Response to Comment 140-1: 

Thank you for your comment. This commenter provides anecdotal information and expresses concern for 
noise generated by Special Use Events. The commenter states that it is their opinion that the County has 
failed in preparing the appropriate noise impact analysis. As described in Section 3.14 Noise and Appendix 
E of the Draft SEIR, the noise impact assessment was conducted by qualified noise specialists. Please see 
Master Response 4 and Master Response 5. 
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Responses to Letter 141 – Pedro Andrade 

Response to Comment 141-1: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 99-1. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 141-2: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 99-2. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 141-3: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 99-3. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 141-4: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 99-4. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 141-5: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 99-5. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 141-6: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 99-6. This comment is noted. 
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Responses to Letter 142 – Roya Akhavan, Jasmin Akaks,  

Afsaneh Akhavan, Daniel Rafalian, Kevin Rafalian and Celine Rafalian 

Response to Comment 142-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) appreciates your 
thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. This comment provides introductory 
information from the commenter, including that they are a neighbor to the Project Site and have concerns 
regarding the Proposed Project. The commenter also claims that certain events at the Gardens are 
inconsistent with the original bequest of the Gardens from Mrs. Robinson. Please refer to Master 
Response 8 and Master Response 10. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 142-2: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 82-1. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 142-3: 

The commenter claims that the Draft SEIR compares the Virginia Robinson Gardens to other larger public 
parks and gardens. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 142-4: 

Parking is discussed in Section 2.2.3, Special Use Events, on page 2-4 of the Draft SEIR and Section 2.4.5, 
Parking, beginning on page 3-29 of the Draft SEIR. Parking and traffic impacts associated with the 
Proposed Project are discussed in Section 4.18, Transportation, beginning on page 3-61 of the Draft SEIR. 
The County has also prepared a site-specific traffic impact assessment for the Proposed Project which is 
included as Appendix F of the Draft SEIR. Please refer to Master Response 1, Master Response 2, and 
Master Response 3. 
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Responses to Letter 143 – Roya Akhavan, Jasmin Akaks,  

Afsaneh Akhavan, Daniel Rafalian, Kevin Rafalian and Celine Rafalian 

Response to Comment 143-1: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 102-1. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 143-2: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 102-2. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 143-3: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 102-3. This comment is noted. 
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Responses to Letter 144 – Roya Akhavan, Jasmin Akaks,  

Afsaneh Akhavan, Daniel Rafalian, Kevin Rafalian and Celine Rafalian 

Response to Comment 144-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) appreciates your 
thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. This comment provides anecdotal 
information regarding traffic congestion in the surrounding neighborhood. The commenter also expresses 
opposition to the Proposed Project. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 144-2: 

This comment states that the traffic impact analysis does not reflect the impacts of Special Use Events. The 
commenter also states that a storage container has been placed on the Cove Way parking lot. As 
described on page 3-70 of the Draft SEIR, Special Use Events would comply with City ordinances, and 
valet service must obtain City parking permits for use of public streets to avoid overlapping events with 
surrounding neighbors. The current requirement of an event-specific traffic and parking plan would 
remain. Please refer to Master Response 2 and Master Response 4. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 144-3: 

The commenter states that the Gardens should be required to obtain parking permits from the City of 
Beverly Hills for valet parking. As outlined in Master Response 1 and in Section 2.0 Project Description of 
the Draft SEIR, Special Use Events would comply with City ordinances, and valet service must obtain City 
parking permits for use of public streets to avoid overlapping events with surrounding neighbors. 

Response to Comment 144-4: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 2. This comment is noted. 
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Responses to Letter 145 – Roya Akhavan, Jasmin Akaks,  

Afsaneh Akhavan, Daniel Rafalian, Kevin Rafalian and Celine Rafalian 

Response to Comment 145-1: 

This comment provides anecdotal information regarding traffic congestion in the surrounding 
neighborhood. The comment also states that the Draft SEIR traffic analysis is inaccurate because 
conditions have changed since the traffic count was conducted. The traffic impact assessment is intended 
to provide data in support of the Draft SEIR. Therefore, the traffic counts were conducted on February 3, 
2022, prior to completion of the Draft SEIR in July 2022. Existing intersection vehicle turning movement 
volumes were collected during the peak periods of 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. 
Normal traffic activity was present at the time of the count, and schools were in session. Please refer to 
Master Response 1. 

The commenter shares information regarding home construction projects in the neighborhood. As stated 
on page 5-1 of the Draft SEIR, a list of cumulative projects within one mile of the Project Site was obtained 
from the City of Beverly Hills. The list was obtained in April 2022, prior to completion of the Draft SEIR in 
July 2022. The cumulative impact analysis took into consideration the listed projects combined with land 
use conditions. The Project Site is located in a fully developed area of the City of Beverly Hills in a stable, 
single-family residential area. While demolition and replacement of estates (or construction on an existing 
estate) in this area of Beverly Hills may be common, these practices do not substantially change the 
established residential nature of the area. Development in the area is considered to be stable and would 
be limited to infill or replacement projects that would not significantly alter land uses in the area.  

The Draft SEIR indicates that implementation of the proposed operational changes would result in new 
significant traffic impact. Feasible physical improvements for the local roadway volume impact on Elden 
Way were not identified, nor were feasible Project mitigation measures identified that would reduce the 
number of Project trips to a level where the local impact is not significant. The Proposed Project’s impact 
to Elden Way would be significant and unavoidable. 

All comments will be provided to the decision-makers prior to their consideration of Project approval. 
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Responses to Letter 146 – Roya Akhavan, Jasmin Akaks,  

Afsaneh Akhavan, Daniel Rafalian, Kevin Rafalian and Celine Rafalian 

Response to Comment 146-1: 

Thank you for your comment. The commenter claims that the Draft SEIR compares the Virginia Robinson 
Gardens to a much larger public garden, Descanso Gardens. This comment is noted. 
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Responses to Letter 147 – Charles Alpert 

Response to Comment 147-1: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 76-3 and 77-4. 

This comment discusses a notice that the commenter received in the mail regarding an event at the 
Project Site. This comment does not raise any issues regarding the content or adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the Draft SEIR for the Proposed Project and does not raise a specific 
environmental issue. This comment is noted. No further response is required. 
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Responses to Letter 148 – Tobi Lippman 

Response to Comment 148-1: 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Proposed Operational Changes at the Virginia Robinson Gardens 
Draft SEIR. The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) appreciates your 
thoughtful consideration of the Proposed Project and the key issues. The commenter states that a number 
of issues were inadequately addressed in the Draft SEIR including parking, traffic, emergency access, and 
fire hazard.  

Parking is discussed in Section 2.2.3, Special Use Events, on page 2-4 of the Draft SEIR and Section 2.4.5, 
Parking, beginning on page 3-29 of the Draft SEIR. Parking and traffic impacts associated with the 
Proposed Project are discussed in Section 4.18, Transportation, beginning on page 3-61 of the Draft SEIR. 
The County has also prepared a site-specific traffic impact assessment for the Proposed Project which is 
included as Appendix F of the Draft SEIR. Please refer to Master Response 1, Master Response 2, and 
Master Response 3.  

Project impacts related to wildfire are specifically discussed in Section 3.10, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, beginning on page 3-21 of the Draft SEIR and Section 3.21, Wildfire, beginning on page 3-77 of 
the Draft SEIR. Please refer to Master Response 6 and Master Response 7. 
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Responses to Letter 149 – Nam Kim 

Response to Comment 149-1: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 83-1. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 149-2: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 83-2. This comment is noted. 

Response to Comment 149-3: 

Please refer to Response to Comment 83-3. This comment is noted. 
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4.0 REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT SEIR 

4.1 Introduction 

Evaluation of the comments submitted on the Draft SEIR impact analysis determined that the comments 
received did not require additional evaluation or changes to the conclusions reached, or alternatives to 
the Proposed Project. Changes or clarifications to the Draft SEIR were made in response to some of the 
comments to the Draft SEIR. All such changes are shown in underline for new text. 

These changes and clarifications are provided in this section of the Final SEIR as errata to the text in the 
Draft SEIR. None of the changes contain significant new information that deprives the public of a 
meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the Proposed 
Project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect.  

All of the information added to the Final SEIR merely clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant 
modifications in the Draft SEIR. Therefore, recirculation of the Draft SEIR is not required (see CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5).  

4.2 Draft SEIR Errata 

Text Revision to Section 2.4.5, Parking 

The first paragraph on page 2-8 of the Draft SEIR shall be revised as follows: 

Parking on the property will remain the same (35 spaces available) and there will continue to be 
no parking on Elden Way. Please see Figure 2-3. 

Figure Addition to Section 2.4.5, Parking 

Figure 2-3. Virginia Robinson Gardens Parking Map shall be added to page 2-9 of the Draft SEIR. This 
figure is presented on the following page. 
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5.0 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the Proposed Operational Changes at the 
Virginia Robinson Gardens follows this page. 
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Mitigation Monitoring And Reporting Program 
Proposed Operational Changes At The Virginia Robinson Gardens 

Mitigation Measures 
Responsible for 
Implementation Timing of Implementation 

Potential Agency 
Coordination Date Completed 

Noise 
NOI-1: A noise-reduction operations program shall 

be implemented prior to all Special Use 
Events employing the use of amplified 
sound: 

 Property owners and occupants 
located within 500 feet of the Virginia 
Robinson Gardens boundary shall be 
sent a notice, at least five (5) days 
prior to commencement of all Special 
Use Events employing the use of 
amplified sound. All notices shall be 
reviewed and approved by the County 
of Los Angeles Department of Parks 
and Recreation prior to mailing and 
shall indicate the dates and duration 
of the upcoming special event, as well 
as provide a contact name and a 
telephone number where residents 
can inquire about the special event 
and register complaints. 

 No Special Use Events shall take place 
outside of the allowable hours 
specified by the City of Beverly Hills 
Municipal Code Title 5, Chapter 1, 

County of Los 
Angeles Department 
of Parks and 
Recreation 

During all Special Use 
Events employing the 
use of amplified 
sound. Property 
owners and occupants 
located within 500 feet 
of the Virginia 
Robinson Gardens 
boundary shall be sent 
a notice, at least five 
(5) days prior to 
commencement of all 
Special Use Events 
employing the use of 
amplified sound.  

City of Beverly Hills  
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Mitigation Measures 
Responsible for 
Implementation Timing of Implementation 

Potential Agency 
Coordination Date Completed 

Noise Regulations (10:00 p.m. through 
8:00 a.m.).  

 The sound amplification system 
accommodating Special Use Events 
with amplified music shall include a 
processor to control the maximum 
output of the speakers, so that even if 
a microphone were to be shouted 
into, the resulting sound power levels 
would be controlled to the maximum 
allowable level programmed into the 
processor. The maximum output noise 
level shall be set to 80 dBA Lmax as 
measured at one meter (3.28 feet) 
from the source.   

 



www.ecorpconsul ng.com 

ROCKLIN, CA 

(916) 782‐9100 

CHICO, CA 

(530) 805‐2585 

FLAGSTAFF, AZ 

(858) 232‐9602 

REDLANDS, CA 

(909) 307‐0046 

SAN DIEGO, CA 

(858) 275‐4040 

SANTA ANA, CA 

(714) 648‐0630 
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(714) 222‐5932 
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