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2. Response to Comments 

2.1 CEQA REQUIREMENTS REGARDING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a) outlines parameters for submitting comments and reminds persons 
and public agencies that the focus of review and comment of DEIRs should be, “on the sufficiency of the 
document in identifying and analyzing possible impacts on the environment and ways in which 
significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated. Comments are most helpful when they 
suggest additional specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or 
mitigate the significant environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the 
adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible. CEQA does not require a lead 
agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or 
demanded by commenters. When responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to 
significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as 
long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.”  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(c) further advises, “Reviewers should explain the basis for their 
comments, and should submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, 
or expert opinion supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect 
shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.” Section 15204(d) states, 
“Each responsible agency and trustee agency shall focus its comments on environmental information 
germane to that agency’s statutory responsibility.” Section 15204(e) states, “This section shall not be 
used to restrict the ability of reviewers to comment on the general adequacy of a document or of the lead 
agency to reject comments not focused as recommended by this section.” 

2.2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines requires the lead agency to evaluate comments on environmental 
issues received from public agencies and interested parties who reviewed the DEIR and to prepare 
written responses. 

This section provides all written responses received on the DEIR and the District’s response to each 
comment. Comment letters and specific comments are given letters and numbers for reference 
purposes. Where sections of the DEIR are excerpted in this document, the sections are shown indented. 
Changes to the DEIR text are shown in bold, italics, and underscore for additions and strikeout for 
deletions. 

Table 1 lists the agencies and persons that submitted comments on the DEIR during the public review 
period. 
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Table 2-1 
DEIR Public Comments 

Number 
Reference Commenting Person/Agency Date of Comment Page No. 

DEIR Public Meetings 
P1 Written Comments Submitted at August 18, 2009 Public Board Meeting August 18, 2009 2-5 
P2 Verbal Comments Submitted at August 18, 2009 Public Board Meeting August 18, 2009 2-9 
P3 Written Comments Submitted at September 22, 2009 Public Board Meeting September 22, 2009 2-13 
P4 Verbal Comments Submitted at September 22, 2009 Public Board Meeting September 22, 2009 2-17 

Agencies & Organizations 
A1 City of San Marino September 10, 2009 2-23 
A2 San Marino Historical Society September 21, 2009 2-27 
A3 Department of Toxic Substances Control September 22, 2009 2-37 
A4 Division of the State Architect September 22, 2009 2-41 
A5 California Preservation Foundation September 23, 2009 2-45 
A6 Los Angeles Conservancy September 23, 2009 2-51 
A7 National Trust for Historic Preservation September 23, 2009 2-61 
A8 Pasadena Heritage September 23, 2009 2-61 
A9 San Marino Heritage September 23, 2009 2-75 
A10 Office of Historic Preservation September 25, 2009 2-79 
A11 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse  September 29, 2009 2-91 

Residents 
R1 Jonathan White September 6, 2009 2-95 
R2 Gene Dryden September 18, 2009 2-99 
R3 William Enger September 18, 2009 2-103 
R4 Elsa Ruiz-Balle and Julio Garcia Aguilar September 18, 2009 2-117 
R5 Scott and Hope Welder September 18, 2009 2-121 
R6 Tom Jarrett September 20, 2009 2-125 
R7 Barbosa Polverini September 20, 2009 2-129 
R8 Stacy Brightman September 21, 2009 2-133 
R9 James Elliott September 21, 2009 2-137 
R10 E. Leroy Tolles  September 21, 2009 2-141 
R11 Judith Carter September 22, 2009 2-145 
R12 Hung Chu September 22, 2009 2-149 
R13 Ling Chu September 22, 2009 2-153 
R14 Mary Falkenbury September 22, 2009 2-157 
R15 Marla Felber September 22, 2009 2-161 
R16 Cathy Gott September 22, 2009 2-167 
R17 Gwyneth Hochhausler September 22, 2009 2-171 
R18 C. Holcomb September 22, 2009 2-175 
R19 Anya Kwan September 22, 2009 2-179 
R20 Fen Lai September 22, 2009 2-183 
R21 Diane Lam September 22, 2009 2-187 
R22 Kathy Lin September 22, 2009 2-191 
R23 Kelly Manning September 22, 2009 2-195 
R24 Sandy Morris September 22, 2009 2-199 
R25 Lisa Singelyn September 22, 2009 2-203 
R26 Gyongyver Sovago September 22, 2009 2-207 
R27 Stella and Leo Szeto September 22, 2009 2-211 
R28 Ashley Tsao September 22, 2009 2-215 
R29 Leilani Wilmore September 22, 2009 2-219 
R30 Christiann Arapostathis September 23, 2009 2-223 
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Table 2-1 
DEIR Public Comments 

Number 
Reference Commenting Person/Agency Date of Comment Page No. 

R31 Helen Cheng September 23, 2009 2-227 
R32 Richard de Lorimier September 23, 2009 2-231 
R33 Greg Forgatch September 23, 2009 2-235 
R34 Denise Gee September 23, 2009 2-239 
R35 Allan and Traci Kawaguchi September 23, 2009 2-243 
R36 Andrea Lappas September 23, 2009 2-247 
R37 Tim, Marguerite, Madeline, and Keith Lindsay September 23, 2009 2-251 
R38 Stacy and Patrick McCullough September 23, 2009 2-255 
R39 Paul Spitzzeri September 23, 2009 2-259 
R40 Eva and Thomas Yee September 23, 2009 2-265 
R41 Gordon A. Wainwright September 24, 2009 2-269 
R42 Gary B. Cowles October 7, 2009 2-273 
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LETTER P1 – Written comments submitted at the August 18, 2009, public board meeting (page 1 of 1) 
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P1. Response to written comments submitted at the August 18, 2009, public board meeting. 

One written comment was submitted at the August 18, 2009, Board of Education public meeting, by 
Mary Falkenbury. This comment is reproduced above and responded to below. 

P1-1 This comment expresses concern about the proposed project, but support for the 
use of the District’s budget for education only. This comment is not related to the 
adequacy of the DEIR, and no specific response is required.  
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LETTER P2 – Verbal comments submitted at August 18, 2009, public board meeting (page 1 of 1) 
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P2. Response to verbal comment submitted at August 18, 2009, public board meeting. 

Reproduced above is an excerpt of the recorded meeting minutes of the regular open session Board of 
Education meeting held on August 18, 2009. This document summarizes the verbal comments on the 
proposed project submitted at this meeting. The District has reproduced and responded to those parts 
of this document that constitute comments on the proposed project only. These responses are below. 

P2-1 Commenter Marla Felber expressed opposition to the proposed project and 
concerns about the funding of the proposed project. This comment is not related to 
the adequacy of the DEIR, and no specific response is required.  

P2-2 Commenter Marguerite Lindsay noted that the Adobe could provide an educational 
opportunity for students and expressed opposition to the proposed project. This 
comment is not related to the adequacy of the DEIR, and no specific response is 
required.  

P2-3 Commenter Flora Chou, Preservation Advocate of the Los Angeles Conservancy, 
asked the District to recognize the Adobe as a historical resource and building. The 
District acknowledges the historical significance of the building and recognizes the 
Adobe as a historical resource, as described in the DEIR, which concluded that 
demolition of the Adobe would constitute a significant impact to a historical 
resource. The commenter expressed opposition to the proposed project and 
suggested that the building could be used by the student community. This 
alternative is considered in the DEIR. See Section 7.3.3, Stabilization In Situ 
Alternative, of the DEIR.  

P2-4 Commenter Gene Dryden’s comments discussed the Adobe’s condition and noted 
that it would be difficult to raise the funds needed to relocate the Adobe. This 
comment is not related to the adequacy of the DEIR, and no specific response is 
required. The commenter also suggested that the cost estimates for the project 
alternatives in the DEIR may be inflated. A subsequent meeting with the 
commenter’s consultant indicated that the actual cost could be more than the 
estimated cost included in the DEIR. Updated cost estimates have been prepared 
and are included in Appendix B of the FEIR. 

 The commenter also suggested that, should the Adobe be demolished or 
disassembled, pieces of the Adobe such as wall sections or adobe bricks could be 
preserved and displayed. Comment is noted and will be considered by the Board of 
Education. It should also be noted that the District considered this suggestion and 
contacted the City of San Marino, Huntington Library, and Old Mill Foundation, and 
requested display space, should wall sections, adobe bricks, or other elements of 
the Adobe be preserved and a photographic collage be created for display. All three 
entities indicated that they would not be able to provide space for such a display. No 
suitable location for such a display has been identified at this time. 

 Furthermore, based on a meeting with the commenter and another member from the 
San Marino Historical Society, it should also be noted that the EIR has been revised 
to include a Disassembly and Storage Alternative, which would entail the 
disassembly of the building and salvaging of adobe bricks. The salvaged elements 
would need to be stored in a ventilated area and be protected from outdoor 
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elements such as rain. The District has inquired as to whether the City of San Marino 
and San Marino Historical Society could store salvaged elements of the Adobe, and 
to date no affirmative response has been provided from either organization. 

P2-5 Commenter Mary Falkenbury expressed concern about the proposed project, but 
support for the use of the District’s budget for education only. This comment is not 
related to the adequacy of the DEIR, and no specific response is required.  

P2-6 Commenter James Okosaki expressed opposition to the proposed project. The 
commenter noted that he also discussed funding options with Superintendent Gary 
Woods. These comments are not related to the adequacy of the DEIR and no 
specific responses are required.  
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LETTER P3 – Written comments submitted at September 22, 2009, public board meeting (page 1 of 1) 
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P3. Response to written comments submitted at September 22, 2009, public board meeting. 

One written comment was submitted at the September 22, 2009, Board of Education public meeting, by 
Gene Dryden. This comment is reproduced above and responded to below. 

P3-1 This comment asks if notice of the proposed project has been sent to the California 
Office of Historic Preservation. Notices were sent to the Office of Historic 
Preservation upon the release of both the Initial Study and the DEIR for the proposed 
project. Digital copies of the DEIR were also sent to the Office of Historic 
Preservation for their distribution to the Office of Historic Preservation. 
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LETTER P4 – Verbal comments submitted at September 22, 2009, public board meeting (page 1 of 2) 
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P4. Response to verbal comments submitted at September 22, 2009, public board meeting. 

Reproduced above is an excerpt of the recorded meeting minutes of the regular open session Board of 
Education meeting held on September 22, 2009. This document summarizes the verbal comments on 
the proposed project provided at this meeting. The District has reproduced and responded to those 
parts of this document that constitute comments on the proposed project only. These responses are 
below. 

P4-1 Commenter John Morris asked how the new alternative included in this FEIR would 
receive adequate public review. The new Disassembly and Storage Alternative is 
included in Section 3, Revision to the DEIR, of this FEIR, which will be released for an 
agency review prior to consideration by the Board of Education, in accordance with 
CEQA Section 15089. Although the District has detailed this new alternative, 
including retaining a structural engineer to determine the cost for this alternative 
(See Appendix B of this FEIR), it has been determined that this alternative is not 
feasible. The District formally contacted both the City of San Marino and San Marino 
Historical Society for their assistance in implementing this new alternative. 
Specifically, the District asked the City whether it would accept the dismantled 
Adobe and store it at either Lacy Park or a City warehouse. The District also asked 
the Historical Society whether it would accept the dismantled Adobe and store it at a 
ventilated warehouse, as well as whether it would spearhead efforts to reassemble 
the Adobe, and to date, the District has not received an affirmative response to these 
specific questions from either entity. The City has only provided a letter to the District 
indicating that it is willing to have the Adobe relocated to Lacy Park as long as no 
additional costs are incurred by the City. As a result, this alternative was deemed 
infeasible and has been rejected from further consideration. 

P4-2 Commenter Tom Jarrett expressed opposition to the proposed project and support 
for preservation of the Adobe. This comment is not related to the adequacy of the 
DEIR, and no specific response is required.  

P4-3 Commenter Marla Felber states that the Disassembly and Storage Alternative would 
not meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and 
Reconstructing Historic Buildings (Weeks and Grimmer 1995), and that this 
alternative would impact the historic resource. This is in concurrence with the 
findings of the EIR. 

P4-4 Commenter Mike Buhler, Director of Advocacy of the Los Angeles Conservancy, 
expressed opposition to the proposed project. The commenter stated that a secure 
fence and better signage would be an adequate alternative to the proposed project. 
However, as provided in Section 4.3, Environmental Setting, of the DEIR, there is an 
immediate need for the removal of the Adobe off the District property. The Adobe 
was built in 1845 and the building does not meet requirements of the Division of the 
State Architect (DSA) or the Field Act, which are applicable to school buildings and 
hospitals, and which call for a higher level of structural strengthening and higher 
level of review than the Uniform Building Code. Furthermore, because the District is 
aware that the Adobe does not meet the safety requirements of the DSA and is not in 
conformance with the Field Act, the District and governing Board Members are liable 
for injuries or damages caused by structural failure or collapse of the Adobe 
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(Government Code Section 830.6 and Government Code Section 835). Therefore, 
there is an immediate need for the Adobe’s removal, and the commenter’s 
suggestion of a secure fence and better signage is not an adequate alternative. 

 The commenter also suggested that a change in the project description is an 
improper segmentation of the project under CEQA. The commenter is correct that 
the project description was refined in the DEIR. The project description included in 
the Initial Study/NOP was the expansion of the San Marino High School pool, either 
in place or in the area of the existing basketball courts, and the removal of the 
Michael White Adobe, either through relocation or demolition. Since the release of 
the Initial Study/NOP, a couple of events have occurred: 1) it was determined that 
the fundraising effort that was going to finance the construction of the pool would 
not be successful in light of the change in the economic climate, and 2) the City of 
San Marino has indicated the possibility of constructing a community pool 
elsewhere within the City. With the possibility of a City pool, there would no longer 
be a need to expand the San Marino High School pool. The City’s swim programs 
would no longer be vying with the high school program to use the pool. Elimination 
of the pool expansion component of the project is legitimate. As a result, the District 
decided to downsize the project description to eliminate the expansion of the pool 
and the relocation of the Adobe. The project area would be paved over to allow 
students to congregate and view athletic events, competitions, and practices, as it is 
in the middle of the high school’s athletic facilities, including the gyms, locker rooms, 
team rooms, swimming pool, baseball field, basketball courts, and the football/track 
field. The current project description was discussed and approved by the District 
Board of Education at their regularly scheduled meeting on May 26, 2009. 
Additionally, as provided in Chapter 5.0 of the DEIR, the refined project description 
does not include any new actions or activities not part of those originally described 
in the Initial Study/NOP. The District is not bifurcating the project. It has no reason to 
do so, especially since there is no significant impact that the District is trying to avoid 
by reducing the project size. Furthermore, even if the pool were included in the 
project description, there would not be a greater environmental impact. Inclusion of 
the pool in the project description would result in possibly slightly greater, but 
mitigable impacts associated with noise, but overall impacts would still remain less 
than significant, and impacts associated with cultural resources would be the same 
as that of the proposed project. Therefore, alternatives studied in the EIR would be 
similar to if not the same as those currently studied. There is no segmentation of the 
proposed project. The EIR is accurate and has properly followed CEQA procedures. 

 Finally, the commenter stated that, in the Los Angeles Conservancy’s opinion, 
disassembly of the building would be equivalent to demolition. The FEIR concluded 
that disassembly or deconstruction of the building would constitute a significant 
impact on the historic resource. See Response P4-1 for more information. 

P4-5 Commenter John Ryan expressed opposition to the proposed project. This 
comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and no specific response is 
required.  

P4-6 Commenter Judith Carter expressed opposition to the proposed project. Her 
comment letter, which she summarized to the Board, is provided in Comment Letter 
R11. District responses are also provided in R11.  
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P4-7 Commenter Gene Dryden noted that he has spoken with Roy Tolles, a San Marino 
High School alumnus with experience in structural engineering. This comment is 
noted. A letter from Mr. Tolles is included in this document as letter R10. 

 The commenter then asked if the State Office of Historic Preservation had been 
contacted, and if they concur with the proposed project and alternatives in the DEIR. 
As stated in Response P3-1, the Office of Historic Preservation was contacted. The 
Office of Historic Preservation submitted a comment letter on the DEIR, which is 
included as letter A10 of this document. 

 The commenter also presented a copy of a 1952 San Marino Tribune article 
regarding renovations made to the Adobe. This is noted. 
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LETTER A1 – City of San Marino (page 1 of 1) 
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A1. Response to comments from the City of San Marino, dated September 10, 2009. 

A1-1 This comment states that the City of San Marino has reviewed the DEIR and concurs 
with its analysis. The comment also states that the City Council is willing to accept 
the Michael White Adobe at Lacy Park in accordance with the conditions stated in 
the DEIR on page 7-6. This comment will be submitted to the Board of Education for 
its consideration. No response is required. 
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LETTER A2 – San Marino Historical Society (page 1 of 3) 
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LETTER A2 – San Marino Historical Society (page 2 of 3) 
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LETTER A2 – San Marino Historical Society (page 3 of 3) 
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A2. Response to comments from the San Marino Historical Society, dated September 21, 2009. 

A2-1 The comment states that the focus of the proposed project from the Initial 
Study/Notice of Preparation (NOP) to the DEIR changed, leading to confusion about 
the true scope of the project. The commenter is correct that the proposed project 
changed. The project description included in the Initial Study/NOP was the 
expansion of the San Marino High School pool, either in place or in the area of the 
existing basketball courts, and the removal of the Michael White Adobe, either 
through relocation or demolition. As described in Response P4-4, since the release 
of the Initial Study/NOP, a couple of events have occurred: 1) it was determined that 
the fundraising effort that was going to finance the construction of the swimming 
pool would not be successful in light of the change in the economic climate, and 2) 
the City of San Marino has indicated the possibility of constructing a community pool 
elsewhere within the City. As a result, the District decided to downsize the project 
description to eliminate the expansion of the pool and the relocation of the Adobe. 
The project area would be paved over to allow students to congregate and view 
athletic events, competitions, and practices, as it is in the middle of the high school’s 
athletic facilities, including the gyms, locker rooms, team rooms, swimming pool, 
baseball field, basketball courts, and the football/track field. In addition, the liability 
associated with a non–Field Act structure would be eliminated through its removal. 
The current project description was discussed and approved by the District Board of 
Education at their regularly scheduled meeting on May 26, 2009. Additionally, as 
provided in Chapter 5.0 of the DEIR, the refined project description does not include 
any new actions or activities not part of those originally described in the Initial 
Study/NOP. 

A2-2 The comment provides the San Marino Historical Society’s (Historical Society) 
mission statement and states that the Historical Society’s first preference is to 
preserve the Adobe in place and their second preference to preserve and relocate 
the Adobe within the city limits of San Marino. This comment will be forwarded to the 
Board of Education for their review and consideration prior to taking action on the 
proposed project. No response is required.  

A2-3 The comment states that the Historical Society is appreciative of the District’s efforts 
to keep them involved and informed, and that they are willing to work with the 
District to mutually resolve the issue of the Adobe. The District has been working 
with the Historical Society and the City of San Marino since the early 1990s to 
address the relocation of the Adobe, and to date, there has been no resolution. This 
comment will be forwarded to the Board of Education for their consideration. 

A2-4 The comment states that the change in the project description is inconsistent with 
the intent of the public process aspects of CEQA. As provided in Response A2-1, the 
reduced project description does not contain any new actions or activities that were 
not previously included in the Initial Study/NOP. The refined project description is 
not inconsistent with the CEQA process. Furthermore, the District has maintained a 
very open public process. It held one scoping meeting, a meeting on the status of 
the environmental review process and change to the project description, and two 
DEIR public meetings, none of which are required by CEQA. 
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A2-5 The comment states that CEQA requires a discussion of issues raised during the 
public review process and that no mention of the comments on the Initial Study/NOP 
were made in the DEIR. In fact, nowhere in CEQA or the CEQA Guidelines does it 
require a discussion of the NOP responses be provided in the DEIR. With regard to 
NOP comments, Section 15082(a)(4) provides, “The DEIR in preparation may need 
to be revised or expanded to conform to responses to the notice of preparation.” 
Consequently, responses to the Initial Study/NOP were considered in preparation of 
the subject DEIR. Furthermore—although not required—the District included all 
responses to the NOP in Appendix B, Responses to the Notice of Preparation, of the 
DEIR. 

A2-6 The comment states that the project description and objectives are in conflict with 
the cost estimate, which indicates that the project site is to be prepared for parking. 
The project description as provided in Section 3.3, Project Description, of the DEIR 
is correct. The intent of the project site would be to provide additional space for 
students to congregate and view athletic events, competitions, and practices and to 
remove a liability island associated with the non–Field Act status of the Adobe. The 
cost estimate has been updated to reflect this inaccuracy. 

A2-7 This comment states that the statement of objectives and project description of the 
DEIR are inconsistent with those of the NOP and Initial Study. A statement of 
objectives was not provided in the Initial Study/NOP; consequently there is no 
inconsistency with the statement of objectives. As provided in Responses A2-1 and 
A2-4, the project description in the DEIR has been downsized from that provided in 
the Initial Study/NOP. The current project description is the description provided in 
the FEIR. The proposed project, as described in the FEIR, is the discretionary action 
that the District Board of Education will consider at the October 27, 2009, board 
meeting. 

A2-8 The comment states that the description of the homes in the Winston Avenue 
neighborhood provided in DEIR Section 4.2, Regional Environmental Setting, is 
inconsistent with the City codes. This information has been corrected, as follows: 

“The Winston Avenue Neighborhood, immediately west of San Marino 
High School, has predominantly two-story homes with lot sizes in the 
range of approximately 12,000 square feet, often in Mediterranean and 
Spanish styles.” 

A2-9 The comment concerns the statement on page 4-7 of the DEIR that states that no 
formal agreement exists with other organizations to maintain the Adobe for 
increased public use. This statement does not imply that the District has not 
maintained the Adobe at all. In fact, the District has provided maintenance in order to 
keep the Adobe from causing further hazard, such as fire. Additionally, during the 
Historical Society’s tenure at the Adobe, utilizing it as its main office, the Historical 
Society maintained the Adobe’s landscaping, furnished it, and may have made 
improvements to the building. To the knowledge of District staff, no formal 
agreement exists between the District and Historical Society or any other 
organization to maintain the Adobe for increased public use. The District is not in the 
business of maintaining nonschool buildings, nor does it have the budget to do so 
for increased public use of the Adobe. 
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A2-10 The comment states that the cumulative impact discussion on page 4-8 of the DEIR 
is based on new development within two miles of the project site. This statement is 
inaccurate. In fact, the cumulative analysis depending on the environmental topic 
may cover the entire area of Southern California, as that provided in Section 5.1.7. 
The text on page 4-8 has been amended as follows: 

The CEQA Guidelines (Section 15130 (b)(1)) state that the information utilized in 
an analysis of cumulative impacts should come from one of two sources: 

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

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

The cumulative impact analyses in this DEIR are based on methods A and B, as 
well as on existing ranchos in Southern California. Cumulative impacts are 
analyzed by considering concurrent development projects in the project area. 

The majority of the City of San Marino has been developed, largely with 
residences. Very few development projects occur in the City. As of January 
2009, only five development projects were underway in the City of San Marino. 
The project site is also within two miles of the cities of Pasadena, San Gabriel, 
Temple City, Alhambra, and unincorporated portions of the County of Los 
Angeles. Requests were submitted to these governments for information 
regarding new development within their respective boundaries. Table 4-1 
contains a list of new developments within two one mile s of the proposed 
project, as provided by the above-listed agencies. This list of projects serves as 
the basis for the cumulative analyses provided in the individual sections of 
Chapter 5, Environmental Analysis. 

A2-11 The comment asks why alternative locations were not considered for the creation of 
open space for students to congregate and view athletic events, competitions, and 
practices. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.5 requires that alternatives to the 
proposed project be able to “feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the 
project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the 
project.” The proposed project is the removal, by demolition, of the Adobe and 
paving of the project area, which would consequently result in additional space for 
students to congregate and view athletic events, competitions, and practices. As the 
proposed project is the demolition of the historical resource, the project is site 
specific. Additionally, the alternatives to the proposed project were selected to 
address the most fundamental objective, which is to remove the Adobe, which is a 
liability to the District and members of the Board of Education. The first of three 
alternatives, No Project, is required by CEQA. The second alternative concerns the 
relocation of the Adobe to Lacy Park by deconstructing it in two separate phases for 
immediate reconstruction. The third alternative focused on modernizing the Adobe in 
accordance with requirements of the Division of the State Architect (DSA). 
Furthermore, according to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6,  
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An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. 
Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible 
alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public 
participation. An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are 
infeasible. The lead agency is responsible for selecting a range of 
project alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its 
reasoning for selecting those alternatives. There is no ironclad rule 
governing the nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other 
than the rule of reason. (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors 
(1990) 52 Cal.3d 553 and Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. 
Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376). 

Therefore, the alternatives selected for study in the DEIR are within a reasonable 
range of alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public 
participation.  

A2-12 This comment states that the range of alternatives evaluated in the DEIR is 
inadequate. As provided in Response A2-11, the number of alternatives selected for 
study is within a reasonable range. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(a), “An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project.” 
Furthermore, neither the commenter nor the agency the commenter represents 
provided recommendations on alternatives they would like studied during the 
scoping process or DEIR preparation. The District has selected those alternatives 
that are most realistic and that would best meet its most fundamental objective to 
remove the liability off District property. The District has retained industry 
professionals to complete full analyses on the technical and economical feasibility of 
these alternatives, as well as professionals to determine whether the alternatives 
could be implemented to meet Secretary of the Interior Standards. The alternatives 
selected provide a good range that will foster informed decision making and public 
participation. 

A2-13 The comment states that the argument presented to avoid alternative locations is 
extremely weak for the vast majority of the project objectives. As provided in DEIR 
Section 7.2.1, the project is site specific as it is the demolition of the Adobe. 
Therefore, the study of alternative locations to implement the proposed project is not 
applicable.  

A2-14 The comment states that it is not clear why DEIR Section 7.2.4, Reconstruction and 
Stabilization Alternative, is less environmentally preferable to the proposed 
demolition. This section never indicated that the Reconstruction and Stabilization 
Alternative is less preferable than the proposed project. This section specifically 
states the below, which is that the alternative is less preferable than the Relocation to 
Lacy Park Alternative: 

This [alternative] would result in a less than significant impact to historic 
resources. However, as this alternative method involves a great potential 
loss of fragile archaic material, including material infilling joints in the 
adobe brick walls, this approach would be less preferable. This 
alternative method is more invasive than relocating the Adobe in the 
manner described in the Relocation to Lacy Park Alternative (Section 



 
2. Response to Comments 

 

San Marino High School Michael White Adobe Project FEIR San Marino USD • Page 2-35 

7.3.2). For this reason, the Relocation to Lacy Park Alternative, rather 
than this Reconstruction and Stabilization Alternative, was selected for 
further analysis. 

A2-15 The commenter is questioning why the District is proposing “this action” at this time. 
It is assumed that the commenter is referring to the proposed action to demolish the 
Adobe. As indicated in Response A2-3, the District has been working with the 
Historical Society and the City of San Marino since the 1990s to address the 
relocation of the Adobe and to date there has been no resolution. With the increased 
awareness of the liability associated with the Adobe, the District is compelled to take 
action on increasing the safety of the campus and reducing legal liability associated 
with a non–Field Act structure. This comment does not address the adequacy of the 
DEIR. No further response is required. 

A2-16 The commenter is questioning why the requirements for the structural engineer and 
mover under the Relocation to Lacy Park Alternative are so stringent. The 
requirements detailed in the DEIR are based mainly on ensuring that the Adobe is 
relocated successfully. As provided in Section 5.1.2, page 5.1-17 of the DEIR, the 
Adobe is “Made from readily available materials, adobe bricks were composed from 
mixture of water, earth, and clay found near the home site combined with straw or 
horse hair and sand to hold the mixture together. The mud-like substance was then 
poured into rectangular wood frames.”  

The Adobe walls are very fragile, and its relocation would require extensive 
preparation to ensure that the Adobe remains secure. Also note, there has been no 
documentation of a successful move of an Adobe. Although this is the case, a 
number of Adobe experts, including the technical experts retained by the District, 
believe that with today’s technology, the move of the proposed Adobe is a feasible 
and viable option. For these reasons, the details to implement the relocation 
alternative specify the stringent requirements. 

A2-17 The commenter is questioning the rationale for the District’s insurance provider to 
fund the EIR and proposed demolition. Page 4-7 of Section 4.3 of the DEIR provides 
a discussion on Design Immunity and the liability associated with the District and 
governing Board Members. This question does not pertain to the adequacy of the 
DEIR. No additional response is necessary. 

A2-18 The comment states that the Historical Society is concerned about what will be 
included in the Statement of Overriding Considerations that could justify the 
demolition of the Michael White Adobe. The main concern is the liability associated 
with the Adobe. Removal of the liability would require the removal, either by 
demolition or relocation of the Adobe, or stabilizing the Adobe in accordance with 
requirements of the Division of the State Architect. This comment is noted and will 
be forwarded to the Board of Education for their review and consideration prior to 
taking action on the proposed project. 
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LETTER A3 – Department of Toxic Substances Control (page 1 of 2) 
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LETTER A3 – Department of Toxic Substances Control (page 2 of 2) 
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A3. Response to comments from the Department of Toxic Substances Control, dated 
September 22, 2009. 

A3-1 This comment states that the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has 
reviewed the DEIR, the due date of which isn’t until September 23, 2009, and the 
proposed project is the demolition of an historical structure. No response is 
necessary. 

A3-2 The comment states that lead-based paint and organochlorine pesticides from 
temiticide applications are potential environmental concerns at the project site and 
recommends that they be investigated and mitigated in accordance with DTSC 
procedures. Impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials were examined in 
the Initial Study for the proposed project. Demolition of the historic structures would 
comply with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations, including those from 
the South Coast Air Quality Management District, Environmental Protection Agency, 
Occupational Safety & Health Administration, and Los Angeles County Fire 
Authority. The contractor would be required to clean up all debris, including any 
paint chips that may remain. Soil sampling would be conducted at the completion 
of the proposed demolition to ensure that the remaining soil is free of asbestos or 
lead contamination. The District may consider DTSC’s “Interim Guidance, Evaluation 
of School Sites with Potential Soil Contamination as a Result of Lead from Lead-
Based Paint, Organochlorine Pesticides from Termiticides, and Polychlorinated 
Biphenyls from Electrical Transformers, dated June 9, 2006.” However, as no state 
bond funds would be used, the District is not anticipated to implement all 
recommendations included in this document. 

A3-3 The comment states that if state funds are used for the project, then the District is 
required to comply with Education Code Sections 17213.1 and 17213.2. As 
indicated above, no state bond funds would be used for the proposed project, and 
the District would comply with all applicable federal, state, and local requirements. 

A3-4 The comment states that locally funded school projects are still required to comply 
with Title 5 design standards and involve California Department of Education (CDE) 
and DTSC review. As the proposed project would not increase the capacity of the 
campus or require the development of new structures, neither CDE nor DTSC will be 
contacted for project implementation. 
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LETTER A4 – Division of the State Architect (page 1 of 1) 
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A4. Response to comments from the Division of the State Architect, dated September 22, 2009. 

A4-1 The commenter indicates that he has reviewed the DEIR and that DSA does not 
have authority to exempt the project from state building codes governing public 
school construction. The commenter also states that use of the Adobe must comply 
with current codes and regulations for structural and fire life safety, and possibly 
electrical, mechanical, plumbing, and accessibility, as required by the Field Act. The 
District is aware of DSA’s requirements concerning the reuse of the Adobe for school 
purposes. As discussed in the DEIR, bringing the building into compliance with 
requirements of the DSA and the Field Act would result in a significant impact to the 
historical significance of the building, as it would obstruct the sight of the adobe 
brick walls, the most historically significant aspect of the building. This comment will 
be forwarded to the Board of Education for their review and consideration. 
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LETTER A5 – California Preservation Foundation (page 1 of 2) 
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LETTER A5 – California Preservation Foundation (page 2 of 2) 
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A5. Response to comments from the California Preservation Foundation, dated September 23, 
2009. 

 A5-1 The comment states that the California Preservation Foundation (CPF) is concerned 
with the proposed project and provides background information on its organization. 
The comment further provides information on the historical significance of the 
Michael White Adobe, indicating that the building is an excellent example of 
domestic life prior to California statehood and that the District should consider 
incorporating the Adobe into the District’s curricula. Comment is noted. No response 
is necessary. 

A5-2 The comment suggests that the District preserve the Adobe under “Sustainable 
Schools” and provides examples of other historic school buildings from the early 
1900s that been retrofitted for school use. The District has contacted the Division of 
the State Architect (DSA), which is the state agency overseeing public school 
construction to request whether the Adobe could be rehabilitated for school use. As 
provided in Comment Letter A4, the DSA is not willing to exempt the project from 
state building codes governing public school construction. If the Adobe is reused by 
students, DSA will require the Adobe to comply with current codes and regulations 
for structural and fire life safety, and possibly electrical, mechanical, plumbing, and 
accessibility.  

Unlike the examples provided by the commenter, the Adobe was built in 1845 and 
has unreinforced walls. As provided in Section 5.1.2, page 5.1-17 of the DEIR, the 
Adobe is “Made from readily available materials, adobe bricks were composed from 
mixture of water, earth, and clay found near the home site combined with straw or 
horse hair and sand to hold the mixture together. The mud-like substance was then 
poured into rectangular wood frames.”  

Section 7.3.3, Stabilization In Situ Alternative, of the DEIR discusses an alternative to 
the proposed project that considers reuse of the Adobe by students and staff: 

Implementation of this alternative would require removal of a sufficient area 
of the existing footing or foundation to install a new reinforced concrete 
footing to support plywood and wood stud walls, which would permanently 
encase or encapsulate the existing adobe structure. The new foundation for 
the plywood and wood stud walls would be placed to avoid the existing 
condition of the foundation supporting the adobe wall. The existing ceiling 
and roof structures would be supplemented with plywood diaphragms and 
provide additional support at the top of the adobe wall with installation of 
permanent anchors set in epoxy resin. The adobe walls would be protected 
with batt insulation prior to placement of the permanent plywood and wood 
stud walls, and all-thread rods with washers (similar to threaded bolts, but 
without heads) would be through-bolted in the adobe walls. 

The Stabilization In Situ Alternative would result in the Adobe being fully 
encapsulated by new interior and exterior walls. The adobe brick walls of the Adobe 
would no longer be visible. Consequently, bringing the Adobe into conformance with 
DSA standards would result in a significant impact to the historical resource. See the 
Cultural Resources discussion in DEIR Section 7.3.3 for additional analysis on the 
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impacts associated with reuse of the Adobe. This reuse alternative will be 
considered by the Board of Education prior to project approval. 

A5-3 This comment states that project implementation would destroy an irreplaceable 
historic resource and “demonstrates a duplicitous attitude.” This comment will be 
forwarded to the Board of Education for their review and consideration prior to 
taking action on the proposed project. It should be noted, however, that the District 
has been working with the San Marino Historical Society and City of San Marino 
since the 1990s to address the relocation of the Adobe in order to increase public 
access. As discussed in A5-4, the District is also considering retrofitting the building 
in accordance with DSA requirements, although it may not conform to the Secretary 
of the Interior Standards.  

A5-4 This comment states that CPF believes the District has segmented the proposed 
project, which excludes other alternatives from further consideration. The District has 
not segmented the proposed project. The project description included in the Initial 
Study was the expansion of the San Marino High School pool, either in place or in 
the area of the existing basketball courts, and the removal of the Michael White 
Adobe, either through relocation or demolition. Since the release of the Initial 
Study/NOP, a couple of events have occurred: 1) it was determined that the 
fundraising that was going to finance the construction of the swimming pool was not 
going to be successful in light of the change in the economic climate, and 2) the City 
of San Marino has indicated the possibility of developing a community pool 
elsewhere in the City. As a result, the District decided to downsize the project 
description to eliminate the expansion of the pool and the relocation of the Adobe. 
The project area would be paved over to allow students to congregate and view 
athletic events, competitions, and practices, as it is centrally located to the 
swimming pool, baseball field, basketball courts, and football/track field. The current 
project description was discussed and approved by the District Board of Education 
at the May 26, 2009, regular board meeting, and as provided in Chapter 5.0 of the 
DEIR, the refined project description does not include any new actions or activities 
that are not part of those originally described in the Initial Study/NOP. 

Additionally, even if the project included the pool expansion, the alternatives would 
likely be the same, as alternatives are usually selected based on immitigable 
significant impacts. As provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), “An EIR 
shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project… [which] would 
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project.” The 
environmental impacts associated with the pool component of the former project 
description would have resulted in slightly greater but mitigable impacts associated 
with noise, but similar significant and adverse impacts to cultural resources. Hence, 
the alternatives studied under the former project description would likely be the 
same as those currently considered under the proposed project. Therefore, the 
refined project description has not precluded a greater range of alternatives studied.  
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A5-5 This comment states that CPF looks forward to developing sensitive alternatives to 
the proposed project and that they believe other less damaging solutions could be 
implemented to reduce risks associated with the Adobe, such as increasing the 
height of the surrounding fence, proper landscape maintenance, and added 
signage. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Board of Education 
their review and consideration prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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LETTER A6 – Los Angeles Conservancy (page 1 of 4) 
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LETTER A6 – Los Angeles Conservancy (page 2 of 4) 
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LETTER A6 – Los Angeles Conservancy (page 3 of 4) 
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LETTER A6 – Los Angeles Conservancy (page 4 of 4) 
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A6. Response to comments from the Los Angeles Conservancy, dated September 23, 2009. 

A6-1 This comment states that the project description has been redefined from the Initial 
Study/Notice of Preparation (NOP) to the DEIR. The commenter is correct that the 
project description was refined in the DEIR. The project description included in the 
Initial Study/NOP was the expansion of the San Marino High School pool, either in 
place or in the area of the existing basketball courts, and the removal of the Michael 
White Adobe, either through relocation or demolition. As described in Response P4-
4, since the release of the Initial Study/NOP, a couple of events have occurred: 1) it 
was determined that the fundraising effort that was going to finance the construction 
of the swim pool would not be successful in light of the change in the economic 
climate, and 2) the City of San Marino has indicated the possibility of constructing a 
community pool elsewhere within the City. As a result, the District decided to 
downsize the project description to eliminate the expansion of the pool and the 
relocation of the Adobe. The current project description was discussed and 
approved by the District Board of Education at their regularly scheduled meeting on 
May 26, 2009. Additionally, as provided in Chapter 5.0 of the DEIR, the refined 
project description does not include any new actions or activities not part of those 
originally described in the Initial Study/NOP. 

A6-2 This comment states that the District is “pre-committed” to the proposed demolition 
of the Michael White Adobe. This comment is not true. In fact, the District has 
continued to keep all options open. The District most recently considered a new 
alternative, the Disassembly and Storage Alternative, in hopes that there are other 
means to salvage the Adobe. The District has also been in discussions with the City 
of San Marino concerning this Disassembly and Storage Alternative and other 
potential considerations for the Adobe, and has been contacting historical 
organizations and experts for their assistance to further explore the technical 
feasibility of reusing the adobe bricks. With the District still open to all possible 
options, there is no indication that it has pre-committed to the proposed project. 

A6-3 This comment states that absent any immediate need for its removal, demolition 
should not be considered. As provided in Section 4.3, Environmental Setting, of the 
DEIR, there is an immediate need for the removal of the Adobe off District property. 
The Adobe was built in 1845 and the building does not meet requirements of the 
Division of the State Architect (DSA) or Field Act, which are applicable to all public 
school buildings and hospitals and which require a higher level of structural 
strengthening, a higher level of review, and stricter access and fire safety 
construction than the Uniform Building Code. Because the District is aware that the 
Adobe does not meet the safety requirements of the DSA and is not in conformance 
with the Field Act, the District and governing Board Members may be held liable for 
injuries or damages caused by structural failure or collapse of the Adobe, or any 
damages resulting from nonaccessibility and fire safety issues (Government Code 
Sections 830.6 and 835). Therefore, there is an immediate need for the Adobe’s 
removal. 

A6-4 This comment provides an overview of the historical significance of the Adobe and 
states that “the District has just commissioned a new set of HABS [Historic American 
Buildings Survey] documentation…in anticipation of the adobe’s planned 
demolition.” The District concurs with the information provided on the Adobe’s 
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historical significance. However, as provided in Response A6-2, the District has not 
preplanned the demolition of the Adobe. The District has continued analyze and 
gather information on the proposed project and alternatives, so that the Board of 
Education are fully informed of all available options and associated costs. 
Commissioning HABS documentation in no way presumes the actions of the Board 
of Education. 

A6-5 This comment states that there are no known accidents or claims associated with 
the Adobe over the past 50 years, the building has been properly fenced off, public 
access is limited by appointment only, and the San Marino Historical Society has led 
regular tours of the Adobe with permission granted by the District. However, very 
little activity of any kind has occurred at the Adobe building in the last 50 years, as 
there is no public access to the building during school hours or during school-
sponsored activities during weekends or after school hours. The last known open 
house of the Adobe was held in 1984. Furthermore, regardless of past history, the 
building has been found to be currently legally unsafe. 

A6-6 This comment states that the proposed demolition project is an extreme remedy for 
reducing a perceived liability and unnecessary based on the Loss Control Field 
Inspection Report prepared by the insurer. The District has been fortunate that the 
Adobe has withstood several large earthquakes and that no one has been injured by 
the Adobe. It should be noted, however, that the report was not prepared by the 
District’s insurer. The report was ordered by the District and performed by an outside 
entity to determine the condition of the Adobe, and does not consider the structural 
integrity of the Adobe or DSA requirements for buildings on school grounds. 

The comment further states that the EIR should evaluate the feasibility of 
implementing the recommendations of the Loss Control Field Inspection report in 
lieu of razing the Adobe, and states that demolition of the Adobe is not mentioned in 
the report. The EIR is not required to evaluate the feasibility of implementing the 
recommendations. The recommendations included in the report would not eliminate 
the liability associated with the Adobe.  

A6-7 The comment provides the definition of a “project” and provides CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15378 and excerpts of case laws concerning the definition of a project. The 
comment then implies that the District has bifurcated the project description to avoid 
analyzing impacts of the project as a whole. This comment is erroneous, 
speculative, and unsubstantiated. As provided in Response A6-1, the project 
description was changed mainly due to two reasons: 1) lack of funding and 
2) potential construction of a community pool elsewhere within the City. 
Consequently, expansion of the pool is no longer a viable option for the District. 

The comment further states that the Los Angeles Conservancy’s comments on the 
Initial Study/NOP were “aimed at identifying preservation alternatives that would 
achieve this goal” of expanding the pool and preserving the Adobe. The 
Conservancy’s comment letter on the Initial Study/NOP is provided in Appendix B of 
the DEIR. The Conservancy provided three alternatives: 

1. Retention in Place. This alternative proposes retaining the Adobe in 
place, while constructing a new pool in the area of the existing 
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basketball courts and relocating the basketball courts to the current 
place of the swimming pool but with the development of 1.5 courts. This 
alternative would have been considered infeasible by the District, as the 
existing pool area would not be able to accommodate two full basketball 
courts without the removal of the Adobe and would result in the loss of a 
recreational facility. Furthermore, this alternative does not meet the 
fundamental project objective to eliminate the liability of the Adobe. 
Absent the recreational improvements proposed under this scenario, 
this alternative is essentially that of the No Project Alternative that is 
studied in Section 7.3.1 of the DEIR. 

2. Restoration of the Michael White Adobe and its Setting. This alternative 
proposes to restore the Adobe and transform the existing campus’ 
athletic facilities back to their original setting based on historic research 
and documentation. This alternative also would have been considered 
infeasible, as it does not meet a number of the project’s objectives, 
including eliminating liability associated with the Adobe, increasing 
public access to the Adobe, and avoiding disruption to the high school’s 
educational and recreational activities. This alternative suggests the 
District downscale its physical education curricula and athletics in order 
to improve the Adobe and the surrounding setting in accordance with 
Secretary Standards. The alternative is in disagreement with the 
District’s vision, which is to deliver a world class education with 
recognized excellence in academics, arts, and athletics. Furthermore, 
under this alternative, the Adobe would still not be accessible by 
students because it would not be Field Act compliant and the public 
would still not be able to access the Adobe during school hours or 
school-sponsored events. To truly restore the landscape to its original 
setting, the District’s baseball field, pool, gymnasiums, locker rooms 
basketball courts, football stadium, parking, and driveway would all 
need to be removed or relocated, which is not feasible. 

3. Relocation and Restoration. This alternative is similar to that of the 
Relocation to Lacy Park Alternative, as analyzed in Section 7.3.2 of the 
DEIR. 

A6-8 This comment states that while the impacts to the original project description as 
defined in the Initial Study/NOP and refined project description are similar, the 
updated project description “excludes all preservation alternatives in one fell 
swoop.” Although the project description has been refined, the alternatives that 
would have been considered under the original project description would have likely 
been the same as those currently analyzed. This is because alternatives are usually 
selected based on the need to reduce or eliminate immitigable significant impacts. 
As provided in Section 15126.6(a), “An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable 
alternatives to the project… [which] would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant effects of the project.” Similar to the proposed project, the alternatives 
that would have been studied under the original project description would have 
been geared toward reducing or eliminating the significant impacts to cultural 
resources. Therefore, changing the project description does not exclude any 
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preservation alternatives, especially in light of the existing alternative to relocate the 
Adobe to Lacy Park. 

A6-9 The comment states that the responses received during the Initial Study/NOP are 
irrelevant because of the change to the project description. This comment is 
inaccurate. As mentioned in Response A6-1 and provided in Section 5.0 of the DEIR, 
the refined project description does not result in any new actions or activities that 
were not part of those originally described in the Initial Study/NOP, and the 
environmental effects under the original project description and the current refined 
project description are similar, as stated by the commenter in Comment A6-8. The 
NOP responses are therefore still applicable to the refined project description and 
were considered during preparation of the DEIR. Based on the NOP responses, the 
project architectural historian contacted the San Marino Historical Society to further 
explore issues mentioned in their letter, and the District paid for a report prepared by 
Mr. Mel Green, who was commissioned by the Historical Society, in order to fully 
understand the technical feasibility of moving the Adobe. Finally, as provided in 
Response A6-7, two of the three alternatives proposed by the Conservancy were 
included as alternatives in Chapter 7 of the DEIR. 

A6-10 This comment states that the proposed project is a piecemeal approach, “especially 
since no replacement use has been identified other than concrete-asphalt open 
area.” As provided in Response A6-1, the project description was changed mainly 
due to two reasons: 1) lack of funding and 2) potential development of a community 
pool elsewhere in the City. As a result, expansion of the pool is no longer a viable 
option for the District. The fundamental objective of the project is to remove the 
liability from District property. 

A6-11 This comment suggests that the District has precommitted to approving the 
proposed project prior to completion of the CEQA process. The comment also 
provides case law and lists activities the District has commissioned, which the 
commenter suggests predisposes its anticipated actions. The activities listed include 
the District identifying a funding source for project implementation and continuing 
due diligence efforts such as holding a construction job-walk and commencing with 
HABS documentation. The commenter further suggests that these actions render 
the EIR flawed. The District has continued to explore all options on the table, seek 
verification of estimated costs, and prepare and gather historical documentation 
about the Adobe. As provided in Response A6-2, the District has most recently 
considered another alternative, Disassembly and Storage Alternative, as suggested 
by the Historical Society. The District has also been coordinating with the City, the 
Historical Society, the Huntington Library, and the Old Mill Foundation, to find 
relocation and storage sites for the Adobe and adobe bricks. The District has also 
continued to further confirm the technical feasibility of reusing the adobe bricks. 
Conducting additional due diligence efforts in no way suggests that the District has 
made up its mind to demolish the Adobe. This additional investigative work has 
been conducted by District staff and its consultants in order to provide as much 
information as possible to the Board of Education so that an educated and well-
informed decision on the proposed project can be made. The additional 
investigative efforts should not be misconstrued as presumptive actions of the Board 
of Education, and the EIR remains accurate in the information and analysis provided, 
as it has been completed in accordance with CEQA and State CEQA Guidelines. 
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A6-12 The comment recommends the District to begin the CEQA process anew, based on 
a project description that studies the whole of the project and retains the Adobe in its 
current location. As substantiated throughout this response letter, the DEIR and FEIR 
do study the whole of the project as currently proposed. As discussed, there are 
insufficient funds to expand the pool, due to the current economic environment, and 
the City is considering the creation of a public swimming pool elsewhere in the City. 
Due to these events, the project was narrowed and refined to focus on the most 
important components of the original project description. The FEIR accurately 
reflects the whole of the project and complies with the requirements of CEQA and 
State CEQA Guidelines. As the FEIR is adequate in its current form, there is no need 
to restart the CEQA process. 
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LETTER A7 – National Trust for Historic Preservation (page 2 of 5) 
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LETTER A7 – National Trust for Historic Preservation (page 3 of 5) 
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LETTER A7 – National Trust for Historic Preservation (page 4 of 5) 
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LETTER A7 – National Trust for Historic Preservation (page 5 of 5) 
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A7. Response to comments from the National Trust for Historic Preservation, dated September 
23, 2009. 

A7-1 The commenter states that the District’s plan to raze one of the last remaining 
ranchos in Los Angeles County would deprive the community of a significant piece 
of its heritage without a compelling urgency, and that the environmental review 
process is inadequate as significant issues remain regarding future foreseeable 
actions. The commenter also states that there appears to be a premature approval 
of the proposed project. The District respectfully disagrees with the comment. 
Specific responses to these allegations are provided in the below responses. 

A7-2 This comment provides background information on the National Trust for Historic 
Preservation (NTHP) and information on the historical significance of the Michael 
White Adobe. The comment also states that demolition of the Adobe would be 
irresponsible to future generations of Californians. The comment is noted and will be 
forwarded to the Board of Education for their review and consideration prior to 
taking action on the proposed project. 

A7-3 This comment provides that the NTHP believes the environmental review process 
conducted thus far is inconsistent with CEQA, which requires that public agencies 
“deny approval of a project with significant adverse effects when feasible alternatives 
or feasible mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects.” The comment 
also cites Sierra Club v. Gilroy City Council (1990) 222 Cal.App.3d 40, 41 and Public 
Resources Code (PRC) Sections 21002 and 21002.1.  

In Sierra Club v. Gilroy City Council, the court of appeal held that an agency has the 
duty to mitigate all environmental effects to an insignificant level, or else cite what 
overriding considerations cause the project to be acceptable. The District is aware 
that the proposed mitigation measures would not reduce the significant impact 
associated with the loss of a historical building to a level below significance. If the 
Board of Education approves the proposed project, it will adopt Findings of Fact and 
a Statement of Overriding Considerations.  

Also, as cited by the commenter, Section 21002 of the PRC provides, “The 
Legislature further finds and declares that in the event specific economic, social, or 
other conditions make infeasible such project alternatives or such mitigation 
measures, individual projects may be approved in spite of one or more significant 
effects thereof.” Similarly, Section 21002.1(c) of the PRC states “If economic, social, 
or other conditions make it infeasible to mitigate one or more significant effects on 
the environment of a project, the project may nonetheless be carried out or 
approved at the discretion of a public agency if the project is otherwise permissible 
under applicable laws and regulations.” Both PRC Sections 21002 and 21002.1 
allow projects that will result in significant impacts to be approved, as long as the 
lead agency adopts 1) findings that demonstrate how economic, legal, social, 
technological, and/or other conditions make it infeasible to mitigate the significant 
effect and/or how the alternatives are infeasible to implement, and 2) overriding 
considerations that demonstrate how the proposed project outweighs the significant 
effects. If the Board of Education makes such findings and demonstrates that the 
benefits outweigh the significant effect, in accordance with CEQA, they could 
approve the project as proposed even though it would cause a significant impact. 
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A7-4 This comment states that the project description does not reflect the whole of the 
action, as the project description described in the DEIR is not the same as that 
included in the Initial Study/Notice of Preparation (NOP). The commenter is correct 
that the project description has changed, for the reasons described previously in this 
document. The project description included in the Initial Study/NOP was the 
expansion of the San Marino High School swimming pool, either in place or in the 
area of the existing basketball courts, and the removal of the Michael White Adobe, 
either through relocation or demolition.  

The tailoring of the project description was a result of a couple of events that 
occurred between the release of the Initial Study/NOP and DEIR: 1) it was 
determined that the fundraising that was going to finance the construction of the 
pool was not going to be successful in light of the change in the economic climate, 
and 2) the City of San Marino continued public discussions about the possibility of 
developing a community pool elsewhere in the City. As a result, the District decided 
to downsize the project description to eliminate the expansion of the pool and the 
relocation of the Adobe. The project area would be paved over to allow students to 
congregate and view athletic events, competitions, and practices, as it is centrally 
located to the swimming pool, baseball field, basketball courts, and football/track 
field. The current project description was discussed and approved by the District 
Board of Education at the May 26, 2009, regular board meeting; and, as provided in 
Chapter 5.0 of the DEIR, the refined project description does not include any new 
actions or activities that are not part of that originally described in the Initial 
Study/NOP.  

A7-5 This comment states that the circumstances indicate that the District may still have 
outstanding plans for a pool expansion and cites Laurel Heights Improvements 
Association v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376 in support of 
its allegation that the proposed project does not include all foreseeable future 
activities in the EIR.  

The commenter’s allegation is erroneous and speculative. As provided above, the 
District no longer has plans to expand the pool at San Marino High School. Not only 
is there no funding for any other improvement other than paving of the project site, if 
the City were to develop a new community pool, the City’s swimming program will 
no longer use the San Marino High School swimming pool, and consequently the 
high school swim program would no longer have a need for a new or expanded 
pool.  

Additionally, the case cited by the commenter is not applicable to the proposed 
project. In Laurel Heights Improvements Association v. Regents of University of 
California, the court held that, by the time the EIR was prepared, the lead agency 
had either made decisions or formulated reasonably definite proposals as to the 
future uses of a new building that was the subject of the EIR, and the EIR failed to 
assess those future uses and their effects. In the case of the proposed project, the 
opposite is true. As stated, the District has no available funding to develop the pool 
expansion component of the project included in Initial Study/NOP, and due to the 
City’s consideration of the construction of a community pool elsewhere in the City, 
the expansion of the San Marino High School pool is no longer justified. As a result, 
the District narrowed the project description, it did not segment it, and the District 
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has to date no other plans to develop the area within the footprint of the project site 
other than in the manner described in the proposed project. 

A7-6 The comment states that the District has prematurely approved the project, based 
on actions it has taken, such as disclosing the funding source for project 
implementation and continuing due diligence efforts such as holding a construction 
job-walk and commencing Historic American Building Survey (HABS) 
documentation. The District disagrees with this comment, as it has continued to 
explore all options on the table, seek verification of estimated costs, and prepare 
and gather historical documentation about the Adobe. In fact, the District has most 
recently considered another alternative, Disassembly and Storage Alternative, which 
has been included in Section 3, Revisions to the DEIR, of the FEIR. The District has 
also been continuing to discuss with the City, as well as historical organizations and 
industry experts, potential relocation and storage sites for the adobe bricks and 
further confirming the technical feasibility of reusing the adobe bricks. Conducting 
additional due diligence efforts in no way suggests that the District is committed to 
demolition of the Adobe. This additional investigative work has been conducted by 
District staff and its consultants in order to provide as much information as possible 
to the Board of Education so that an educated and well-informed decision on the 
proposed project can be made. The additional investigative efforts should not be 
misconstrued as presumptive actions of the Board of Education. 

A7-7 This comment states that CEQA prohibits the lead agency from formally approving a 
project prior to certification of the FEIR. The comment also provides that the 
demolition contract request for bids is an expenditure of public funds for the purpose 
of accomplishing a goal that has not been legally approved. The District is aware 
that the Board of Education cannot act on the proposed project until it has 
considered the environmental effects the action will cause. A notice to request for 
construction bids has been published. The request was conducted mainly as a 
result of the need to complete due diligence to investigate actual costs for the 
project. Authorization of such a construction contract would require approval from 
the Board of Education, but before acting on such a contract, the Board of 
Education would first need to certify the FEIR and then approve the proposed 
project. As no decision has been made by the Board of Education on the FEIR, 
proposed project, or construction contract, no precommitment to the proposed 
project has been made. 

A7-8 This section concludes the NTHP letter. The commenter states that the Adobe is a 
rare and unique part of San Marino history and provides the community a sense of 
orientation and connection to its past. NTHP also asks the District to employ the 
District’s Mission Statement, which “challenges students to take responsibility as 
members of a diverse, global community.” The comment is noted and will be 
forwarded to the Board of Education for their review and consideration prior to 
taking action on the proposed project. 
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A8. Response to comments from the Pasadena Heritage, dated September 23, 2009. 

A8-1 The comment requests the Board of Education to preserve the Michael White Adobe 
and states that the loss of the building would result in the loss of an architectural 
treasure and an invaluable educational resource. No response is necessary. 

A8-2 This comment states that the Adobe deserves to be highly regarded and carefully 
treated as that of the Old Mill, and that under CEQA, feasible alternatives are 
preferred and required to be adopted. The Pasadena Heritage believes that a retain-
and-reuse alternative is feasible and should be adopted. The District understands 
that if feasible measures and/or alternatives are identified, then it must adopt them. 
However, according to Section 21061.1 of the Public Resources Code, “’Feasible’ 
means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable 
period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, and 
technological factors.” The Board of Education will consider the feasibility of all 
mitigation measures and alternatives prior to its action on the proposed project.  

A8-3 This comment provides an overview of the historical significance of the Adobe. The 
commenter also interjects that demolition of the building would represent an 
irreparable loss and terrible disservice to all San Marino students and to the 
community at large. The comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Board of 
Education for their review and consideration prior to taking action on the proposed 
project. 

A8-4 The comment requests that the Board of Education restore the Adobe in place, 
retrofit the Adobe to building code standards for school campus safety, and 
integrate the Adobe into the District’s history curriculum. The EIR considered the 
Stabilization In Situ Alternative (Section 7.3.3 of the DEIR), which would allow District 
staff and students to access the building. This alternative would retrofit the building 
to a level which would remove all liabilities for the District and members of the Board 
of Education associated with the Adobe. Under this alternative, the existing walls 
would be fully encapsulated by new interior and exterior walls designed and 
constructed to meet current building codes for buildings on public school 
campuses. This alternative would also obscure the historically significant features of 
the Adobe, such that the adobe brick walls would no longer be visible. 
Consequently, it was determined that this alternative would not meet the Secretary of 
the Interior Standards, and impacts to cultural resources would remain significant. 
Because the Adobe is an unreinforced structure and because the Adobe bricks are 
the primary aspect that makes it architecturally significant, there is no possible way 
to restore the building to code without compromising its architectural significance. 
For further discussion, see Section 7.3.3 of the DEIR and Comment Letter A4 from 
the Division of the State Architect. Therefore, the Adobe cannot be retrofitted to a 
level of school campus safety, which would also be the level where the liability 
posed by the Adobe is removed, while meeting the recommendation of the 
Pasadena Heritage.  
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A9. Response to comments from the San Marino Heritage, dated September 23, 2009. 

A9-1 The commenter expresses opposition to the proposed project, and support for 
preservation of the Adobe. This comment is noted. This comment is not related to 
the adequacy of the DEIR, and no specific response is required. This comment will 
be forwarded to the Board of Education for their review and consideration prior to 
taking action on the proposed project. 

A9-2 The commenter states that money was donated to the District in or prior to 1985 with 
the understanding that the Adobe would be preserved. The District has made no 
agreements to preserve the Adobe indefinitely and is under no obligation to do so. 
Further, the District has no record of a donation received in 1985 for the purposes of 
restoring the Adobe. This comment is not related to the adequacy of the DEIR, and 
no further response is required. This comment is noted, and will be forwarded to the 
Board of Education for their review and consideration prior to taking action on the 
proposed project. 

A9-3 This comment states that the City of San Marino has officially recognized the Adobe 
as a historic resource and suggests that the City has the authority to halt the 
proposed project. The Adobe is owned by the San Marino Unified School District by 
default, as the building is on the grounds purchased by the District for a school site. 
The District is the lead agency under CEQA and has the ultimate authority to 
approve the proposed action, as long as it complies with all applicable state and 
federal statutes and regulations. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the 
Board of Education for their review and consideration prior to taking action on the 
proposed project. 

A9-4 The commenter requests that their comment letter be attached to the EIR and 
incorporated into the permanent record. By its inclusion in this FEIR, this has been 
done. 
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LETTER A10 – Office of Historic Preservation (page 1 of 5) 
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LETTER A10 – Office of Historic Preservation (page 3 of 5) 
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LETTER A10 – Office of Historic Preservation (page 4 of 5) 
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LETTER A10 – Office of Historic Preservation (page 5 of 5) 
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A10. Response to comments from the Office of Historic Preservation, dated September 25, 
2009. 

A10-1 This comment provides background information on the State Office of Historic 
Preservation (OHP) and indicates that OHP did not receive a copy of the DEIR from 
the State Clearinghouse. The comment also states that at the request of the OHP the 
District extended the comment period deadline to the OHP and that the OHP was 
contacted by members of the public. No response is necessary. 

A10-2 The comment states that OHP is concerned with the CEQA process and the 
proposed demolition of the Michael White Adobe and that as a lead agency the 
District has a legal obligation to “prevent the elimination of…examples of major 
periods of history.” This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Board of 
Education for their review and consideration prior to taking action on the proposed 
project. 

A10-3 This comment provides an overview of the significance and existing condition of the 
Adobe. No response is necessary. 

A10-4 This comment suggests that the District views historical resources as liabilities and 
states that demolition of the Adobe in order to create asphalt space is not a good 
use of a historic building. The comment also provides some history on the Adobe’s 
relation to “(early) education of San Marino.” This comment does not address the 
adequacy of the DEIR, and no response is necessary. The comment will be 
forwarded to the Board of Education for their review and consideration prior to 
taking action on the proposed project. 

A10-5 This comment states that the project description provided in the Initial Study/Notice 
of Preparation (NOP) is different from that of the DEIR and that the revised 
description is so narrowly defined “that any reasonable consideration of alternatives 
to the project is precluded.” The commenter is correct that the proposed project 
changed. The project description included in the Initial Study/NOP was the 
expansion of the San Marino High School pool, either in place or in the area of the 
existing basketball courts, and the removal of the Michael White Adobe, either 
through relocation or demolition. As described in Response P4-4, since the release 
of the Initial Study/NOP, a couple of events have occurred: 1) it was determined that 
the fundraising effort that was going to finance the construction of the swim pool 
would not be successful in light of the change in the economic climate, and 2) the 
City of San Marino has indicated the possibility of constructing a community pool 
elsewhere within the City. As a result, the District decided to downsize the project 
description to eliminate the expansion of the pool and the relocation of the Adobe. 
The project area would be paved over to allow students to congregate and view 
athletic events, competitions, and practices, as it is in the middle of the high school’s 
athletic facilities, including the gyms, locker rooms, team rooms, swimming pool, 
baseball field, basketball courts, and the football/track field. The current project 
description was discussed and approved by the District Board of Education at their 
regularly scheduled meeting on May 26, 2009.  

Additionally, even if the project included the pool expansion, the alternatives would 
likely be the same as those currently proposed. Alternatives are usually selected 
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based on immitigable significant impacts. As provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(a), “An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the 
project…[which] would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of 
the project.” The environmental impacts associated with the pool component of the 
former project description would have resulted in slightly greater, but mitigable 
impacts associated with noise, but similar significant and adverse impacts to cultural 
resources. Hence, the alternatives studied under the old project description would 
likely be those currently considered under the proposed project.  

A10-6 This comment states that CEQA requires environmental review of the “whole of a 
project” and that the District has violated CEQA by segmenting the demolition 
component of the project from the pool expansion component. The comment states 
that the District implied in a voicemail message that when it acquires sufficient 
funding it would pursue the pool expansion. It should be strongly noted that the 
commenter misunderstood the message left by the District representative. The 
District representative’s message was specific in explaining that the project 
description had been modified and the reasons for the change. As provided in 
Response A10-5, the District does not have sufficient funds for construction of the 
pool, and local fundraising, which was going to pay for the pool, is currently non-
existent. Additionally and more important, the City of San Marino indicated the 
possibility of constructing a community pool elsewhere in the City. When the City 
constructs a community pool, the community swim programs will no longer utilize 
the San Marino High School pool, and there will no longer be a need to expand the 
pool to better accommodate both the high school and City swim programs. 
Elimination of the pool expansion component of the project is legitimate. The District 
is not bifurcating the project. It has no reason to do so. There is no significant impact 
that the District is trying to avoid by reducing the project size. Even if the pool were 
included in the project description, there would not be a greater environmental 
impact. As mentioned in Response A10-5, inclusion of the pool in the project 
description would result in possibly slightly greater, but mitigable impacts 
associated with noise, but overall impacts would still remain less than significant, 
and impacts associated with cultural resources would be the same as the proposed 
project.  

A10-7 This comment states that potential discussion of additional alternatives to the pool 
expansion and the preservation of the Adobe was removed by reducing the project 
description. As provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 15002(a)(3), “The basic 
purposes of CEQA are to:…Prevent significant, avoidable damage to the 
environment by requiring changes in projects through the use of alternatives or 
mitigation measures when the governmental agency finds the changes to be 
feasible.” As such, the alternatives selected for the project description provided in 
either the Initial Study/NOP or DEIR would have been the same since under either 
project description, only historical resources would have been significantly 
impacted. Therefore, the change in the project description does not result in the 
study of fewer alternatives. 

A10-8 This comment questions whether the $176,500, the cost to implement the proposed 
project, would meet the project’s objectives to “Maximize the net useable space on 
the San Marino High School campus” and “Ensure the efficient and responsible use 
of school district funds,” when the money could be invested in maintaining the 
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Adobe for the benefit of the students and community, and if spending this much 
money justifies the additional 3,000 square feet that would be made available. The 
comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR, and no response is necessary. It 
will be forwarded to the Board of Education for their review and consideration prior 
to taking action on the proposed project.  

A10-9  This comment states that the Rehabilitation In Situ Alternative examines restoration 
in the highest standard and that the District has not examined other preservation 
alternatives. As you may know, one of the reasons, if not the main reason, why the 
District is proposing the removal of the Adobe is because of the liability associated 
with potential structural failure or collapse of the building, or other hazards 
associated with the building, such as fire safety. As the most fundamental objective 
of the project, whether as described in the Initial Study/NOP or DEIR, is to remove 
the hazardous conditions, the alternatives considered for further analysis in the EIR 
were selected to meet this goal. If the Adobe were to remain in place, the only way 
to meet this objective is to restore it in a manner that is acceptable to the Division of 
the State Architect (DSA), who is the state agency that oversees, governs, and 
enforces compliance of state laws as they apply to buildings on school grounds. As 
provided in Comment Letter A4, DSA states that use of the Adobe by students and 
staff must comply with current building code standards and regulations for structural 
and fire life safety, and possibly electrical, mechanical, plumbing, and accessibility, 
as required by the Field Act. Rehabilitation in situ under any lesser standard would 
not remove the liability that currently faces the District for the presence of a non–
Field Act compliant structure on the school campus. 

A10-10 This comment suggests that the District should consider a conservation easement 
alternative. A conservation easement is commonly used to provide a charitable 
deduction to a for-profit entity to restrict use of land. The District is a nonprofit entity 
and would receive no financial benefit from granting a conservation easement. A 
conservation easement in and of itself would also not address the threat posed by 
the inadequacies of the Adobe. This suggestion opens the door for trespassers to 
access the high school campus when students are in attendance. This is prohibited 
by Penal Code Section 627.7 which states “No outsider shall enter or remain on 
school grounds during school hours without having registered with the principal or 
designee.” However, this comment will be forwarded to the Board of Education for 
their review and consideration prior to taking action on the proposed project. Also, it 
should be noted that according to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6,  

An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it 
must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will 
foster informed decision making and public participation. An EIR is not 
required to consider alternatives which are infeasible. The lead agency is 
responsible for selecting a range of project alternatives for examination and 
must publicly disclose its reasoning for selecting those alternatives. There is 
no ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the alternatives to be 
discussed other than the rule of reason. (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of 
Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553 and Laurel Heights Improvement 
Association v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376).  
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A10-11 The comment states that the EIR is an “after-the-fact” requirement justifying the 
Board of Education’s decision, which is counter to the intent of CEQA. The comment 
lists actions, such as the District identifying a funding source for project 
implementation and continuing due diligence efforts, including holding a 
construction job-walk and commencing with Historic American Building Survey 
(HABS) documentation of the Adobe, and suggests that these actions predispose 
the District of a predetermined action. These activities were conducted by District 
staff in an effort to obtain more information in order to better inform the Board of 
Education, and to collect historical photographic documentation of the Adobe. The 
District has continued to explore various options and alternatives. In fact, the District 
has most recently considered another alternative, Disassembly and Storage 
Alternative, which has been included in Chapter 3, Revisions to the DEIR, of the 
FEIR. The District has been discussing the project and project alternatives with the 
City, as well as historical organizations and industry experts including the Historical 
Society, the Huntington Library, and the Old Mill Foundation, in an attempt to find 
relocation and storage sites for the Adobe and further confirm the technical 
feasibility of reusing the adobe bricks. Conducting additional due diligence efforts in 
no way suggests that the District is committed to demolition of the Adobe. As stated, 
this additional investigative work has been conducted by District staff and its 
consultants in order to provide as much information as possible to the Board of 
Education so that an educated and well-informed decision on the proposed project 
can be made. The additional investigative efforts should not be misconstrued as 
presumptive actions of the Board of Education. The District board members have yet 
to make up their minds. Prior to consideration of the proposed project, the board 
members will need to consider the adequacy of the FEIR and the comments 
received on the DEIR. If the Board certifies the EIR, it will then be able to consider 
project approval. Project approval would require adoption of the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program, Findings of Fact, and a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations, which, as provided in CEQA Guidelines 15093, requires the 
decision-making agency to balance the benefits of the proposed project against its 
unavoidable environmental impacts. 

The comment also states the District has engaged in a meaningless paper exercise 
to demolish the Adobe. To the contrary, the District has taken the CEQA process 
very seriously and has brought in a number of industry experts to explore creative 
alternatives to retain the Adobe in place for school use as described in detail in the 
Stabilization in Situ Alternative and to study the technical feasibility of moving the 
Adobe to Lacy Park. As documented throughout the EIR and in technical 
appendices, qualified professionals carefully studied alternatives to demolition that 
would reduce significant historic resources impacts for consideration by the Board of 
Education. Furthermore, the District has carefully considered public input throughout 
the process, and has considered the Disassembly and Storage Alternative in the EIR 
at the request of the San Marino Historical Society. 

A10-12 This comment questions what the annual maintenance cost is for the Adobe and 
what type of maintenance was performed over the last five to ten years. This 
comment does not concern the adequacy of the DEIR. No response is necessary.  

A10-13 This comment states that a condition assessment was not performed as part of the 
DEIR and that the Getty Conservation Institute’s Survey of Damaged Adobe Building 
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concluded that the Michael White Adobe did not suffer any damage. Condition 
assessments were performed by Robert Chattel, AIA, of Chattel Architecture 
Planning and Preservation; Michael Krakower, SE, of Krakower & Associates 
Structural Engineers, who has extensive experience working with adobes; and Pat 
Taylor, Historic Preservation, who has also worked with adobes for the past 30 
years. Mr. Chattel, Mr. Krakower, and Mr. Taylor are qualified preservation 
professionals who concluded that based on their observation of the building, the 
Adobe has retained most of its structural integrity, but could benefit from further 
investigation and preparation of a strengthening program and other work to better 
maintain the structure. The adobe bricks are composed from a mixture of water, 
earth, and clay combined with straw or horse hair and sand to hold the mixture 
together. Furthermore, as provided in Response A10-9, the only means to restore 
the building to an acceptable standard so that the District would no longer be liable 
for any potential structural failure is to retrofit the Adobe in accordance with DSA 
requirements. The Adobe is unreinforced and the possibility remains that there could 
be a collapse resulting from a nearby earthquake or other hazard, regardless of 
whether a structural study is conducted. The closest fault trace is the Raymond 
Fault, which is less than 100 feet north of the project site. The District has been 
fortunate that the Adobe has withstood several large earthquakes and that no one 
has yet been injured by structural failures of the Adobe. 

A10-14 This comment states that the San Marino Historical Society led tours of the Adobe 
and stores their archival materials and records at the Adobe. The comment further 
states that the DEIR does not provide any information about known claims or 
accidents and that the District should implement the maintenance measures 
identified in the Loss Control Field Inspection report and that these measures should 
be addressed in the DEIR. The comment further states that the report does not 
require that the District demolish the Adobe.  

The Loss Control Field Inspection Report was not prepared by the District’s insurer; 
it was prepared by an independent loss control specialist. It was ordered by the 
District to determine the condition and safety of the Adobe, as it stands in the center 
of the high school’s athletic facilities (pool, gyms, fields, etc.). Therefore, there is no 
reason why the report would recommend demolition of the building. The report does 
not consider the structural integrity of the building or the fact that it is noncompliant 
with the Field Act. It should also be noted that the EIR is not required to evaluate the 
feasibility of implementing the recommendations in the Loss Control Field Inspection 
Report. The recommendations proposed by the report would not mitigate or 
eliminate the significant impacts to cultural resources to a level below significance, 
nor would it eliminate the liability that the building poses.  

A10-15  This comment recommends that the District reinitiate the CEQA process with a 
complete project description and range of alternatives taking into account future 
plans for the high school and preservation of the Adobe. As substantiated in this 
response letter, the DEIR, and the FEIR, the District has not violated CEQA or CEQA 
Guidelines. The project description is accurate and complete, and the alternatives 
studied in the DEIR are of a reasonable range. The FEIR is adequate and complies 
with the requirements of CEQA and CEQA Guidelines. Therefore, there is no need to 
reinitiate the CEQA process. 



 
2. Response to Comments 
 

Page 2-90 • The Planning Center October 2009 

This page intentionally left blank. 

 



 
2. Response to Comments 

 

San Marino High School Michael White Adobe Project FEIR San Marino USD • Page 2-91 

LETTER A11 – Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse (page 1 of 2) 
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LETTER A11 – Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse (page 2 of 2) 
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A11. Response to comments from the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State 
Clearinghouse, dated September 29, 2009. 

A11-1 This comment states that the State Clearinghouse has forwarded comments from a 
responding agency to the District. The forwarded comment is from the Department 
of Toxic Substances Control, and is included in this document as letter A3. This 
comment also acknowledges that the District has complied with the State 
Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to 
CEQA. This comment is noted. 
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LETTER R1 – Jonathan White (page 1 of 1) 
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R1. Response to comments from Jonathan White, dated September 6, 2009. 

R1-1 This comment states that the commenter is a direct descendent of Michael White 
and expresses support for the relocation of the Adobe, as opposed to the proposed 
demolition of the building. This comment is not related to the adequacy of the DEIR, 
and no specific response is required. This comment will be forwarded to the Board 
of Education for their review and consideration prior to taking action on the 
proposed project. 
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LETTER R2 – Gene Dryden (page 1 of 1) 
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R2. Response to comments from Gene Dryden, dated September 18, 2009. 

R2-1 This comment is from Gene Dryden of the San Marino Historical Society. The 
commenter states that the commenter would support project alternatives which 
“preserve and present our history to our community,” and may support other 
alternatives. This comment is not written on behalf of the entire San Marino Historical 
Society. The comment letter from the San Marino Historical Society is designated 
Comment Letter A2. 

 This comment is not related to the adequacy of the DEIR, and no specific response 
is required. This comment will be forwarded to the Board of Education for their 
review and consideration prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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LETTER R3 – William K. Enger (Page 1 of 5) 

 



 
2. Response to Comments 
 

Page 2-104 • The Planning Center October 2009 

LETTER R3 – William K. Enger (Page 2 of 5) 
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LETTER R3 – William K. Enger (Page 3 of 5) 
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LETTER R3 – William K. Enger (Page 4 of 5) 
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LETTER R3 – William K. Enger (Page 5 of 5) 
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R3. Response to comments from William K. Enger, dated September 18, 2009. 

R3-1 This comment states that the commenter opposes the proposed project and urges 
the District to explore all feasible alternatives including those not included in the 
DEIR. The alternatives selected for further analysis in the DEIR are those that can 
meet the most fundamental project objective, which is to eliminate the hazard on 
District property, while to the extent possible reduce and/or eliminate the significant, 
adverse impact to the Michael White Adobe. This comment will be forwarded to the 
Board of Education for their review and consideration prior to taking action on the 
proposed project. 

R3-2 This comment describes the Adobe, the history of Michael White, and the findings of 
the DEIR that the Adobe is a historic resource, and that the proposed project would 
result in a significant impact to the historic resource. This is in concurrence with the 
DEIR. No specific response is necessary. 

R3-3 This comment erroneously states that the policy of California is to preserve historic 
structures, and that the law requires the District to show that there is no alternative to 
destroying a historic resource. No specific statute or regulation is cited by the 
commenter. In fact, CEQA Guidelines Section 15093 (a) states “If the specific 
economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of a proposed project 
outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the adverse environmental 
effects may be considered ‘acceptable.’” With a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations, a lead agency may approve a project which would result in a 
significant impact, including the loss of a historic resource. 

R3-4 The commenter states that the benefits of the project do not outweigh the loss of the 
Adobe. The commenter incorrectly defines the benefits of the project as “the 
addition of a 1,200 square foot concrete slab.” In fact, the proposed project would 
have the benefits of meeting the following project objectives: 

• Maximize the net useable space on the San Marino High School campus. 

• Maintain the San Marino High School campus and other District-owned 
property in a manner that reflects the prudent and efficient use of public 
resources. 

• Ensure the efficient and responsible use of District funds. 

• Reduce costs associated with the maintenance of the Michael White Adobe. 

• Reduce Eliminate liability and hazards associated with the Michael White 
Adobe, a non–Field Act compliant structure. 

R3-5 This comment states that the DEIR “significantly overstates the liability risk 
presented by the Adobe,” and that “so long as the District and the Board take 
reasonable steps (such as adequate signage), no liability can redound to the District 
or Board.” This is not the finding of the District’s legal counsel. The commenter 
further advances these arguments in the letter, and the District’s responses can be 
found below. 
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While it is true that there are steps that the District can take to reduce its liability, 
Government Code Section 830.6 specifically addresses the limits of the design 
immunity in instances where structures are found to be unsafe. Specifically, the 
immunity provided by this section only continues for a reasonable period of time 
sufficient to allow the District to obtain funds for and carry out remedial work 
necessary to address the dangerous condition.  

The District lacks the funds to make the necessary repairs and it has not been able 
to obtain outside funding. Additionally, although it has offered to allow any interested 
party to relocate the Adobe to another site, it has not received any offers to do this. 
Thus, making the Adobe safe for use is a practical impossibility. 

Because the District is unable to remedy the dangerous condition, the District must 
continue to provide adequate warnings of the existence of the condition and be 
vigilant in its protection of the Adobe. Nevertheless, even if the District provides 
warnings and barriers to entry, if a person fails to heed those warnings, the District 
may still be liable for the resulting injuries or damage. 

The District must, at minimum, obtain funds for and carry out remedial work 
necessary to allow the Adobe to be in conformity with a plan or design approved by 
the appropriate authorities. If it cannot do this in a reasonable period of time it must 
take other remedial action in order to regain design immunity throughout the San 
Marino High School campus. If not, Government Code Sections 830.6 and 840.2 
could impose liability on the District and individual Board member liability for which, 
in certain circumstances, the District must indemnify Board members and 
employees. 

The Code provides the District with the same defenses available to a private person; 
however, the District’s goal is to avoid a situation where these defenses must be 
raised. The District desires not only to limit its liability, but also to meaningfully 
protect the safety of students, faculty, staff, and visitors to the San Marino High 
School campus. Given the lack of funds to bring the Adobe to a safe and usable 
state, and the lack of interest from outside parties in relocating the Adobe, the 
District has determined that the course of action that can accomplish this is the 
proposed project. 

R3-6 This comment states that the DEIR does not address less damaging feasible 
alternatives to the proposed project. As provided in Response R3-1, the alternatives 
selected for further analysis in the DEIR are those that can meet the most 
fundamental project objective, which is to eliminate the structural hazard on District 
property. The DEIR included detailed analyses of three alternatives, including the No 
Project/No Demolition Alternative, Relocation to Lacy Park Alternative, and 
Stabilization In Situ Alternative. The No Project and Stabilization In Situ alternatives 
would be the least damaging alternatives, but under the No Project Alternative, the 
Adobe would continue to fall in disrepair and under the Stabilization In Situ 
Alternative, the adobe walls would not be visible. The commenter also states that the 
DEIR did not discuss available measures to mitigate the security or structural risks 
on an interim basis while stakeholders plan to fund a sustainable future for the 
Adobe. There are no other measures that would provide a greater “temporary” 
mitigation to the structural risks associated with the Adobe than those already 
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implemented (e.g., the Adobe is secured and locked at all times). Measures such as 
those identified in the Loss Control Field Inspection report (Appendix C of the DEIR) 
would not remove the risks associated with a potential structural collapse. 
Furthermore, the District has been in discussions with the City of San Marino, the 
Historical Society, and other stakeholders since the early 1990s regarding the 
relocation of the Adobe. The concluding goal of all three entities has always been to 
relocate the Adobe to Lacy Park, but this has not happened over the last two 
decades mainly due to a lack of funds. It should be noted that the Historical Society 
even commissioned a technical study by a well-known local expert Mel Greene to 
determine the feasibility and preliminary costs of relocating the Adobe. 

R3-7 This comment again argues that the benefits of the project do not outweigh the loss 
of the Adobe, and again incorrectly defines the benefits of the project as the creation 
of a new asphalt and concrete slab. As described in Response R3-4 above, the 
proposed project would have the benefits of meeting the following project 
objectives, the last bullet of which is the most fundamental of the objectives: 

• Maximize the net useable space on the San Marino High School campus. 

• Maintain the San Marino High School campus and other District-owned 
property in a manner that reflects the prudent and efficient use of public 
resources. 

• Ensure the efficient and responsible use of District funds. 

• Reduce costs associated with the maintenance of the Michael White Adobe. 

• Reduce Eliminate liability and hazards associated with the Michael White 
Adobe, a non–Field Act compliant structure. 

The comment further provides historical information associated with the Adobe. This 
comment is noted and will be considered by the Board of Education. 

R3-8 This comment argues that the District would not be liable for injuries or damages 
related to the Adobe. The District disagrees. The Adobe was constructed before the 
current building standards were adopted. Although some refurbishment has 
occurred over the years, the Adobe has not been retrofitted, remodeled, or 
upgraded to comply with the California Building Standards Code, as adopted by the 
California Building Standards Commission, or with Education Code Section 17280 et 
seq., commonly known as the Field Act. The Adobe currently stands fenced off from 
the public because of the structural deficiencies and the potential for injury to 
persons or damage to property. 

Public entities and their employees, per Government Code Section 830.6, are 
generally immune from liability for injuries caused by defective plans or designs as 
long as the plans were approved in advance by the appropriate authorities (i.e. the 
Division of the State Architect [DSA]). However, as the Adobe was built in 1845 and 
not designed to comply with applicable building requirements or approved by any 
appropriate authorities, the District is open to liability. This situation not only affects 
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the District’s liability as an entity, but also the liability of individual employees and 
Board members. 

R3-9 This comment states that the District can assert any defense to a claim available to a 
private person. Government Code Section 815(b) provides the District with the same 
defenses available to a private person. However, it is the District’s goal to avoid a 
situation where these defenses must be raised. The District desires not only to 
eliminate its liability and the liability of District Board members, but also to 
meaningfully protect the safety of students, faculty, staff and visitors to the San 
Marino High School campus.  

R3-10 This comment argues that, as the commenter believes that liability is not a concern 
for the District, the District need only “act reasonably under the circumstances.” The 
commenter goes on to describe what these reasonable actions might comprise. 
However, as described above, the Adobe is not in conformance with applicable 
requirements nor has it been approved by any appropriate authorities, and the 
District remains open to liability. The DEIR is not required to calculate the expense 
associated with implementing additional temporary security measures. The 
measures do not affect the analysis on the significance of the Adobe, nor as 
mentioned in Response R3-1, do they reduce the hazard and liability posed by the 
Adobe. The DEIR and FEIR are adequate and comply with the requirements of 
CEQA and State CEQA Guidelines. 

R3-11 This comment states that the DEIR “jumps to the wrong conclusion” and that the 
District may preserve the Adobe and protect itself against liability. As provided in 
Response R3-9, the District’s desires are not only to eliminate its liability and the 
Board Member’s liability, but also to meaningfully protect the safety of students, 
faculty, staff, and visitors to the San Marino High School campus. The commenter 
then states that the District can “take the relatively easy steps of seeking funding to 
correct the nonconforming condition, place warning signs against entry into the 
Adobe and explore other cost effective interim security measures such as lighting 
and an alarm.” The “nonconforming condition” of concern is that associated with the 
structural hazard and liability the Adobe poses, not the fact that the building is 
noncompliant with codes and regulations concerning electrical, mechanical, 
plumbing, and accessibility. The District has taken the “temporary” action to secure 
and lock the Adobe from the public. There is no other temporary fix to address the 
issues of safety and liability. The DEIR identifies two means to accomplish the 
fundamental project goal: 1) remove the Adobe either through demolition (proposed 
project) or relocation (Relocation to Lacy Park Alternative) and 2) renovate it in 
accordance with DSA requirements (Stabilization In Situ Alternative). As indicated, 
the District has been discussing the Adobe with the City of San Marino, San Marino 
Historical Society, and other stakeholders since the early 1990s, and the holdback 
has continued to be identifying adequate funding. The comment further states that 
the state strongly encourages preservation of historic buildings. The District is aware 
of this policy. That is why if the Board of Education approves the proposed project, it 
will be required to adopt findings for the significant, adverse effects to cultural 
resources that the project will cause and for the alternatives considered in the EIR. 
The Board of Education would then need to adopt overriding considerations 
demonstrating how the benefits associated with project approval are greater than 
the significant impacts caused by the project. 
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R3-12 This comment again states that the DEIR does not explore feasible alternatives to 
the proposed project. As described above, the DEIR examines several alternatives to 
the project, three of which are analyzed in depth and will be considered by the 
Board of Education prior to certification of the EIR. The commenter further states that 
the DEIR does not consider interim measures that can be taken to enhance the 
security and structural integrity of the building while funding is sought for a more 
thorough relocation or restoration solution. As mentioned, the issue of concern is 
that associated with the structural hazard and liability of the Adobe. Issues related to 
security, electrical, mechanical, plumbing, and accessibility are not the impetus of 
the District’s proposed action. Implementing “interim measures” do not address the 
issues of structural safety and liability. Furthermore, the District already has such a 
measure in place; the project site is secured and locked from the public. There are 
no other temporary fixes to mitigate the issues on hand.  

The commenter further states that the DEIR does not describe efforts to seek 
funding for preservation measures. One of the goals of the proposed action is to 
remove liability and a structural hazard from District property. A preservation grant to 
preserve the Adobe onsite would not meet the project objectives. Therefore, the 
DEIR did not include this information as it has no bearing on the historical 
significance of the Adobe or alternatives to the proposed project. Nevertheless, the 
District did in fact inquire about potential funding sources to relocate the Adobe to 
Lacy Park, which has been a goal of the San Marino Historical Society, City, and 
District. Based on information from Chattel Architecture, state and federal funds for 
preservation are scarce. The following state funds were previously available:  

(1) The California Heritage Fund (Proposition 12, Parks Bond Act of 2000, 
administered by the Office of Historic Preservation in State Parks), the last 
program administered by the Office of Historic Preservation in State Parks, is 
being closed out on June 30, 2009.  

(2) The California Cultural and Historical Endowment (Proposition 40, California 
Clean Water, Clean Air, Safe Neighborhood Parks, and Coastal Protection Act of 
2002, administered by the CCHE program in the State Library) is no longer 
accepting new applications after three rounds of funding.  

(3) Given the state’s long-term fiscal crisis, there is little if any possibility of a 
legislative appropriation for this purpose.  

At the federal level, sources of funds such as Economic Development Initiative (EDI), 
Community Development Block Grants, Institute of Museum and Library Services 
(IMLS) grants seem unlikely for a variety of reasons. Listed below are other grants 
that were considered: 

(1) Save America’s Treasures (SAT) grant program administered by the National 
Park Service through the Washington, DC–based grants office. Funding is made 
available nationwide for nationwide to projects involving nationally significant 
properties. Properties that are nationally significant include those listed in the 
National Register of Historic Places at the national level of significance or 
National Historic Landmarks (NHL) which illustrate the history of the United 
States. In the application process, the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) 
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must submit a finding of national significance, which is documented in either the 
National Register or NHL listing process. It is unlikely that the Adobe would 
qualify as an NHL due to losses of integrity to its setting and other physical 
characteristics. The SAT program has both “competitive” awards and “earmark” 
awards requested by a member of Congress.  

(2) Congressional appropriations.  

R3-13 This alternative suggests that the recommendations of the Loss Control Field 
Inspection Report included as Appendix C of the DEIR be implemented in lieu of the 
proposed project or one of the project alternatives. This inspection report is not 
intended to be a thorough analysis, and the recommendations of this report would 
not ensure that the Adobe would conform to the requirements of the DSA or comply 
with the Field Act.  

The commenter further states that implementation of the recommendations of the 
Loss Control Field Inspection Report is a feasible alternative to demolition, and its 
omission in the DEIR is “a fundamental flaw under CEQA.” However, as described in 
the disclaimer quoted above, this report is not an appropriate document to base 
safety decisions on, and implementation of its recommendations is not sufficient to 
bring the building into compliance with requirements or ensure the safety of 
students, staff, and visitors on the campus. It is not an appropriate alternative to the 
proposed project. The recommendations of the report related to security, electrical, 
mechanical, and fire safety would not eliminate the liability and structural hazard 
from the high school campus. The measures identified in the Loss Control Field 
Inspection Report have no bearing on the historical significance of the Adobe or the 
alternatives to the proposed project and for that reason have not been included in 
the analysis of the DEIR. The report, however, has been appended to the DEIR for 
informational purposes.  

R3-14 This comment states that the finding of DEIR that the No Project/No Demolition 
Alternative would result in a significant impact to the cultural resources of the Adobe, 
similar to the proposed project, is wrong, because “there is no support in CEQA or 
the DEIR that demolition could ever be on equal footing with preservation.” In this 
argument, the commenter conflates the No Project/No Demolition Alternative with 
preservation, when in fact the No Project/No Demolition Alternative would not 
include any preservation activities, and would allow the Adobe to remain in its 
current form, and the building would continue to deteriorate. This argument is based 
on an incorrect premise. In fact, a number of preservationists have visually inspected 
the Adobe, and although most if not all of them have indicated that the Adobe for the 
most part has retained its integrity, they also mentioned that the Adobe would 
eventually crumble if left in its current location and state, due to the moisture and 
chemicals from the adjacent swimming pool, and exposure to the elements. The 
Historical Resources Technical Report completed by Chattel Architecture provides 
the following: 

Preservation of the Adobe in situ or in place with the same level of 
maintenance afforded it over the last several years is a cause of concern. 
Evidence of rising damp and thus moisture infiltration in the east wall of the 
south wing could be a condition found elsewhere in the building and could 
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eventually lead to severe damage if unchecked…. Without a formal 
agreement with another organization, such as the San Marino Historical 
Society, to maintain the Adobe and provide for limited public use, the 
building is seen as an eyesore, restricts student use and will continue to be 
poorly maintained. While maintenance is preservation under the Secretary’s 
Standards, there is no maintenance, stabilization or mothballing 
implementation plan, and thus the no project alternative will continue to 
have a potentially significant impact on the historical resource. 

 Therefore, the cultural analysis included in Section 7.3.1, No Project Alternative, is 
adequate in stating that the impact would be similar to the proposed project (i.e., 
significant), even though the magnitude of impact may not be as substantial as the 
proposed project. 

 The commenter then states again that “the law requires that the District explore all 
possibilities to demolition.” This is not true. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6,  

An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it 
must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will 
foster informed decision making and public participation. An EIR is not 
required to consider alternatives which are infeasible. The lead agency is 
responsible for selecting a range of project alternatives for examination and 
must publicly disclose its reasoning for selecting those alternatives. There is 
no ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the alternatives to be 
discussed other than the rule of reason. (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of 
Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553 and Laurel Heights Improvement 
Association v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376). 

 The range of alternatives included in the EIR is adequate. Furthermore, as stated in 
Response R3-3, with a Statement of Overriding Considerations, a lead agency may 
approve a project which would result in a significant impact, including the loss of a 
historic resource (CEQA Guidelines Section 15093). 

R3-15 This comment argues that there is no evidence that the Adobe is “in immediate risk 
of collapse,” and notes that the Loss Control Field Inspection Report makes no 
prediction of an impending collapse. The comment further states that neither the 
report nor the DEIR quantifies the extent of damage or provides any projection of 
“the cost to remedy the same” and that the DEIR makes an unjustified leap that the 
unquantified problems render the Adobe in its present state as good as demolished 
already. The independent inspection report was commissioned by the District to 
determine the condition of the Adobe, and as provided in Response R3-13, the 
inspection report is not intended to be a thorough analysis. Implementation of the 
recommendations of the report would not ensure that the Adobe would conform to 
the requirements of the DSA or comply with the Field Act. Furthermore, an 
assessment for the Adobe’s structural stability was not performed. The adobe bricks, 
as provided in the DEIR, are composed from a mixture of water, earth, and clay 
combined with straw or horse hair and sand to hold the mixture together. The Adobe 
is unreinforced and the possibility remains that there could be a collapse resulting 
from a nearby earthquake or other hazard. The closest fault trace is the Raymond 
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Fault, which is less than 100 feet north of the project site. The District has been 
fortunate that the Adobe has withstood several large earthquakes and that no one 
has yet been injured as a result of damage to the Adobe. The District does not need 
a quantified injury or claim to justify the proposed project. 

R3-16 This comment states that the DEIR does not support the proposed project. For the 
reasons substantiated above, this assessment is incorrect. This comment also urges 
the District to analyze an alternative which would “make the Adobe more secure 
against intruders and to investigate and arrest whatever water and termite damage 
might exist.” Again, as described, the DEIR provides a reasonable range of 
alternatives. Furthermore, the recommended alternative proposed would not 
mitigate the significant, adverse impact to cultural resources. The security and 
maintenance recommendations as provided in the Loss Control Field Inspection 
Report would not reduce the significant impact to historical resources or bring the 
building into conformance with existing building code requirements, and are 
therefore not an acceptable alternative to the proposed project. 

R3-17 This comment thanks the Board of Education for their service. This comment is 
noted. 
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LETTER R4 – Elsa Ruiz Balle and Julio Garcia Aguilar (Page 1 of 1) 
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R4. Response to comments from Elsa Ruiz Balle and Julio Garcia Aguilar, dated September 18, 
2009. 

R4-1 The commenters express opposition to the proposed project and support for 
preservation of the Adobe. This comment is noted. This comment is not related to 
the adequacy of the DEIR, and no specific response is required. This comment will 
be forwarded to the Board of Education for their review and consideration prior to 
taking action on the proposed project. 
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LETTER R5 – Scott Welder and Hope Welder (page 1 of 1) 
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R5. Response to comments from Scott Welder and Hope Welder, dated September 18, 2009. 

 

R5-1 This comment expresses opposition to the proposed project and support for 
preservation of the Adobe. This comment is noted. This comment is not related to 
the adequacy of the DEIR, and no specific response is required. This comment will 
be forwarded to the Board of Education for their review and consideration prior to 
taking action on the proposed project. 
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R6. Response to comments Tom Jarrett, dated September 20, 2009. 

R6-1 This comment expresses opposition to the proposed project and states that the 
proposed project is not “properly motivated.” This comment is noted. This comment 
is not related to the adequacy of the DEIR, and no specific response is required. This 
comment will be forwarded to the Board of Education for their review and 
consideration prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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R7. Response to comments from Barbosa Polverini, dated September 20, 2009. 

R7-1 This comment requested a site visit to allow the commenter, a licensed General 
Contractor, to view the Adobe with a licensed civil engineer and structural engineer. 
The District granted this request on September 22, 2009, and again on October 5, 
2009. This comment is not related to the adequacy of the DEIR, and no specific 
response is required. This comment will be forwarded to the Board of Education for 
their review and consideration prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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R8. Response to comments from Stacy Brightman, dated September 21, 2009. 

R8-1 This comment expresses opposition to the proposed project. This comment is 
noted. The comment is not related to the adequacy of the DEIR, and no specific 
response is required. This comment will be forwarded to the Board of Education for 
their review and consideration prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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R9. Response to comments from James A. Elliott, dated September 21, 2009. 

R9-1 This comment expresses opposition to the proposed project. This comment is 
noted. This is not related to the adequacy of the DEIR, and no specific response is 
required. This comment will be forwarded to the Board of Education for their review 
and consideration prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

R9-2 This comment suggests that a ballot vote on the proposed project be cast by “the 
citizens of the San Marino Unified School District.” Comment is noted and will be 
forwarded to the Board of Education for their review and consideration prior to 
taking action on the proposed project. 

R9-3 This comment suggests that alternatives to the proposed project, such as the 
construction of a new Olympic-sized pool on the campus be considered. The DEIR 
included an analysis of project alternatives, and the Board of Education has the 
authority to approve the proposed project or the project alternatives described in the 
FEIR if the FEIR is certified. The expansion of the existing pool or construction of a 
new pool at the High School was originally part of the proposed project. However, it 
was determined that the construction of a new pool on the campus is not feasible 
from a financial standpoint, especially since the City is considering the construction 
of a community pool elsewhere within City limits.  

R9-4 This comment states that information should be made available to the public before 
any actions are taken. The Initial Study/Notice of Preparation was available for 
response for 60 days, and was also included in the DEIR, which was available for 
public comment for 45 days. This FEIR will be available at least 10 days prior to 
consideration by the Board of Education.  
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R10. Response to comments from E. Leroy Tolles, dated September 21, 2009. 

R10-1 This comment provides a brief biography of the commenter, and encourages the 
District to not implement the proposed project. This comment is noted. This is not 
related to the adequacy of the DEIR, and no specific response is required. This 
comment will be forwarded to the Board of Education for their review and 
consideration prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

R10-2 The commenter argues that it is not feasible to disassemble the Adobe and 
reconstruct it in another location, stating that much of the mortar and bricks will be 
lost in the process. The Reconstruction and Stabilization Alternative was discussed 
in the DEIR (Section 7.2.4), but ultimately found to be less preferable than the 
Relocation to Lacy Park Alternative. As a result, the DEIR rejected this alternative 
from further consideration. The findings of the DEIR and preservationists who have 
examined the Adobe concur with this comment. At the request of the San Marino 
Historical Society, the District also studied a new alternative, the Disassembly and 
Storage Alternative, during the DEIR review period. See Section 3.0, Revisions to the 
DEIR, of this FEIR for additional information. This alternative was considered but 
rejected as infeasible. 

R10-3 This comment urges the District to consider alternatives to the proposed project. In 
fact, the DEIR identified three alternatives which it analyzed in depth, including the 
Relocation to Lacy Park Alternative and the Stabilization In Situ Alternative. 
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R11. Response to comments from Judith Carter, dated September 22, 2009. 

R11-1 This comment is noted. 

R11-2 The commenter states that she assumed the building belonged to the City or 
Historical Society. The District had also assumed the same at one point since the 
Historical Society was the only entity who had keys to the Adobe and had been 
occupying and maintaining the Adobe, and the City had even approved an agenda 
item proposing the relocation of the Adobe to Lacy Park at one time. The commenter 
asks why the Adobe has fallen into disrepair. This is not related to the adequacy of 
the DEIR, and no specific response is required. 

R11-3 This comment regards the purpose of the proposed project, stating that the 
swimming pool as proposed in the Initial Study/Notice of Preparation supplied a 
reason to consider the demolition of the Adobe, and implying the current proposed 
project is not justified. One of the main impetuses of the proposed project is 
provided in Section 4.3.3 of the DEIR (page 4-7), which concerns design immunity. 
Another reason is associated with the safety of students, staff, and visitors on the 
campus. The commenter further asks if the project site would be turned into parking. 
No parking is proposed on the project site. As described in the DEIR, the Adobe 
would be replaced with an open area that would be accessible to students. 

R11-4 This comment asks if alternatives other than those discussed in the DEIR have been 
considered. A total of seven alternatives to the proposed project have been 
considered, three of which were included for detailed evaluation. Additionally, since 
the release of the DEIR, a new alternative, the Disassembly and Storage Alternative 
was considered but rejected as infeasible. This alternative is included in Chapter 3, 
Revisions to the DEIR, of this FEIR. 

R11-5 This comment suggests that a commission formed of members of the community, 
the Board of Education, the City of San Marino, the San Marino Historical Society, 
and San Marino Heritage be formed, and that this commission would find a “solution 
to keep the Adobe in place.” The District has been working with the San Marino 
Historical Society, the City of San Marino, and other stakeholders since the 1990s to 
determine and implement a solution. The result of efforts over the last two decades 
was a recommendation to relocate the Adobe to Lacy Park. Relocation, however, 
has not occurred, as the constraint has been and continues to be funding. This 
comment is noted. It will be forwarded to the Board of Education for their review and 
consideration prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

R11-6 This comment describes other historic sites, and expresses opposition to the 
proposed demolition of the Adobe. This comment is noted. This is not related to the 
adequacy of the DEIR, and no specific response is required. This comment will be 
forwarded to the Board of Education for their review and consideration prior to 
taking action on the proposed project. 
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R12. Response to comments from Hung Chu, dated September 22, 2009. 

R12-1 This comment expresses support for a new pool in the City of San Marino. While the 
proposed project originally included the creation of a new pool, this is no longer 
considered feasible at this time, and the proposed project now only entails the 
removal of the Michael White Adobe from the project site. This comment is noted. 
This comment is not related to the adequacy of the DEIR, and no specific response 
is required.  
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LETTER R13 – Ling Chu (page 1 of 1) 
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R13. Response to comments from Insert Ling Chu, dated September 22, 2009. 

R13-1 This comment is written in support of a new pool. While the proposed project 
originally included expansion of the existing pool or construction of a new pool on 
the high school campus, as part of improvements to the San Marino High School 
athletic facilities, these improvements are no longer part of the proposed project. 
The proposed project, as analyzed in the EIR, now consists of the removal of the 
Michael White Adobe and the creation of an open area in its place. As this comment 
is not related to the adequacy of the EIR, no further response is necessary.  
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R14. Response to comments from Mary Falkenbury, dated September 21, 2009. 

R14-1 This comment states that the commenter has toured the Adobe and found it to be in 
“relatively good condition given its age.” Nevertheless, the Adobe is an unsafe 
building, for the reasons described in the DEIR, and is a liability to the District and 
Board of Education. The commenter further expresses support for the Relocation to 
Lacy Park alternative. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Board of 
Education for their review and consideration prior to taking action on the proposed 
project. 

R14-2 This comment urges the creation of a Relocation Oversight Committee. This 
comment is noted. As it is not related to the adequacy of the DEIR, no specific 
response is required. This comment will be forwarded to the Board of Education for 
their review and consideration prior to taking action on the proposed project. 

R14-3 This comment suggests that the cost of relocation indicated in the DEIR may be 
inflated. The updated cost is provided in Appendix B of the FEIR. The cost is based 
on qualified experts and professionals who have experience with historic buildings 
and adobe structures. It was also reviewed by a consultant, representing the San 
Marino Historical Society who indicated that in his opinion additional bracing should 
be added as part of the Relocation to Lacy Park Alternative and thus the cost for 
relocation of the Adobe to Lacy Park would be higher than the cost estimate 
included in the DEIR. The commenter presents no evidence that the cost is inflated. 
As no specifics are given, no further response can be offered. 
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R15. Response to comments from Marla J. Felber, dated September 22, 2009. 

R15-1 This comment expresses opposition to the proposed project and encourages the 
District to explore all feasible alternatives, including those not included in the DEIR. 
According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6,  

An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it 
must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will 
foster informed decision making and public participation. An EIR is not 
required to consider alternatives which are infeasible. The lead agency is 
responsible for selecting a range of project alternatives for examination and 
must publicly disclose its reasoning for selecting those alternatives. There is 
no ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the alternatives to be 
discussed other than the rule of reason. (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of 
Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553 and Laurel Heights Improvement 
Association v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376). 

 The commenter does not present any alternatives for the District to consider. It 
should be noted, however, that the alternatives studied in the DEIR were selected 
because they met the fundamental project objective to eliminate a liability and 
hazardous condition from District property and/or they would reduce the significant, 
adverse impact to cultural resources. The DEIR provides a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the proposed project.  

R15-2 This comment states that the District improperly changed the project description and 
states that it’s the District’s clear intent to ultimately expand the pool as provided in 
the Initial Study/Notice of Preparation (NOP) and media reports, and at some of the 
older school board hearings. The commenter is correct that the project description 
was refined in the DEIR. The project description included in the Initial Study/NOP 
was the expansion of the San Marino High School pool, either in place or in the area 
of the existing basketball courts, and the removal of the Michael White Adobe, either 
through relocation or demolition. Since the release of the Initial Study/NOP, a couple 
of events have occurred: 1) it was determined that the fundraising effort that was 
going to finance the construction of the swim pool would not be successful in light of 
the change in the economic climate, and 2) the City of San Marino has indicated the 
possibility of constructing a community pool elsewhere within the City. With the 
possibility of a City pool, there would no longer be a need to expand the San Marino 
High School pool. The City’s swim programs would no longer be vying with the high 
school program to use the pool. Elimination of the pool expansion component of the 
project is legitimate. As a result, the District decided to downsize the project 
description to eliminate the expansion of the pool and the relocation of the Adobe. 
The project area would be paved over to allow students to congregate and view 
athletic events, competitions, and practices, as it is in the middle of the high school’s 
athletic facilities, including the gyms, locker rooms, team rooms, swimming pool, 
baseball field, basketball courts, and the football/track field. The current project 
description was discussed and approved by the District Board of Education at their 
regularly scheduled meeting on May 26, 2009. This is discussed in Chapter 5 of the 
EIR, which states: 
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The update to the project description does not result in any new actions or 
activities, which were not part of the proposed project as originally 
described in the Initial Study. Rather, the revisions reduced the scope of the 
proposed project and reduced the size of the project site. 

The District’s objective is to consider the actions which are currently feasible. To do 
so is not to undermine the purpose of CEQA, as the commenter argues. Any future 
projects will be subject to CEQA, and will be performed in accordance with all 
requirements. The District has narrowed and refined the project description, not split 
it, and to date has no other plans to develop the area within the footprint of the 
project site. 

Furthermore refining the project description does not affect or reduce the range of 
preservation alternatives. As provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), “An 
EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project…[which] would 
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project.” The 
environmental impacts associated with the pool component of the former project 
description would have resulted in slightly greater, but mitigable impacts associated 
with noise, but similar significant and adverse impacts to cultural resources. 
Therefore, the alternatives studied under the former project description would have 
likely been the same as those currently considered under the proposed project. 
Therefore, the refined project description has not precluded a greater range of 
alternatives studied.  

 The commenter also suggests that the District has a new project objective “to raze 
the Adobe.” No such objective exists. The objectives of the proposed project are as 
follows: 

• Maximize the net useable space on the San Marino High School campus. 

• Maintain the San Marino High School campus and other District-owned 
property in a manner that reflects the prudent and efficient use of public 
resources. 

• Ensure the efficient and responsible use of District funds. 

• Avoid disruption to the educational and recreational activities at San Marino 
High School and other San Marino Unified School District properties. 

• Reduce costs associated with the maintenance of the Michael White Adobe. 

• Reduce Eliminate liability and hazards associated with the Michael White 
Adobe, a non–Field Act compliant structure. 

• Increase public access to the Michael White Adobe. 

• Consider the feasibility of preserving the Michael White Adobe, either in situ 
or at Lacy Park. 
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• Develop mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce or eliminate 
potentially significant effects. 

R15-3 This comment argues that the District has undermined the intent of CEQA, as the 
District appears to show it is precommitted to the demolition of the Adobe by 
requesting contractors to submit proposals on the proposed project. This 
accusation is not true. The District has continued to explore all options and 
alternatives, including the proposed project. In fact, the District has most recently 
considered another alternative, Disassembly and Storage Alternative. The District 
has communicated with the City of San Marino, the Historical Society, and other 
organizations and industry experts to find relocation and storage sites for the Adobe 
and adobe bricks and to further confirm the technical feasibility of reusing the adobe 
bricks. Conducting additional due diligence efforts in no way suggests that the 
District has made up its mind to demolish the Adobe. This additional investigative 
work has been conducted by District staff and its consultants in order to provide as 
much information as possible to the Board of Education so that they can make an 
educated and well-informed decision on the proposed project. The additional 
investigative efforts should not be misconstrued as presumptive actions.  

R15-4 This comment asks for information on the District’s insurance arrangements. This is 
not related to the adequacy of the DEIR, and a response is not required. However, it 
should be noted that the District and Board of Education could be held liable for 
injuries and damages caused by structural failure or collapse of the Adobe, pursuant 
to Government Code Sections 830.6 and 835. This comment will be forwarded to the 
Board of Education for their review and consideration prior to taking action on the 
proposed project. 

R15-5 This comment states that the recently considered Disassembly and Storage 
Alternative is unacceptable and does not comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards. As discussed in Chapter 3, Revision to the DEIR, and Appendix C of the 
FEIR, the finding of the significance of this alternative concurs with the commenter 
and this alternative has been rejected as a feasible alternative.  

 The commenter asked for projects of a similar age and type where disassembly and 
reconstruction of an adobe building was performed successfully. There are existing 
projects where adobes are disassembled and reconstructed. Any rebuilt solution 
has to be engineered (seismically braced) and coordinated for site placement, 
appearance, etc. One example is the El Presidio Fort in Santa Barbara at Santa 
Barbara Street and Canon Presidio Street, which is currently being conducted by 
Michael Krakower, S.E., the structural engineer working on the proposed project. 
Additionally, a similar disassembly and storage scenario was performed with the 
Angels Flight Funicular in downtown Los Angeles; this is a successful example of 
storage of historic fabric for a long period of time (almost 20 years) before it was re-
used.   

R15-6 This comment states that the District has been the steward to the Adobe since the 
inception of the District and indicates that the DEIR does not mention any measures 
that the Board of Education has taken to enhance the Adobe or efforts by the District 
to seek funding for the preservation of the Adobe. These comments are not related 
to the adequacy of the DEIR, and no specific response is required. However, it 
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should be noted that the Adobe was under the care of the San Marino Historical 
Society during the 1980s, during which time the Historical Society had the master 
keys to the Adobe. It was not until recently that the District learned that the Adobe is 
technically owned by the District and that the keys have been returned to the District. 
The commenter also states that the offering of the Adobe for $1 could be construed 
that the Board views the Adobe as a burden. In its current state, the Adobe is a 
liability to the District. As an alternative to demolition, the District has offered to sell it. 
One of the stipulations is that the building be made available for public use. To date, 
no reliable offer has been presented to the District. These comments will be 
forwarded to the Board of Education for their review and consideration prior to 
taking action on the proposed project. 

R15-7 This comment states that the DEIR “does not support” the proposed project. It is 
unclear in what way the commenter believes the DEIR to be insufficient. The EIR is 
adequate and accurately analyzes the environmental effects of the proposed project. 
Qualified professionals were retained by the District to ensure that conclusions 
provided in the EIR are supported and substantiated. Furthermore, the District has 
considered a realistic list of alternatives and the EIR analyzed a good range of 
alternatives in detail. The commenter further expresses support for the Board to 
pursue alternatives that retain and preserve the Adobe. This comment is noted, and 
will be forwarded to the Board of Education for their review and consideration prior 
to taking action on the proposed project. 
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R16. Response to comments from Cathy Gott, dated September 22, 2009. 

R16-1 This comment is written in support of a new pool. While the proposed project 
originally included the expansion of the existing pool or construction of a new pool, 
as part of improvements to the San Marino High School athletic facilities, these 
improvements are no longer part of the proposed project. The proposed project, as 
analyzed in the EIR, now consists of the removal of the Michael White Adobe and the 
creation of an open area in its place. As this comment is not related to the adequacy 
of the EIR, no further response is necessary.  
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R17. Response to comments from Gwyneth Hochhausler, dated September 22, 2009. 

R17-1 This comment expresses opposition to the proposed project. This comment is 
noted. Since it is not related to the adequacy of the DEIR, no specific response is 
required. This comment will be forwarded to the Board of Education for their review 
and consideration prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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R18. Response to comments from C. Holcomb, dated September 22, 2009. 

R18-1 This comment is written in support of improvements to the pool at the San Marino 
High School. While the proposed project originally included the expansion of the 
existing pool or construction of a new pool, as part of improvements to the San 
Marino High School athletic facilities, these improvements a re no longer part of the 
proposed project. The proposed project, as analyzed in the EIR, now consists of the 
removal of the Michael White Adobe and the creation of an open area in its place. As 
this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR, no further response is 
necessary.  

 



 
2. Response to Comments 
 

Page 2-178 • The Planning Center October 2009 

This page intentionally left blank. 

 



 
2. Response to Comments 

 

San Marino High School Michael White Adobe Project FEIR San Marino USD • Page 2-179 

LETTER R19 – Anya Kwan (page 1 of 1) 

 



 
2. Response to Comments 
 

Page 2-180 • The Planning Center October 2009 

This page intentionally left blank. 



 
2. Response to Comments 

 

San Marino High School Michael White Adobe Project FEIR San Marino USD • Page 2-181 

 
 

R19. Response to comments from Anya Kwan, dated September 22, 2009. 

R19-1 This comment expresses opposition to the proposed project and encourages the 
preservation of the Adobe. This comment is not related to the adequacy of the DEIR, 
and no specific response is required. This comment is noted and will be forwarded 
to the Board of Education for their review and consideration prior to taking action on 
the proposed project. 
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R20. Response to comments from Fen Lai, dated September 22, 2009. 

R20-1 This comment is written in support of a new pool in an area other than the high 
school campus. As this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR, no 
further response is necessary.  
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R21. Response to comments from Diane Lam, dated September 22, 2009. 

R21-1 This comment expresses opposition to the proposed project and encourages the 
preservation of the Adobe. This comment is not related to the adequacy of the DEIR, 
and no specific response is required. This comment is noted and will be forwarded 
to the Board of Education for their review and consideration prior to taking action on 
the proposed project. 
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R22. Response to comments from Kathy Lin, dated September 22, 2009. 

R22-1 This comment is written in support of a new pool in San Marino. As this comment is 
not related to the adequacy of the EIR, no further response is necessary.  
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R23. Response to comments from Kelly Manning, dated September 22, 2009. 

R23-1 This comment expresses opposition to the proposed project and encourages the 
preservation of the Adobe. This comment is not related to the adequacy of the DEIR, 
and no specific response is required. This comment is noted and will be forwarded 
to the Board of Education for their review and consideration prior to taking action on 
the proposed project. 
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R24. Response to comments from Sandy Morris, dated September 22, 2009. 

R24-1 The commenter expresses opposition to the proposed project and support for 
preservation of the Adobe. The comment further suggests that a small parking lot 
would be developed within the project site. The project description does not include 
a parking area. The project site would be paved for students to congregate and view 
athletic events, competitions, and practices. This comment is not related to the 
adequacy of the DEIR, and no specific response is required. This comment will be 
forwarded to the Board of Education for their review and consideration prior to 
taking action on the proposed project. 

R24-2 This comment asks if the District is obligated to provide for alternatives and 
mitigation in the DEIR. The District has done so. Chapter 7 of the EIR discusses 
project alternatives and Table 1-1 summarizes the mitigation measures required for 
project implementation. However, it was determined that even after implementation 
of all feasible mitigation measures, the proposed project would result in a significant 
impact to the historic resource of the Adobe. The Board of Education will consider 
action on the proposed project at their October 27, 2009, Board Meeting. 

R24-3 This comment suggests that measures be taken to minimize safety concerns. The 
Measures have been taken to minimize safety concerns, such as fencing the Adobe 
to deter unauthorized entry. However, this does not eliminate the liability and hazard 
that the Adobe poses. The only means to meet the objectives of the project is to 1) 
remove the Adobe either via demolition (proposed project) or relocation of the 
Adobe (see DEIR Section 7.3.2, Relocation to Lacy Park Alternative), or 2) stabilize 
the Adobe in accordance with requirements of the Division of State Architect (DSA), 
the state agency with public school construction oversight (see DEIR Section 7.3.3, 
Stabilization In Situ Alternative).  
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R25. Response to comments from Lisa B. Singelyn, dated September 22, 2009. 

R25-1 This comment expresses opposition to the proposed project. This comment is 
noted. This is not related to the adequacy of the DEIR, and no specific response is 
required. This comment will be forwarded to the Board of Education for their review 
and consideration prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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R26. Response to comments from Gyongyver Sovago, dated September 22, 2009. 

R26-1 This comment is in support of a new pool at a location other than the high school 
campus. The proposed project as defined in the DEIR consists of the removal of the 
Adobe and the creation of an open area in its place. This comment is not relevant to 
the DEIR, and no response is required.  

R26-2 This comment expresses opposition to the proposed project and support for 
restoration of the Adobe. The comment then suggests that a media center be 
created in the Adobe. This comment is not related to the adequacy of the DEIR, and 
no specific response is required. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the 
Board of Education for their review and consideration prior to taking action on the 
proposed project. 
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R27. Response to comments from Stella and Leo Szeto, dated September 22, 2009. 

R27-1 This comment is in support of a new pool. While the proposed project originally 
included the expansion of the existing pool or construction of a new pool, as part of 
improvements to the San Marino High School athletic facilities, these improvements 
are no longer part of the proposed project. The proposed project, as analyzed in the 
EIR, now consists of the removal of the Michael White Adobe and the creation of an 
open area in its place. As this comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR, no 
further response is necessary.  
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R28. Response to comments from Ashley Tsao, dated September 22, 2009. 

R28-1 This comment is in support of a new City pool at a site other than the high school. 
The refined project as provided in the DEIR consists of the removal of the Adobe and 
the creation of an open area in its place. This comment is not relevant to the DEIR, 
and no response is required.  
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R29. Response to comments from Leilani Wilmore, dated September 22, 2009. 

R29-1 This comment expresses opposition to the proposed project and suggests that 
alternatives must exist. Alternatives to the proposed project are being considered. 
This comment is not related to the adequacy of the DEIR, and no specific response 
is required. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Board of Education 
for their review and consideration prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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R30. Response to comments from Christiann Arapostathis, dated September 23, 2009. 

R30-1 This comment expresses opposition to the proposed project. This comment is 
noted. This is not related to the adequacy of the DEIR, and no specific response is 
required. This comment will be forwarded to the Board of Education for their review 
and consideration prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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R31. Response to comments from Helen Cheng, dated September 23, 2009. 

R31-1 This comment is in support of a new pool at a location other than the high school. 
As described above, the proposed project as defined in the DEIR consists of the 
removal of the Adobe and the creation of an open area in its place. This comment is 
not relevant to the DEIR, and no response is required.  
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R32. Response to comments from Richard de Lorimier, dated September 23, 2009. 

R32-1 This comment expresses opposition to the proposed project. This comment is 
noted. This is not related to the adequacy of the DEIR, and no specific response is 
required. This comment will be forwarded to the Board of Education for their review 
and consideration prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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R33. Response to comments from Greg Forgatch, dated September 23, 2009. 

R33-1 This comment expresses support of the proposed project indicating that the project 
site could be used to support various sporting events, such as pregame team 
meetings, fan/booster gathering point for barbeques, student/peer group meeting, 
spectator location for pool events, and a place for visiting teams to gather before or 
after a game. This comment is noted. This is not related to the adequacy of the 
DEIR, and no specific response is required. This comment will be forwarded to the 
Board of Education for their review and consideration prior to taking action on the 
proposed project. 
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R34. Response to comments from Denise Gee, dated September 23, 2009. 

R34-1 This comment requests the creation of a city swimming pool outside of San Marino 
High School. This comment is not relevant to the DEIR, and no response is required.  
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R35. Response to comments from Allan and Traci Kawaguchi, dated September 23, 2009. 

R35-1 This comment requests the creation of a new community pool. This comment is not 
relevant to the DEIR, and no response is required. 
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R36. Response to comments from Andrea Lappas, dated September 23, 2009. 

R36-1 This comment expresses opposition to the proposed project. This comment is 
noted. This is not related to the adequacy of the DEIR, and no specific response is 
required. This comment will be forwarded to the Board of Education for their review 
and consideration prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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R37. Response to comments from the Lindsay Family, dated September 23, 2009. 

R37-1 The commenters believe that the proposed project and project alternatives which 
would relocate the building are not feasible. As no specific comments are made, no 
specific response can be given. This comment is noted and will be forwarded to the 
Board of Education for their review and consideration prior to taking action on the 
proposed project. 

R37-2 This comment urges the preservation and use of the Adobe. This comment is noted. 
This is not related to the adequacy of the DEIR, and no specific response is required. 
This comment will be forwarded to the Board of Education for their review and 
consideration prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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R38. Response to comments from Stacy and Patrick McCullough, dated September 23, 2009. 

R38-1 This comment is in support of the creation of a new city pool. This comment is not 
relevant to the DEIR, and no response is required. 
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LETTER R39 – Paul R. Spitzzeri (page 3 of 3) 

 



 
2. Response to Comments 
 

Page 2-262 • The Planning Center October 2009 

This page intentionally left blank. 



 
2. Response to Comments 

 

San Marino High School Michael White Adobe Project FEIR San Marino USD • Page 2-263 

 
 

R39. Response to comments from Paul R. Spitzzeri, dated September 23, 2009. 

R39-1 This comment expresses opposition to the proposed project. This is not related to 
the adequacy of the DEIR, and no specific response is required. The commenter 
questions the reason for the proposed project. As described in the EIR, the Adobe is 
unsafe and poses a liability for the District. 

R39-2 The commenter questions the finances of the District and states that historic 
preservation projects are almost always done in phases due to fundraising efforts. 
This comment is not relevant to the DEIR or CEQA, and no response is required. 
However, this comment is noted and will be forwarded to the Board of Education for 
their review and consideration. 

R39-3 This comment argues that the District is responsible for the deterioration of the 
Adobe. This comment is not relevant to the DEIR or CEQA, and no response is 
required.  

R39-4 This comment asks what has been done to the Adobe. Upon request by the 
Historical Society, the District has provided minor maintenance for the Adobe. It is 
uncertain whether the San Marino Historic Society had made any improvements to 
the Adobe when it occupied the Adobe and used it as its office. The District is not in 
the business of and does not have the budget for maintaining nonschool function 
buildings that cannot be utilized by its students and staff.  

R39-5 This comment continues to argue that the District is responsible for the deterioration 
of the Adobe. The commenter should consider perusing the EIR that has been 
prepared for the proposed project. The EIR provides information concerning why the 
building has not been utilized by the District. The Adobe is not Field Act compliant 
and students and staff cannot enter the building. Additionally, the Adobe poses 
structural hazards and liability, where the District and Board members would be held 
responsible in the event of an injury or damages as a result of the deterioration of or 
another hazard associated with the Adobe. Furthermore, because the Adobe is on a 
high school campus, the public cannot access the site during school hours. It is 
mainly these reasons why the District is proposing to remove the hazards posed by 
the Adobe by 1) removal, either through demolition (proposed project) or relocation 
(see Section 7.3.2, Relocation to Lacy Park Alternative, of the DEIR), or 2) 
stabilization in accordance with requirements of the Division of the State Architect 
(see Section 7.3.3, Stabilization In Situ, of the DEIR). This comment will be forwarded 
to the Board of Education for their review and consideration. 
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R40. Response to comments from Eva and Thomas Yee, dated September 23, 2009. 

R40-1 This comment expresses opposition to the proposed project and encourages the 
preservation of the Adobe. This comment is not related to the adequacy of the DEIR, 
and no specific response is required. This comment will be forwarded to the Board 
of Education for their review and consideration prior to taking action on the 
proposed project. 
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R41. Response to comments from Gordon A. Wainwright, dated September 24, 2009. 

R41-1 This comment suggests that the cost of relocation indicated in the DEIR may be 
inflated. This updated costs are provided in Appendix B of the FEIR, based on 
qualified and licensed professionals experienced in working on adobe restoration 
projects. There is no evidence presented that the cost is inflated. As no support for 
this comment is given, no further response can be offered. 
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R42. Response to comments from Gary B. Cowles, dated September 24, 2009. 

R42-1 This comment supports the retention of the Michael White Adobe on the project site. 
Examples of razed adobes in the project area are provided. This comment is not 
related to the adequacy of the DEIR, and no specific response is required. This 
comment will be forwarded to the Board of Education for their review and 
consideration prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
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