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2. Response to Comments

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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LETTER R38 — Stacy and Patrick McCullough (page 1 of 2)

From I

To: [boucher626@smusd. Us

Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2009 8:44 AM

Subject: Please consider building a community pooll
Dear Julie,

Thank you for all you do for our kids in San Marino. Patrick and I
would like to express our support for another pool in San Marino. We
have publicly expressed our views and attended rallies at the joint
School Board/City Council meetings with other Tsunami swim team
members and their families on a number of occasions, which we hope
have generated awareness.

As a graduate of SMHS, and a former Tsunami swimmer myself, I,
along with my husband, appeal to City officials to consider a
community pool for the City of San Marino. The Tsunamis Swim Team
has been one of the most meaningful, beneficial, enjoyable and
healthy activities for both of my children, Kathryn and Austin. It is our
belief that if we had more pool time, our City swim club would be
unparalleled!! Under the leadership of our OUTSTANDING coach
Gyongyver Sovago, and her assistant coaches, including Patrick, we
see the potential for our team to grow and thrive It has been our
experience that other teams in the area do not take into account the
"whole" child, and our Tsunamis experience is much more than simply
a competitive sport - it is something that our entire family has become
involved in. It is frustrating to watch families join our team, then find
it too difficult to continue, as the practices are so late in the evening,
or the lanes become too crowded so that the children cannot have a
meaningful practice. Additionally, when there are San Marino High
School events, our team needs to relocate to other pools in the area.
If we had our own city pool, it would not only greatly improve our Club
swimming program, but provide numerous water safety, family
activities, and senior programs. Simply adding more space to the High
School pool does not address any of these problems. If there is
anything we can do to help facilitate fund-raising, we are happy to
help.

R38-1

We truly appreciate your consideration.

Sincerely,
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LETTER R38 — Stacy and Patrick McCullough (page 2 of 2)

Stacy and Patrick McCullough

STACY McCULLOUGH, SPHR

Director of Human Resaurces

Bolton & Company
(626} 535-1403 Direct Phone
(626) 583-2130 Direct Fax

www.boltonco.com

Corp. License #0008309
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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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2. Response to Comments

LETTER R39 - Paul R. Spitzzeri (page 1 of 3)

From:

To: "Julie Boucher" <jboucher626@smusd.us
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2009 12:14 AM
Subject: Public Comment: Michael White Adobe

Dear Ms. Boucher,

| am writing to express my opposition to the proposed demolition of the
Michael White Adobe. As a historic site museum curator and historian,
whose

research has included references to Michael Yhite and his years in
19th-century Los Angeles County, | cannot fathom the logic behind the
destruction of a 164-year cld adobe house, remedeled numerous time as it
has

been, in favor of a "concrete-asphalt open area.”

Another illogical aspect to this proposal is the statement by a sitting
school board member that "we are a small school district, so we don't have
big revenue." Yet, the district has been able to spend $35 million over a
decade on campus improvements, when virtually any other high school in a
less-affluent area could only dream of the prospect of having $3.5 million
every year to spend on capital projects. Even if money is not available
now, it was, at times when the adobe could have been allotted fractions of
that capital funding for phased-in maintenance, and could be again, when
the

economy improves.

It has been stated that the environmental impact report identifies the

cost

of bringing the adobe up te a standard for public use as $1 million and

the

implication is that this sum would have to be generated all at once, which
is simply not the case. Historic preservation projects, such as one that
could be applied to the Michael White Adobe, are almost always done in
phases.

It is hard to justify the plea of poverty, when the real poverty, in fact,

has been what the adobe has suffered, due to what can only fairly be
termed

"pbenign neglect," since 1955. By allowing this building to sit mostly
untended, uncared for, unappreciated, underutilized, but overexposed to
the

elements for over half a century,the San Marine Unified School District,
which serves one of the most affluent communities in the entire United
States, has simply abrogated its responsibility. By allowing the building

to deteriorate, the district abandoned its commitment to be the custodian
of

a historic landmark.

Yet, Superintendent Woods actually is quoted in today's "Los Angeles
Times"

article as saying, "We're trying to find a way to protect and preserve as
much of the original adobe as possible, but it's very difficult” What

has

actually been done? What is being done? What is contemplated being done?
Every bit of evidence seems to suggest that the answers are: very little,
nothing, and demolition. Where is the protection and preservation in
allowing a rare example of Mexican-era architecture and history to rot
away?

Where is the stewardship?

R39-1

R39-2

R39-3

R39-4

R39-5
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LETTER R39 - Paul R. Spitzzeri (page 2 of 3)

The termite damage and the foundation collapsing have happened under the
district's watch--it wasn't inevitable, it was simply allowed to happen.

It

is not a justification, it is an excuse and it is one that is hardly, by

any

reasonable standard, justified.

Moreover, Mr. Woods claims that cladding the building in a different
material (without explaining why plaster is now unacceptable) would result
in the structure losing its "authenticity."

Nearly all historic structures have been changed, the legacy and the
symbolism and the significance do not merely lie in the physical integrity
of the building, it has to do with the histery that was made there on that
site over a long period of time. There are histeric structures that

remain

so even though the intericrs have been completely gutted and only the
facades left. I's the story that matters, but without some physical
reminder to give us a three-dimensional approach to history, the story
suffers in the telling.

Is this the lesson the district wants to impart to its students? That

making a commitment is meaningless, an empty gesture, a political tool
only

useful when expediency demands it? That ignoring something, hoping that
it

will go away (or deteriorate to the extent that demolition seems an
imperative) is a responsible way to conduct civic responsibility?

The generally blank responses given by San Marino High students to the
reporter who wrote the "Times" article might seem a justification for
tearing the building down. After all, if the students don't know about

the R39-5
building, why not remove it in favor of a "concrete-ashpalt open area"? cont'd.
Should it rather be seen, though, that here is actually an opportunity?
There are a few students who are aware of the building and once cited in
the

article who seemed inclined to to starting a preservation club.

Isn't this the prototypical teachable moment?

What if some students got involved, with faculty, with community members,
with others in San Marino, to raise awareness, rather than foster

ignorance

and apathy, about this irreplaceable landmark?

Why couldn't class projects be developed to deal with what to do with a
building in need to repair and renavaticn, perhaps as part of a history

class or government class?

Why couldn't a preservation architect, a structural engineer, or others be
enlisted to speak to such a class on the issues behind preservation?

Why couldn't funds be sought, especially in a better economy, from local
residents, of whom there are many in your community, for a gradual
restoration and renovation project? Board member Chang, in so many words,
expressed his support for this when he stated "I'm in favor of people
fundraising for its preservation.”

If the '"Times" article is correct and there are people in San Marino who
feel the building is an afterthought, district officials and board members
should ponder these statements:

"Cthers argue that the building no longer serves a purpose . . ." And, who
decided this, who is it that allowed the building to sink into

insignificance and, who, on the other hand, tried to find a way to bring
some sense of purpose to a campus structure?
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LETTER R39 - Paul R. Spitzzeri (page 3 of 3)

"...andis a safety hazard . . ." How did the Michael White Adcbe
become a safety hazard? \What did the district do (and not do) that
allowed

this to be the case?

" ..in need of removal from an awkward location . . ." Who determined
the awkwardness and why? In whose charge was this building put and was
there concern about awkwardness when the school opened in 19557

The National Trust for Historic Preservation and the Los Angeles
Conservancy have just announced a small grant program of $5,000 to $10,000
(and, in some cases, more) for projects in the Los Angeles region that
seek

to preserve structures. The application deadline is 7 November. |s there
any reason why funds like this could nct be sought fer, insigificant as it
might seem for the larger preservation of the building? $5,000 or $10,000
could go a long way towards treating the structure for termites, for
examining and perhaps starting treatment on the foundaticn, or for other
work that could be done

The question is: what dees the school district really want? Does it want
to back up the quotes from Superintendent Woods, Board Member Chang, and
Board Member Caldwell and promote restoration in a way that doesn't tap
needed district funds?

Or, is the district intent on demolishing the buildings because it is

simply an inconvenience?

The Michael White Adobe is in the condition it is now because the school
district allowed it to become that way. A pattern of benign neglect over

a

span of decades might provide a ready excuse to destroy the building, but
is

an indictment on an institution that professes to serve its community.
Properly utilized, maintained, and preserved, the building could be a
laboratory for exploring community, regional, state and even national and
international history and the story of immigrants or as a practical
demonstration of the importance of place in communities. Instead, the
Adobe

has been permitted, in violation of the terms of stewardship that were
established when the high school was built on the spot 110 years after the
house was erected, to languish and, worse, to rot away.

To throw up its collective hands and give up on the structure, when not a
finger has been lifted for years to do anything for it is the epitome of
hubris. It is not too late, however, to reverse the damage and implement
the first in a series of steps, phased in over years, to bring the

building

back and make it relevant to the school, the district and the community.
There is plenty of wealth in San Marino, but the Michael White Adobe is
priceless and its loss would be a blot on the district and the city.
Respectfully,

Paul R. Spitzzeri
arbon Canyon Rd.
ino Hills, California

R39-5
cont'd,
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R39. Response to comments from Paul R. Spitzzeri, dated September 23, 2009.

R39-1

R39-2

R39-3

R39-4

R39-5

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.

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.

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.

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.

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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LETTER R40 — Eva and Thomas Yee (page 1 of 1)

Dear Ms. Boucher:

We are parents of SMUSD student. Our daughter is currently attending Huntington Middle
School. My husband and | hereby oppose the proposal to demolish the Adobe as stated in the
Draft EIR.

We, as residents of San Marino, consider the Adobe to be an important link to our history as a
community. The story of Michael VWhite, his wife and thirteen children is a classic American
pioneer story that we should celebrate and honer as a community. As part of our children's
education, it is important that they be taught to value the history and preservation of this historic
adobe home is the best way to do so.

Preservation of our historic Adobe is certainly more important than creating a small asphalt area R40-1
on the High School campus. There is no shortage of paved hardscape on the campus for the
student to congregate. Once the Adobe is demolished, the piece of history will be gone forever
and can never be re-built. Although my daughter is only a middle school student, she attends lots
of events at the High School campus, such as track and field, Tsunami swim team, volley ball
team, etc. She also feels that this piece of history is very important for her once she moves on to
the High School.

As the community comes together, we will find a better solution to preserve this wonderful piece
of histery and let more children from future generations learn about it. Please consider our
opinion and we will be most grateful.

Sincerely,
Eva and Thomas Yee
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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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LETTER R41 — Gordon A. Wainwright (page 1 of 1)

Gorder A. Walnwright
Grafton Street
Los Angeles, CA 30626
Cell phone
Lie, Mo, 2657934, C2%

September 24, 2009

Dr. Gary Woods, Superintendent

Mz Ian Corrie, Director of Maintenance and Operations
San Marino Unified School District

1663 West Drive

San Marino, CA 91108

Dear Dr. Woods and Mr. Corrie:

1 read with interest the article regarding the Michaal White Adobe in Tuesday’s Los
Angeles Times. I am a local general contractor with extensive experience in historic
renovations and complicated excavation and moving projects. I've worked for many years
in the greater Los Angeles area as well as in New York City, Among my historic
preservation clients was ihe then-buildings commissioner for the City of New York.
Projects I've worked on in California include the Chartweli Mansion in Be) Ailr and the
7" Street Produce Market in downiows L.A.

For the Chartwell Mansion, I was responsible for planning and supervising the extension
of the existing foundation and building walls 12 feet below the existing footing grade.

Without any damage to the building or change to the exierior appearance we were able (o R41-1
increase the square footage of the building by about 20,000 s¢. {1,

i read your dilemma regarding the adobe, and T believe the cost estimates you've been
given are inflated. I"d be happy to meet with vou and provide you an estimate for
releating the building, I can also give you a price for cost effectively demolishing and
removing the building, atthough I realize that’s not the preferred option. I believe I can
give you a much better price for sither option than your experts have given you so far.

L will be leaving on a business trip io Bastern Europe nexi weel. 'l be back in town on
Cetobier 20 and can be reached on my cell phone anytime after that.

Good fuck with the adobe. It would be my honor if I can do anything to help you preserve
this historic building.
RECEIVEL

Supetinterctes |

Yours truly,
i ¢ L
e T S O A T 1

SEP 2 5 20no

Gordon A. Walnwright

Ce: Mr. Bugens Diryden, San Marino Historie Society

San Marino High School Michael White Adobe Project FEIR San Marino USD @ Page 2-269



2. Response to Comments

This page intentionally left blank.

Page 2-270 @ The Planning Center October 2009



2. Response to Comments

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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LETTER R42 - Gary B. Cowles (page 1 of 1)

October 07, 2009

To: Julie Boucher, Assistant Superintendent of Business Services,
San Marino School District, 1665 West Drive, San Marino, CA 91108

From: Gary B. Cowles, - South Arroyo Boulevard, Pasadena CA 91105
Re: Michael White adobe
Dear Ms. Boucher -

I sincerely hope that some way will be found to retain the Michael White adobe located on the
San Marino High School campus.

Over the years, many of these relics have disappeared. Mr. Henry Huntington, apparently, saw
fit to raze the Daniel Sexton adobe in order to run a spur into his property from Sierra Madre
Villa. And, it seems, he had little regard for the Stockton-Cooper adobe near Huntington drive R42-1
as it was replaced with a modern cottage circa 1910 for his gardener, William Hertrich. At least
he spared E1 Molino Viejo which is to his credit. Also, I believe, in the 1930s the Callahan
adobe near the old B. D. Wilson home site was also razed.

Thank you for considering this information in the ultimate decision re the White adobe.

Sincerely -

Gary B. Cowles
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2. Response to Comments

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.

San Marino High School Michael White Adobe Project FEIR San Marino USD @ Page 2-275



2. Response to Comments

This page intentionally left blank.

Page 2-276 @ The Planning Center October 2009



3.  Reuvisions to the DEIR

3.1 INTRODUCTION

This section contains revisions to the DEIR based upon 1) additional or revised information required to
prepare a response to a specific comment; 2) applicable updated information that was not available at
the time of DEIR publication; and/or 3) typographical errors. Changes made to the DEIR are identified
here in strikeeuttext to indicate deletions and in bold, italics, and underscore to signify additions and
insertions.

3.2 DEIR REVISIONS IN RESPONSE TO WRITTEN COMMENTS

The following text has been revised in response to comments received on the DEIR and/or errors and
omissions discovered subsequent to public release of the DEIR.

Page 3-1, Section 3.2, Statement of Objectives

Page 7-2, Section 7.1.2, Project Objectives

Page 7-4, Section 7.2.2, Relocation and Stabilization to Rotary Park at Huntington Drive and
Gainsborough

Page 7-5, Section 7.2.3, Rehabilitation In Situ

Page 7-6, Section 7.3.1, No Project Alternative

The following insertion has been provided to provide clarification.

o Reduee Eliminate liability and hazards associated with the Michael White Adobe, a non-Field
Act compliant structure.

Page 3-2, Section 3.3, Project Description. The following revision is made for clarification.

Once removed, the Adobe would be replaced with a concrete-asphalt open area that would be
accessible to all school occupants. This area would provide new space for students to congregate and
view athletic events, competitions, and practices (see Figure 3-3).

Page 4-1, Section 4.2, Regional Environmental Setting. The following revision is made in response
to comment A2-8.

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.
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Page 4-8, Section 4.4, Assumptions Regarding Cumulative Impacts. The following revision is made
in response to comment A2-10.

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 twe one mile s 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 miles 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.

Page 7-5, Section 7.2, Alternatives Considered and Rejected During the Scoping/Project Planning
Process. The following revision is inserted to discuss a project alternative which was considered
during the public review period of the DEIR.

7.2.5 Disassembly and Storage Alternative

Under _this alternative, the Adobe would be disassembled, rather than demolished, with an
emphasis on salvaging the adobe bricks. The adobe bricks make up the walls and are the most
historically significant aspect of the Adobe as it currently exists. This alternative entails the
following five steps: verification of historical building fabric (based on association with the period
of significance identified in the DEIR), documentation including investigation, measuring, drawing,
and photographing), disassembly, transport, and storage.

Under this alternative, the adobe bricks could be stored outdoors on pallets covered by tarps or on
pallets inside a ventilated warehouse. At the time of writing this FEIR, it is unknown how long or
where the adobe bricks and other materials of the disassembled building would be stored. The
District has 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 can spearhead efforts to reassemble the
Adobe, and to date, the District has not received an affirmative response to these specific
questions from either entity. Because there is insufficient information concerning the alternative
(i.e., lack of available storage location, unspecified period of storage time, and unknown terms of
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whether the Adobe would be reconstructed in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior
Standards) to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project
(CEQA Guidelines 15126,6(d)), and although this alternative could potentially be implemented to
achieve Secretary Standards, with the above-listed uncertainties, impacts to the historical resource
under_this alternative would remain_significant. This alternative is deemed infeasible and is
rejected from further consideration.

Page 7-15, Section 7.3.2, Relocation to Lacy Park Alternative. The following revision is made to
reflect revised cost estimates.

Conclusion

The Relocation to Lacy Park Alternative would be environmentally superior to the proposed project in the
area of cultural resources, and environmentally inferior to the proposed project in the area of noise. It
would cost approximately $+158,328 $1,152,967 (see Appendix G B_of the FEIR for breakdown of
fees) to implement and would also fail to meet the following project objective:

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

Page 7-17, Section 7.4, Environmentally Superior Alternative. The following revision is made to
reflect revised cost estimates.

Table 7-4
Summary of Environmental Effects of Proposed Project and Alternatives
Environmental Impacts
Relative to Proposed Project
Cost Cultural Noise

. " $176.493 I Less Than Significant With
Proposed Project (Demolition of Adobe) $171.132 Significant Mitigation Incorporated
No Project $0 Similar Superior
Relocation to Lacy Park $1.152.967 Superior Inferior
Stabilization In Situ $1,040,007 Similar Similar
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Appendices

When a lead agency makes findings of significant effects in certifying the EIR, the agency must also
adopt a program for the reporting or monitoring of mitigation measures identified in the EIR. The primary
purposes of the monitoring program are to ensure that the mitigation measures identified in the EIR are
implemented and that environmental effects are minimized. The monitoring program provides 1) a
mechanism for giving agency staff and decision-makers feedback on the effectiveness of their actions; 2)
a learning opportunity for improved mitigation measures on future projects; and 3) a means of identifying
corrective actions, if necessary, before irreversible environmental damage occurs.

REQUIREMENTS FOR THE MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) has been developed to provide a means to
monitor mitigation measures and conditions of approval outlined in the DEIR. The MMRP has been
prepared in conformance with Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code:

(@) When making findings required by paragraph (1) of subdivision (a) of Section 21081 or when
adopting a mitigated negative declaration pursuant to paragraph (2) of subdivision (c) of Section
21080, the following requirements shall apply:

(1) The public agency shall adopt a reporting or monitoring program for the changes made to
the project or conditions of project approval, adopted in order to mitigate or avoid significant
effects on the environment. The reporting or monitoring program shall be designed to
ensure compliance during project implementation. For those changes which have been
required or incorporated into the project at the request of a responsible agency or a public
agency having jurisdiction by law over natural resources affected by the project, that agency
shall, if so requested by the lead or responsible agency, prepare and submit a proposed
reporting or monitoring program.

(2) The lead agency shall specify the location and custodian of the documents or other material
which constitute the record of proceedings upon which its decision is based.

ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

The San Marino Unified School District is the lead agency under CEQA for the project. As the lead
agency, the overall MMRP management, review of all monitoring reports, enforcement actions, and
document disposition is the responsibility of the District. The District will be required to ensure that the
mitigation measures identified in the San Marino High School Michael White Adobe Project EIR, as
certified, are adequately implemented. However, because of the nature of some of the mitigation
measures identified in the EIR, the District may delegate duties and responsibilities to environmental
monitors or other professionals, as warranted.

MITIGATION MEASURES MATRIX

Project-specific mitigation measures have been categorized in matrix format, as shown in the table
below. The mitigation matrix will serve as the basis for scheduling the implementation of, and
compliance with, all mitigation measures. The matrix identifies the following information:

¢ Environmental area impacted (e.g., air quality, traffic, cultural resources)

e Specific mitigation measures

San Marino High School Michael White Adobe Project FEIR San Marino USD @ PageA-1



Appendices

Responsible party (the body that would implement the mitigation measures);

Implementation phase (the stage of the project during which the required mitigation measure
would be implemented);

Enforcement agency (the body that would be ensuring that the mitigation is correctly and
implemented in a timely manner);

Monitoring agency (the body that would ensure that the mitigation is completed).

The matrix also includes a column for the monitor to verify completion of the mitigation measure, date of
the monitoring activity, and any related remarks for each mitigation measure.

Page A-2 @ The Planning Center October 2009



Appendices

San Marino High School Michael White Adobe Project
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Mitigation Measure

Responsible
Party

Implementation
Phase

Enforcement
Agency/
Monitoring
Agency

Monitor’s
Signature (Date
of Compliance
and Comments)

5.1 CULTURAL RESOURCES

1-1

The San Marino Unified School District shall engage a professional
architectural photographer and an architectural historian meeting the
Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards
(Architectural Historian) to implement Historic American Building Survey
(HABS) Level Il documentation of the current status of the Adobe and its
setting consisting of both photographs and a written narrative. The
Architectural Historian shall direct the photographer to take images that
duplicate views shown in the 1936 HABS documentation as well additional
views. No less than 15 photographs shall be used to document the current
status of the Adobe and its setting. The photographs shall be large format, 4-
inch by 5-inch, black and white negatives (two sets), contact prints (one set)
and 8-inch by 10-inch prints (two sets). All shall be archivally processed and
prints shall be made on fiber-based paper. Two original negatives shall be
made at the time the photographs are taken. One set of negatives shall travel
with set of contact prints to the National Park Service for entry into the HABS
collection in the Library of Congress; the second set of negatives shall be
transmitted to the San Marino Public Library along with one set of 8-inch by
10-inch prints. A second set of 8-inch by 10-inch prints shall be transmitted
to the San Marino Historical Society. The written narrative shall reformat the
information contained in this assessment and be transmitted to all the
repositories named. Photocopies of the previous HABS documentation
including drawings and photographs prepared in 1936 shall be transmitted to
both the San Marino Public Library and San Marino Historical Society along
with the contemporary work. The draft documentation shall be assembled by
the Architectural Historian and submitted to the District Superintendent or
designee for review and approval prior to submittal to the repositories. The
District Superintendent or designee shall accept the final documentation prior
to work on the Adobe site. If the plaque on a pedestal is removed from its
existing location, the District Superintendent or designee shall approve final
relocation plans for the plaque to ensure the Adobe site is interpreted.

San Marino Unified
School District
(District),
Professional
Architectural
Photographer, and
Qualified
Architectural
Historian

Prior to demolition.

District Board of
Education

San Marino High School Michael White Adobe Project FEIR
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Appendices

San Marino High School Michael White Adobe Project
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Enforcement Monitor’s
Agency/ Signature (Date

Responsible Implementation Monitoring of Compliance

Mitigation Measure Party Phase Agency and Comments)

1-2 The period furnishings, ephemera and other personal property contained District Prior to demolition. District Board of
within the Adobe appear to be the property of the San Marino Historical Education
Society and shall be returned to the owner or set aside prior to
commencement of any construction, including demolition and site
preparation, activity on the property

1-3 The San Marino Unified School District shall engage a Register of District and Certified Prior to demolition District Board of
Professional Archaeologists (RPA) certified archaeologist (Archaeologist) to Archaeologist and during ground- Education
prepare a predictive archaeological model and treatment plan, including a disturbing activities,
monitoring program. The treatment plan shall include a plan for recovery of including grading.
significant information including documentation of any foundations, footings
or other subsurface evidence of adobe construction and 19th and early 20th
century domestic use. The Archaeologist shall implement the treatment plan
by monitoring construction activities on the Adobe site at all times that
ground disturbing work is under way. Artifacts recovered from the Adobe site
shall be made available to local repositories including the San Marino
Historical Society, Old Mill Foundation and Huntington Library. However, the
recovered artifacts may be disposed of if no local repository is willing or able
to accept them. The draft predictive archaeological model and treatment plan
shall be assembled by the Archaeologist and submitted to the District
Superintendent or designee for review and approval and the District
Superintendent or designee shall accept the final predictive archaeological
model and treatment plan prior to work on the Adobe site. The final report
documenting information and artifact recovery shall be submitted to the
District Superintendent or designee for review and approval and when
approved, shall be transmitted to the South Central Coastal Information
Center at California State University, Fullerton for entry into the records of the
California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS).

San Marino High School Michael White Adobe Project FEIR The Planning Center
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Appendices

San Marino High School Michael White Adobe Project
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Enforcement Monitor’s
Agency/ Signature (Date
Responsible Implementation Monitoring of Compliance
Mitigation Measure Party Phase Agency and Comments)
1-4 Should paleontological soils be uncovered during grading, a paleontological District, Certified During ground- District Board of
monitor shall also be retained by the District, upon the archaeological Archaeologist, and disturbing activities, Education
monitor’s request, to oversee ground-disturbing activities, including but not Qualified including grading.
limited to all grading, excavation, and site preparation. The paleontological Paleontological
monitor shall have the authority to halt any activities adversely impacting Monitor
potentially significant resources. Should fossil-bearing formations be
uncovered, the monitor shall professionally collect any specimens without
impeding development. Any paleontological artifacts recovered shall be
preserved, as determined necessary by the project paleontologist, and
offered to an accredited and permanent scientific institution for the benefit of
current and future generations. This mitigation measure shall also apply to
trenching for utilities, geological testing, and any other ground-disturbing
activities associated with the proposed project.
5.2 NOISE
2-1 Prior to construction, the construction contractor shall coordinate with the District and Prior to and during District Board of
San Marino Unified School District administrators for San Marino High Construction construction phase Education
School to discuss construction activities that generate high noise levels. Contractor
Coordination between the administrators and the construction contractor
shall continue on an as-needed basis throughout the construction phase of
the project to avoid potential disruption of classroom activities as feasible.
2-2 The San Marino Unified School District shall specify that the contractor shall Construction During construction District Board of
properly maintain and tune all construction equipment in accordance with the Contractor phase Education
manufacture’s recommendations to minimize noise emissions.
2-3 The San Marino Unified School District shall specify that the contractor shall Construction During construction District Board of
fit all equipment with properly operating mufflers, air intake silencers, and Contractor phase Education
engine shrouds no less effective than as originally equipped by the
manufacturer.
San Marino High School Michael White Adobe Project FEIR The Planning Center
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San Marino High School Michael White Adobe Project
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Enforcement Monitor’s
Agency/ Signature (Date
Responsible Implementation Monitoring of Compliance
Mitigation Measure Party Phase Agency and Comments)
2-4 The San Marino Unified School District shall specify that the construction Construction During construction District Board of
contractor shall place stationary construction equipment and material Contractor phase Education
delivery (loading/unloading) areas as far from adjacent residential and
classroom uses as is feasible, but no closer than 50 feet.
San Marino High School Michael White Adobe Project FEIR The Planning Center
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Appendix B. Revised Cost Estimates of Proposed Project
and Alternatives Considered

San Marino High School Michael White Adobe Project Final EIR San Marino Unified School District



PRELIMINARY ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COST

DEMOLITION OF MICHAEL WHITE ADOBE
SAN MARINO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

8/3/09
Rev. 9/30/09

DESCRIPTION OF WORK SCOPE ESTIMATED COST
1. PHOTOGRAPHIC DOCUMENTATION $ 10,000
2. ARCHITECTURAL HISTORIAN (packaging & follow up with NPS) $ 10,000
3. ARCHAEOLOGICAL REPORTS & MONITORING $ 50,000
4, DEMOLITION (see attached contractor quote) $ 34,000
5. SITE RESTORATION (see atttached breakdown) $ 17,483
ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COST $ 121,483
° OVERALL PROJECT CONTINGENCY @ 10% $ 12,148
° ESCALATION @ 5% PER YEAR $ -
° PROJECT RELATED (SOFT) COSTS
Inspection $ 2,500
Testing (Compaction tests) $ 10,000
A/E Fees (Bid plans & specs) $ 25,000
Agency Fees $ -
Legal Fees $ -
Subtotal - Soft Costs $ 37,500
° TOTAL PROJECT BUDGET $ 171,132

CARMICHAEL-KEMP, ARCHITECTS 302 W. Foothill Blvd., Monrovia Phone (626) 357-9880



8/3/09

PRELIMINARY ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COST

DEMOLITION OF MICHAEL WHITE ADOBE
SAN MARINO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
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CARMICHAEL-KEMP, ARCHITECTS 3-Aug-09
302 W. Foothill Blvd. Rev. 9/30/09
Mornovia, CA 91016

PRELIMINARY ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COST

DEMOLITION OF MICHAEL WHITE ADOBE
Site Restoration

DESCRIPTION QTY |UNIT|[ UNIT COST TOTAL TOTAL
5. SITE RESTORATION AT SAN MARINO HIGH SCHOOL
Earthwork - overexcavate, scarify, compact 200 | cy |'$ 4.00|$ 800.00
New ac paving, 3" over 4" base, w/ sealcoat 3600 sf [ $ 2.25|% 8,100.00
Replace concrete walk damaged by construction 230 | sf |'$ 4.00|$ 920.00
Sawcut existing paving 150 If |$ 2.00|5$ 300.00
New catch basin with grates (18" x 18") 2 ea | $ 750.00| $ 1,500.00
New 6" storm drain to connect to existing storm drain 64 If |$ 25.00|$ 1,600.00
Subtotal $ 13,220
Design Contingency| 15% $ 1,983
OH & P| 15% $ 2,280
TOTAL - SITE RESTORATION $ 17,483.45

CARMICHAEL-KEMP, ARCHITECTS 302 W. Foothill Blvd., Monrovia Phone (626) 357-9880



PRELIMINARY ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COST

RELOCATION OF MICHAEL WHITE ADOBE TO LACY PARK
SAN MARINO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

8/3/09
Rev. 9/30/09

DESCRIPTION OF WORK SCOPE

ESTIMATED COST

1. PHOTOGRAPHIC DOCUMENTATION $ 10,000
2. ARCHITECTURAL HISTORIAN (packaging & follow up with NPS) $ 10,000
3. ARCHAEOLOGICAL REPORTS & MONITORING $ 85,000
4, BUILDING PREPARATION / STAGING FOR MOVE (see attached breakdown) $ 531,437
5. BUILDING MOVE / RELOCATION (see attached breakdown) $ 149,669
6. SITE PREPARATION AT LACY PARK (see attached breakdown) $ 108,836
7. SITE RESTORATION AT SAN MARINO HIGH SCHOOL (see attached breakdown) $ 17,483
ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COST $ 912,425
° OVERALL PROJECT CONTINGENCY @ 10% $ 91,242
° ESCALATION @ 5% PER YEAR $ -
° PROJECT RELATED (SOFT) COSTS
Inspection (based on 5-6 mos. of construct.) $ 30,000
Testing (Compaction tests) $ 10,000
A/E Fees (Bid plans & specs) $ 104,300
Agency Fees (Permit) $ 5,000
Legal Fees $ -
Subtotal - Soft Costs $ 149,300
° TOTAL PROJECT BUDGET $ 1,152,967

CARMICHAEL-KEMP, ARCHITECTS

302 W. Foothill Blvd., Monrovia Phone (626) 357-9880



CARMICHAEL-KEMP, ARCHITECTS 3-Aug-09
302 W. Foothill Blvd.
Mornovia, CA 91016
PRELIMINARY ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COST
RELOCATION OF MICHAEL WHITE ADOBE TO LACY PARK
Preparation & Staging for Relocation
L 5 . Labor Material Equipment Total
Description Quantity | Unit Unit Cost Total Unit Cost Total Unit Cost Total Cost
Demo all areas 355.00 |hrs. $48.50 | $ 17,217.50 $ - $ - $ 17,217.50
demo/expose footings 150.00 [L.F. $225.00 | $ 33,750.00 $ - $ - $ 33,750.00
Inject wall base /consolidate 245.00 |hrs. $48.50 | $ 11,882.50 $ - $ - $ 11,882.50
bolt walls,int.& ext. 335.00 |hrs. $48.50 | $ 16,247.50 $ N $ - $ 16,247.50
drill/install anchorage 190.00 |hrs. $48.50 | $ 9,215.00 $ - $ - $ 9,215.00
foundation prep 195.00 |hrs. $48.50 | $ 9,457.50 $ - $ - $ 9,457.50
remove/replace foundation sections 912.00 |hrs. $48.50 | $ 44,232.00 $ - $ - $ 44,232.00
pour foundation sections 420.00 |hrs. $48.50 | $ 20,370.00 $ - $ - $ 20,370.00
secure all openings 85.00 |hrs. $48.50 | $ 4,122.50 $ - $ - $ 4,122.50
0.00 |hrs. $48.50 | $ - $ - $ - $ -
Injection Material at lower walls 125.00 [gallons $ - $75.00 | $ 9,375.00 $ - $ 9,375.00
injection pump 1.00 [ea $ - $ - $4,000.00 | $ 4,000.00 | $ 4,000.00
cdx ply/ 4x4 misc 350.00 |pcs $ - $55.00 | $ 19,250.00 $ - $ 19,250.00
steel bands/machine 1.00 $ - $ - $2,500.00 | $ 2,500.00 | $ 2,500.00
concrete/form lumber 150.00 [units $ - $225.00 | $ 33,750.00 $ - $ 33,750.00
all thread/misc. nuts 1,000.00 [pcs $ - $9.00 | $ 9,000.00 $ - $ 9,000.00
epoxy 120.00 [cart $ - $2750 | $ 3,300.00 $ - $ 3,300.00
scaffolding 600.00 |pcs $ = $ N $28.50 | $ 17,100.00 | $ 17,100.00
protection 200.00 |units $ - $29.50 | $ 5,900.00 $18.00 | $ 3,600.00 | $ 9,500.00
general conditions 3.00 $12,500.00 | $ 37,500.00 $ - $ - $ 37,500.00
contingency 10.00 |% $ - $ - $5,000.00 | $ 50,000.00 | $ 50,000.00
dumpsters 10.00 |units $ - $ - $500.00 | $ 5,000.00 | $ 5,000.00
Total $ 203,994.50 $ 80,575.00 $ 82,200.00 | $ 366,769.50
1 Direct Labor $ 203,994.50
2 Labor Burden 34.0% $69,358.13
3 Material $ 80,575.00
4 Equipment $  82,200.00
5 Sales Tax on Material & Equipment 8.75% $14,242.81
6 Direct Work Sub-Total (1+2+3+4+5) $ 450,370.44
7 Contractor's OH&P on Direct Work 18.0% $81,066.68
8 Subtotal (6+7) $ 531,437.12
9 Subcontractor's Work $0.00
10 Contractor's Direct Work Total (8) $ 531,437.12
11 Subcontractor's Work Total (9) $0.00
12 Contractor's OH&P on Subcontractc 15.0% $0.00
13 Sub Total (10+11+12) $ 531,437.12
14 Contractor's Bond Cost 0.00% $0.00
15 Grand Total (13+14) $ 531,437.12
Estimate prepared by: Eagle Restorations Group, Inc.
Jeff Seidner, President
5441 Cogswell Rd, #A
Arcadia, CA 91006
Phone: 626-930-0188
Fax: 626-930-0192
eaglerestor@telis.net
F:\Corresp\PROJN\SANMARINO\0815-1 Adobe House\Estimates\Est for FEIR\est relocation rev. 9-30-09.xls Staging Page 2 of 5
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CARMICHAEL-KEMP, ARCHITECTS 3-Aug-09
302 W. Foothill Blvd.
Mornovia, CA 91016
PRELIMINARY ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COST
RELOCATION OF MICHAEL WHITE ADOBE TO LACY PARK
Building Move / Relocation
DESCRIPTION QTY |UNIT|{ UNIT COST TOTAL TOTAL
5. BUILDING MOVE / RELOCATION
Site visit - preplanning 48 | hrs | $ 100.00 | $ 4,800.00
Permit acquisitions 32 [ hrs | $ 100.00 | $ 3,200.00
Mobilization of equipment 72 | hrs | $ 100.00 | $ 7,200.00
Site work prior to install of steel grid system 210 | hrs | $ 100.00 | $ 21,000.00
Set hydraulic jacks 70 [ hrs | $ 100.00|$ 7,000.00
Raise building & install moving equipment 140 | hrs | $ 100.00 | $ 14,000.00
Installation of steel grid system 210 | hrs | $ 100.00 | $ 21,000.00
Move building 70 | hrs | $ 135.00|$ 9,450.00
Position building and lower onto foundation at Lacey 140 | hrs | $ 100.00 | $ 14,000.00
Remove equipment 72 | hrs | $ 100.00|$ 7,200.00
Subtotal $ 108,850
Contingency| 10% $ 10,885
OH & P; Bonds, Insurance, Gen. Conds.| 25% $ 29,934
TOTAL - BLDG. RELOCATION $ 149,668.75

F:\Corresp\PROJNSANMARINO\0815-1 Adobe House\Estimates\Est for FEIR\est relocation rev. 9-30-09.xls

Estimate prepared by:

American Heavy Moving & Rigging, Inc.
Ralph O. Clark, Vice Pres.

11532 East End Ave.

Chino, CA 91710

Phone: 909-590-5662
Fax: 909-590-3635
ralph-ahmri

att.net

Relocation
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CARMICHAEL-KEMP, ARCHITECTS 3-Aug-09
302 W. Foothill Blvd.
Mornovia, CA 91016
PRELIMINARY ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COST
RELOCATION OF MICHAEL WHITE ADOBE TO LACY PARK
Work at Lacy Park
. . . Labor Material Equipment Total
Description Quantity | Unit Unit Cost Total Unit Cost Total Unit Cost Total Cost
perimeter footing 150.00 |IAf. $177.00 [ $ 26,550.00 $ - $ - $ 26,550.00
excavation 150.00 |units $38.50 [ $ 5,775.00 $ - $ - $ 5,775.00
misc steel 125.00 |pcs $ - $22.50 [ $ 2,812.50 $ - $ 2,812.50
misc labor 120.00 |hrs $48.50 [ $ 5,820.00 $ - $ - $ 5,820.00
temp roof system 1.00 [Is $ - $ 12,500.00 $ - $ 12,500.00
dumpsters 3.00 |ea $ - $ - $500.00 [ $ 1,500.00 | $ 1,500.00
temp. board up 15.00 |Is $48.50 [ $ 727.50 $30.00 [ $ 450.00 $ - $ 1,177.50
supervision 120.00 |hrs $48.50 [ $ 5,820.00 $ - $ - $ 5,820.00
contingency 1.00 $10,000.00 | $ 10,000.00 $ - $ - $ 10,000.00
Total [$ 54,692.50 | [$ 15,762.50 | [$ 1,500.00 | $ 71,955.00
1 Direct Labor $  54,692.50
2 Labor Burden 34.0% $18,595.45
3 Material $ 15,762.50
4 Equipment $ 1,500.00
5 Sales Tax on Material & Equipm 9.75% $1,683.09
6 Direct Work Sub-Total (1+2+3+4+5) $ 92,233.54
7 Contractor's OH&P on Direct W 18.0% $16,602.04
8 Subtotal (6+7) $  108,835.58
9 Subcontractor's Work $0.00
10 Contractor's Direct Work Total (8) $ 108,835.58
11 Subcontractor's Work Total (9) $0.00
12 Contractor's OH&P on Subcontr 15.0% $0.00
13 Sub Total (10+11+12) $ 108,835.58
14 Contractor's Bond Cost 0.00% $0.00
15 Grand Total (13+14) $ 108,835.58
Estimate prepared by: Eagle Restorations Group, Inc.
Jeff Seidner, President
5441 Cogswell Rd, #A
Arcadia, CA 91006
Phone: 626-930-0188
Fax: 626-930-0192
eaglerestor@telis.net
F:\Corresp\PROJ\SANMARINO\0815-1 Adobe House\Estimates\Est for FEIR\est relocation rev. 9-30-09.xls Lacy Park Page4of 5
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CARMICHAEL-KEMP, ARCHITECTS
302 W. Foothill Blvd.
Mornovia, CA 91016

3-Aug-09
Rev. 9/30/09

PRELIMINARY ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COST

RELOCATION OF MICHAEL WHITE ADOBE TO LACY PARK
Site Restoration at San Marino High School

DESCRIPTION QTY |UNIT| UNIT COST TOTAL TOTAL
7. SITE RESTORATION AT SAN MARINO HIGH SCHOOL
Earthwork - overexcavate, scarify, compact 200 | cy | S 4.00|$ 800.00
New ac paving, 3" over 4" base, w/ sealcoat 3600 sf [ $ 2.25(% 8,100.00
Replace concrete walk damaged by construction 230 | sf [ $ 4.00| % 920.00
Sawcut existing paving 150 If |3 2.00|5$ 300.00
New catch basin with grates (18" x 18") 2 ea |$ 750.00 $ 1,500.00
New 6" storm drain to connect to existing storm drain 64 If 1$ 25.00|$ 1,600.00
Subtotal $ 13,220
Design Contingency| 15% $ 1,983
OH & P| 15% $ 2,280
TOTAL - SITE RESTORATION $ 17,483.45

F:\Corresp\PROJNSANMARINO\0815-1 Adobe House\Estimates\Est for FEIR\est relocation rev. 9-30-09.xls

SMHS Page5of 5



PRELIMINARY ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COST

UPGRADE MICHAEL WHITE ADOBE FOR STUDENT USE
SAN MARINO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

8/3/09

DESCRIPTION OF WORK SCOPE

ESTIMATED COST

1. PHOTOGRAPHIC DOCUMENTATION $ 10,000
2. ARCHITECTURAL HISTORIAN (packaging & follow up with NPS) $ 10,000
3. ARCHAEOLOGICAL REPORTS & MONITORING $ 60,000
4, BUILDING UPGRADES / MODIFICATIONS (see attached breakdown) $ 425,856
5. SITEWORK (see attached breakdown) $ 281,750
ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COST $ 787,606
° OVERALL PROJECT CONTINGENCY @ 10% $ 78,761
° ESCALATION @ 5% PER YEAR $ -
° PROJECT RELATED (SOFT) COSTS
Inspection (based on 5-6 mos. of construct.) $ 30,000
Testing (Compaction, conc, etc) $ 30,000
A/E Fees (Bid plans & specs) $ 106,640
Agency Fees - DSA Plancheck $ 7,000
Legal Fees $ -
Subtotal - Soft Costs $ 173,640
° TOTAL PROJECT BUDGET $ 1,040,007

CARMICHAEL-KEMP, ARCHITECTS

302 W. Foothill Blvd., Monrovia Phone (626) 357-9880



CARMICHAEL-KEMP, ARCHITECTS

302 W. Foothill Blvd.
Mornovia, CA 91016

PRELIMINARY ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COST
UPGRADE MICHAEL WHITE ADOBE FOR STUDENT USE

Building Upgrades / Modifications

3-Aug-09

A . . Labor Material Equipment Total
Description Quantity | Unit Unit Cost Total Unit Cost Total Unit Cost Total Cost
Demo all 460.00 |hrs 48.50 22,310.00 - - 22,310.00
frame roof/walls 550.00 |hrs 48.50 26,675.00 - - 26,675.00
new footings 220.00 |hrs 48.50 10,670.00 - - 10,670.00
concrete 110.00 |yrds $0.00 $0.00 $189.00 20,790.00 - 20,790.00
form lumber 100.00 - $19.00 1,900.00 - 1,900.00
drill and prep anchors 237.00 |hrs $48.50 11,494.50 - - 11,494.50
lumber 450.00 - 55.00 24,750.00 - 24,750.00
epoxy 175.00 - 27.50 4,812.50 - 4,812.50
door/window openings prep 15.00 |units $48.50 727.50 60.00 900.00 - 1,627.50
ADA 100.00 $48.50 4,850.00 95.00 9,500.00 - 14,350.00
scaffolding 600.00 - - $28.50 17,100.00 17,100.00
dumpsters 10.00 - - $500.00 5,000.00 5,000.00
general conditions 10.00 |% $3,500.00 35,000.00 - - 35,000.00
protection 200.00 - $29.50 5,900.00 - 5,900.00
clean-up 1.00 $3,500.00 3,500.00 - - 3,500.00
Total $ 115,227.00 68,552.50 $ 22,100.00 | $ 205,879.50
1 Direct Labor $ 115,227.00
2 Labor Burden 34.0% $39,177.18
3 Material $ 68,552.50
4 Equipment $ 22,100.00
5 Sales Tax on Material & Equipment 9.75% $8,838.62
6 Direct Work Sub-Total (1+2+3+4+5) 253,895.30
7 Contractor's OH&P on Direct Work 18.0% $45,701.15
8 Subtotal (6+7) 299,596.45
Subcontractor Work
Company Amount
a. elect 32,000.00
b. fire alarm 17,500.00
c. HVAC 26,500.00
d. plaster/int/ext 25,500.00
e. sheet metal, flashings $5,500.00
9 Total $107,000.00
9 Subcontractor's Work $0.00
10 Contractor's Direct Work Total (8) $ 299,596.45
11 Subcontractor's Work Total (9) $107,000.00
12 Contractor's OH&P on Subcontractor's 18.0% $19,260.00
13 Sub Total (10+11+12) 425,856.45
14 Contractor's Bond Cost 0.00% $0.00
15 Grand Total (13+14) 425,856.45
Estimate prepared by: Eagle Restorations Group, Inc.
Jeff Seidner, President
5441 Cogswell Rd, #A
Arcadia, CA 91006
Phone: 626-930-0188
Fax: 626-930-0192
eaglerestor@telis.net
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CARMICHAEL-KEMP, ARCHITECTS 3-Aug-09
302 W. Foothill Blvd.
Mornovia, CA 91016
UPGRADE MICHAEL WHITE ADOBE FOR STUDENT USE
Sitework
DESCRIPTION QTY |UNIT| UNIT COST TOTAL TOTAL
5. SITEWORK
Replace stairs with new accessible ramp - 5'w x 50' 1 Is | $50,000.00($% 50,000.00
Convert RR's in Bldgs. J&K to accessible Girls & Boys 2 Is | $50,000.00( $100,000.00
Convert RR's in Bldgs. J&K to accessible Mens & Womens 2 Is | $25,000.00(% 50,000.00
Provide wheelchair lift or ramp at walkway btwn J & K 1 Is | $25,000.00($% 25,000.00
Minor upgrades to existing HDCP parking at Gym circle 1 Is [ $ 2,500.00[% 2,500.00
Modify gate hardware at tube steel fence 1 Is [ $ 2,500.00[% 2,500.00
Misc. landscape/hardscape improvements/signage, etc. 1 Is | $15,000.00($ 15,000.00
Contingency| 15% $ 245,000
OH & P| 15% $ 36,750
TOTAL - SITEWORK $ 281,750.00

Note:

Upgrading the adobe house in place for student use will require DSA approval, which in turn results in the need

to provide certain accessibility upgrades relative to the path of travel, accessible restroom facilities, etc.

F:\Corresp\PROJI\SANMARINO\0815-1 Adobe House\Estimates\est upgrade in place.xls
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9/15/09
Rev. 9/30/09

PRELIMINARY ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COST

DISASSEMBLE & STORE MICHAEL WHITE ADOBE

OPTION "A" - STORE AT LACY PARK
SAN MARINO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

DESCRIPTION OF WORK SCOPE ESTIMATED COST
1. PHOTOGRAPHIC DOCUMENTATION $ 10,000
2. ARCHITECTURAL HISTORIAN (packaging & follow up with NPS) $ 10,000
3. ARCHAEOLOGICAL REPORTS & MONITORING $ 50,000
4. DISASSEMBLE & STORE BUILDING (see attached breakdown) $ 205,771
5. SITE RESTORATION AT SAN MARINO HIGH SCHOOL (see attached breakdown) $ 17,483
ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COST $ 293,255
° OVERALL PROJECT CONTINGENCY @ 10% $ 29,325
° ESCALATION @ 5% PER YEAR $ -
° PROJECT RELATED (SOFT) COSTS
Inspection (based on 5-6 mos. of construct.) $ 10,000
Testing (Compaction tests) $ 10,000
A/E Fees (Bid plans & specs) $ 35,000
Agency Fees (Permit) $ -
Legal Fees $ -
Subtotal - Soft Costs $ 55,000
° TOTAL PROJECT BUDGET $ 377,580

Note: This option for storage includes only tarps to protect the stored materials. Maintenance of tarps is critical to keeping stored
materials from being damaged by exterior elements. Additionally, tarps do not protect the stored materials from vandalism. A more
permanent solution should be investigated, including the associated increased cost of a permanent storage solution, such as
constructing a securable, ventilcated, water-tight structure around the stored materials.

CARMICHAEL-KEMP, ARCHITECTS 302 W. Foothill Blvd., Monrovia Phone (626) 357-9880




CARMICHAEL-KEMP, ARCHITECTS 15-Sep-09
302 W. Foothill Blvd.
Mornovia, CA 91016
PRELIMINARY ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COST
DISASSEMBLE & STORE MICHAEL WHITE ADOBE
Option "A" - Store at Lacy Park
Description Quantity | Unit Labor Material Equipment Total
Unit Cost Total Unit Cost Total Unit Cost Total Cost
superintendent 480.00 |hrs $48.50 $23,280.00 - - $23,280.00
general conditions 60.00 |days $574.00 $34,440.00 - - $34,440.00
demo roofing 84.00 |hrs $48.50 $4,074.00 - - $4,074.00
salvage roof system 85.00 |hrs $48.50 $4,122.50 - - $4,122.50
salvage porches 120.00 |hrs. $48.50 $5,820.00 - - $5,820.00
strip interior/exterior plaster 160.00 |hrs. $48.50 $7,760.00 - - $7,760.00
salvage adobe block 475.00 |hrs. $48.50 $23,037.50 - - $23,037.50
pallets for blocks 60.00 |units $45.00 $2,700.00 $22.50 $1,350.00 - $4,050.00
crate doors/windows 14.00 |units $185.00 $2,590.00 $72.50 $1,015.00 - $3,605.00
salvage partition/ceilings 1,400.00 [s.f $3.75 $5,250.00 - - $5,250.00
chimney demo only 1.00 |each $1,750.00 $1,750.00 - - $1,750.00
trash bins (roll off) 6.00 |units $500.00 $3,000.00 - - $3,000.00
transport to Lacy Park 12.00 [units $550.00 $6,600.00 - $350.00 $4,200.00 $10,800.00
Cover/ Protect at Lacy Park 1.00 |unit $4,800.00 $4,800.00 $3,950.00 $3,950.00 $- $8,750.00
Total $136,224.00 $6,315.00 $4,200.00 $146,739.00
1 Direct Labor $136,224.00
2 Labor Burden 19.00% $25,882.56
3 Material $6,315.00
4 Equipment $4,200.00
5 Sales Tax on Material & Equipment 9.8% $1,025.21
6 Direct Work Sub-Total (1+2+3+4+5) $173,646.77
7 Contractor's OH&P on Direct Work 18.50% $32,124.65
8 Subtotal (6+7) $205,771.43
9 Subcontractor's Work $0.00
10 Contractor's Direct Work Total (8) $205,771.43
11 Subcontractor's Work Total (9) $0.00
12 Contractor's OH&P on Subcontractor' 5.00% $0.00
13 Sub Total (10+11+12) $205,771.43
14 Contractor's Bond Cost 0.00% $0.00
15 Grand Total (13+14) $205,771.43

Estimate prepared by:

Eagle Restorations Group, Inc.
Jeff Seidner, President

5441 Cogswell Rd, #A
Arcadia, CA 91006

Phone: 626-930-0188

Fax: 626-930-0192
eaglerestor@telis.net

F:\Corresp\PROJ\SANMARINO\0815-1 Adobe House\Estimates\Est for FEIR\est disassemble and store at Lacy Park rev. 9-30-09.xIs
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CARMICHAEL-KEMP, ARCHITECTS 15-Sep-09
302 W. Foothill Blvd. Rev. 9/30/09
Mornovia, CA 91016

PRELIMINARY ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COST

DISASSEMBLE & STORE MICHAEL WHITE ADOBE
SITE RESTORATION at SAN MARINO HIGH SCHOOL

DESCRIPTION QTY |UNIT| UNIT COST TOTAL TOTAL
5. SITE RESTORATION AT SAN MARINO HIGH SCHOOL
Earthwork - overexcavate, scarify, compact 200 | cy | S 4.00|$ 800.00
New ac paving, 3" over 4" base, w/ sealcoat 3600 sf [ $ 2.25(% 8,100.00
Replace concrete walk damaged by construction 230 | sf [ $ 4.00| % 920.00
Sawcut existing paving 150 If |3 2.00|5$ 300.00
New catch basin with grates (18" x 18") 2 ea |$ 750.00 $ 1,500.00
New 6" storm drain to connect to existing storm drain 64 If 1$ 25.00|$ 1,600.00
Subtotal $ 13,220
Design Contingency| 15% $ 1,983
OH & P| 15% $ 2,280
TOTAL - SITE RESTORATION $ 17,483.45
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9/15/09
Rev. 9/30/09

PRELIMINARY ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COST

DISASSEMBLE & STORE MICHAEL WHITE ADOBE

OPTION "B" - STORE AT WAREHOUSE
SAN MARINO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

DESCRIPTION OF WORK SCOPE ESTIMATED COST
1. PHOTOGRAPHIC DOCUMENTATION $ 10,000
2. ARCHITECTURAL HISTORIAN (packaging & follow up with NPS) $ 10,000
3. ARCHAEOLOGICAL REPORTS & MONITORING $ 50,000
4, DISASSEMBLE & STORE BUILDING (see attached breakdown) $ 260,687
5. SITE RESTORATION AT SAN MARINO HIGH SCHOOL (see attached breakdown) $ 17,483
ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE CONSTRUCTION COST $ 348,171
° OVERALL PROJECT CONTINGENCY @ 10% $ 34,817
° ESCALATION @ 5% PER YEAR $ -
° PROJECT RELATED (SOFT) COSTS
Inspection (based on 5-6 mos. of construct.) $ 10,000
Testing (Compaction tests) $ 10,000
A/E Fees (Bid plans & specs) $ 35,000
Agency Fees (Permit) $ -
Legal Fees $
Subtotal - Soft Costs $ 55,000
° TOTAL PROJECT BUDGET $ 437,988

Note: This option includes storage for 1 year in a warehouse. The continuing annual cost for lease and insurance is estimated
to be $44,200 per year.

CARMICHAEL-KEMP, ARCHITECTS 302 W. Foothill Blvd., Monrovia Phone (626) 357-9880




CARMICHAEL-KEMP, ARCHITECTS 15-Sep-09
302 W. Foothill Blvd.
Mornovia, CA 91016
PRELIMINARY ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COST
DISASSEMBLE & STORE MICHAEL WHITE ADOBE
Option "B" - Store at Warehouse
Description Quantity [ Unit Labor Material Equipment Total
Unit Cost Total Unit Cost Total Unit Cost Total Cost
superintendent 480.00 |hrs $48.50 $23,280.00 $- $- $23,280.00
general conditions 60.00 [days $574.00 $34,440.00 $- $- $34,440.00
demo roofing 84.00 |hrs 48.50 $4,074.00 $- $- $4,074.00
salvage roof system 85.00 |hrs 48.50 $4,122.50 $- $- $4,122.50
salvage porches 120.00 |hrs. 48.50 $5,820.00 $- $- $5,820.00
strip interior/exterior plaster 160.00 |hrs. 48.50 $7,760.00 $- $- $7,760.00
salvage adobe block 475.00 |hrs. 48.50 $23,037.50 $- $- $23,037.50
pallets for blocks 60.00 [units 45.00 $2,700.00 $22.50 $1,350.00 $- $4,050.00
crate doors/windows 14.00 [units $185.00 $2,590.00 $72.50 $1,015.00 $- $3,605.00
salvage partition/ceilings 1,400.00 |s.f $3.75 $5,250.00 $- $- $5,250.00
chimney demo only 1.00 |each $1,750.00 $1,750.00 $- $- $1,750.00
trash bins (roll off) 6.00 |units $500.00 $3,000.00 $- $- $3,000.00
insurance @ warehouse 1.00 |year $- $16,000.00 $16,000.00 $- $16,000.00
J. Catalano site documentation 70.00 [hrs. $100.00 $7,000.00 $- $- $7,000.00
Total $163,224.00 $18,365.00 $5,100.00 $186,689.00
1 Direct Labor $-
2 Labor Burden 19.00% $31,012.56
3 Material $-
4 Equipment $-
5 Sales Tax on Material & Equipment 9.75% $2,287.84
6 Direct Work Sub-Total (1+2+3+4+5) $219,989.40
7 Contractor's OH&P on Direct Work 18.50% $40,698.04
8 Subtotal (6+7) $260,687.44
9 Subcontractor's Work $0.00
10 Contractor's Direct Work Total (8) $-
11 Subcontractor's Work Total (9) $0.00
12 Contractor's OH&P on Subcontractc 5.00% $0.00
13 Sub Total (10+11+12) $260,687.44
14 Contractor's Bond Cost 0.0% $0.00
15 Grand Total (13+14) $260,687.44
Estimate prepared by: Eagle Restorations Group, Inc.
Jeff Seidner, President
5441 Cogswell Rd, #A
Arcadia, CA 91006
Phone: 626-930-0188
Fax: 626-930-0192
eaglerestor@telis.net
Note: This option includes storage for 1 year in a warehouse. The continuing annual cost for lease and insurance is estimated to be $44,200
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CARMICHAEL-KEMP, ARCHITECTS 15-Sep-09
302 W. Foothill Blvd. Rev. 9/30/09
Mornovia, CA 91016

PRELIMINARY ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COST

DISASSEMBLE & STORE MICHAEL WHITE ADOBE
SITE RESTORATION at SAN MARINO HIGH SCHOOL

DESCRIPTION QTY |UNIT| UNIT COST TOTAL TOTAL
5. SITE RESTORATION AT SAN MARINO HIGH SCHOOL
Earthwork - overexcavate, scarify, compact 200 | cy | S 4.00|$ 800.00
New ac paving, 3" over 4" base, w/ sealcoat 3600 sf [ $ 2.25(% 8,100.00
Replace concrete walk damaged by construction 230 | sf [ $ 4.00| % 920.00
Sawcut existing paving 150 If |3 2.00|5$ 300.00
New catch basin with grates (18" x 18") 2 ea |$ 750.00 $ 1,500.00
New 6" storm drain to connect to existing storm drain 64 If 1$ 25.00|$ 1,600.00
Subtotal $ 13,220
Design Contingency| 15% $ 1,983
OH & P| 15% $ 2,280
TOTAL - SITE RESTORATION $ 17,483.45
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Appendices

Appendix C. Disassembly and Storage Alternative
Cultural Memorandum

San Marino High School Michael White Adobe Project FEIR San Marino Unified School District



Memorandum

DATE October 12, 2009

TO Barbara Heyman
Henry Kaplan
The Planning Center

FROM Robert Jay Chattel, AlA, President
Sylvia Schweri, Associate
Chattel Architecture, Planning & Preservation, Inc.

RE Michael White Adobe, 2701 Huntington Drive, San Marino, CA
Disassembly and Storage Alternative

Please find below our analysis of an additional project alternative, the Disassembly and Storage
Alternative, for inclusion in the Michael White Adobe Project Environmental Impact Report:

Disassembly and Storage Alternative

The Disassembly and Storage Alternative was introduced during the comment period on the
Draft EIR. This new alternative includes the disassembly of the Adobe, with emphasis on
salvage of the adobe bricks. This alternative assumes that the Adobe would ultimately be
reconstructed in a manner similar to that discussed in the Reconstruction and Stabilization
Alternative in the Draft EIR. However, this new alternative differs from the Reconstruction and
Stabilization Alternative in that it only specifies the disassembly of the Adobe and storage of the
materials; no formal commitments are made in terms of reconstruction of the Adobe or securing
a future site for the reconstructed Adobe. The Reconstruction and Stabilization Alternative
included considered a similar method of disassembly by careful removal of plaster on each side
of the adobe walls and taking the adobe walls apart brick by brick, documenting the location of
each brick for reconstruction. Unlike the Disassembly and Storage Alternative, the
Reconstruction and Stabilization Alternative ensures that the reconstruction would take place as
part and parcel of the project.

This new alternative for disassembly and storage includes a five part methodology concluding
with storage, and does not identify actual physical reconstruction or a proposed receiver site.
The new alternative is described in the Michael White Adobe Proposal to Disassemble, Salvage
and Store prepared by Eagle Restorations Group, Inc., dated September 15, 2009 attached
(Disassembly Report). The methodology includes: (1) verification of historic building fabric
(based on association with the period of significance identified in the Draft EIR and Chattel
Report), (2) documentation (including investigation, measuring, drawing and photographing), (3)
disassembly, (4) transport, and (5) storage.



Barbara Heyman and Henry Kaplan
Michael White Adobe
Page 2

Two storage options are identified: one storage option is in Lacy Park where the adobe bricks
are stored on pallets near the Thurnher House. The adobe bricks and pallets would be covered
by tarps. The second storage option is placement of the adobe bricks on pallets inside a
ventilated warehouse controlled by the author of the Disassembly Report. The adobe bricks and
other materials of the disassembled building would be stored for an unspecified period of time.
While it appears possible to both disassemble and store the adobe brick on pallets, the
alternative fails to provide for either reconstruction of the adobe walls or a time period during
which storage would end and reconstruction would begin.

Because the Disassembly and Storage Alternative fails to include the reconstruction the adobe
walls or provide for stabilization, it cannot be found to conform with the Secretary’s Standards.
The adobe bricks alone do not constitute an historical resource under CEQA, and preservation of
this material in disassembled form does not mitigate project impacts. Disassembly of the Adobe
unaccompanied by reconstruction also results in “material impairment” of the historical resource
as defined by CEQA Section 15064.5 (b)(2), as it “demolishes or materially alters in an adverse
manner ... physical characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical significance
and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for inclusion” in federal, state or local historic registers.
By not conforming with the Secretary’s Standards and resulting in material impairment as
defined by CEQA, the Disassembly and Storage Alternative constitutes a significant adverse
impact to the historical resource, rendering the alternative undesirable.

Another aspect of the new Disassembly and Storage Alternative’s feasibility is its lack of
specificity in terms of information regarding future reconstruction. CEQA Section 15126.6 (d)
requires that an EIR provide “sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful
evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project”. In addition, a relatively high
degree of specificity is required from an EIR related to a construction project as provided in
Section 15146 (a). The Disassembly and Storage Alternative includes the assumption of future
reconstruction. But without a specific plan or commitment to reconstruct the Adobe, the
Disassembly and Storage Alternative fails to provide adequate information for meaningful
evaluation of the alternative.

While the Disassembly and Storage Alternative is physically achievable, the omission of physical
reconstruction does not reduce historic resources impacts to a less than significant level. If this
new alternative is chosen, decision makers should be aware that the Adobe may well never be
reconstructed, causing a significant adverse impact to the historical resource. In disassembled
form, the Michael White Adobe loses its significance, as well as National and California Register
eligibility.

Should you have any questions on the above project alternative, please give us a call.

Attachment:
Michael White Adobe Proposal to Disassemble, Salvage and Store prepared by Eagle
Restorations Group, Inc., dated September 15, 2009



MICHAEL WHITE ADOBE
PROPOSAL TO DISASSEMBLE, SALVAGE AND STORE
Eagle Restorations Group, Inc.
September 15, 2009

Introduction

This document describes an alternate proposal for the disassembly and storage of the Michael
White Adobe, and is the basis for ERG’s (Eagle Restorations Group) cost projection presented to
the City of San Marino for this alternative.

This alternative was discussed at the site on Friday, September 11, 2009 with The City of San
Marino, CK Architecture, Michael Krakower, Robert Chattel and ERG.

All work must be carried out according to The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, since the
Adobe is a designated historic structure. This includes all phases of the disassembly, transport and
reassembly. The phases involved in this work are:

1.  Verification
2. Document
3. Disassemble
4. Transport

5. Store

Description of each of these phases is as follows:

1.  Verification
This phase will be brief, about one-half day, and will verify specifically the following:
Building fabric that will be salvaged for reincorporation into the Reconstructed building

b.  Building fabric that will be salvaged, and for which there are issues about their authenticity
within the Period of Historic Significance, or may embody other useful information.

c. Materials that will be demolished and disposed of. (The brick floor is a good example.)

Per the September 11 meeting referenced above, the general direction will be to salvage as much
as possible during this work. The adobe brick will make up the largest part of the material
volume, and the “questionable” materials (per b. above) are mostly woodwork and metal items
that take very little storage space in comparison.

2. Document

Historic Reconstruction under The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards requires a high degree of
fidelity to measurements, details, materials, textures, profiles and so forth. The basic process will
be investigation, measuring, drawing and photographing at the site.

Most of this work will occur before the start of disassembly, perhaps a week in advance.
Completion of some information will take place during the disassembly process itself. Most
notably, this will include internal aspects of the adobe walls such as brick layout pattern and
timber headers.

Page 1



Michael White Adobe
Proposal to Disassemble, Salvage & Store
Eagle Restorations Group, Inc.
09.15.09

Please note that the HABS (Historic American Building Survey) drawings are a very helpful
record but are not complete enough by themselves to guide the reassembly of the building. The
product of ERG’s documentation work will be a set of drawings and notes, with supplemental
photographs, that are complete information for this purpose.

Documentation and identification will fall into one of three categories, depending on the type of
material or assembly, as follows:

a.

3.

Adobe Walls: Varying thicknesses of adobe walls suggest that brick sizes and/or layout
patterns vary. Additionally there are some curved shapes and odd conditions that are
“character defining features” that will be important to reconstruct accurately. In addition to
recording this information architecturally, adobe brick will be identified on the drawings
and palletized wall by wall, and by special condition.

“Unit” Components: This includes wood and metal items that can be removed and
identified as a unit, such as a window sash and frame. These units will be located and
identified on the drawings, with any necessary detail about their installation into the adobe.

Wood Assemblies: This includes roof and gable assemblies, porches, and the attic floor,
which need to come apart piece by piece. In addition to recording the overall assemblies
architecturally, the individual parts or types of parts will be identified on the drawings.

Disassemble

There are three different activities that take place during disassembly:

a.

Document Assembly Details: Complete documentation with information about internal
connections and details.

Tagging: Coordinate the identification of all components, and types of adobe on the
drawings with tags or labels on the physical items and the adobe palettes.

Disassembly Steps (See Note No. 1 below):

1)  Provide weather protection

2)  Remove and dispose of roofing material (shingles etc.)

3)  Disassemble roof rafters, beams, attic joists and gable ends. Salvage, band and pallet

4) Disassemble porches and salvage, band and pallet

5) Remove and dispose of plaster from interior and exterior walls

6) Disassemble adobe bricks. Salvage and shrink-wrap on to pallets, organized as
described above

7)  Disassemble doors/windows and interior woodwork and salvage. Protect glazed
doors and windows with plywood, and band all onto pallets

8)  Remove and dispose of brick flues (See Note No. 5 below)

Page 2



Notes:

)]

2)

3)

4)

5)

Michael White Adobe
Proposal to Disassemble, Salvage & Store
Eagle Restorations Group, Inc.
09.15.09

Verification: This listing is based on ERG’s current understanding and the September
11 meeting noted above. It is subject to verification per Section 1 above.

Site Logistics: ERG must establish with the School, and maintain during operations,
site safety precautions and barriers, designated roll-off dumpster and truck parking
areas, and a safe forklift route between these parking areas and the building.

Labor and Tools: ERG will use labor and supervision experienced in adobe
construction and who understand the characteristics of the materials and assemblies.
This will insure a minimum of damage and breakage during disassembly and
subsequent handling. Generally small hand tools will be used in the work.

Weather Protection: The tops of the adobe walls will be exposed during disassembly,
and these are very susceptible to damage from rain. Given especially that this work
may be taking place during the Fall or Winter, tarps and other necessary materials
will be kept on hand.

Note on Brick Chimneys: Current direction is to remove and dispose of brick
chimneys. Include in Documentation before removal.

4. Transport

ERG routinely moves such historic materials using its own trucks, trailers and personnel, and will
transport all salvage materials to one of two alternate locations as described below.

5. Store

Two different storage options are presented in the attached Cost Estimates:

A. Lacy Park Alternate: ERG will deliver the palettes and banded materials to a designated

location at Lacy Park, and cover with tarps. Further security, visual barriers or overhead
protection are not included in this Cost Proposal.

B. ERG Warehouse Alternate: ERG will deliver the palettes and banded materials to a

warehouse that it leases in Irwindale CA, and store indoors in fire-sprinklered, alarmed
space. The cost of insurance for the White Adobe components is included in the Cost
Proposal. Costs are presented for 12 months of storage.

The Lacy Park Alternate is the less costly proposal. However this does not reflect the value of
protection and visual barriers as mentioned above, that are not included and may be desireable.
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