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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This Responses to Commentdocument (RTC), responds to commentgeceived onthe Draft Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND)for the proposedLaguna Beach High School Pool
Modernization Project (proposed project). The RTC, Draft IS/IMND, including the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program, constitute the Final Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration,
and the CEQA compliance documentation for the proposed project.

Section 15074 (b) of theState of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelinestates:
O0OET O O1 ADPDPOIT OET G¢-makingtharly Bf Ak Gehd a@eidk shAllAcArSidRE thd
proposed negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration together with any comments
received during the public review process. The decisiemaking body shall adopt the proposed
negativedeclaration or mitigated negative declaration only if it finds on the basis of the whole record
before it (including initial study and comments received) that there is no substantial evidence that
the project will have a significant effect on the environment and that the negative declaration or
i EOECAOAA T ACAOEOA AAAI AOAOGET T OA&EI AAOO 0O&gé
Pursuant to Section 15074 (b) of the CEQA Guidelines, thaguna Beach Unified School District
(LBUSD) is making available responses to the comments received during the public review process
to provide further disclosure that it has considered theproposed mitigated negative declaration, with
all comments received during the public revew process forthe proposed project.

1.1 Background of the Environmental Review Process for the Project

The IS/MND, along with a Notice of Inten{NOI) to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration (see
Attachment A), was released for public reviewbeginning January17, 2025, through February 17,
2025. The agency review period was from January 21, 202trough February 19, 2025.n addition,

the NOI was posted on January 21, 2025, at the LBUSD District Office at 550 Blumont Street, Laguna
Beach, CA 92651.

The NOI was also posted at the Orange County CldRlecorder onJanuary B, 2025(seeAttachment
B), and copies of the IS/MND were made available for review at the following locations:

1 LBUSD websitehttps://www.Ibusd.org/departments/facilities/bids -and-public-notices
1 LBUSD Office: 550 Blumont Street, Laguna Beach, CA 92651

A hard copy of the NOI was mailed by LBUSD 1d4 residents and property owners located within
500 feet of the project site.The NOI and a map showing the locations to which notices were mailed
can be found inAttachment C.

Additionally, the NOI was published in The Orange County Register on January 17, 2025 (see
Attachment D).

The NOI released on January 22025, provided notice of a public hearing to be held at Thurston

Middle School on March 13, 2025. A revised NOI, changing the date of the hearing to Ma2@;l2025,
was released, mailed and posted on March 7, 285.

1.2 Tribal Consultation

The Laguna Beach Unified School District (thHeead Agency)initiated AB 52 consultation with local
tribes for the Laguna Beach High School Pool Modernization project.

7265/Laguna Beach Highschool Pool Modernization Pagel
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Elia Wahlstrom Rogers, Administrative Assistant, Facilities with the Laguna Beach Unified School
District prepared and sert letters via certified mail on January 2,2025, to the 20 contacts
representing 12 tribes on the NAHC lisprovided by UltraSystems informing them of the projecand
asking if they wished to participate inAB 52 consultation The letters conveyed that the recipient has
30 days from the receipt of the letter to request AB 52 consultation regarding the projedtollow up
telephone calls nade January 28, 2025, to nenesponding tribes. The letters were sent via certified
mail to:

1 Temet Aguilar, Chairperson: Pauma Band of Luiseno Indians
1 Charles Alvarez, Chairperson: Gabrielindongva Tribe

9 Christina Conley, Cultural Resources Administrator: Gabrielino Tongva Indians of California

Tribal Council
1 Norma Contreras,Chairperson :La Jolla Band oLuisefioIndians
1 Robert Dorame, Chairperson: Gabrielino Tongva Indians of California Tribal Council
9 Sam Dunlap, Cultural Resources Director: Gabrielifibongva Tribe,
1 Shasta Gaughen, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Pala Band of Mission Indians
1 Sandonne Goad, Chairperson: Gabrielino/Tongva
1 Sonia Johnston, ChairpersoduanefioBand of Mission Indians
1 Heidi Lucero, Chairperson, THPQuanefioBand of Mission Indians Acjachemen Natior84A
9 Christina Swindall Martinez, SecretaryGabrielefio Band of Mission Indians Kizh Nation
1 Anthony Morales, Chairperson: Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians
1 Christopher Nejo, Legal Analyst/Researcher, Pala Band of Mission Indians
9 Joseph Ontiveros, THPO: Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians
1 Joyce Perry, Cultural Resources DirectoduanefioBand of Mission Indians Acjachemen
Nation -Belardes
M Lovina Redner, Tribal Chair, Santa Rosa Band of Cahuilla Indians
1 Andrew Salas, Chairperson: Gabrief® Band of Mission Indians Kizh Nation
9 Jessica Valdez, Cultural Resource Specialist: Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians
1 Isaiah Vivanco, Chairperson: Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians
1 Alexis Wallick, Assistant THP(Pala Band of Mission Indians
7265/Laguna Beach Highschool Pool Modernization Page2
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Chairman Andrew Salas with the Gabrielefio Band of Mission IndiagsKizh Nation (Kizh Nation)
responded January 6, 2025, requesting consultation, which was scheduled for February 25, 2025, via
telephone. Brandy Salas contacted Ms. Rogers on February 2@25,to inform her Chairperson Salas
was not available for the February 2% meeting; it was agreed that consultation would be conducted
via email. An email with suggested mitigation measures was received via email on Feb. 25, 2025, from
the Kizh Nation andthe District agreed to them onMar. 3, 2025 These mitigation measures included:
retain a Native American monitor prior to the commencement of any groundlisturbing activity at

the Project Site andn the event tribal cultural resources are discovered during Project construction,
construction activities shall cease in the immediate vicinity of the find. (S8dM-TCR-1 and 2). Ms.
Rogers informed the tribe that the Districtwould contact them late this year to initiate the mitigation
measures depending upon construction timelines.

Joyce Perry with the Juanefio Band of Mission IndiazsAcjachemen Nationz Belardes (Juanefie
Belardes) responded January 28, 2025, via telephone requesting consultation, and noting questions
about project soil disturbance; Ms. Rogers returned the call treame day to respond to the questions
and set a meeting; there was no answer and a voicemail was left. Ms. Rogers met with Ms. Perry
February 7, 2025, at which time she recommended a member of the Juanefio B&dalardes conduct
tribal monitoring during ground disturbance and be informed twemonths prior to construction
activity to initiate the processj - 08 21 CAOOh DHAOOT T Al AT i1 O EAAQGEIT I
(SeeMM-TCR-2). Proposed Mitigation Measures were provided by Ms. Perry on March 2025, and
involve Unanticipated Discovery of Tribal Cultural Resource Objects (Nefunerary/Non-
Ceremonial) and Unanticipated Discovery of Human Remains and Associated Funerary or
Ceremonial Objects. (Se®IM TCR4 and MM TCRY5)

The Pala Band of Mission Indians responded January 15, 2025, via email stating the project site is
outside their tribal Boundary though does consider it within their Traditional Use Area; they declined
consultation.

Letters to the GabrielinaTongva Tribe and the Juanefio Band of IndiazsS. Johnston were returned,
and so calls were made to both on January 21 and 28, 2025 with no response. The remaining tribes
were called January 28, 2025: The Gabrielino/Tongva Saral@iel Band of Mission Indians were
called with no response and a voicemail message was left; the La Jolla Band of Mission Indians were
called with no response and a voicemail message was left; the Santa Rosa Band of Cahuilla Indians
answered the call, @clining consultation as the project site is out of their tribal jurisdiction; Jessica
Valdez with the Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians declined consultation and stated they defer to tribes
closer to the project area; the tribal assistant with the Pauma Barof Luiseno Indians stated that the
tribal council reviews all letters and will respond if interested. Chairperson H. Lucero with the
Juanefio Band of Mission Indians, Acjachemen Natip®4 A, did not respond to the letter and did not
answer telephone céls made January 28 and February 7, 2025. Chairperson Sandonne with the
Gabrielino/Tongva did not respond to the letter and did not answer telephone calls made January

28hAT A &AAOOAOU xh ¢mgusg8 j-08 21 CAOOh PAOOIT AT AT I

The GabrielinoTongva Tribe responagkd to the emailand on a call from Ms. Rogers January 23025,

Mr. Dunlap stated hewould review the letter and get back toMs. Rogers He requestedVis. Rogers

send the letter via email in case he could not locate the letteMs. Rogers provided the letter to Mr.

Dunlap via email He responded via email offebruary 11, 2025x EOE OEA A 111 xET1 ¢d O
sending the information regarding this project. The Gabrielino Tongva Tribe has no specific

comments at this time ad tribal consultation is not necessary. However, in the event that tribal

7265/Laguna Beach Highschool Pool Modernization Page3
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cultural resources are discovered during the construction of this project, the Gabrielino Tongva Tribe
x] Ol A OANOAOGO O AA (séeMTTERAA T £ OEA AEOAI OAOUS8SHG

The Gabrielino Tongva Indians of California Tribal Council did not respond to the letter or email, but
on a call to Chairperson Dorame January 28 and February 7, 2025, he said to reach out to Christina
Conley. Ms. Rogers indicated that the District had @sent her a letter and called. Ms. Rogers left a
voicemail on February 7,2025, andfollowed up with a phone call and voicemail on February 10,
¢mgus j-08 21 CAOOh DPAOOI T Al Ai2026,énd RakcAQEGRY) *xEOE / &

The past and present use of the project site and immediate area, for suburban development and
school buildings in a hilly area resulting in extensive grading for all road and structure construction,
suggests that ground on the project site has been heavilysturbed.

No human remains have been previously identified or recorded onsite. During the archaeological
pedestrian survey, it was observed that the land in the area of the current pool facilities and
surrounding parking lot had been heavily graded in the past to m it level for the high school
campus construction in an area of steep topography. The cultural resources records search
conducted by the SCCIC indicated there are no prehistoric sites recorded within the project APE,
though seven have been recorded witlm the surrounding 0.5mile buffer area. Therefore, the
potential for subsurface prehistoric cultural deposits is considered to be medium. Also, the high
school campus is in a region known to have been heavily used for habitation and natural resource
gathering by the local Acjachemen and Tongva tribes (see Section 2.2.2.1Appendix D), which
suggests the potential for the presence of cultural material.

The proposed project includes grading and excavation for a new swimming pool and associated
facilities and parking. Grading activities associated with the development of the project would
involve new subsurface disturbance and could result in the unanticgted discovery of unknown
human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. In the unlikely event of an
unexpected discovery, implementation of mitigation measure3CR-1 concerning tribal monitoring,
TCR-2, TCR3, and TCR-4 concerning the discovery of tribal resourcesTCR-5 concerning associated
funerary objects, and human remains may be recommended to ensure that impacts related to the
accidental discovery of human remains would be less than significant.

1.3 Responsesto Comments

This document provides a response to comments received on the ND. Tencomment letterswere
receivedduring the public review period. Responses tdheseletters are found in Section 2.0, Public
CommentLetters, and theoriginal letters areincluded in Attachment F.

14 Intended Uses of this IS/ MND

The IS/IMND will be used byLBUSDIn consideration of the proposed project In accordance with
CEQA Guidelineg€ 15074, the ISMND will be used as the primary environmental document in
consideration of all subsequent planning and permitting actions associated with the proposed
project, to the extent such actions require CEQA compliance and as otherwise permitted under
applicable law.

7265/Laguna Beach Highschool Pool Modernization Page4
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15074. CONSIDERATION AND ADOPTION OF A NEGATIVE DECLARATION OR MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION.

(&) Any advisory body of a public agency making a recommendation to the decisiaking body
shall consider the proposed negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration before
making its recommendation

(b) Prior to approving a project, the decisiamaking body of the lead agency shall consider the
proposed negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration together with any comments
received during the public review procesehe decisiormaking body shall adopt the proposed
negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration only if it finds on the basis of the whole
record before it (including the initial study and any comments received), that there is no
substantial evidace that the project will hae a significant effect on the environment and that

OEA TACAOEOA AAAI AOAOGETT 10 [T EOEGCAOAA 1ACAOE

independent judgment andnalysis.

(c) When adopting a negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration, the lead agency shall
specify the location and custodian of the documents or other material whidmstitute the
record of proceedingauponwhichits decisionis based.

(d) When adopting a mitigated negative declaration, the lead agency shall also adopt a program
for reporting on or monitoring the changes which it has either required in the project or made
a condition of approval to mitigate or avoid significant environmentaffects.

(e) A lead agency shall not adopt a negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration for a
project within the boundaries of a comprehensive airport langeplan or, if a comprehensive
airport land use plan has not been adopted, for a project within two nautical miles of a public
airport or public use airport, without first considering whether the project will result in a safety
hazard or noise problem for paons using the airport or for persons residing or working in the
projectarea.

() When a nonrelected official ordecisionmaking body of a local lead agency adopts a negative

declaration or mitigated negative declaration, that adoption may be appeal®d OEA ACAT AU

electeddecisionrmaking body, if one exists

Upon review and consideration of the ISMIND, theLBUSDmay take action to adopt, revise, or reject
the proposed project A decision to approve the proposed project would be madeith a resolution
recommending certification of the ISMND as part of the consideration of the proposed projecthe
LBUSDhas prepared this ISMND and has determined that the environmental impacts of the
proposed project have been reduced to a less than significant level througtitigation measures

2.0 PUBLIC COMMENT LETTERS

The following agencies and entities submitted written comments on the
Draft IS/MND, during the 30-day public review period. The comment letters are provided in
Attachment F of this document.

7265/Laguna Beach Highschool Pool Modernization Pageb5
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Letter

Agency, Organization, or Individual Date

A

Department of Toxic Substances

Control January 28, 2025

Comment A-1

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) received a Mitigated Negal
Declaration (MND) for theLaguna Beach High School Pool Modernization (Project
The Project will include demolition, excavation, grading, drainage, and buildini
construction to elongate the pool in the current northsouth alignment and
configuration. Additionally, the two-story pool support building is to be reconstructed
on the west side of the pool extending into the current parking lot area, and concret
bleachers will be constructed adjacent to the new support building.:

Response Al

This comment is notedby the District.

Comment A-2

After reviewing the project, DTSC recommends and requests consideration of tf
following comments. If the district plans to use California Department of Education
(CDE) State funds for the project, then the district shall comply with the requirement;
of Education Code (EDC), 817210, §17213.1, and 817213.2, unless otherw
specifically exempted under setion §17268. If the district is not using CDE State fund
for the project, or is otherwise specifically exempt under section §17268, DTS
recommends the district continue to investigate, clean up the Site under the oversig|
of Orange County and in concuence with all applicable DTSC guidance documents,
necessary. For more information on the CDE State funding, please visit the Office
Public-School Construction webpage.

A local education agency may also voluntarily request the CDE site/plan approval fi
locally funded site acquisitions and new construction projects. In these cases, CDE \
require DTSC to review and approve prior to its final approval, except when exemj
under section 17268.

Response A2

This comment is noted by the District.

Comment A-3

If buildings or other structures are to be demolished on any project sites included it
the proposed project, surveys should be conducted for the presence of lehdsed

paints or products, mercury, asbestos containing materials, and polychlorinate,
biphenyl caulk. Removal, demolition, and disposal of any of the aboweentioned

chemicals should be conducted in compliance with California environmentg
regulations and policies. In addition, sampling near current and/or former buildings
should be conducted in a1 OAAT AA xEOE $43#6860 0
Assessment (PEA) Guidance Manual.

Response A3

This comment is noted, and these recommendationgill be adhered to by the District.

Comment A-4

DTSC recommends that all imported soil and fithaterials should be tested to assesy
any contaminants of concern meet screening levels as outlined in DTSC's Preliming
Endangerment Assessment (PEA) Guidance Manual. Additionally, DTSC advi
referencing the DTSC Information Advisory Clean Imported Fill Materid#act Sheet if
importing fill is necessary. To minimize the possibility of introducing contaminated
soil and fill material there should be documentation of the origins of the soil or fill
material and, if applicable, sampling be conducted to ensure that the imported soil an

7265/Laguna Beach Highschool Pool Modernization Page6
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Letter

Agency, Organization, or Individual Date

fill material are suitable for the intended land use. The soil sampling should includ
analysis based on the source of the fill and knowledge pfior land use. Additional
ET &£ Oi AGET1T AAT AA £ O A Au OEOEOEI C
webpage.

Response A4

This comment is noted, and these recommendationgill be adhered to by the District.

Comment A-5

DTSC appreciates the opportunity to comment on the MNfor the Laguna Beach High
School Pool Modernization If UT & x1 01 A 1T EEA O DOl
environmental review process, please visit DTSC's Evaluating & Cleap School 3
Step Process to begin a Phase | Environmental Site Assessment.

4EATE Ui O &£ O Ui 6O AOOEOOAT AA ET DOT O
the harmful effects of toxic substances. If you have any questions or would lit
Al ACEZEAAOQGEIT 11T $43#860 Aii1 AT OOh DI 2
email for additional guidance.

Response A5

This comment is noted.

B

Annlia and Merton Hill January 10, 2025

Comment B-1

The Laguna Beach Unified School District (LBUSD) mailed a postcard with
publication date of January 17, 2025, although it was not postmarked until Janual
21. The postcard date started a clock with the California Environmental Quality A¢
(CEQA) settinga deadline of February 172025,/ O OAOEAAT 008 A
and concerns. However, the ISIMND (available 3
https://www.Ibusd.org/departments/facilities/bids -and-public-notices) for the
LBUSD is incomplete (it says so in the report), riddled witkerrors, inadequaciesand
deceptions. Details matter. The IS/MND should be rejected on its face.

Page 1 lists the project location as 625 Park Avenue, but on pagd the site is 670
Park Avenue. "The proposed project is surrounded by residential structures to th
x AOOh O1 OOE r OEAY AT A AAOO86 7EAO AAI

Response B-1

The USPS meter indicia on the postcard mailer displayed a date of JanuaryAllother
forms of the notice were posted on January 17. Additionally, the January 21 date w
still well within the statutory requirement of 7 days for public hearings.

4EA AAAOAOO EAO AAAT OAOEEZEAAN Ooecuod
site address.

O.1 O6Ed EO AAAOAOOAA EiI OEA OOAOANODBA
addressed.

Comment B-2

Proposed Construction

O4EA DPIiTi1T AOOGQRAGN U ARAG AGAO ¢wEOE Al
(page 1) to be replaced by 45-meter swimming pool (page 1). The 2&meter x 25
UAOA DBIT1 EO OI -metkr xQ3yard podl, Avith 18 lahesAn adorit

south [sic] 25-UAOAQ 1T OEAT GIATE hebry douljleBpog fize.p
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Letter

Agency, Organization, or Individual Date

The equipment/storage building will be replaced with a larger twestory 6,692

square-foot structure with an additional 554 squarefoot public restroom and shower
building. These will encroach on the parkindot, reducing the 17 stalls to 7 according
to page 11 but to 5 according to Figure 3.83 PROPOSED SITE PLAN.

Response B-2

The intent of the project was to keep capacity athe approximate current level of
around 270 spectators.

Figure 3.3-3 was anexhibit from the original submittal, which has been revisedThe
project as currently designedincludes a sven-stall parking lot (including two ADA
spaces). Figure 3.8 has been updated with most current plans.

Errata have been prepared as part of the RT@ addressthis error. However, the
correction does not change the conclusions of the IS/MND.

Parking considerations are not addressed under CEQA unless a project proposes
exceed the parking requirements set forth by the relevant local jurisdiction's code. I
this context, the City of Laguna Beach is responsible for determining the number
parking spaces required both during the construction phase and for the final project

Comment B-3

Neighborhood Impacts

These proposals can reasonably be assumed to change the neighborhc
environment. The Lead Agency (LBUSD) hake responsibility to identify these
impacts and to identify mitigation measures to avoid environmental impact. The
mitigation measures should be specially spelled out. Neither the Identification ¢
adverse effects nor the proposed mitigation of identifiedadverse effects in the
IS/IMND is adequate.

High-sensitivity land uses include residences and religious institutions, both of whicl
surround the proposed project. Table 2.2l states that to the east ofthe project are
the LBHS Tennis Courts. But just above and to the east of the tennis courts are sin
family residences, as can be seen in Figure 21 Figure 2.22 PHOTOS 1 and 2 ar
deceptive, not showing these highly impactedingle-family residences.

The project would have substantial adverse environmental impacts on energy us
water use, noise, lighting, views, aesthetics, and parking.

Transparency is the key. Transparency on the pool project has been lacking since t
getCl 8 4EA DPOI EAAO xAO OEEAAAT O1 AAO A
i 6060 AT A OEA AT i1 OTEOU xAO AOI OOAA AE/
May 2023  present plans to the community. In fact, the lack of transparency and th
deaf ears of the LBUSD led to a change in the LBUSD board. However, the old b
voted to approve the project October 102024, before the November 2024 election
and before the nevly constituted board could review the project. Then the incomplete
IS/MND was mailed.

Response B-3

Table 2.21 delineates allimmediately adjacent usesin all four directions from the

project site. Project Descriptions generally do not delineate neabutting parcels.

Specificsectionswithin the Initial Study evaluate neighboringconcerns andand uses
as defined by CEQA for their respective thresholdsFor example, sensitive noise
receptors north and northeast of the tennis courts are shown ifrigure 4.13-1.

7265/Laguna Beach Highschool Pool Modernization Page8
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Letter

Agency, Organization, or Individual Date

The Initial Study reviewedthe project for substantial adverse environmental impacts
asdetailed within the 2024 CEQAStatutesand Guidelines

Aesthetics and Viewsare reviewed in Section 4.1 Aesthetics. As noted in Threshold
4.1, the IS/MND reviewed for substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, substanti
damage to scenic resourcegsompliance with zoning and other regulations governing
scenic quality, and new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely
affect day or nighttime views in the area.

CEQAequires analysisfor Qinique views, and views identified in local plans, from sce
highways, or of specific unique structures or landscape featatbat will substantially
degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views.riate views are
generally addressed bythe predetermined zoning and land use regulations adoptec
by the City Council This Initial Study is only required to review for compliance with
those regulations (building setbacks and height limits, landscaping requiremest
etc.)

Energy is reviewed in Section 4.6Energy. The California Emissions Estimator Mode
(CalEEMod) is a standard tool usedn CEQAdocumentation to analyze energy
impacts. In addition, onroad motor vehicle fuel consumption was calculated by
UltraSystems using data from the USEP#&pproved EMFAC2021(v1.0.2) emission
inventory web platform tool. As detailed in Section 4.6, the project would not result ir
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of electricitpr fossil fuel.

Water useis reviewed in Section 4.10 Hydrology and Water Quality and Section 4.1
Utilities and Service Systems. As notedhe pool would require the water supply to
initially fill and maintain adequate water levels. However, the amount of water use(
by the proposed project in the long term would result in a minor increase in the
existing water use ofLaguna Beach High Schoas a whole according to review|
standards outlined within the 2024 CEQ/Statutesand Guidelines.

Noiseis reviewed in Section 4.13, Noisé& he analysis includes simultaneous ambien!
noise measurements in the immediate pool area and at nearby sensitive receptpl
including one session during a water polo practicecalculation of offsite noise and
vibration exposures during project construction; operating noise from onsite
equipment, crowd noise, horns, etc.; and onroad noise from projegenerated traffic.
The project was reviewed using the most current guidelines prepared by the stat
TTEOA T EEEAAO AO Ai 1 OGAET AA ET OEA O}
Office of Planning and Research in 2003 and reissued 2017, the Noise Element of
the City of Laguna Beach General Plaamd other criteria. Impacts were found to be
less than significant under CEQA.

Lighting is reviewed in Section 4.1. AestheticS.he proposed project would include
interior and exterior lighting similar to existing lighting for the pool and pool building,
£l O OEOEAEI EOU AT A OAAOGES LE b GBEYeE QEAGN] ¢

Figure 3.33 delineated 40-foot light poles which was an exhibit from a previous
submittal. Figure 3.33 has been updated with most current site plan and text has bee
added to Figure 3.39 and Section 3.3.5 Pool Lighting, of the ISIMNDT OET C-m@©
height of the proposed lighting Additionally, the project will incorporate the most

current available technology to minimize glare and light spillage. Additionally, timers
or other control mechanisms would beimplemented to regulate lighting hours and
reduce spillover illumination.

7265/Laguna Beach Highschool Pool Modernization Page9
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Letter

Agency, Organization, or Individual Date

Errata have been prepared as part of the RT@ addressthis error. However, the
correction does not change the conclusions of the IS/MND.

Parking considerations are not addressed under CEQA unless a profedroposed
parking would exceed the parking requirements set forth by the relevant loca
jurisdiction's code or applicable regulations In this context, the City of Laguna Beac|
is responsible for determining the number of parking spaces required both during th¢
construction phase and for the final projectAdditionally, it is noted that parking is no
longer an impact required to be addressed under CEQA.

The Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) has been conducted in stric
adherence to the 2024 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQ/tatutes and

Guidelines, fulfilling all required notification protocols. A Notice of Intent (NOI) for the|
project was published in the Orange County Register on January 024, and a

revised NOI was published March 7, 202%Concurrently, notifications were mailed via
USPS to all residential and commercial property owners within a 50fbot radius of

the project site, consistent with CEQA regulations.

Public noticing was also irconformance with the City of Laguna Beach Municipal Coc
§ 25.05.065 Public notice, as required by local and State lay
(https://ecode360.com/42898407#42898704 )

Past meetings related to the project:

March 23, 2023- Initial project proposals presented to the Board of Education (BOE
May 2, 2023- LBHS Community Open House

June 6, 2023 Joint meeting with Laguna Beach City Council

June 27, 2023 BOE Study Session on LBHS pool

September 28, 2023 BOE Study Session on existing and potential pool use

August 2024- A community meeting regarding the LBHS pool modernization brough
together community groups, pool users, aquatics parents, and city staff i
presentupdates on conceptual designs and gather additional feedback froi
stakeholders.

October 10, 2024- A community meeting regarding the design, engineering, an
CEQA.

Future meetings:

March 20, 2025 - AB 52 and Board Meeting @ 6 p.nbaguna Beach City Halb05
Forest Avenue, Laguna Beach.

All information regarding the Facilities Master Plan update which includes Poc
Modernization project is publicly available on the Laguna Beach Unified Scho
$ E O O O E A O bttps://wvbwAbDde .Ord/de partments/facilities/projects )

Comment B-4

ENERGY USEThe increased size of the pool and support buildings will result in a ne
increase in use of electricity (for lighting, building cooling, and water distribution) and
natural gas (for building and swimming pool heating). The larger than necessapool
and support buildings will result in wasteful or unnecessary consumption of energy,
I OI ATTAO PTT1 x1 O A OANOGEOA Oi AilAO
POl DT OAA DOT EAAO ET Al OAAO OOEA E%) Adi
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can one comment on an unknown? Higher energy use increases utility costs and |
contribute to global climate change.

Response B-4

Energy is reviewed in Section 4.6 Energy. The California Emissions Estimator Mo
(CalEEMog is a standard tool used in CEQA documentation to analyze ener
impacts. In addition, onroad motor vehicle fuel consumption was calculated b
UltraSystems using data from the USEP#&pproved EMFAC2021(v1.0.2) emission
inventory web platform tool. As detailed in Section 4.6estimated electricity and
natural gas use will increase. However, the increased usage will not be wasteful
inefficient due to the project's compliance with Title 24 energy efficiency standards
4EA POl EAAOSE O OOApahekkwilbdedroase fossit fliebesed erergy/
consumption for building lighting and cooling. The project will deploy solar water
heating panels to decrease fossil fuddased energy usage for pool heating. Th
increase in energy will not require additiond energy infrastructure as the usage will
AA xEOEEIT 371 OOEAOT #AlEAI Ol EA %AEOT T {

AADPAAEOGOEAO8 - A1 OEI 1T O 1 &£ OOI1 This domnhent (S Aoked.

Comment B-5

WATER USE The proposed45-meter pool would hold 377,500 gallons of water (page
4.19-3), requiring 80% more fill-water than the current pool with a corresponding
increase in evaporation, requiring even more water. Laguna is an arid regig
requiring imported water (with its ever -increasing cost) and where wateiwise use is
the aim of Laguna Beach County Water District. The LBUSD should also be watie.
'TA OEEO EOI 80 O#AlT OAT 1 EAI ( EQEThe3aSiNNDI
document is a sloppy cut and paste document.

Response B-5

Water use is reviewed in Section 4.10 Hydrology and Water Quality and Section 4.’
Utilities and Service Systems. As notedhe pool would require the water supply to
initially fill and maintain adequate water levels. However, the amount of water use(
by the proposed project in the long term would result in a minor increase in the
existing water use ofLaguna Beach High Schoas a whole according to review|
standards outlined within the 2024 CEQ/Statutesand Guidelines.

(Centenniabhas beenchangedto reflect @ aguna BeacB Bhis comment is noted and
the issue correctedd Errata have been prepared as part of the RTC addressing thi
error. However, the correction does not change the conclusions of the IS/MND.

Comment B-6

NOISE- The high-sensitive land uses around the project include the singitamily

neighborhoods directly north, west, east, and northeast and The Church of Jesus Ch
of Latter-day Saints to the west. Noise samplings were conducted on only two da
(November 6,2024, 6:13-7:45 am and November 152024, 3:39-5:19 pm). Samples
should have been taken as well during active water polo matches with shot clocks al
amplified sound. Water polo shot clocks can have a sound level of up to 120 decib
(dB). Examples of other 120 dB sounds include jet engine, anibace siren, chain saw,
rock concert, and thunderclap, The World Health Organization and the U.
Environmental Protection Agency recommend keeping environmental noise level
below 70 db. Because the decibel scale is logarithmic, not linear, each 10 dBraese

represents a 10fold increase in sound intensity. For example, a 10 dB sound is ]
times more powerful than 0 dB, but a 70 dB sound is 10,000,000 times louder.

Additionally, noise levels should have been measured at houses above the ten
courts which are in a direct line for noise and light pollution. The IS/MND assumes th
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local noise ordinances will be enforced and places the onus on the offended to file
complaint. Rather amplified sound should béanned,and dB level of water polo clock
should be minimized. Amplified sound from the football/track stadium continues to
be a problem. Additional noise would come from the operation of mechanicsg
equipment (e.g., air conditioners, pumps).

Response B-6

The descriptions of activities at the pool during the November 152024, sampling
inadvertently did not mention that water polo activitieswere also observed The noise
measurement techniciandid mention:

1 Music in the background playing with a largespeaker
I Water polo team practice in session

1 Claps from audience

1 Loud cheers, whistle blowing, coach/referee yelling
1 Team yelling, water splashing, loud horn

A new analysis of the poolside noise measurement data indicates that the avera
noise levels during water polo activities are 11.1 dBA &y higher than during just
swimming.

The IS/IMND was revised to include this information. In addition, UltraSystem:
estimated future noise exposures at seven sensitive receivers, for both expandi
swimming activity and a water polo match.

Section 4.130f the ISIMND has been revised to include this informatiorHHowever, the
revision does not change the conclusions of the IS/MND.

Comment B-7

LIGHTING- The proposal claims the project would adhere to the City of Lagun
"AAAESO - O1 EAEPAI #1 AA o x8xmh ' 11A
However, 40t sport lighting is equivalent to a 4 story building and is nearly twice
the height stred lights on Park Avenue. The neighborhood paid to underground thei
utilities, now four poles are to project into views. Outdoor lighting can create (1)
excessive glare which is annoying and can causing safety problems, (2) light trespa
which can reducea sense of privacy, and (3) light pollution which decreases ability t(
see the natural night sky. How many stars can you see at night? The sch|
neighborhoods fought this battle once, when lights were installed on the basebééld,
but which were finally removed. Now we live with the football/track stadium lights.

Response B-7

Lighting is reviewed in Section 4.1. AestheticS.he proposed project would include
interior and exterior lighting similar to existing lighting for the pool and pool building,
£l O OEOEAEI EOU A1 A OAAO &0 LE b EORE CFAG] ¢

Figure 3.33 delineated 40foot light poles which was an exhibit from a previous
submittal. Figure 3.33 has been updated with most current site plan and text has bee
added toFigure 3.39 and Section3.3.5 Pool Lightingl T OET C-nmOGE A AECE
proposed lighting. As noted, the project will incorporate the most current available
technology to minimize glare and light spillage. Additionally, timers or other control
mechanisms would be implemented to regulate lighting hours and reducspillover
illumination
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Errata has been prepared as part of the RTC addressing this error. However, t
correction does not change the conclusions of the IS/MND.

Comment B-8

VIEWS - All existing planters in the current facility will be demolished and new
vegetation installed. Figure 3.310 POOL CONCEPTUAL PLANTING PLAN shows
proposed replacement vegetation palette, but no specific placement plans a
presented. The tall tees included in the planting plan are inappropriate for view
preservation (Washingtonia robusta, StrelitziaNicolaiq8 ! AAEOET 1T Al |
palms are considered a fire hazard and are inappropriate near structures and areg
prone to wildfire, as indeed this area is. The 4tory sport lighting projects way over
the area and into the view shed as do the closely spaced palm trees on Park Avel
installed by the school.

Response B-8

Aesthetics and Views are reviewed in Section 4.Aesthetics. As noted in Threshold
4.1, the IS/IMND reviewedthe project for substantial adverse effect on a scenic viste
substantial damage to scenic resources, compliance with zoning and other regulatiol
governing scenic quality, and new sources of substantial light or glare which woul
adversely affect day or nighttime vews in the area.

#%1! OANOE OAuwique Vidws, Bnd Helvs idehtifled @ local plans, from sce)
EECExAUOh TO 1T &£ OPAAEAEA Ol thdilGilsubSrantalyA
degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views. Private views ar
generally addressed by the predetermined zoning and land use regulatiord the
respective local jurisdiction. The landscaping provided is conceptual. All landscapin
would be required to comply with the California Department of Education, Codes an
Regulationsfor School Facilities Design.

Comment B-9

AESTHETICE The IS/MND ironically states that the current pool facility was
designed by preservationist architect Milford Wayne Donaldson. He kept the histori
1936 WPA pool building (originally classrooms) in his design. The physical demolitio|
of this historically significant building is a substantial adverse change. With the ney
configuration the setback from Park Ave is nowxistent for the indoor showers and
not much larger for the pump room building.

Response B9

The Cultural Resources Inventory reporhas beenupdated toinclude researchon the

original WPArrelated pool facilities building dating to 1936 and the current building

which will be demolished. It was determined that the original 1936 WPA constructed
building was demolished in c1992 and replaced by a new building designed to refle
the 1936 structure. While the current building greatly resembles the 1936 building,
records provided by the District and review of historic aerial photos document that
all buildings at the project site were demolished in preparation for constructing the
current pool facility in 1992-1994. Also, examination of the current structure shows
variations in the dimensions, windows, roof fixtures, as well as different constructior
materials than present in the 1936 building The 1990s architect, Wayne M|
Donaldson, is a renowned historical architect who likely designed a replica of th
original in homage to the classic WPA work.

Setback(s):Comment has been noted.
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Note: Government Code § 53094 allows a governing board of a school district
render a city or county zoning ordinance inapplicable to a proposed use of a properi
by a school district for classroom facilities by a twehirds vote.

Comment B-10

PARKING- The larger two-story locker/equipment building will extend into the
current parking lot and reduce the number of stalls from 17 to 5. Figure 3-B of the
EXISTING SITE PLAN shows that all parking spaces in the parking lot and surround
streetsA OA A1 OAAAU £EI1 1 AA O AADPAA Hddér8adway
xEOE OEAAxAT EO 11 -2Ad4QE3). ThE dnl Sidewajk Bridviarkanita|
is in front of the pool parking lot.

The environmental factors mentioned above would be affected by this projectoo
many these are great and important changes worthy of attention.

LBHS is the smallest public high school in Orange County. The 2023 census was

with a projected 2026 census of 750 (page-3), a 16% decrease. And with an expecte
decrease in the future (page 4-3). The 2023 Laguna Beach census was 22,332|
decreasefrom 2020. Despite decreasing city and school populations, LBUSD h
DOl bi OAA A 1 AOChAst judi A BiguarGeoR for Aelvdr Pebyde. More
organized events are likely at the proposed pool as has happened at the football/trag
stadium and will attract more attendees as well as visitors with additional noise ang
traffic. A 45-meter pool is not needed for CIF high school swimming or water polo. |
35- to 40-meter pool meets the original objectives set out by the board. It addresse
the ideal configuation for CIF water polo, supports multiple team practices, anc
expands the number of swim lanes. It is a common size for high schools. It is chea|
to construct and operationally more efficient. The neighborhoods surrounding the
pool are 10x closer to he pool (3 abut the pool) than the average. As a result, th
negative impact is significantly greater. An analysis of a 3%0 40-meter pool in the

existing footprint with the option of retaining the existing buildings should be
adequately and accurately gplored by the school board before a decision is made
This is a 24/7 issue for the neighborhood; people live here.

Energy Use: Increased.

Water Use: Increased

Light Pollution: Increased

Noise Pollution: Increased

Views: Impacted

Aesthetics: Demolished

Parking: Decreased

*534 " %#!153% 9/ 5 #! . $/ %3. 064 - %! . 9/ 5

*534 " %#!53% 9/5 $/.064 ('6% 4/ $/ %3.
rules).

Response B-10

Parking considerations are not addressed under CEQA unless a project proposes
exceed the parking requirements set forth by the relevant local jurisdiction's code. I
this context, the City of Laguna Beach is responsible fdetermining the number of
parking spaces required both during the construction phase and for the final project
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Under the Joint Use Agreement (JUA) between the City and the District, the City
responsible for managing the pool operations for approximately 70% of the time
primarily to support community aquatics programs. The remaining 30% is reservec
for the District to conduct its athletic programs.

The District's subcommittee indicates there are no plans to host regional aquati
events at the new pool that would surpass historical attendance. The District's sta
will recommend enforcing this through a policy. If there is any potential deviation
from this policy in the event the City requests joint use of a larger Districdwned pool,
it is advised that both the City Council and the District Board must approve an
exceptions regarding hosting larger regional events.

Despite declining school enrollments, there is an anticipated increase in communit
demand for the pool services, negating the concern of underutilization or 4
A @b O A anighet pool @or fewer peoplé.

Aesthetics and Views are reviewed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics. As noted in Thresh
4.1, the IS/MND reviewed for substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, substant
damage to scenic resources, compliance with zoning and other regulations governil
scenic quality, and new sources of substantial light or glare which would adversel
affect day or nighttime views in the area.

#%1! OANOE OAwigue lidws, bind fHews idehtifled @ local plans, from sce
EECExAUOh 10 1T &£ OPAAELAEA Ol thdlvillsubSténtallyA|
degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views. Private views ar
generally addressed by the predetermined zoning and land use regulations adopte
by the City Council. This Initial Study is only required to revielor compliance with

those regulations (building setbacks and height limits, landscaping requiremest
etc.)

Energy in reviewed in Section 4.6. Energy. The California Emissions Estimator Moc
(CalEEMOod) is a standard tool used for CEQA to analyze energy impacts. As detg
in Section 4.6, the project would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessar
consumption of electricity.

Water use is reviewed in Section 4.10 Hydrology and Water Quality and Section 4.’
Utilities and Service Systems. As notedhe pool would require the water supply to
initially fill and maintain adequate water levels. However, the amount of water use(
by the proposed project in the long term would result in a minor increase in the
existing water use ofLaguna Beach High Schoals a whole according to review|
standards outlined within the 2024 CEQ/AStatutesand Guidelines.

Noise is reviewed in Section 4.13, Noise. The analysis includes simultaneous ambi
noise measurements in the immediate pool area and at nearby sensitive receptol
calculation of offsite noise and vibration exposures during project construction|
operating noise from onsite equipment, crowd noise, horns, etc.; and onroad noif
from project-generated traffic. The project wasprepared using the most current
guidelines prepared by the state

Lighting is reviewed in Section 4.1. AestheticS.he proposed project would include
interior and exterior lighting similar to existing lighting for the pool and pool building,
£l O OEOEAEI EOU AT A OAAOGES LE1H Y QEAGN ¢

Figure 3.33 delineated 4Gfoot light poles which was an exhibit from a previous
submittal. Figure 3.33 has been updated with most current site plan and text has bee
added toFigure 3.39 and Section 3.3.5P0ol Lighting , of the ISS’MNDI | OET C-
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nd EAECEO | /£ OEMs ded Dd poofed wil iEcoofE the dost
current available technology to minimize glare and light spillage. Additionally, timers
or other control mechanisms would be implemented to regulate lighting hours anc
reduce spillover illumination .

Errata have been prepared as part of the RT@ addressthis error. However, the
correction does not change the conclusions of the IS/MND.

C Gary Kasik February 13, 2025

Comment C-1

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS

The impact assessment is minimized by representing the project &8OA D1 AA A
Of T AAOT EvithAifeEtd hodecognition of the substantial size increasesthree
times increase in density of use, andnore than doubling spectator capacity. To
properly assess before/after impacts it would be helpful toinclude BEFORE
dimensions when referring to the new plans for:

1. Buildings (Sq ft)

2. Deck space

3. Seating Capacity and Orientation

4. Lighting type, quantity, and orientation

Operational plans presented by the district envision three concurrent waterpolo (WP)]
practices versus one today. Swimming practice common standards presented by tl
district reference 7-8 swimmers per lane so with eight lanes being added thg
provides the potential of over 50 additional concurrent swimmers. | saw no reference
to existing spectator capacity but from photos | estimated +/100 with that more than
doubling to 272; as well as changing the orientation of the seating from north facin
to east facing.

There are multiple references that contradict planned use as presented by the distri
in prior meetings. While staying mostly inside the existing footprint with similar uses,
EO60 EIiI i OOAT O Oi OAPOAOGAT O AA1T OEOU
descriptions include:

O3ET AR OEEO EO A pPiil OADPI AAAT AT O bpOI
additional sound associated with water recreation are not expected tchanged
O4EA OOA 1T £ OEA 11T AAOT EUAA PIT1 EO Ag¢
OEA AQEOOEIT ¢ AZAAEI EOUS8O

O4EA POIEAAO EO 110 AgbAAOAA O OAOGOI
And given a primary objective of the project was to support more home games it
inappropriateto OAB1T OO xEI 1 OEA 101 AAO 1T £ O8BI

The notice cardstates, 0! D OAI EA EAAOET ¢ AAE OA OE,
, ACOT A 8ldaA thdrd corresponding schedule for the city, so added clarity o
the role of the city would be helpful. Additionally, does the approval process requiri
LBUSD board approval and, if so, a simple majority?
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Response C1

Public hearings for a project under CEQA are typically scheduled after the publ
review period for the environmental documents is complete, which usually beging
once the Notice of Intent (NOI) and thelraft Initial Study are published.

The Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) has been conducted in stric
adherence to the 2024 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQ/tatutes and

Guidelines, fulfilling all required notification protocols. A Notice of Intent (NOI) for the|
project was published in the Orange County Register on January 024, and a

revised NOI was published March 7, 202%Concurrently, notifications were mailed via
USPS to all residential and commercial property owners within a 50fbot radius of

the project site, consistent with CEQA regulations.

Public noticing was also in conformance with the City of Laguna Beach Municipal Co
§ 25.05.065 Public notice, as required by local and State Iay

(https://ecode360.com/42898407#42898704 )

Past meetings related to the project:

March 23, 2023- Initial project proposals presented to the Board of Education (BOE
May 2, 2023- LBHS Community Open House

June 6, 2023 Joint meeting with Laguna Beach City Council

June 27, 2023 BOE Study Session on LBHS pool

September 28, 2023 BOE Study Session on existing and potential pool use

August 2024- A community meeting regarding the LBHS pool modernization brough
together community groups, pool users, aquatics parents, and city staff i
presentupdates on conceptual designs and gather additional feedback froi
stakeholders.

October 10, 2024- A community meeting regarding the design, engineering, an|
CEQA.

Future meetings:

March 20, 2025 - AB 52 and Board Meeting @ 6 p.rs05 Forest Avenuge505 Forest
Avenue, Laguna Beach.

All information regarding the Facilities Master Plan update which includes Poc
Modernization project is publicly available on the Laguna Beach Unified Scho
$ E O O O E A O bttps://wvtwAbDde .Ord/departments/facilities/projects )

Comment C-2

Lighting

Lighting is to be reviewed and approved by city staff to be in compliance with Goa
Neighbor Lighting regulations. City light regulations are acknowledged to be date«d
regard to current available technology as well as being primarily residential focused

Use of the most current available technology to control glare and light leakage shou
be deployed along with timers or other methods to managesehours.

In addition to lights location, orientation of scoreboards, clock timersetc. should be
addressed to minimize leakage outside the footprint.

Figure3.3c 1 EOOO &£ OO0 tndé 1 ECEO OOAT AAOAO
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Current functions of the lights on the neighboring tennis courts are inconsistent so i
Ol ETEET CO6 T O OPCOAAEI C OEIT OI A AA ATTO

Response G2

Lighting is reviewed in Section 4.1. AestheticS.he proposed project would include
interior and exterior lighting similar to existing lighting for the pool and pool building,
£l O OEOEAEI EOU AT A OAAOoE0 LE 1H GO QRGN ¢
Figure 3.33 delineated 40foot light poles which was an exhibit from a previous
submittal. Figure 3.33 has been updated with most current site plan and text has bee
added toFigure 3.39 andSection 3.3.5Pool Lightngh 1T £ OEA ) 37 --
ndé EAECEO 1 £ OE As d®d bd pofed wil ifcQrpoate th€ dost
current available technology to minimize glare and light spillage. Additionally, timers
or other control mechanisms would be implemented to regulate lighting hours anc
reduce spillover illumination

Errata have been prepared as part of the RT@ addressthis error. However, the
correction does not change the conclusions of the IS/MND.

Comment C-3

Noise

2APDOAOGAT OET ¢ OI1T 10O TEITEIAl Ei PAAOS A
increased use is inconsistent with the stated district operational plan. In the
assessment it is important to view noise and time together as noise at 6:00am has
different impact than the same noise at 1:00pm. When the current pool was propose
in 1992-3 local residents, many of whom are still in the same homes, were promise
sound mitigation that was never addressed.

The district has proposed reduced hours of operation given the expanded capacity
the facility including ending at 8:00pm but have been essentially silent on morning
hours.

What are planned hours of operation and what activities will be scheduled in wha
time slots? WP at 6:00am (potentially 3X current) would not be in compliance witk
the city noise ordinance that prevents construction or landscape workefore 8:00am.

Has there been consideration to follow city noise ordinances that apply to residents

The sound testing poorly aligned with actual andolanned uses as the tests were
performed during the quietest use activities. A primary stated objective of the districi
was to support multiple concurrent water polo practices. District plans show threg
teams in the water at the same time. Noise samplingf swimming and light

AT T OAOOAGEI T 6 OAOOOO APGDbAAOAA OOA 1 E

70 OAAI O OEIiPIU EOI 60 OADPOAOAT OAOEOAS
4EA OOAOGAT AT O OG4EA PIT1T EO OOO0OI O1 AA
AOEI AET ¢86 EO 110 AAAOOAOA8 4EA AAOGO

link fencing of the tennis courts. Sound mitigation techniques and solutions wer|
presented at a public district meeting on June 22023, but it appears none have beer

incorporated into current plans.

Given the near 3X increase in spectator capacity, change of spectator seat
orientation, increased use, increased density, anthcreased events, consideration
should be given to added sound mitigation including the techniques presented (
attenuation walls, covered facility, audio design and time restrictions.
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I Ol 61 A AOOAT OAGEI1T xAii OEAO OOOADPOO
replace the west side fence of the tennis courts should be included in the plans.

Construction noise is a concern but the commitment to follow city building ordinance
on sound and hours of operation is expected to be a mitigating factor.

Response G3

The second session of ambient noise measuremenia November15, 2024) actually
did occur while water polo-related activities were underway.The noise measurement
technician noted:

1 Music in the background playing with a large speaker.
Water polo team practice in session.
Claps from an audience.

1
1
1 Loud cheers, whistle blowing, coach/referee yelling.
1

Teamyelling, water splashing, loud horn.

This description was inadvertently omitted from the IS/MND. It has been added. Ii
addition, we have now estimated the increases in poolside noise between swimmir,
and water polo activities We have also expanded the analysis of operational noig
emissions to include the effect of increasing the number of pool lanes by 60 percel
and noise from a water polo matchFor the initial calculations, intervening walls and
house were not taken into account. At one sensitive receiver, exposures would exce
CEQA cteria. However,when anexisting intervening wall is taken into account, the
noise level at that receiver would also be less than significant. When intervening wal
for all the other sensitive receivers are evaluated, results for all the other sensitiv
receivers would be lower.

We have also expanded the analysis of operational noise emissions to include
increased number of simultaneous water polo matches.

We have reviewed the sound mitigation techniques and solutions that were presente
at a public district meeting on [July] 2023. They appear to be example measures th
were implemented for a completely differentproject andwere not explicitly proposed
for the current project.

Nonetheless, thd T i | OT EOU8 O AAOEOA &£ O A 0O 01 /
to the decisionmakers to be considered.

Comment C-4

Traffic and Parking

Parking in the vicinity of the high school is currently heavily constrained when schoa
is in session, so eveminor impacts should be carefully considered. Section 3.3.
Ei DI EAO OEAOA 1T AU AA6 AT AEAOEF DO ¢AOOAIUI
spaces. Is there an option under consideration that is not included in the materialsg
Figure 3.33 shows five parking stalls but the accompanying narrative states sevel
this should be consistent.

The statements that traffic related impacts will not increase because use of the facili
is not expected to increase do not align with district presentations on expecte
operation.
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Options should be reviewed with the city to maximize parking while minimizing
resident impact.

T-lined parking spots, red curbs, clear signage may provide better use of existir
parking and unnecessary city enforcement.

Construction Specific

How many total parking spots are eliminated during construction? Figure 3:2 shows
eliminated spots on Park but does the no parking extend further east than covered
the graphic? How many transient (daily in/out) contractor/labor vehicles are
anticipated during construction? The intersection of Park and Manzanita is a heay
concentration of vehicles and student pedestrians crossing Park north and the
- AT UAT EOA xAO0O8 4EA PIATO AAIT EI O A
location. It seems sighines may be impacted so consideration should be given t
relocating crossing points during construction.

Consideration should be given to a reserved construction only parking section in th
district parking lot.

That would provide assured labor parking avoiding circling for parking and back ug
horns of construction trucks in residential areas. The parking lot is very close ti
construction and can be adjusted for when school is not in session.

Response G4

Figure 3.33 was anexhibit from a previous submittal. Figure 3.3-3 has been updated
with most site plan delineating seven parking spaces and two ADA compliant parkin
spacesErrata havebeen prepared as part of the RT@ addressthis error. However,
the correction does not change the conclusions of the IS/MND.

Parking considerations are not addressed under CEQA unless a project proposes
exceed the parking requirements set forth by the relevant local jurisdiction's code. I
this context, the City of Laguna Beach is responsible for determining the number
parking spaces required both during the construction phase and for the final project

Comment C-5

Safety

Comments regarding parking and construction traffic in heavily traveled pedestriar|
areas are obviouslya priority . Keep in mind key student arrival and dismissal time
when extra caution (crossing guard8) shouldA A AT 1T OEAAOAA8 | A
from the high school is augmented with toddlers coming back from an outing ti
Anneliese School or being picked up by parents.

The pool is in a bit of a sunken space so details of how to secure the site frc
inappropriate access should be addressed. Does the use of a pool cover, as outline
OEA DI AT Oh DPOAOGAT O A EEGCEAO AOI x1 ET (
Perhaps technology that senses pool or cover contact triggering an alert?

Response G5

This comment is noted.

Comment C-6

Other

Aesthetics- The project plans and narrative represent there will be no view impaci
and, in fact, states there will be a minor view improvement. The artist renderings ari
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helpfu, AOO OEAU 1T AOET OOI dimedsiar, ahdxhe dredtadidn Ofthe |
building is changing.

) x1T Ol A OANOAOO OE dsisAdhe forkutyireSidentidl BonsHu0tOR
to provide clarity and avoid surprises during construction.

. AAO OEA AT A T &£ 3AACETT t18p8A OEA AOQE
already in place8 Given thatthe pool is 80% larger and the building is now two stories
and significantly larger it seems that description could be more accurate.

I counted several hundred solar panelsmost with direct line of sight into the

neighborhoods above and surrounding the pool.

What actions are being taken to eliminate reflection or glare from the panels?

)y AEAT 860 OAA ATU '$! OPAAEEAEAAOQEIT O A
Al 1 EECOOAOGEIT EAO A OI1 PAA OAI D OEAOD

i AAEAT EAAT AEAEO EO AAET C POl bi OAAe sa
with physical limitations.

Have you researched and are prepared to defend that the architect of the existir
building has no historicalil O OEI BT OOAT O DPAOOI T o6 Al A

453A OOEAO AOA AOOI AEAOAA xEOE OEA 1 EC(

Response C6

Light, glare, access: The comments have been noted.

The Cultural Resources Inventory reporhas beenupdated to include research on the
original WPA-related pool facilities building dating to 1936 and the current building
which will be demolished. While the current building greatly resembles the 1936
building, records provided by the District and review of historic aerial photos
document that all buildings at the project site were demolished in preparation for
constructing the current pool facility in 1992-1994. Also, examination of the current
structure shows variations in the dimensions, windows, roof fixtures, as well aj
different construction materials than present in the 1936 building The 1990s
architect, Wayne M. Donaldson, is a renowned historical architect who likely designe
a replica of the original in homage to the classic WPA work.

The current main pool facilities building was constructed ¢1993 is therefore doe!
meet the criteria for a historic-period building. Therefore, there is no requirement to
record and evaluate the structure. However, there will be anadded mitigation
measure thatwill be added to conduct an historic site DPR record and NRHP / CRH
evaluation. Cultural Resources.

Comment C-7

Additional Observations

| offer the following.

AO OPOI 1T AOAAAET ¢cd O1 EAI P EIi bOI Odaniaf
seem minor, the quantity and materiality of some could lead toward a quality|
conclusion of the overalldocument:

*There are several references to Appendices including in the Table of Contents b
was unable to findthem.

*The notice card says the hearing will be before the Planning Commission of the C
of LagunaBeach, but the location is a district facility.
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1.1 Refers to a 50Mpool.

1.1 Address 670 or 625

4.9.c Tony Tobin Elementary School is not near thgoject.
4.9.d Does not apply the projedbcation.

4.9-1 Locations listed are in near project site

4.9.e The airport referenced is not theearest.

4.17.c Manzanita does not have sidewalks on bosiides.
4.19.a States heating by natural gas, Figure 383showssolar.
419.a Water Treatment speaks to Centennial High School?

4.19.d The city does not contract with Waste Management but rather CR&R

1 Anexhibit from the original submittal. 45-meter x 25-yard pool is the proposed
size. This has been corrected.

4EA AAAOAOO T £ OEA EECE OAEITI. EO O
1 Corrected. Anneliese Schoots Manzanita, Elementary School has replaced Ton
Robins Elementary.
 Noactionrequred AO OEAOA OEOAOh O1I OEAU A
Response G7 1 Corrected. John Wayne Airport has been added.
1 TheManzanitasidewalk statement has been revised.
1 The proposed project will utilize both natural gas and solar. Solar panels woul
be complementary to natural gas.
O, ACOT A "AAAESG EAO OAPI AAAA O#Al OAIl
T O#20Q206 EAO OAPI AAAA O7AO0O0A - AT ACAI A
D Amber Sparks February 13, 2025

Comment D-1

Dear Mr. Zajda,

I am writing to formally express my concerns regarding the Laguna Beach High Schc
Pool Modernization Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND). As
mother, business owner, and active member of the Laguna Beach community, | ur
the District to reconsider the proposed expansion to a 4Bneter pool due to its
excessive scale, environmental impact, and unnecessary cost.

Response D-1

This comment is noted.

Comment D-2

| have first-hand experience with the poot | take my children there every summer,
and | regularly exercise at the facility twice a week. While it is clear that the pool an
facilities need improvement, the proposed expansion goes far beyond what i
necessary and would result in the loss of valuable community assets, including:
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E 4EA EEAAEA DPiTih xEEAE EO A OEOAI O
E %YEOOET C 11T AEAO OiTiOh xEEAE xI Ol A

Z OAOEET ¢ OPAAAOR AOOOEAO OOOAETEIC A

Response D-2

This comment is noted.

Comment D-3

Additionally, the IS/MND contains numerous inconsistencies that must be addresse
E )T AOAAOGAA 7 AOAO -Metepodiiillked@re sighifedntly mbre
resources for heating, maintenance, and water refilling, yet the IS/IMND does ni
adequately account for these impacts.

E .TEOA AT A , ECEO 01 -odtlgdfgipdleg and ikcheasbdiwAter
polo activity will introduce excessive glare, noise, and disruption to surrounding
residents, which the IS/IMND fails to assess properly.

B 40AEEEAR AT A OAOEETC ) OOOAOd 4EA i
worsen congestion in an already impacted neighborhood.

E ,ARE 1T £ 40AT OPAOAT AU AT A #1111 01 EOU
meaningful community input, and the IS/MND does not sufficiently considel
alternatives that would better align with community needs.

Response D-3

The purpose of the Initial Study is to review for compliance with the 2024 CEQ
Statutesand Guidelines.

Water use is reviewed in Section 4.10 Hydrology and Water Quality and Section 4.’
Utilities and Service Systems. As notedhe pool would require the water supply to
initially fill and maintain adequate water levels. However, the amount of water use(
by the proposed project in the long term would result in a minor increase in the
existing water use ofLaguna Beach High Schoals a whole according to review|
standards outlined within the 2024 CEQ/Statutesand Guidelines.

Energy is reviewed in Section 4.6 Energy. The California Emissions Estimator Mo
(CalEEMod) is a standard tool used in CEQA documentation to analyze ene
impacts. In addition, onroad motor vehicle fuel consumption was calculated b
UltraSystems using dta from the USEPApproved EMFAC2021(v1.0.2) emission
inventory web platform tool. Estimated electricity and natural gas use will increase
However, the increased usage will not be wasteful or inefficient due to the project]
compliance with Title 24 en®OCU AZEZEAEAT AU OOAT AAOA
photovoltaic panels will decrease fossil fuebased energy consumption for building
lighting and cooling. The project will deploy solar water heating panels to decreas
fossil fuelbased energy usage fgoool heating. The increase in energy will not require
additional energy infrastructure as the usage will be within Southern Californig
AEOT 160 AT A 371 OOEAOT #Al EAI Ol EA ' AOS
Noise is reviewed in Section 4.13, Noise. The analysis includes simultaneous ambis
noise measurements in the immediate pool area and at nearby sensitive receptol
calculation of offsite noise and vibration exposures during project construction|
operating noise from onsite equipment, crowd noise, horns, etc.; and onroad noif
from project-generated traffic. The project was reviewed using the most curren
COEAAI ET AO POAPAOAA AU OEA OOAOA 1T1E
" OEAAI ET AOGE A OOIOBMOTAILOE O 1 AFZEAA T £ 01
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reissued in 2017, the Noise Element of the City of Laguna Beach General Plan,
other criteria. Impacts were found to be less than significant under CEQA.

Lighting is reviewed in Section 4.1. AestheticS.he proposed project would include
interior and exterior Ilghtlng similar to eX|st|ng lighting for the pool and pool building,
£l O OEOEAEI EOU AT A OAAOGEOS LE b GBEYeE QEAGN] ¢

Figure 3.33 delineated 40-foot light poles which was an exhibit from a previous
submittal. Figure 3.33 has been updated with most current site plan and text has bee
added to Figure 3.39 and Section 3.55 Pool Lighting of the IS/MND noting the 24-
foot height of the proposed lighting.

Errata have been prepared as part of the RT@ addressthis error. However, the
correction does not change the conclusions of the IS/MND.

The project would adhere toall applicable state codes and regulations pertaining tc
lighting and school facilities design.

Parking. Parking considerations are not addressed under CEQA unless a proje
proposes to exceed the parking requirements set forth by the relevant loca
jurisdiction's code. In this context, the City of Laguna Beach is responsible fi
determining the number of paking spaces required both during the construction
phase and for the final project.

Transportation. As discussed in Section 4.1%he typical daily operations of the
modernized pool are expected to generally remain the same after the remocéhe

project is not expected to generate more than 110 new daily trips. It should be note
that although the pool facility can be utilized to host local and regional swim meet:
these conditions would be considered special events and would therefore not pact

the average number of daily trips. Since the project is expected to generate fewer th,
110 new trips per day, it can be assumed that the project has a less than significe
impact on VMT under CEQA.

The Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) has been conducted in stric
adherence to the 2024 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQ/tatutes and

Guidelines, fulfilling all required natification protocols. A Notice of Intent (NOI) for the
project was published in the Orange County Register on January 024, and a

revised NOI was published March 7, 202%Concurrently, notifications were mailed via
USPS to all residential and commercial property owners within a 50fbot radius of

the project site, consistent with CEQA regulations.

Public noticing was also in conformance with the City of Laguna Beach Municipal Co
8§ 25.05.065 Public notice, as required by local and State |lay
(https://ecode360.com/42898407#42898704 )

Past meetings related to the project:

March 23, 2023- Initial project proposals presented to the Board of Education (BOE
May 2, 2023- LBHS Community Open House

June 6, 2023 Joint meeting with Laguna Beach City Council

June 27, 2023 BOE Study Session on LBHS pool

September 28, 2023 BOE Study Session on existing and potential pool use

August 2024- A community meeting regarding the LBHS pool modernization brough
together community groups, pool users, aquatics parents, and city staff i
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presentupdates on conceptual designs and gather additional feedback froi
stakeholders.

October 10, 2024- A community meeting regarding the design, engineering, an|
CEQA.

Future meetings:

March 20, 2025 - AB 52 and Board Meeting @ 6 p.nbaguna Beach City Halb05
Forest Avenue, Laguna Beach.

All information regarding the Facilities Master Plan update which includes Poc
Modernization project is publicly available on the Laguna Beach Unified Scho
$ E O O O E A O bttps://wvbwAbDde .Ord/de partments/facilities/projects )

Comment D-4

| strongly encourage the LBUSD to reject the current proposal and instead pursue
smaller, more practical alternative (such as a 35to 38-meter pool) that balances
student-athlete needs with the interests of thébroader community.

Spending $25 million on an oversized aquatic facility for a school with declinini
enrollment is not a responsible or communityconscious decision. Improvements
should be smart, sustainable, and responsive to the needs of all Laguna Be;
residents? not just a select few.

Response D4

Despite declining school enroliments, there is an anticipated increase in communit
demand for the pool services, negating the concern of underutilization or a
A @b O A anigyér pool @r fewer peopléThis comment is noted.

Larry Zeman February 12, 2025

Comment E-1

My name is Larry Zeman, and | have lived onos Robles since 1994. | oppose th
proposed LBUSD development and agree with all the points made by Sensible Lagy
which they state far better than | could. In sum, the LBUSD proposal would drop ¢
enormous, outsized development in our nearly 10§ear-old historic neighborhood
that cannot come close to absorbing the scale and impact that would follow.

Response E1

This comment is noted. Specific suggested impacts are in further comments a
addressed below. Cultural Resources.

Comment E-2

Our neighborhood is called El Mirador and El Bosque and was developed in 192
nearly 100 years ago. As stated in the attached State of California Historical Resour(
Inventory listing, our neighborhood was created by the Yoch Family that helped foun
Laguna" AAAE j (1 OAl , AcOil Ah AOA8sqQ AT A EO
neighborhood to be subdivided with a curvilinear street plan on a very gently sloping
OAOOAET 86

Response E2

This comment is noted and characteof the neighborhood acknowledged. Specifi(
suggested impacts are in further commentswhich are addressed below under
Cultural Resources.

Comment E-3

41 xAOA OEAO AT Ah )8i AOOAAEEI C OEA &
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E 30AO0A 1 £ # ResBuEbsQnvénidry listih@Oriodr EIAMirador and El
Bosque neighborhood. The description details the uniqueness of our neighborhood i
pictured in a street map including Short, Los Robles, El Bosque, Wilson, and Catal
streets along with LBHS that remin as-is through today.

E 4EA 91T AE &AITEIU8O 1 OECET Al pwgmO |
showing the same and surrounding streets noted in the Historical Resource
Inventory listing. This layout and small scale of our neighborhood has not change
over the next 100 yars and would be severely impacted by the LBUSD propose
development.

Response E3

This (':c.).mane‘ntjs nqtedThp I:IistqricA Regoqrceg Inven:tory was (evieyvgd{ hga Qulgur'al'
2A01 OOAAOG )1 OAT O1 OU OADPI 0038 O nddirdet oVBEAL
effects on historic structures in the neighborhood.

Comment E-4

Our historic neighborhood is characterized by its narrow curved streets and eclecti
traffic patterns that include many stop signs, speed bumps and a roundabout, whic
AOA 110 AAOGECT AA O1 AAATITI11TAAOA OEA
development

Response E4

Transportation. As discussed in Section 4.1he typical daily operations of the
modernized pool are expected to generally remain the same after the remodel, t
project is not expected to generate more than 110 new daily trips. It should be note
that although the pool facility can be utilized to het local and regional swim meets,
these conditions would be considered special events and would therefore not impa
the average number of daily trips. Since the project is expected to generate fewer th,
110 new trips per day, it can be assumed that the project has a less than significg
impact on VMT under CEQAhis comment is noted.

Comment E-5

Moreover, our main traffic arteries include Park and Legion, which are the onl
evacuation routes for us as well as many other residents and would be great
Ei PAAOAA AOOETI ¢ AT A AEOAO OEA AT 100600

Response E5

Transportation. As discussed in Section 4.1he typical daily operations of the
modernized pool are expected to generally remain the same after the remodel, tk
project is not expected to generate more than 110 new daily trips. It should be note
that although the pool facility can be utilized to het local and regional swim meets,
these conditions would be considered special events and would therefore not impa
the average number of daily trips. Since the project is expected to generate fewer th,
110 new trips per day, it can be assumed that the project has a less than significg
impact on VMT under CEQAhis comment is noted.

Comment E-6

| understand that the LBUSD has not performed any traffic or other impact studies ¢
how its proposed development will affect our historic neighborhood. Clearly, thaj
needs to be done before the LBUSD takes any other action. If those studies w|
performedh OEA 1T AOET 6O AT 1 Al OOGEIT 1T x1 O1 A |
development should not proceed as planned. Please pass my comments in this en
on to the appropriate decision makers. Thank you, Larry Zeman
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Response E6

Transportation. CEQA reviews for potential impacts when compared to the existin
development. As discussed in Section 4.1%he typical daily operations of the
modernized pool are expected to generally remain the same after the remodel, tk
project is not expected to generate more than 110 new daily trips. The pool facilit
can be utilized to host local and regional swim meetshese conditions would be
considered special events and would therefore not impact the average number |
daily trips. Since the prgect is expected to generate fewer than 110 new trips per day
it can be assumed that the project has a less than significant impact on VMT unc
CEQA.

Chris Alonso February 17, 2025

Comment F-1

The documentseems to dehumanize the considerablémpact this will have local
residents.

Response F1

The Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) has been conducted in stric
adherence to the 2024 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQ/tatutes and
Guidelines, fulfilling all required notification protocols.

Comment F-2

Construction Noise the document outlines about 14 months of considerable noise
vibrations, and related construction effects. As a local resident home during the dé
(with a senior dog and 2 nervous cats) this is a major impact on our peace af
wellbeing. And if the projedc is not on time, this could last for years.

Response F2

The analysis of construction noisend vibration, which has been expanded to include
two new sensitive receivers north and northeast of the project site, concluded tha
exposures will be less than significant without additional mitigation.

Comment F-3

Construction Parking- the document seems to ignore the impact of local residents o
losing access to street parking during the construction period this is where many
local residents park.

Response F3

Parking considerations are not addressed under CEQA unless a project proposes
exceed the parking requirements set forth by the relevanbcal jurisdiction's code. In
this context, the City of Laguna Beach is responsible for determining the number
parking spaces required both during the construction phase and for the final project

Comment F-4

Noise & Lighting Impact of finished project we have concerns about the increase
noise and light pollution that seems likely from a project with increased capacity.
saw no reference or study for how the new lighting system will impact residents, thei
views, the ability to enjoy the evening sky, just "add 40 foot light poles". This seems
be minimizing the impact of the project, not genuinely trying to measure and assey
the impacts to the local community.

Response 4

Noise Please see ResponseZ; above, regarding concern about noisenpacts.
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Lighting is reviewed in Section 4.1. AestheticS.he proposed project would include
interior and exterior lighting similar to existing lighting for the pool and pool building,
£l O OEOEAEI EOU AT A OAAOoE0 LE b GO QRGN ¢
Figure 3.33 delineated 40-foot light poles which was an exhibit from a previous
submittal. Figure 3.33 has been updated with most current site plan and text has bee
added to Figure 3.39 and Section 3.35 Pool Lighting of the ISSMNDI | OE1 C-
no EAECEO T £ OEA POI i OAA 1 ECEOEIT C8
Errata have been prepared as part of the RT@ addressthis error. However, the
correction does not change the conclusions of the IS/MND.

The project would adhere toall applicable state codes and regulations for lighting anc
school facilities.

Laura Tarbox February 19, 2025

Comment G-1

| have lived in my home at 812 Manzanita for 16 years. | am right above the high schg
tennis courts, and adjacent to the pool. | am just sick to think of what will happen t
my lovely neighborhood and quality of life if this project goes ahead at the aemtly
proposed scale. This is a project that is not needed in a district and community of o
size simply to benefit a relative few students.

Response G1

This comment is noted.

Comment G-2

Notwithstanding the cost, overall environmental impact ofincreased water usage,
lighting, and pollution from more traffic, and considerations of how funds might be
better spent to benefit a larger number of students, | am obviously concerned abol
the direct impact on our properties that are immediately adjacento the pool. It is
disingenuous for anyone to say that usage and traffic will not increase with th
increased size of the pool. Already, there is very little parking availability, lots of noist
and people pulling in and out of my driveway constantly tourn around. (A large
planter with a cypress tree on the front side of my garage was recently left smashg
on my driveway due to this activity, so | am looking into barriers or a gate across m
driveway to stop people from using it in this manner.)

Response G2

Water use is reviewed in Section 4.10 Hydrology and Water Quality and Section 4.’
Utilities and Service Systems. As notedhe pool would require the water supply to
initially fill and maintain adequate water levels. However, the amount of water use(
by the proposed project in the long term would result in a minor increase in the
existing water use ofLaguna Beach High Schoals a whole according to review|
standards outlined within the 2024 CEQ/AStatutesand Guidelines.

Noise is reviewed in Section 4.13, Noise. The analysis includes simultaneous ambi
noise measurements in the immediate pool area and at nearby sensitive receptol
calculation of offsite noise and vibration exposures during project construction|
operating noise from onsite equipment, crowd noise, horns, etc.; and onroad noif
from project-generated traffic. The project was reviewed using the most curren
COEAAT ET AO DPOAPAOAA AU OEA OOAOA 11 E
" OEAAT ET AOGE A OOIOBMOTAILOG O / AAEAA T £ 01
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reissued in 2017, the Noise Element of the City of Laguna Beach General Plamd
other criteria. Impacts were found to be less than significant under CEQA.

Lighting is reviewed in Section 4.1. AestheticS.he proposed project would include
interior and exterior lighting similar to existing lighting for the pool and pool building,
£l O OEOEAEI EOU AT A OAAO &0 e 1b EORE QCRAGI] ¢
Figure 3.33 delineated 40foot light poles which was an exhibit from a previous
submittal. Figure 3.33 has been updated with most current site plan and text has bee
added toFigure 3.39 andSection 3.3.5Poo0l Lightingh 1 £ OEA ) 37 --
né EAECEO 1 £ OE As d®d, bd pofed wil ifcQrote th€ Bost
current available technology to minimize glare and light spillage. Additionally, timers
or other control mechanisms would be implemented to regulate lighting hours anc
reduce spillover illumination .

Errata have been prepared as part of the RTC addressing this error. However, tt
correction does not change the conclusions of the IS/MND.

Transportation. CEQA reviews foipotential impacts when compared to the existing
development. As discussed in Section 4.17the typical daily operations of the
modernized pool are expected to generally remain the same after the remodel, tk
project is not expected to generate more than 110 new daily tripdhe pool facility
can be utilized to host local and regional swim meets, these conditions would K
considered special events and would therefore not impact the average number |
daily trips. Since the project is expected to generate fewthan 110 new trips per day,
it can be assumed that the project has a less than significant impact on VMT unc
CEQA.

Parking considerations are not addressed under CEQA unless a project proposes
exceed the parking requirements set forth by the relevant local jurisdiction's code. I
this context, the City of Laguna Beach is responsible for determining the number
parking spaces required both during the construction phase and for the final project

Comment G-3

Much has already been written by impacted residents, but the lighting, decrease
views, and increased noise and usage is untenable in this already tight space. Ye
bought my home knowing | am next to these facilities, but | could not have imagine
there would be anyone who would ever think there was room for expansion in this
already small footprint. What | did not understand was the lack of recourse we hay
as residents and citizens, and | had thought our School Board would be mqg
considerate of the néghbors and taxpayers in this community, especially when ¢
compelling need case has not been made. It is insane tome that a few parents hi
been able to push this forward for their kids at the expense of other kids not playini
water polo or swimming, as vell as the local residents who will be impacted long aftel
their kids are gone.

Response G3

This comment is noted.

Comment G-4

Please consider going with a smaller, less expensive option, keep in mind impact
views, and look at adding noise andight mitigation as has been requested by othel
neighbors.
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Response G4

This comment is notedErrata havebeen prepared as part of the RTC addressittlyis
error. However, the correction does not change the conclusions of the IS/MND.

Patrick Stoner February 16, 2025

Comment H-1

The MND proposal is rife with errors and omissions and therefore misleading to th
public. There is reference tappendices that do not exist in the body of the proposal
A new report needs to be revised and submitted. As a neighbor, my concerns &
lighting, noise, traffic, emergency evacuation, and quality of life.

Response H-1

Technical appendices are provided in separate files that are posted to the Distri
website. Transportation. CEQA reviews for potential impacts when compared to thi
existing development. As discussed in Section 4.1%e typical daily operations of the
modernized pool are expected to generally remain the same after the remodel, tk
project is not expected to generate more than 110 new daily trips. The pool facilit
can be utilized to host local and regional swim meetshese conditions would be
considered special events and would therefore not impact the average number (¢
daily trips. Since the project is expected to generate fewer than 110 new trips per da
it can be assumed that the project has a less than significant impact on VMT unc
CEQA.

Comment H-2

Lighting needs to have deight restriction and shielding.

Response H-2

Lighting is reviewed in Section 4.1. AestheticShe proposed project would include
interior and exterior Ilghtlng similar to existing lighting for the pool and pool building,
Al O OEOEAEI EOU AT A OAAOoE0 LE b G QCRAGN ¢

Figure 3.33 delineated 40 foot light poles which was an exhibit from a previous
submittal. Figure 3.33 has been updated with most current site plan and text has bee
addedto Figure3.3w 11 OET-@6 OEAECED® 1T £ OEA POl P]
Errata have been prepared as part of the RTC addressing this error. However, tt
correction does not change the conclusions of the IS/MND.

4EA DPOT EAAO x1 O A AAEAOA OI OEA #EOU
Neighbor Outdoor Lighting regulations, which would be reviewed and approved by

City staff to ensure that light and glare from project components would be less tha
significant.

Comment H-3

Noise from activities in the pool are swimming and water polo, with the latter
generating significantly higher noise levels. There is no mention of water polo in th
body of the MND, only swimming. Additional noise will be generated from 27(
potential spedators.

Response H-3

Noise is reviewed in Section 4.13, Noise. The draft IS/MND inadvertently omitted th
fact that the second set of poolside and community noise measurements took pla
during water polo activities. The discussion of the measurements on that day has bei
expanded to show a significant increase in pool area noise during water polo activitie!
The analysis includes calculation of offsite noise and vibration exposures durin
project construction; operating noise from onsite equipment, crowd noise, horns, etc
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and onroad noise from projectgenerated traffic. The project was reviewed using the
most current guidelines prepared by the state noise officer as contained in th
0" AT AOAT o1 AT ' OEAAI ET AG6 EOOOAA Au O
2003 and reissued in 2017, the Noise Element of the City of Laguna Beach Geng
Plan, and other criteria. Impacts were found to be less than significant under CEQA

Comment H-4

In view of the LA fires, we must be vigilant concerning emergen@vacuations. Park
Avenue is the main artery from Top of the World, Thurston, and the Village Are
Construction traffic is a major impediment to an organized evacuation.

Response H4

Transportation. CEQA reviews for potential impacts when compared to the existin
development. As discussed in Section 4.17he typical daily operations of the
modernized pool are expected to generally remain the same after the remodel, t
project is not expected to generate more than 110 new daily trips. The pool facilit
can be utilized to host local and regional swim meetshese conditions would be
considered special events and would therefore not impact the average number |
daily trips. Since the poject is expected to generate fewer than 110 new trips per day
it can be assumed that the project has a less than significant impact on VMT unc
CEQA.

Construction activities for the project may necessitate the temporary closure of eithe
a single lane or an entire segment of a local roadway. In such instancastaining an

encroachment permit from the City of Laguna Beach is mandatory. The City w
evaluate all encroachment permit applications to ensure that the constructior
activities do not interfere with emergency response access to the project site ¢
adjacent properties, and do not pose any traffic hazards. Adherence to all conditior
(including construction traffic and traffic control) specified in an encroachment
permit is essential for permit approval.

Comment H-5

My last concern as well as most residents and visitors is parking. Where are 2’
spectators going to park | an already congested neighborhood?

Response H-5

The current capacity of the pool facility is 270 spectators; the new facility will have i
similar capacity. Parking considerations are not addressed under CEQA unless
project proposes to exceed the parking requirements set forth by the relevant locg
jurisdiction's code. In this context, the City of Laguna Beach is responsible fi
determining the number of paking spaces required both during the construction
phase and for the final project.

Steve Brown February 16, 2025

Comment |-1

The comment period does not adequately comply with CEQA requirements:

1 The MND was published by LBUSD on January 17, 2025, per the mailing,
public notification was postmarked January 21 and arrived by January 23. Thi
caused a cumulative &ay delay or about 20% of the response time expecte
under CEQA. The public comment period per the documentation provided is frol
January 17 to February 17, 2025.

9 Care should be taken to ensure the public has had enough opportunity to revie
the materials and comment. To ensure adequate public review, consider revisir
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and resubmitting the documents for comments.

Response |-1

The USPS meter indicia on the postcard mailer displayed a date of January 21, all ot
forms of the notice were posted on January 17. Additionally, the January 21 date w
still well within the statutory requirement of 7 days for public hearings.

Comment |-2

Critical Appendix information is not included:

1

4EA AT AOI AT O OOAOAOR O4AAET EAAT 0OO0(
supporting information or analyses used to prepare the IS/MND, are included i
OEA EiI 11T xETC ADPDAT phdvidedA Oh o6 UAO OEAO
This information is important as it is referenced multiple times throughout the
document fortechnical support regarding mitigations and analysis.

Appendices are technical in nature and designed to support mitigation
discussed, but they werenot made available to the public at the start of the 30
day review period, thus the CEQA process iacomplete. It is challenging to
determine the environmental impacts or benefits of mitigatiormeasures without
these appendices due to their significance to the document and project.

The missing appendices identified in the document are stated as follow:
Appendix Al Project Plans; Appendix A2 Estimated Construction Schedulé
Appendix A3 Logistics Site Plan; Appendix 8alEEMod Input and Results for Ail
Quality Analysis; Appendix C Biological Resources AssessmeAppendix D
Cultural Resources Assessment; Appendix E1 Geotechnical Report; Appen
E2Paleontological Records Search; Appendix F Environmental Radius Repc
Appendix G Ambient Noise Measurement Data; Appendix H Limited VM]
Analysis.

Please attach all exhibits and resend the entire document to the public on
updated so that thereview can be completed.

Response|-2

Technical appendices are posted in a separate file on the District websit€his
comment is noted.

Comment -3

Document appears to incorporate significant erroneous information from unrelated
consulting projects or other sources that are inapplicable to the Laguna Beag
IS/MND:

1

Significant errors in the document suggest a possible "cand paste” approach by
the consultant, utilizing content from prior unrelated projects rather than
focusing on the Pool Modernization Project in Laguna Beach. These errors shot
have been identified and corrected during district and other reviews but wereot.

Due to the document's design, it is not clear to the public whether issues al
confined to specific sections or if other areas, particularly those with technicg
content, pertain to the environmental impact area in question in Laguna Beacl
elsewhere, or ae from entirely different projects.

These inconsistencies are scattered throughout the document, leading |
structural issues that raise questions about whether the public is reviewing
information pertinent to the Laguna Beachproject, another district project, or
elements of both. The report should be thoroughly reviewed and revised. In it
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current form, multiple issues within the CEQA analysis would require mitigation
if included.

Response|-3

This comment is notedErrata havebeen prepared as part of the RTC addressing thi
error. However, the correction does not change the conclusions of the IS/MND.

Comment |-4

Examples of such issues present throughout the document include such things as:

f References to an airportand>1T AAOAUS OAEI T 1 O OEAO
inland and away from Laguna Beach. This has no relevance.

T / OEAO AEOAOADAT AEAO Al 01 AQ@EOO8 &I (
APDPOiI POEAOAKh AOO ET 1 OEAO Pl AAAOR E
project. This indicates content from another document was incorporated with
unknown impact or relevance. Schools versus projects have different potentig
environmental impacts, so this must be clarified.

1 Beyond adding confusion, there are numerous references that could necessite
mitigation not considered in the document, potentially due to copyaste errors
or inadequate review.

Response -4

This comment is notedErrata havebeen prepared as part of the RTC addressing thi
error. However, the correction does not change the conclusions of the IS/MND.

Comment |-5

Examples provided and many others not listed may have been copied from unrelat¢
documents:

1 Mismatches in pool dimensions (50 meters vs 45 meters)

1 Multiple conflicting lighting specifications (40-foot poles more suited for a
football field vs 24-footpoles similar to nearby tennis courts)

1 Planting plans involving trees that could obstruct views (after stating views are
not obstructed) like the Mexican Fan Palm (100 feet maximum height), Marin
Strawberry Tree (40 feet), Giant Bird of Paradise (30 feet) and Red Rocket Cral
Myrtle (20 feet)

1 Intermingling shifting terms for the project (may have come from other sources
or documents)such as aquatic center, aquatic facility, aquaticomplex, and
swimming pool

1 Given these issues, many references do not relate to the Laguna Beach proj
Please revise and update the document comprehensively. Ensure all supportit
documentation, exhibits, and appendices are accurate to prevent misleading tt
public. Once revisiors are complete, reroute the entire document with
attachments for public input. The current document lacks cohesion and does ni
support a reasonablepublic review related to CEQA, therefore, it should beg
corrected and resubmitted for review.

Response |-5

The 50m x 45y size was from a previous submittal. The correct size is-fiteter x 25
yard pool, with 17 lanes in a northsouth (25-yard) orientation. This has been
corrected.

7265/Laguna Beach Highschool Pool Modernization Page33
Responses to Comments March 2025



=
=

x RESPONSES TGOMMENTSX

Letter

Agency, Organization, or Individual Date

Errata have been prepared as part of the RT@ addressthis error. However, the
correction does not change the conclusions of the IS/MND.

Comment 1-6

The document does not address the unique environmental impact of water polo:

1

The project description does not specifically mention that the proposedquatic
center will be heavily used by water polo teams and is designed to host CIF ever
4EA AT AOI AT O OOAOAO OEAO OOEA AEAAEI
OO0A 1T &£ OEA DPiT1 AOAA AT A 1 AU Al OI

However, it does not address any potential impact related to water polo. Thi

could be a significant evironmental impact that has not been included in the|
analysis.

Throughout the planning process for a new aquatic center and addressing th
needs of aquatics athletes and city usage (including water polo clubs), the Distri
and School Board have frequently stated that the increased size of the pool a|
design are primarily needed to support water polo.

The sport of water polo has several potential environmental factors (noise
lighting, traffic, etc.)that should be addressed under CEQA. These elements n¢
to be incorporated into the document and properly analyzed.

For example, water polo generates more noise than swimming, with frequer
referee whistles and horns. A typical water polo game whistle (Fox 40) can reaq
a sound level of 115 decibels, which is very loud and audible even in a noisy pq
environment.

Bodet Sport, a manufacturer of water polo scoreboards, indicates that integrate
horns of 90decibels are built into its systems and used to announce stoppages

play.

According to the American Speech Hearing Association, humans can listen
sounds at 70decibels or less for as long as desired. Sounds at 85 decibels can |
to hearing loss if listened to for more than 8 hours. Sounds over 85 decibels c;
damage hearing more quickly, cutting safe listening time in half for every-3
decibel rise over 85. Forinstance, humans can listen to 88lecibelsounds for 4
hours and 91-decibel sounds for only 2 hours.

A115AAAEAAT O 61 Ah OOAE AO OEA xAOAO

DAET OEOAOEI T A6 1T &£ ppnn AAAEAAT O AAA
should be incorporated into the document, and mitigations should be provided.

The document measures noise levels at various points around the po
specifically when lap swimming is occurring and not during water polo practices
gamesor tournaments. Measuring noise

during periods of lap swimming does not accurately reflect the impact of CEQA ¢
water polo games and tournaments. More rigorous sound testing should b
conducted in other areas around Manzanita and beyond the tennis courts.

Response I-6

The second session of ambient noise measurements (on November 15, 2024) actu:
did occur while water polo-related activities were underway.The noise measurement
technician noted:
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1 Music in the background playing with a large speaker.
Water polo team practice in session.
Claps from an audience.

1
1
1 Loud cheers, whistle blowing, coach/referegelling.
1

Team yelling, water splashing, loud horn.

This description was inadvertently omitted from the IS/MND. It has been added. Ii
addition, we have now estimated the increases in poolside noise between swimmir,
and water polo activities We have also expanded the analysis of operational noig
emissions to include an increased number of simultaneous water polo matches.

In regard to the noise levels of the shot clock horns and other equipment used at wat
pii117 [ AOAEAOhR UAOh OEAU AOA OAOU EEQ
However, the noise levels stated by manufacturers are typically measured at or
meter from the horn or other device. For exampleif you have six blasts of a 11@B
horn every 15 minutes, theaveragenoise exposure at 50 feet would be about 65 dBA
The exposure at local residences would be considerably lower.

Comment -7

The impacts of sound, light, usage, and noise have not been fully analyzed under CE

1 The document mentions that usage should not increasmaterially; however,
projections in the same document indicate that energy demand will be 649
higher and solid waste generation will increase by 47%. These metrics sugge
increased activity and significantly more people using the facility than currently
observed. This requires further analysis and appropriate mitigation for sound|
noise, traffic, and light issues.

1 Previous documentation and presentations to the public indicate that this desig|
primarily supports increased water polo activities, including high school, club
and other events. That documentation and statements by administration an
board members havemdicated the primary driver for the larger pool need relates
to the significant growth in this sport so expansion is necessary to accommodal
it.

1 It has also been indicated that the high school men's team plays its games at ot}
pools due to the current pool's limitations, and a new pool would support bringing
these games back to the area.

1 These factors increase activity in the pool space, boost noise levels, and impi
other environmental factors that should be addressed in the document.

1 Claiming there is no change contradicts your prior statements and is inaccuratj
This section should be reviewed and updated accordingly to incorporate an
reflect these considerations, with further mitigations (such as replacing fencing
with a sound atteruating solid wall on the tennis courtside of the pool similar to
the design over the new stadium seating, adjusting the height of light poles, et
to address CEQ#elated issues.

1 Sound attenuation walls are needed around all sides of the pool to block noise.

Response I-7

This comment is noted Additional analyses have been conducted to take any usag
increasesand applicable environmental factorsinto consideration, as shown in the
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following responsesherein. The conclusions of the additional analysisndicate that
impacts will still be less than significant.

Comment I-8

The lighting environment analysis under CEQA is incomplete:

1 The document overlookspotential light leakage from a larger scoreboard, despite
CIF requirements related to bigger pool sizes and audience viewing capability.

1 There is no mention of automatic light shut off or operating hours, seen i
similarly close residential proximity as 8 am to 8pm.

Response I-8

This comment is notedErrata havebeen prepared as part of the RTC addressirtlis
error. However, the correction does not change the conclusions of the IS/MND.

Comment -9

Key factors have been omitted that are important elements under CEQA:

While swimming is mentioned 42 times, polo, water polo, tournaments, and tear
usage times are omitted. These aspects are typically included in similar CEQA analy,
and discussed in reports from other schools to mitigate environmental impacts ani
should beincluded for proper analysis.

Response I-9

The second session of ambient noisaeasurements (on Novembed5, 2024) actually
did occur while water polo-related activities were underway.The noise measurement
technician noted:

1 Music in the background playing with a large speaker.

Water polo team practice in session.

1

1 Claps from anaudience.

1 Loud cheers, whistle blowing, coach/referee yelling.
1

Team yelling, water splashing, loud horn.

This description was inadvertently omitted from the IS/MND. It has been added. I
addition, we have now estimated the increases in poolside noise between swimmir|
and water polo activities We have also expanded the analysis of operational noig
emissions to includethe effect of increasing the number of pool lanes by 60 percen
and noise from a water polo matchFor the initial calculations, intervening walls and

house were not taken into accountAt one sensitive receiver, exposures would excee
CEQA ctieria. However,when an existing intervening wall is taken into account, the
noise level at that receiver would also be less than significant. When intervening wal
for all the other sensitive receivers are evaluated, results for all the other sensitiv
receivers would be lower.

Comment |-10

Project Location is indicated as 625 Park Avenue, but it should be 670 Park Avent
The school administration building is at 625 Park Avenue, while the current pool is ¢
670 Park Avenue, where the new pool is also expected to be located. It is important
clarify this, as the CEQA impact has been assessed for 670 Park Avenue,

Response I-10

4EA AAAOAOO EAO AAAT OAOEAZAEAAN O@cubd
site address.
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Comment |-11

Proposed project is surrounded by residential structures

1 While CEQA does not have a set distance in feet from a project thabvers, as its
scope is determined by the potential environmental impact of the project, not jus
its proximity certain standards are used.

1 When notifying property owners, local jurisdictions often use a range of 30600
feet from the project site to ensure adequate public awareness. The Distril
reported it used 500 feet for this.

1 Simple analysis using Google Earth finds there are at least 74 homes surroundi
the proposed pool area from edge of pool that are as little as 35 feet up to 500 fe
away (plus 2 schools of Anneliese + the high school campus; 1 hotel with 5 roor
and 1 cturch).

9 This should be updated to indicate the project is surrounded by residentig
structures on ALLSIDES EXCEPT for the area along Park where the high sct
sits.

1 Total area impacted includes homes on Virginia Park, Griffith, St Anns, Manzani
Park, Skyline and La Vista (plus the schoolbptel, and church). The document
should be updated to include those areas and sound, light, and traffic mitigate
further.

Response I-11

The Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) has been conducted in stric
adherence to the 2024 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQ/tatutes and
Guidelines, fulfilling all required notification protocols. A Notice of Intent (NOI) for the|
project was published in the Orange County Register on January 17, 202
Concurrently, notifications were mailed via USPS to all residential and commercii
property owners within a 500-foot radius of the project site, consistent with CEQA/
regulations.

Public noticing was conducted in conformance with all applicable state and local
statutory requirements for public noticing and review of MNDs pursuant to Section
15072 and Section 15073 of the State CEQA Guidelines.

Comment |-12

Lighting - Light poles are discussed as being either 24 feet or 40 feet tall.

1 The environmental impact from lighting needs clarification based on pole heigh
and design. The taller height (40 feet) is more akin to what one would expe(
surrounding a football field, while the smaller height (24 feet) are more similar to
what currently exists on neighboring tennis courts.

1 Depending on the height and design of these, the environmental impact from lig}
is unknown until that is clarified and cleaned up in the document.

Response I-12

Lighting is reviewed in Section 4.1. AestheticS.he proposed project would include
interior and exterior lighting similar to existing lighting for the pool and pool building,
Al O OEOEAEI EOU AT A OAAO@E0 LE 1p G QCRAGN ¢

Figure 3.33 delineated 40-foot light poles which was an exhibit from a previous
submittal. Figure 3.33 has been updated with most current site plan and text has bee
added to Figure 3.39 and Section 3.3.5 Pool Lighting of the ISIMNDT T OET C-
n6 EAECEO | £ OEA DPOi PI OAA | ECEOEI C8
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Errata have been prepared as part of the RT@ addressthis error. However, the
correction does not change the conclusions of the IS/MND.

Comment 1-13

Pool Size / Increased UsageSize goes from 25 meters to 45 meters, an 80Wicrease.

1 The increased size will support simultaneous multiple practices and GIF
sponsored events, resulting in more people, traffic, and noise.

1 These impacts need to be addressed properly in the document and rerouted fi
additional public input.

Response I-13

This comment is noted.

Comment |-14

Traffic and Wildfires z Recent fires in LA highlight the importance of traffic and
wildfire mitigation, especially since Park Avenue is a major evacuation route ne¢
schools.

1 Traffic flow and timing during the day need better addressing.
1 Police presence for active traffic control is necessary.

1 The movement of dump trucks between classes adds risk and should be mitigate

Response I-14

As discussed in Section 4.1The typical daily operations of the modernized pool are
expected to generally remain the same after the remodel, the project is not expectt
to generate more than 110 new daily trips. It should be noted that although the poc
facility can be utilized to hest local and regional swim meets, these conditions woult
be considered special events and would therefore not impact the average number
daily trips. Since the project is expected to generate fewer than 110 new trips per da
it can be assumed that the project has a less than significant impact on VMT unc
CEQA.

Construction activities for the project may necessitate the temporary closure of eithe
a single lane or an entire segment of a local roadway. In such instances, obtaining
encroachment permit from the City of Laguna Beach is mandatory. The City w
evduate all encroachment permit applications to ensure that the construction
activities do not interfere with emergency response access to the project site (
adjacent properties, and do not pose any traffic hazards. Adherence to all conditiol
(including construction traffic and traffic control) specified in an encroachment
permit is essential for permit approval.

Comment |-15

Analysis of Critical Evacuation Route on Park Avenue is Incomplete

1 Park Avenue is crucial for evacuations, requiring police presence durin
construction for safety. Mitigation plans need to address these concerns.

Response I-15

As detailed in Section 4.17, construction activities for the project may necessitate tf
temporary closure of either a single lane or an entire segment of a local roadway.
such instances, obtaining an encroachment permit from the City of Laguna Beach
mandatory. The City will evaluate all encroachment permit applications to ensure thg
the construction activities do not interfere with emergency response access to th
project site or adjacent properties, and do not pose any traffic hazards. Adherence
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all conditions (including construction traffic and traffic control) specified in an
encroachment permit is essential for permit approval.

Comment |-16

Hazardous Chemical Analysis Is Incomplete

1 Roughly doubling the amount of acid and chlorine tanks omite given 80%
increase in pool size should be reanalyzed and mitigated.

Chemicals on hand are within 15 feet of a home and around kids at the school

91 This should be better identified,addressed,and mitigated

Response I-16

The Hazards and Hazardous Materials section has been revised to address p
chemicals

Errata have been prepared as part of the RTC addressing this error. However, tt
correction does not change the conclusions of the IS/MND.

Steve Mclntosh Undated

Comment 31

The following are observations of statements, actionslata,and proposed mitigations
contained in the document. Addressing some of the findings, in no particular orde
(Aesthetics, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Noise)

Response 31

This comment isnoted. Errata havebeen prepared as part of the RT@ addressthis
error. However, the correction does not change the conclusions of the IS/MND.

Comment J2

There are currently 17 parking spaces and 2 ADA Spaces. This is actually a 6
reduction in standard parking spaces and a 50% reduction in ADA Parking Spaces.

Response 32

Parking considerations are not addressed under CEQA unless a project proposes
exceed the parking requirements set forth by the relevant local jurisdiction’s code. I
this context, the City of Laguna Beach is responsible for determining the number
parking spaces required both during the construction phase and for the final project

Comment J3

The statements pertaining to light, reflection / glare are unsubstantiated, as thert
appear to be no tests, or measurements showing data to support.

Response 33

This comment is notedErrata havebeen prepared as part of the RT@ addressthis
error. However, the correction does not change the conclusions of the IS/MND.

Comment J}4

This is conflicting information as the Proposed Plan Drawing Figure 3.3 calls out for
tmo | EGEOO 8 138

This contradicts Figure 3.39, the Project Comparison View, where Solar Panels a
not shown.

Response 34

Lighting is reviewed in Section 4.1. AestheticS.he proposed project would include
interior and exterior lighting similar to existing lighting for the pool and pool building,
for visibility and security purposes (approximately 24 feet high).
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Figure 3.33 delineated 40 foot light poles which was an exhibit from a previoug
submittal. Figure 3.33 has been updated with most current site plan and text has bee
added to Figure 3.39 and Section 3.3.5200l Lighting of the IS/MND noting the 24-
foot height of the proposed lighting.

Errata have been prepared as part of the RT@ addressthis error. However, the
correction does not change the conclusions of the IS/MND.

4EA DPOT EAAO x1 O A AAEAOA OI OEA #EOU
Neighbor Outdoor Lighting regulations, which would be reviewed and approved by

City staff to ensure that light and glare from project components would be less tha
significant.

Comment J5

\
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Lighting PollcthDEA AEOOO AAOQGET I

City Policy. See the photos below.

The District Sign at the corner of Legion, Park & Short St. that is illuminated -74
Years ago, thisign would shut off at 7z 8:00 PM. After being updated several year!
ago with extra bright LEDs, the cut off time was eliminated. The district has ignore
requests to remedy the situation. The light is very disruptive to a sleepy residentig
area and agaist the City Sign Ordinance and the City Good Neighbor Lighting Polic

Response 35

This comment is noted Errata havebeen prepared as part of the RT€@ addressthis
error. However, the correction does not change the conclusions of the IS/MND.

Additionally, the proposed project will incorporate the most current available
technology to minimize glare and light spillageAdditionally, timers or other control
mechanisms would be implemented to regulate lighting hours to reduce spillove
illumination.

Comment }6

Tennis court lighting continues to be illuminated long after players have left courts
Manytimes, after 10:30 PM, despite several mentions and requests to change how tl
lights operate.

When the pool was moved into the current space from the school quad, the neighbc
were promised no and low lighting, sound mitigation /restrictions, and early stops to
practices and events. None of which have been followed or recognized. These reasg
combined with the inconsistencies in the Mitigation document, bring a generg
distrust of the process.

There are many residents over the age of 65 years within the proximity of the poc
project. This needs to be taken into consideration.

-ATUO T &£ OEA AAT OA 1 AT OETTAA O3AT OEQEQ
could be adversely affected by fugitive dust and toxins.

At this point, it is my understanding that the City and the District do not have al
agreement in place for future use just yet and certainly not in January 2025.

Response 36

This comment is notedErrata havebeen prepared as part of the RT&@ addressthis
error. However, the correction does not change the conclusions of the IS/MND.
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4EA AT 11 O EOUBO AAOEOA &I O O1 01T A | EOE
to the decisionmakers to be considered as part of the project.

Comment }7

It seems that the above statement is only applicable to the construction aspec
pertaining to hazardous materials and chemicals. There is no mention of the typic
chemicals used in pool operations andnaintenance. Typical hazardous materials
used include chlorine, perlite, and muriatic acid. There is no mention how thi
transportation and handling of these materials would mitigate any potential hazard.

Response 37

The Hazards and Hazardous Materials section has been revised to address p
chemicals and storage

Errata have been prepared as part of the RT@ addressthis error. However, the
correction does not change the conclusions of the IS/MND.

Comment J8

Again, no mention of theO/ PAOAOGEI 16 1T £ OEA DPiiT1 A
mitigation of potential accidents. No description of what quantity of the chemicals wil
be stored on site and how. Capacity of tanks to hold the chemicals and no descripti
of the process shouldltere be a Chemical spill within the pump room, etc.

This school is nowhere near Laguna Beach. Obviously, a cutting and pasting
information.

Annalise PreSchool is 1 block away and of course the pool is being built on LB}
property.

While Operations are mentioned, the actual pool chemicals are not. Again, |
information on storage, etc.

Response 38

The Hazards and Hazardous Materials section has been revised to address p
chemicals and storage

Errata have been prepared as part of the RTC addressing this error. However, tt
correction does not change the conclusions of the IS/MND.

Comment J}9

The Cortese sites noted above are not within .5 Miles of the project site.

French Valley Airport is in Riverside County. Another example of cutting @asting
information.

The project is not under the water quality control plan of the San Diego Region
Water Quality Control Board.

It is unrealistic to not include several more locations that are in direct line of sounc

measurement of sound in affected areas.

Response 39

The Cortese sites, Airport analysis and Water Quality Control Board errors have be;
corrected. For both the construction and operational noise analyses, two additiong
noise receivers were added. They are north and northeast of the tennis courEsrata
havebeen prepared as part of the RT@ addressthis error. However, the correction
does not change the conclusions of the IS/IMND.

7265/Laguna Beach Highschool Pool Modernization Page41
Responses to Comments March 2025



=

x RESPONSES TGOMMENTSX

Letter Agency, Organization, or Individual Date

4EA OT 1 EOA OAIPIEICo6 OAEAT 11 OEA OxI
taken during swim times only and apparently with mostly lap swimming. NO High
School water polo, NO youth programs, or actual High School swim meets or Wa|
Polo games. Tis is a check the box move in order to skew the results to lower soun
readings. Not a complete examination of one of the most critical mitigations for thi
entire project.

4EA 6OAI Pl ET CO6 xAOA -drécEldcationsEOmeion tizioppdsite
OEAA T &£ Al AGAOGAA ETIT AO O1T i1 A omnd AAIT

Comment J10

distance again much lower than the pool and not in line of sound. Again, this appeg
to be a suspect action to not obtain trugyertinent, and accurate results.

First off, leaf blowers are illegal in Laguna Beach.

Secondly, the above statement is false and an attemptatier the impact of this pool
expansion.

As stated, the sound readings were not complete and did not measure the comple
use of the current pool.

Response 310

The descriptions of activities at the pool during the November 15, 2024, samplin
inadvertently did not mention that water polo activities were also observed. The nois¢
measurement technician did mention:

1 Music in the background playing with a large speaker
1 Water polo team practice in session

1 Claps from audience

1 Loud cheers, whistle blowing, coach/referee yelling

1 Team yelling, water splashing, loud horn

A new analysis of the poolside noise measurement data indicates that the averal
noise levels during water polo activities are 11.1 dBA & higher than during just

swimming. Estimation of noise impacts from a water polo matchvas added to the

operational noise analysis.

Section 4.130f the IS/IMND has been revised to include this informatiorNonetheless,
the noise impact conclusions of théS/MND remain the same.

Nowhere in this document is Water Polo mentioned. That is the single most promote
reason for the expansion of this pool in countless meetings and documents. The ne
for a three team practice was shown below, which will bring two additional teams tc
the pool at the same time.

District supplied image promoting 3 concurrent Water Polo Practices

Comment J-11 In fact, the increased number of attendees in the pool has been promoted from t
start.
Z 4EOAA AT 1 AOOOAT O 7A0A0 0111 DOAAOGEA
one team can practice at a time now.
E %oDbAl AAA OOA AU OEA #0100 #I1 01 6OOU 4
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E %oDbAT AAA OOA AU OEA 40AAE 4AAI
E %oDbAT AAA OOA AU OEA " AOAAAT T 4AAI
E %w@bAlT AAA OOA AU OEA 31 AAAO 4AAI
E %gbAl AAA OOA AU 5 pg¢ '"EOI O 7A0AO0 of
E %2DPAT AAA GO OMateAPdlo 5 p Y
The statement that use will not increase is absolutely incorrect. Data and informatio
from district say just the opposite.
The descriptions of activities at the pool during the Novembef5, 2024, sampling
inadvertently did not mention that water polo activities were also observed. The noisg
measurement technician did mention:
1 Music in the background playing with a large speaker
I Water polo team practice in session
1 Claps from audience
Response J11 1 Loud cheers, whistle blowing, coach/referee yelling
1 Team yelling, water splashing, loud horn
A new analysis of the poolside noise measurement data indicates that the avera
noise levels during water polo activities are 11.1 dBA ¢y higher than during just
swimming. Estimation of noise impacts from a water polo match were added to thi
operational noise analysis.
Section 4.130f the IS/IMND has been revised to include this informatiorNonetheless,
the noise impact conclusions of the IS/MND remain the same.
SOUND MITIGATION
Sound mitigation has been stated and discussed many times including at the CE
process overview. Including the following:
Unapproved Audio
Prohibit Airhorns
Comment J12 ) o .
Boisterous activity on exit
Foot stomping on bleachers
In addition, there were examples of Noise Attenuation Walls.
None of these were discussed in the document. This is a very important mitigant th
needs to be added to the plan.
The descriptions of activities at the pool during the November 15, 2024, samplin
inadvertently did not mention that water polo activities were also observed. The nois¢
measurement technician did mention:
Response 312
1 Music in the backgroundplaying with a large speaker
1 Water polo team practice in session
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1 Claps from audience
1 Loud cheers, whistle blowing, coach/referee yelling
1 Team yelling, water splashing, loud horn

A new analysis of the poolside noise measurement data indicates that the avera
noise levels during water polo activities are 11.1 dBA & higher than during just
swimming. Estimation of noise impacts from a water polo match were added to thi
operational noise analysis.

Section 4.13of the IS/IMND has been revised to include this informatiorlowever, the
conclusions of the ISIMND remain the same4d EA AT 1 1 O1 EOQUB8 O
mitigation is, however, noted and will be forwarded to the decisiormakers to be
considered as part of the project.

Comment F13

TRAFFIC SAFETY

Morning and afternoon traffic around the High School is slow moving on a daily basi
Adding this construction without better planning will cause unbearable gridlock and
cause safety issues. Student walking and driving safety will be challenging ali
dangerous.

In addition, traffic will cause a very dangerous emergency escape route problem. Pa
Avenue is one of the major escape routes from Top Of The World.

Response 313

As detailed in Section 4.17, construction activities for the project may necessitate tf
temporary closure of either a single lane or an entire segment of a local roadway.
such instances, obtaining an encroachment permit from the City of Laguna Beach
mandatory. The City will evaluate all encroachment permit applications to ensure thg
the construction activities do not interfere with emergency response access to th
project site or adjacent properties, and do not pose any traffic hazards. Adherence
all conditions (including construction traffic and traffic control) specified in an
encroachment permit is essential for permit approval.

Comment 314

Mitigated Negative Declaration Document Challenges
This document is riddled with what seems to be incomplete studies and data.

There are several mistakes and use of cut and paste in several areas which does
instill confidence in the validity of the content.

There are several Appendix called out but were not attached or found.

Response 314

Errata have been prepared as part of the RT@ addressthis error. However, the
correction does not change the conclusions of the IS/MND.

Technical appendices are posted in a separate file on the District website. Tk
comment is noted.

Comment J}15

The Postcard announcing the NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT, was postmarke,
1/21/25. On that card it states that 1/17/25 is the start of the time to respond. Mailing
the card out 4 days after the start is not good. Again, another question of tf
authenticity of the process.
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| believe that with the lack information, the mistakes, missing details and the pog
timing of the notification card, this process needs a correction and a restart.

Response 315

The USPS meter indicia on the postcard mailer displayed a date of JanuziryAllother
forms of the notice were posted on January 17. Additionally, the January 21 date w
still well within the statutory requirement of 7 days for public hearings.

It is noted that Public noticing for the IS/MND was conducted in conformance withll
applicable state and local statutory requirements for public noticing and review of
MNDs, pursuant to Section 15072 and Section 15073 of the State CEQA Guideline

Ann Gamerl February 14, 2025

Comment K-1

We have many questions regarding the above subject and hope that you can help
understand some of what is in the proposed document. It appears that there are sor
fundamental flaws and inconsistencies that we'd like to have addressed.

For example,

The project is listed at both 625 and 670 Park Ave. The description of surroundin
structures omits the residences to the north. The pool dimensions are conflicting, th
reduction in parking stalls-is it 7 or 5? not to mention the egregious error of rerring
to the school as Centennial High School, instead of Laguna Beach High School, w
suggests a lack of diligence and thoroughness of the entire study.

| would like to see these concerns addressed along with the Energy use mitigatic
Water use, Noise pollution and parking.

Response K-1

It is noted that the Draft IS/MND that was circulated for public review had some
errors. The CEQA statutes and Guidelines allow errors to be corrected, and additiof
analysis conducted as part of the responses to comments on the Final IS/MN
document prior to adoption. In accordance with CEQA requirements, atbmments
received during the public review period (including noise, water energy use an(
parking) have been fully responded to, and an Errata has been included in the Fir|
ISIMND that provides correction to all errors noted. The errors noted by the
commenting party have been corrected and included in the Errata. However, th
conclusions of the IS/MND remain the same.

Patricia Halman -Menne February 14, 2025

Comment L-1

| strongly OBJECT to thproposed LBUS Modernization Project:

1. Too Aggressive of a plan This program is far too dense for the existing site in
question.

2. Increased Noise Impacts will be a negative influence for the immediate surroundir]
residential neighborhood, including the adjacent hilly neighborhood 1/8-1/4 mile
away as the noise will be amplified up the hill.

3. Loss of Real Estate Asset Values (approx. millions of dollars) to all the resident
properties within the immediate Park Ave location and surrounding 1000 foot radius|
of properties. Due to increased Noise, traffic and congestion impacts.
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4. Declining student population- does not warrant this increased size of the pool are:

- especially for the less than 100 students that are in the aquatics programs.

1. Comment noted and will be provided to the decisioimakers to consider.

2. Noise is reviewed underSection 4.13 of the IS/IMND . Per the analysis, which
took into consideration potential impacts to surrounding residential
neighborhood,impacts under noise will be less than significant.

3. The IS/IMND has been prepared in strict compliance with the requirements g

Response L-1 CEQAThe analysis, which included potential noise, and traffic impacts, conclude
that impacts would be less than significanfThe CEQA analysis did not conside
real estate values Nonetheless, the comment regarding real estate values
noted and will be provided to the decisioamakers for consideration.

4. This comment is noted and will be provided to the decisiomakers for
consideration.
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Comment Letter A

nes

\" = .
e o 4%
v Department of Toxic Substances Control Sl
Yana Garcia Katherine M. Butler, MPH, Director Gavin Newsom
Secretary for 8800 Cal Center Drive Governor
Environmental Protection Sacramento, California 95826-3200
dtsc.ca.gov

SENT VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL
January 28, 2025

Elia Wahlstrom Rogers
Administrative Assistant

Laguna Beach Unified School District
550 Blumont Street

Laguna Beach, CA 92551
ewahlstromrogers@lbusd.org

RE: MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR THE LAGUNA BEACH HIGH
SCHOOL POOL MODERNIZATION DATED JANUARY 17, 2025, STATE
CLEARINGHOUSE NUMBER 2025010571

Dear Elia Wahlstrom Rogers,

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) received a Mitigated Negative
Declaration (MND) for the Laguna Beach High School Pool Modernization (Project). The
Project will include demolition, excavation, grading, drainage, and building construction
to elongate the pool in the current north-south alignment and configuration. Additionally, [A-1
the two-story pool support building is to be reconstructed on the west side of the pool
extending into the current parking lot area, and concrete bleachers will be constructed
adjacent to the new support building. After reviewing the project, DTSC recommends

and requests consideration of the following comments:

1. If the district plans to use California Department of Education (CDE) State

funds for the project, then the district shall comply with the requirements of

Education Code (EDC), §17210, §17213.1, and §17213.2, unless otherwise A-2
specifically exempted under section §17268. If the district is not using CDE \
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Elia Wahlstrom Rogers

January 28, 2025

Page 2
State funds for the project, or is otherwise specifically exempt under section
§17268, DTSC recommends the district continue to investigate, clean up the

Site under the oversight of Orange County and in concurrence with all

N

applicable DTSC guidance documents, if necessary. For more information on

the CDE State funding, please visit the Office of Public-School Construction

webpage. A-2
A local education agency may also voluntarily request the CDE site/plan
approval for locally funded site acquisitions and new construction projects. In
these cases, CDE will require DTSC to review and approve prior to its final
approval, except when exempt under section 17268.

2. If buildings or other structures are to be demolished on any project sites
included in the proposed project, surveys should be conducted for the
presence of lead-based paints or products, mercury, asbestos containing
materials, and polychlorinated biphenyl caulk. Removal, demolition, and
disposal of any of the above-mentioned chemicals should be conducted in
compliance with California environmental regulations and policies. In addition,
sampling near current and/or former buildings should be conducted in

accordance with DTSC's Preliminary Endangerment Assessment (PEA)

Guidance Manual.
3. DTSC recommends that all imported soil and fill material should be tested to
assess any contaminants of concern meet screening levels as outlined in

DTSC's Preliminary Endangerment Assessment (PEA) Guidance Manual.

Additionally, DTSC advises referencing the DTSC Information Advisory Clean

Imported Fill Material Fact Sheet if importing fill is necessary. To minimize the

possibility of introducing contaminated soil and fill material there should be
documentation of the origins of the soil or fill material and, if applicable, At
sampling be conducted to ensure that the imported soil and fill material are
suitable for the intended land use. The soil sampling should include analysis
based on the source of the fill and knowledge of the prior land use. Additional
information can be found by visiting DTSC’s Human and Ecological Risk

Office (HERO) webpage.
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Elia Wahlstrom Rogers

January 28, 2025

Page 3

DTSC appreciates the opportunity to comment on the MND for the Laguna Beach
High School Pool Modernization If you would like to proceed with DTSC’s school

environmental review process, please visit DTSC's Evaluating & Clean-up School 3-

Step Process to begin a Phase | Environmental Site Assessment.

Thank you for your assistance in protecting California’s people and environment from the
harmful effects of toxic substances. If you have any questions or would like clarification on
DTSC’s comments, please respond to this letter or via CEQA Review email for additional

guidance.

Sincerely,

Tamara P

Tamara Purvis

Associate Environmental Planner
HWMP - Permitting Division — CEQA Unit
Department of Toxic Substances Control

Tamara.Purvis@dtsc.ca.gov
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Elia Wahlstrom Rogers
January 28, 2025
Page 4

cc.  (via email)

Governor’s Office of Land Use and Climate Innovation

State Clearinghouse

State.Clearinghouse @opr.ca.gov

Betsy Lindsay
Principal Project Manager
UltraSystems Environmental Inc.

blindsay@ultrasystems.com

Dave Kereazis

Associate Environmental Planner
HWMP-Permitting Division — CEQA Unit
Department of Toxic Substances Control

Dave.Kereazis@dtsc.ca.gov

Scott Wiley

Associate Governmental Program Analyst
HWMP - Permitting Division — CEQA Unit
Department of Toxic Substances Control

Scott.Wiley@dtsc.ca.gov
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Comment Letter B
Response to:
LAGUNA BEACH HIGH SCHOOL POOL MODERNIZATION
Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND)

The Laguna Beach Unified School District (LBUSD) mailed a postcard with a publication date of January 17, 2025, T
although it was not postmarked until January 21. The postcard date started a clock with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) setting a deadline of February 17, 2025 for residents’ comments, questions, and concerns.
However, the IS/MND (available at https://mww.lbusd.org/departments/facilities/bids-and-public-notices) for the
LBUSD is incomplete (it says so in the report), riddled with errors, inadequacies and deceptions. Details matter. [B-1
The IS/MND should be rejected on its face.

Page 1 lists the project location as 625 Park Avenue, but on page 1-1 the site is 670 Park Avenue. "The proposed 1
project is surrounded by residential structures to the west, south [sic] and east.” \What about north?

Proposed Construction o

“The pool currently has ten 25-yard lap lanes with an attached shallow kids’ pool.” (page 1) to be replaced by
45-meter swimming pool (page 1). The 25-meter x 25-yard pool is to be replaced by a “45-meter x 25-yard pool,
with 16 lanes in a north-south [sic] (25-yard) orientation.” (page 1-1) This nearly doubles pool size.

The equipment/storage building will be replaced with a larger two-story 6,692 square-foot structure with an
additional 554 square-foot public restroom and shower building. These will encroach on the parking lot reducing
the 17 stalls to 7 according to page 1-1 but to 5 according to Figure 3.3-3 PROPOSED SITE PLAN. e

Neighborhood Impacts

These proposals can reasonably be assumed to change the neighborhood environment. The Lead Agency
(LBUSD) has the responsibility to identify these impacts and to identify mitigation measures to avoid
environmental impact. The mitigation measures should be specially spelled out. Neither the Identification of
adverse effects nor the proposed mitigation of identified adverse effects in the IS/MND is adequate.

High-sensitivity land uses include residences and religious institutions, both of which surround the proposed
project. Table 2.2-1 states that to the east of project are the LBHS Tennis Courts. But just above and to the east
of the tennis courts are single family residences, as can be seen in Figure 2.1-2. Figure 2.2-2 PHOTOS 1 and 2
are deceptive, not showing these highly impacted single family residences.

B-3
The project would have substantial adverse environmental impacts on energy use, water use, noise, lighting,
views, aesthetics, and parking.

Transparency is the key. Transparency on the pool project has been lacking since the get-go. The project was
“hidden under a bushel basket” and only after word leaked out and the community was aroused did the school
board hold an “Open House” in May 2023 to present plans to the community. In fact, the lack of transparency
and the deaf ears of the LBUSD led to a change in the LBUSD board. However, the old board voted to approve
the project October 10, 2024 before the November 2024 election and before the newly constituted board could
review the project. Then the incomplete IS/MND was mailed. 1

ENERGY USE - The increased size of the pool and support buildings will result in a net increase in use of |
electricity (for lighting, building cooling, and water distribution) and natural gas (for building and swimming pool
heating). The larger than necessary pool and support buildings will result in wasteful or unnecessary |g_4
consumption of energy. A smaller pool would require smaller mechanical accessories. The IS/MND states “The
proposed project includes “the installation of ... unknown utility...” (page 3-15) How can one comment on an
unknown? Higher energy use increases utility costs and may contribute to global climate change.

WATER USE — The proposed 45-meter pool would hold 377,500 gallons of water (page 4.19-3), requiring 80%
more fill-water than the current pool with a corresponding increase in evaporation, requiring even more water. |B-5
Laguna is an arid region requiring imported water (with its ever-increasing cost) and where water-wise use is theV
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aim of Laguna Beach County Water District. The LBUSD should also be water-wise. And this isn’'t “Centennial B-5
High School” as referred to on page 4.19-2. The IS/MND document is a sloppy cut and paste document. 1

NOISE - The high-sensitive land uses around the project include the single-family neighborhoods directly
north, west, east, and northeast and The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints to the west. Noise
samplings were conducted on only two days (November 6, 2024 6:13-7:45 am and November 15, 2024 3:39-
5:19 pm). Samples should have been taken as well during active water polo matches with shot clocks and
amplified sound. Water polo shot clocks can have a sound level of up to 120 decibels (dB). Examples of other
120 dB sounds include jet engine, ambulance siren, chain saw, rock concert, and thunderclap, The World
Health Organization and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency recommend keeping environmental noise
levels below 70 dB. Because the decibel scale is logarithmic, not linear, each 10 dB increase represents a 10-
fold increase in sound intensity. For example, a 10 dB sound is 10 times more powerful than 0 dB, buta 70 dB |g.g
sound is 10,000,000 times louder.

Additionally, noise levels should have been measured at houses above the tennis courts which are in a direct
line for noise and light pollution. The IS/MND assumes the local noise ordinances will be enforced and places
the onus on the offended to file a complaint. Rather amplified sound should be banned and dB level of water
polo clock should be minimized. Amplified sound from the football/track stadium continues to be a problem.
Additional noise would come from the operation of mechanical equipment (e.g., air conditioners, pumps).

LIGHTING - The proposal claims the project would adhere to the City of Laguna Beach’s Municipal Code § 7.70,
Good Neighbor Outdoor Lighting regulations. However, 40-ft sport lighting is equivalent to a 4- story building and
is nearly twice the height street lights on Park Avenue. The neighborhood paid to underground their utilities, no
four poles are to project into views. Outdoor lighting can create (1) excessive glare which is annoying and can B-7
causing safety problems, (2) light trespass which can reduce a sense of privacy, and (3) light pollution which
decreases ability to see the natural night sky. How many stars can you see at night? The school neighborhoods
fought this battle once, when lights were installed on the baseball field but which were finally removed. Now we

live with the football/track stadium lights.

VIEWS - All existing planters in the current facility will be demolished and new vegetation installed. Figure 3.3-
10 POOL CONCEPTUAL PLANTING PLAN shows the proposed replacement vegetation palette, but no specific
placement plans are presented. The tall trees included in the planting plan are inappropriate for view preservation
(Washingtonia robusta, Strelitzia nicolia). Additionally, the “Tiki torch” palms are considered a fire hazard and B-8
are inappropriate near structures and areas prone to wildfire, as indeed this area is. The 4-story sport lighting
projects way over the area and into the view shed as do the closely spaced palm trees on Park Avenue installed
by the school.

AESTHETICS - The IS/MND ironically states that the current pool facility was designed by preservationist]
architect Milford Wayne Donaldson. He kept the historic 1936 WPA pool building (originally classrooms) in his | g_g
design. The physical demolition of this historically significant building is a substantial adverse change. With the
new configuration the setback from Park Ave is non-existent for the indoor showers and not much larger for the
pump room building.

PARKING - The larger two-story locker/equipment building will extend into the current parking lot and reduce the
number of stalls from 17 to 5. Figure 3.3-1 of the EXISTING SITE PLAN shows that all parking spaces in the
parking lot and surrounding streets are already filled to capacity. And Manzanita Drive is NOT “a two-lane
roadway with sidewalks on both sides” (page 4.17-2 to 4.17-3). The only sidewalk on Manzanita is in front of the
pool parking lot.

The environmental factors mentioned above would be affected by this project. To many these are great and
important changes worthy of attention. B-10
LBHS is the smallest public high school in Orange County. The 2023 census was 888 with a projected 2026
census of 750 (page 3-1), a 16% decrease. And with an expected decrease in the future (page 4.3-9). The 2023
Laguna Beach census was 22,332, a decrease from 2020. Despite decreasing city and school populations,
LBUSD has proposed a larger “aquatic center”, not just a bigger pool for fewer people. More organized events
are likely at the proposed pool as has happened at the football/track stadium and will attract more attendees as
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well as visitors with additional noise and traffic. A 45-meter pool is not needed for CIF high school swimming or
water polo. A 35- to 40-meter pool meets the original objectives set out by the board. It addresses the ideal
configuration for CIF water polo, supports multiple team practices, and expands the humber of swim lanes. It is a
common size for high schools. It is cheaper to construct and operationally more efficient. The neighborhoods
surrounding the pool are 10x closer to the pool (3 abut the pool) than the average. As a result, the negative
impact is significantly greater. An analysis of a 35- to 40-meter pool in the existing footprint with the option of
retaining the existing buildings should be adequately and accurately explored by the school board before a
decision is made. This is a 24/7 issue for the neighborhood; people live here.

Energy Use: Increased.
Water Use: Increased B-10
Light Pollution: Increased
Noise Pollution: Increased
Views: Impacted
Aesthetics: Demolished
Parking: Decreased

JUST BECAUSE YOU CAN DOESN'T MEAN YOU SHOULD.
JUST BECAUSE YOU DON'T HAVE TO DOESN'T MEAN YOU SHOULDN'T (follow city rules).

Submitted January 10, 2025 ’ :

Annlia and Merton Hill
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Elia Wahlstrom Rogers <ewahlstromrogers@Ibusd.org>

CEQA Comments Comment Letter C

1 message

Gary Kasik <garykasik@gmail.com> Thu, Feb 13, 2025 at 12:36 PM
To: "ewahlstromrogers@lbusd.org" <ewahlstromrogers@Ibusd.org>

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the IS/MND per the 1/17/2025 notice. My comments are
offered to improve the document to avoid unnecessary delays as well as to point out certain concems that
can be addressed prior to the scheduled hearing. Always willing to discuss in detail if that helps get an
improved presentation for the hearing.

ENERA SERVATIONS
The impact assessment is minimized by representing the project as “replacement” and “modernization”
with little to no recognition of the substantial size increases, a three times increase in density of use, and
more than doubling spectator capacity. To properly assess before/after impacts it would be helpful to
include BEFORE dimensions when referring to the new plans for:
1. Buildings (Sq ft)
2. Deck space
3. Seating Capacity and Orientation
4. Lighting type. quantity, and orientation

Operational plans presented by the district envision three concurrent waterpolo (WP) practices versus one
today. Swimming practice common standards presented by the district reference 7-8 swimmers per lane so| C-1
with eight lanes being added that provides the potential of over 50 additional concurrent swimmers. [ saw
no reference to existing spectator capacity but from photos I estimated +/-100 with that more than
doubling to 272: as well as changing the orientation of the seating from north facing to east facing.

There are multiple references that contradict planned use as presented by the district in prior meetings.
While staying mostly inside the existing footprint with similar uses, it’s important to represent density and
capacity changes. Examples of misleading descriptions include:

“Since this is a pool replacement project, frequency of use, number of attendees, and additional sounds
associated with water recreation are not expected to change”

“The use of the modernized pool is expected to remain relatively the same as that of the existing facility.”
“The project is not expected to result in an increase to average daily traffic...”

And given a primary objective of the project was to support more home games it is inappropriate to say
“...nor will the number of swimming events change greatly...”.

The notice card states “A public hearing before the planning commission of the city of Laguna
Beach...”. I can find no corresponding schedule for the city, so added clarity on the role of the city
would be helpful. Additionally, does the approval process require LBUSD board approval and, if so,
a simple majority? 8

Lighting

Lighting is to be reviewed and approved by city staff to be in compliance with Good Neighbor Lighting
regulations. City light regulations are acknowledged to be dated in regards to current available technology
as well as being primarily residential focused. Use of the most current available technology to control |~ ,
glare and light leakage should be deployed along with timers or other methods to manage use
hours. In addition to lights location, orientation of scoreboards, clock timers, etc should be addressed to
minimize leakage outside the footprint. =
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C-2

Current functions of the lights on the neighboring tennis courts are inconsistent so is “linking” or
upgrading should be considered.

Noise

Representing “no or minimal impact” due to the project being “replacement” with no increased use is
inconsistent with the stated district operational plan. In the assessment it is important to view noise and
time together as noise at 6:00am has a different impact than the same noise at 1:00pm. When the current
pool was proposed in 1992-3 local residents, many of whom are still in the same homes, were promised
sound mitigation that was never addressed.

The district has proposed reduced hours of operation given the expanded capacity of the facility including
ending at 8:00pm but have been essentially silent on morning hours. What are planned hours of operation
and what activities will be scheduled in what time slots? WP at 6:00am (potentially 3X current) would
not be in compliance with the city noise ordinance that prevents construction or landscape work before
8:00am. Has there been consideration to follow city noise ordinances that apply to residents?

The sound testing poorly aligned with actual and planned uses as the tests were performed during the
quietest use activities. A primary stated objective of the district was to support multiple concurrent water
polo practices. District plans show three teams in the water at the same time. Noise sampling of
“swimming and light conversation” versus expected use of horns, bells, whistles, and shouting from three
WP teams simply isn’t representative.

The statement “The pool is surrounded by high walls and, on the north side by a building.” is not

accurate. The east side shows a very low wall and the existing chainlink fencing of the tennis courts.
Sound mitigation techniques and solutions were presented at a public district meeting on June 27, 2023 but
it appears none have been incorporated into current plans. Given the near 3X increase in spectator
capacity, change of spectator seating orientation, increased use, increased density, and increased
events, consideration should be given to added sound mitigation including the techniques presented
of attenuation walls, covered facility, audio design and time restrictions.

A sound attenuation wall that “traps” as much noise as possible inside the envelope to replace the
west side fence of the tennis courts should be included in the plans.

Construction noise is a concern but the commitment to follow city building ordinances on sound and hours
of operation is expected to be a mitigating factor.

Traffic and Parking

Parking in the vicinity of the high school is currently heavily constrained when school is in session, so
even minor impacts should be carefully considered. Section 3.3.4 implies there may be an option (“may
require”)that doesn’t result in lost parking spaces. Is there an option under consideration that is not
included in the materials? Figure 3.3-3 shows five parking stalls but the accompanying narrative states
seven; this should be consistent.

The statements that traffic related impacts will not increase because use of the facility is not expected to
increase do not align with district presentations on expected operation. Options should be reviewed with
the city to maximize parking while minimizing resident impact. T-lined parking spots, red curbs, clear
signage may provide better use of existing parking and unnecessary city enforcement.

Construction Specific

How many total parking spots are eliminated during construction? Figure 3.4-2 shows eliminated spots on
Park but does the no parking extend further east than covered in the graphic? How many transient (daily
in/out) contractor/labor vehicles are anticipated during construction? The intersection of Park and
Manzanita is a heavy concentration of vehicles and student pedestrians crossing Park north and then
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Manzanita west. The plans call for adding a “staging and entrance” to that same location. It seems sight
lines may be impacted so consideration should be given to relocating crossing points during construction.
Consideration should be given to a reserved construction only parking section in the district parking
lot. That would provide assured labor parking avoiding circling for parking and back up horns of
construction trucks in residential areas. The parking lot is very close to constructlon and can be adjusted
for when school is not in session.

C-4

Safety,

Comments regarding parking and construction traffic in heavily traveled pedestrian areas are obviously a
priority. Keep in mind key student arrival and dismissal time when extra caution (crossing guards?)
should be considered. Often the “mass exodus” from the high school is augmented with toddlers coming
back from an outing to Anneliese School or being picked up by parents. C-5

The pool is in a bit of a sunken space so details of how to secure the site from inappropriate access should
be addressed. Does the use of a pool cover, as outlined in the plans, present a higher drowning risk
should “unauthorized” access occur? Perhaps technology that senses pool or cover contact triggering an
alert?

Other T
Aesthetics - The project plans and narrative represent there will be no view impact and, in fact, states there
will be a minor view improvement. The artist renderings are helpful but they obviously can’t address
every dimension and the orientation of the building is changing. I would request the buildings be
“staked” as is done for any residential construction to provide clarity and avoid surprises during
construction.

Near the end of Section 4.1.a the building and pool are referred to as “similar to those already in place”.
Given the pool is 80% larger and the building is now two stories and significantly larger it seems that
description could be more accurate.

I counted several hundred solar panels most with direct line of sight into the neighborhoods above and C-6
surrounding the pool. What actions are being taken to eliminate reflection or glare from the panels?

I didn’t see any ADA specifications but assume that’s a requirement. The current pool configuration has a
sloped ramp that I don’t see in the new plans. I would assume a mechanical chair is being proposed?
That’s a significant loss of functionality for those with physical limitations.

Have you researched and are prepared to defend that the architect of the existing building has no historical
or “important person” classification as noted in Section 4.5.3-a “that are associated with the lives of
persons significant in our past.”

Additional Observations T
I offer the following as “proofreading” to help improve the quality of the final document. While many
may seem minor the quantity and materiality of some could lead toward a quality conclusion of the overall
document:

*There are several references to Appendices including in the Table of Contents but was unable to find
them.

*The notice card says the hearing will be before the Planning Commission of the City of Laguna
Beach, but the location is a district facility. C7
1.1 Refers to a 50M pool

1.1 Address 670 or 625

4.9.¢ Tony Tobin Elementary School is not near the project
4.9.d Does not apply the project location

4.9.-1 Locations listed are in near project site
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4.9.¢ The airport referenced is not the nearest

4.17.c Manzanita does not have sidewalks on both sides

4.19.a States heating by natural gas, Figure 3.3-8 shows solar o
419.a Water Treatment speaks to Centennial High School?

4.19.d The city does not contract with Waste Management but rather CR&R
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