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Chapter 10 
Introduction to the Final EIR 

10.1 CEQA Requirements 
Before a project is approved, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires the lead 
agency to prepare and certify a Final Environmental Impact Report (final EIR). The contents of a 
final EIR are specified in Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines, which state that the final EIR shall 
consist of: 

(a) The draft EIR or a revision of the draft EIR. 

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the draft EIR. 

(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the draft EIR. 

(d) The responses of the lead agency to significant environmental points raised in the review 
and consultation process. 

(e) Any other information added by the lead agency. 

The lead agency (the City of Huntington Beach) must also provide each public agency that 
commented on the draft EIR with a copy of the City’s responses to the agency’s comments at least 
ten days prior to certifying the final EIR.   

10.2 Public Review Process 
The draft EIR for the Warner-Nichols project was circulated for review and comment by the public, 
organizations, and agencies for a 45-day public review period that began on October 4, 2012, and 
ended on November 19, 2012.   

10.3 Contents and Organization of the Final EIR 
The final EIR is composed of three volumes, as follows: 

• Draft EIR, including the Executive Summary and Chapters 1 through 9. These chapters 
describe the existing environmental conditions on the project site and in the vicinity of the 
project site, and analyze potential impacts on those conditions due to the proposed project. 
They identify mitigation measures that could avoid or reduce the magnitude of significant 
impacts. The draft EIR analyzes the cumulative impacts that would be caused by the project 
in combination with other future projects or growth that could occur in the region, and 
analyzes growth-inducing impacts. The draft EIR also provides a full evaluation of the 
alternatives to the proposed project that could eliminate, reduce, or avoid significant 
project-related impacts. Text revisions to the draft EIR since it was made available for 
review, including correction of minor errors, clarifications, and changes made in response 
to comments received during the public review period, are included in Section 10.5, Errata.  

• Final EIR, including Chapter 10 (this chapter), and Chapter 11. These chapters contain an 
explanation of the format and content of the final EIR; all changes made to the draft EIR; a 
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complete list of all persons, organizations, and public agencies that commented on the draft 
EIR; copies of comment letters received by the City of Huntington Beach on the proposed 
project; and the lead agency’s responses to these comments.   

The following appendices have been added as part of the final EIR: 

• Appendix F:  Notice of Completion and Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR 

• Appendix G:  Cost Estimate for Onsite Restoration 

10.4 Use of the Final EIR 
Pursuant to Sections 15088(a) and 15088(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, the lead agency must evaluate 
comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed the draft EIR and provide 
written responses. The final EIR (including the responses to comments and revisions to the draft 
EIR) provides the decision-makers for the City of Huntington Beach within information they need in 
deciding whether to approve the proposed project. 

After reviewing the final EIR, and before approving the project, the lead agency must make the 
following three certifications as required by Section 15090 of the CEQA guidelines: 

• That the final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA. 

• That the final EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the lead agency, and that 
the decision-making body reviewed and considered the information contained in the final 
EIR prior to approving the project. 

• That the final EIR reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis. 

Pursuant to Section 15091(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, if an EIR that has been certified for the project 
identifies one or more significant environmental effects, the lead agency must adopt “Findings of 
Fact.” For each significant impact, the lead agency must make one of the following findings: 

• Changes or alternations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid 
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the final EIR. 

• Such changes or alternations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public 
agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such 
other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency. 

• Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provisions 
of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation 
measures or project alternatives identified in the final EIR. 

Each finding must be accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for the finding. In addition, 
pursuant to Section 15091(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, the agency must adopt, in conjunction with 
the findings, a program for reporting on or monitoring the changes that it has either required in the 
project or made a condition of approval to avoid or substantially lessen environmental effects. These 
measures must be fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other measures. This 
program is referred to as the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.   

Additionally, pursuant to Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, when a lead agency approves a 
project that would result in significant, unavoidable impacts that are disclosed in the final EIR, the 
agency must state in writing its reasons for supporting the approved action. This Statement of 
Overriding Considerations is supported by substantial information in the record, which includes this 
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final EIR. Since the project could result in two significant and unavoidable impacts, the City of 
Huntington Beach would be required to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations if it 
approves the proposed project. 

The certifications, Findings of Fact, and the Statement of Overriding Considerations are included in a 
separate Findings document. The final EIR will be considered, and, in conjunction with making 
Findings, the City of Huntington Beach may decide whether or how to approve the proposed project. 

10.5 Errata to Draft EIR  
The following revisions to the draft EIR have been made since it was made available for review, 
including correction of minor errors, clarifications, and changes made in response to comments 
received during the public review period. Added text is indicated by underlined text (underlined) 
and removed text is indicated by strike-out text (strike-out). 

10.5.1 Errata to the Executive Summary  
Table ES-1, pages ES-6 and ES-7, mitigation column, is revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure CR-1. Photography and Recordation of 
Furuta House #1, Pastor’s House, Church #1, and Church 
#2. Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit or relocation 
of the historic buildings on site, large format photographic 
documentation and a written report will be prepared by a 
qualified architectural historian, architect experienced in 
historic preservation, or historic preservation professional 
who satisfies the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
Qualifications Standards for History, Architectural History, or 
Architecture pursuant to 36 CFR 61. The written report will 
follow the guidelines associated with HABS Level I 
documentation, which uses the “Outline Format” instead of the 
one-sheet architectural data form associated with Level III 
recordation. This The written report and large format 4x5 
photography with photo index will document the significance 
of Furuta House #1, Pastor’s House, Church #1, and Church #2 
and their physical conditions, both historic and current, 
through photographs and text pursuant to Level III 
recordation of the HABS documentation. Photographic 
documentation noting all elevations and additional details of 
the buildings’ architectural features will be undertaken. The 
photographer will be familiar with the recordation of historic 
resources. Photographs will be prepared in a format consistent 
with the HABS standard for field photography. Copies of the 
report will be submitted to the City of Huntington Beach 
Planning and Building Department, Huntington Beach Central 
Library, Huntington Beach Historic Resources Board, 
Huntington Beach Historical Society, Historical and Cultural 
Foundation of Orange County – Japanese American Council, 
Wintersburg Presbyterian Church, Orange County Archives, 
and Orange County Japanese American Association. 
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Mitigation Measure CR-2. Offer Buildings for Relocation 
Prior to Demolition. Prior to the issuance of a demolition 
permit for the Furuta House #1, the Pastor’s House, Church #1, 
and/or Church #2 historic buildings on site, the applicant shall 
demonstrate to the City that it has worked with 
community/preservation groups to offer the buildings for 
relocation to a compatible location that will reestablish 
contributing aspects of the dwelling’s historic orientation, 
immediate setting, and general environment. (If such a site is 
not available, a less compatible site may be used, if the only 
other option is demolition.) an offsite location for 
preservation. Relocation of the buildings would be at the 
expense of the party that takes responsibility for relocation, 
and not at the applicant’s expense. In the offer, the applicant 
shall state that they will contribute money towards this 
relocation in an amount equal to the cost of demolition, based 
on an estimate approved by the City from a licensed 
contractor. The relocation efforts will be conducted in 
accordance with the guidelines recommended by the National 
Park Service that are outlined in the booklet “Moving Historic 
Buildings,” by John Obed Curtis (1979). In addition, any 
maintenance, repair, rehabilitation, stabilization, or 
preservation work performed in conjunction with the 
relocation of the buildings will be undertaken in a manner 
consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 
Rehabilitation. Negotiations shall be accommodated for a 
period of not less than 1 year following project 
approval. Should no plan of relocation be brought forward 
within 1 year, demolition will be allowed to occur.  

 

Table ES-1, page ES-8, mitigation column, is revised to include a precautionary measure from the 
Initial Study Environmental Checklist Form (August 29, 2011) to ensure protection of the existing 
mature trees on the site, as follows: 

Impact Level of 
Significance 
before 
Mitigation Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance 
after 
Mitigation 

Initial Study VII (e):  
Conflict with any 
local policies or 
ordinances 
protecting 
biological 
resources, such as 
tree preservation 
policy or ordinance 

Less than 
significant 

Precautionary Mitigation Measure BIO-
1:  Prior to issuance of a demolition permit 
the applicant shall provide a consulting 
arborist report on all the existing trees. 
Said report shall quantify, identify, size, 
and analyze the health of the existing 
trees. The report shall also recommend 
how the existing trees shall be protected 
and how far demolition shall be kept from 
the trunk. 

Less than 
Significant 
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10.5.2 Errata to Chapter 2, Project Description  
Figure 2-1 is revised to more accurately identify the location of the proposed project. (See Revised 
Figure 2-1 at the end of this chapter.) 

Figure 2-2a is included to provide an updated aerial. (See Figure 2-2a at the end of this chapter.) 

Pages 2-1 and 2-2 are revised as follows: 

The existing structures on the project site are described below and shown on Figures 2-2 
through 2-4: 

 Church #1. This structure building was constructed in 19111910, measures approximately 
50 feet north-south by 20 feet east-west, and is approximately 922 square feet in size. It is 
located in the northwest corner of the project site behind Church #2 adjacent to the Pastor’s 
House. This building is included in the City of Huntington Beach’s list of local landmarks 
considered to be of significant importance to the local community. Church #1 appears 
eligible for individual listing in the National Register of Historic Places and the California 
Register for its association with patterns of settlement in Orange County, including the 
Japanese-American community, under Criterion A and 1, respectively, at the local level of 
significance. 

 Pastor’s House. This structure dwelling was constructed in 1911 1910 and is connected to 
Church #1 by a breeze-way. It measures approximately 21 feet east-west by 23 feet north-
south, is approximately 461 square feet in size, and is located in the northwest corner of the 
project site along Nichols Street. This building is legal non-conforming because it is setback 
3-feet from the ultimate Nichols Street right-of-way, instead of the required 10-foot setback. 
This building is included in the City of Huntington Beach’s list of local landmarks considered 
to be of significant historical importance to the local community. The Pastor’s House 
appears eligible for individual listing in the National Register of Historic Places and the 
California Register for its association with patterns of settlement in Orange County, 
including the Japanese-American community, under Criterion A and 1, respectively, at the 
local level of significance. 

 Church #2. This structure building was built erected in 1934, measures approximately 30 
feet north-south by 82 feet east-west, and is approximately 2,552 square feet in size. It is 
located in the northeast corner of the project site at the corner of Warner Avenue and 
Nichols Street, fronting Warner Avenue. Church #2 is legal non-conforming because it lies 
within the ultimate right-of-way for Warner Avenue. This building is included in the City of 
Huntington Beach’s list of local landmarks considered to be of significant historical 
importance to the local community. Church #2 appears eligible for individual listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places and the California Register for its association with 
patterns of settlement in Orange County, including the Japanese-American community, 
under Criterion A and 1, respectively, at the local level of significance.  

 Furuta House #1. This structure dwelling was constructed in 19141912, measures 
approximately 27.5 feet east-west by 46.5 feet north-south, and is approximately 900 
square feet in size. It is located in the north-central portion of the project site along Warner 
Avenue. This building is included in the City of Huntington Beach’s list of local landmarks 
considered to be of significant historical importance to the local community. Furuta House 
#1 appears eligible for individual listing in the National Register of Historic Places and the 
California Register for its association with patterns of settlement in Orange County, 
including the Japanese-American community, under Criterion A and 1, respectively, at the 
local level of significance.  
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 The Barn. This structure was constructed in 1914circa 1912. It is located approximately 40 
feet southeast of Furuta House #2 and measures approximately 1,524 square feet in size.   

 Furuta House #2. This residence was constructed in 1947 and is approximately 1,875 
square feet. It is located in the southeast corner of the project site along Nichols Street at 
Belsito Drive. 

Page 2-3 is revised as follows: 

In 1947, a new residence was developed onsite (Furuta House #2), which also housed the 
Furuta family. The project site was also developed with two groundwater wells, which were 
used to serve the onsite residential and agricultural activities. The Furuta family also raised 
goldfish and water lilies on the site in ponds that were developed for this use.  

The Japanese Presbyterian Church was in use until 19661965, when the Japanese congregation 
moved to Santa Ana, California. In 1968 the church buildings were leased to the Church of God 
Sabbatarian and subsequently the Rainbow Christian Fellowship. The buildings were last used 
by a Hispanic congregation until 1997. The buildings have since been vacant and have been 
vandalized, and then boarded up. 

In 2002, an application to develop 53 residential condominiums on the subject site was 
submitted to the City. The application was withdrawn in 2003 due to controversy regarding 
proximity to existing incompatible industrial uses to the west. 

In 2004, Rainbow Environmental (Rainbow) purchased the project site, which contained the 
existing structures and agricultural uses. Since that time, Rainbow has maintained the 
agricultural operations and grows trees and various plants on a non-commercial basis for 
donation to the community.  

Because the existing buildings on the project site have been siting sitting vacant and no regular 
activity occurs on the project site, the six buildings have been repeatedly vandalized, utilized by 
vagrants, homeless people, and gangs. In response and pursuant to City police and fire 
department recommendations, the site is completely fenced and all of the buildings have been 
boarded up. However, the site’s condition continues to be a concern. The most recent 
trespassing events occurred on August 26, 2011, and resulted in additional destructive activity. 
The history of law enforcement calls to the project site is provided in Table 2-1. As shown, 
activity on site resulted in three calls for police services in 2011, and a total of 71 calls for 
service since 1996. 

10.5.3 Errata to Section 3.1, Cultural Resources  
Page 3.1-3 is revised as follows: 

During World War II, Japanese-Americans in California were rounded up and sent to internment 
camps throughout the western United States. Many lost their properties, although a few were 
watched over by sympathetic neighbors. The Wintersburg Japanese Presbyterian Church 
escaped confiscation because, by church law, it belonged to the local Presbytery rather than to 
the congregation.  

Page 3.1-4 is revised as follows: 

In 1930, the church prepared A Brief Report of the Presbyterian Mission of Wintersburg in honor 
of its 20th anniversary as a mission. The report stated that it was “one of the oldest Japanese 
Presbyterian churches in Southern California” (Japanese Presbyterian Church of Wintersburg 
1930). It noted that the mission’s property consisted of a 150 foot by 50 foot corner lot of a 
church member’s goldfish farm (Mr. Charles Furuta’s property and business). Of the property’s 
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importance, Reverend K. Kikuchi wrote in 1930, “Our mission was for a long time the leading 
center of the Japanese community” (Japanese Presbyterian Church of Wintersburg 1930). 

Pages 3.1-17 and 3.1-18 are revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure CR-1. Photography and Recordation of Furuta House #1, Pastor’s 
House, Church #1, and Church #2 . Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit or relocation 
of the historic buildings on site, large format photographic documentation and a written report 
will be prepared by a qualified architectural historian, architect experienced in historic 
preservation, or historic preservation professional who satisfies the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Professional Qualifications Standards for History, Architectural History, or Architecture 
pursuant to 36 CFR 61. The written report will follow the guidelines associated with HABS Level 
I documentation, which uses the “Outline Format” instead of the one-sheet architectural data 
form associated with Level III recordation. This The written report and large format 4x5 
photography with photo index will document the significance of Furuta House #1, Pastor’s 
House, Church #1, and Church #2 and their physical conditions, both historic and current, 
through photographs and text pursuant to Level III recordation of the HABS documentation. 
Photographic documentation noting all elevations and additional details of the buildings’ 
architectural features will be undertaken. The photographer will be familiar with the 
recordation of historic resources. Photographs will be prepared in a format consistent with the 
HABS standard for field photography. Copies of the report will be submitted to the City of 
Huntington Beach Planning and Building Department, Huntington Beach Central Library, 
Huntington Beach Historic Resources Board, Huntington Beach Historical Society, Historical and 
Cultural Foundation of Orange County – Japanese American Council, Wintersburg Presbyterian 
Church, Orange County Archives, and Orange County Japanese American Association. 

Mitigation Measure CR-2. Offer Buildings for Relocation Prior to Demolition. Prior to the 
issuance of a demolition permit for the Furuta House #1, the Pastor’s House, Church #1, and/or 
Church #2 historic buildings on site, the applicant shall demonstrate to the City that it has 
worked with community/preservation groups to offer the buildings for relocation to a 
compatible location that will reestablish contributing aspects of the dwelling’s historic 
orientation, immediate setting, and general environment. (If such a site is not available, a less 
compatible site may be used, if the only other option is demolition.) an offsite location for 
preservation. Relocation of the buildings would be at the expense of the party that takes 
responsibility for relocation, and not at the applicant’s expense. In the offer, the applicant shall 
state that they will contribute money towards this relocation in an amount equal to the cost of 
demolition, based on an estimate approved by the City from a licensed contractor. The 
relocation efforts will be conducted in accordance with the guidelines recommended by the 
National Park Service that are outlined in the booklet “Moving Historic Buildings,” by John Obed 
Curtis (1979). In addition, any maintenance, repair, rehabilitation, stabilization, or preservation 
work performed in conjunction with the relocation of the buildings will be undertaken in a 
manner consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. Negotiations 
shall be accommodated for a period of not less than 1 year following project approval. Should no 
plan of relocation be brought forward within 1 year, demolition will be allowed to occur.  

Table 3.1-1, page 3.1-22 is revised to include an additional row at the bottom, as follows: 
City Goal, Policy, Objective Consistency Analysis 

HCR 3.2.1 – Preserve and reuse 
historically significant structures, 
where feasible. 

Not Consistent. The proposed project 
would remove buildings that have been 
identified as historic resources rather than 
preserve and reuse them, which is not 
consistent with General Plan Policy HCR 
3.2.1. 
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10.5.4 Errata to Section 5.5.3, Alternative 3 – Historic 
Resources Renovation Alternative  

Pages 5.8 and 5.9 are revised as follows: 

Cost. The restoration and preservation of the four buildings would be a time consuming and 
expensive process. A feasibility and cost study was prepared in May 2012 and updated in April 
2013 by Thirtieth Street Architects, Inc. that estimated a cost of $2.65 $2.44 million, which does 
not include costs of ongoing maintenance to the restored buildings.  

A recent search and evaluation of 21 small rental commercial spaces along arterial roadways 
within Huntington Beach (provided in Table 5-1) identified lease costs that average $26.67 per 
square foot per year. The project’s four historic buildings total approximately 4,835 square feet, 
which based on the existing average cost per square foot, may generate approximately $128,949 
in annual lease revenue ($10,746 monthly). At this rate, it would take 2019 years of lease 
payments to pay off the cost of this alternative, not including the cost of building and site 
maintenance. Also, as described above, the configuration of the property would make finding a 
tenant difficult. This would likely result in a lower-than-average lease price in order to be 
competitive with other commercial property, most of which was purpose-built for commercial 
uses. This would result in an even longer payback rate. With the constraints on the sites 
usability for commercial or industrial purposes, it is possible no tenant could be found, leading 
to an unoccupied status, with similar impacts related to trespassing and vandalism as under the 
current condition. 

Page 5.10 is revised as follows: 

However, as described previously in Section 5.5.3, several feasibility constraints related to the 
Historic Resources Renovation Alternative have been identified. The small size and internal 
configurations of the four buildings (such as containing 5 rooms within a 900-square-foot 
building) would constrain commercial activities, and it would be difficult to find tenants to lease 
them. Additionally, the restoration and preservation of the four buildings would be a time-
consuming and expensive process that is estimated to take 2019 years of lease payments to pay 
for, which does not include the cost of building and site maintenance.   
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Chapter 11 
Responses to Comments 

11.1 Introduction  
Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines states that a Final EIR shall consist of: “(a) the Draft EIR or a 
revisions of the draft; (b) comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either 
verbatim or in summary; (c) a list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the 
Draft EIR; and (d) the responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the 
review and consultation process.” 

The Draft EIR was made available for a 45-day public review period from October 4 to November 19, 
2012. This chapter of the Final EIR presents the 17 comment letters received during the public 
comment period for the Draft EIR from public agencies, organizations, and private individuals. A list 
of commenters is provided below in Table 11-1, Summary of Comment Letters. Each commenter 
was assigned a letter (A through Q). Each comment within the letters was then assigned a number. 
For example, the first comment in Letter A is A-1, and the fourth comment in letter B is Comment B-
4. The responses to each comment can be found in the pages that follow the comment letter.  

11.2 Responses and Comments 
This section includes the 17 comment letters received on the Draft EIR and the City’s responses. The 
presentation of the comments and responses follow Table 11-1.  

Table 11-1. Summary of Comment Letters  

Comment Letter Commenter Name/Address 
A Native American Heritage Commission 

Dave Singleton 
915 Capitol Mall, Room 264 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

B California Preservation Foundation 
Jennifer M. Gates, AICP 
53rd Street, Suite 424 
San Francisco, CA 94103-3205 

C Richardson Gray 
415 Townsquare Lane, # 208 
Huntington Beach, CA 92648 

D Huntington Beach Tomorrow 
Karen Jackle 
PO Box 865 
Huntington Beach, CA 92648 

E Barbara Haynes 
19341 Worchester Ln 
Huntington Beach, CA 92646 
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Comment Letter Commenter Name/Address 
F Office of Historic Preservation, Department of Parks and Recreation 

Carol Roland-Nawi, PhD 
1725 23rd Street, Suite 100 
Sacramento, CA 95816 

G Chinese Historical Society of Southern California 
Susan Dickson, CHSSC President 
411 Bernard Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

H Preserving California’s Japantowns 
Donna Graves, Director 

I Historic Resources Board of Huntington Beach 
Barbara Haynes, Chair 

J Draconis Design 
Michael Bloom, et al 
7711 Duquesne Place 
Westminster, CA 92683 

K Norman Furuta 
PO Box 31879 
San Francisco, CA 94131 

L Professor Emeritus of History and Asian American Studies 
California State University, Fullerton 
Arthur Hansen 

M Huntington Beach Environmental Board 
Michael Marshall 

N Robert Rusky 
159 Beaver Street 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

O Mary Adams Urashima 
19432 Pompano Lane, #110 
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Comment Letter A 
Native American Heritage Commission 
Dave Singleton 
915 Capitol Mall, Room 26 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Comment A-1 

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) responded to the CEQA Notice of Completion of 
the Draft EIR with a standard NAHC letter that outlines the NAHC’s responsibilities and their 
approach to Environmental Documents, consultation, and mitigation.  

A Sacred Lands File search for the project was completed in 2007; this search was negative. A list of 
eight Native American tribes was provided by the NAHC at that time. These eight Native American 
groups and individuals were contacted on April 20, 2007, and their interest and input requested. No 
replies to these letters were received.  

The City contacted Native American groups regarding SB 18 Tribal Consultation on two occasions, 
the first on February 4, 2009, and the second on September 29, 2011. The first contact included 5 
Native American groups, including 2 Tongva, and the second outreach effort was made to 16 groups 
and individuals, including 7 Tongva. No written responses were received by the City. One telephone 
call was received during the EIR comment period, which was returned by the City, but the tribal 
leader did not respond to the telephone contact. 

No Native American resources are known to be present in the project area. No changes to the Draft 
EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment A-2 

This comment states that the project falls under federal regulations, including the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and Section 106 and Section 4(f) of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA). The comment also cites Secretary of the Interior standards. 

The project does not require any discretionary actions by federal agencies. Therefore, the project is 
not subject to the federal regulations pertaining to federal agency decisions. NEPA, Section 106, 
Section 4(f), and Secretary of the Interior standards do not apply to this project.  

Nonetheless, historic context and cultural landscape were considered in the Draft EIR, consistent 
with the requirements of CEQA. There are no Native American properties in the project area. The 
confidentiality of significant Native American properties near the project area has been maintained. 
No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment A-3 

This comment cites the Public Resources Code and CEQA guidelines regarding discovery of human 
remains and consultation with consultation with Native Americans. 

The Draft EIR specified that, should human remains be uncovered, they will be treated as required 
by law, specifically following State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and Public Resources Code 
Section 5097.98. There are no burial sites on the project site. No ground disturbance is proposed for 
the project; therefore, no impacts on burials are anticipated. 

Tribal consultation is discussed in the response to Comment A-1. No changes to the Draft EIR are 
required as a result of this comment. 
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Comment Letter B 
California Preservation Foundation 
Jennifer M. Gates, AICP 
53rd Street, Suite 424 
San Francisco, CA 94103-3205 

Comment B-1 

This comment is a general introduction of the California Preservation Foundation and its dedication 
to the preservation of California’s diverse cultural and architectural heritage. The comment does not 
address the adequacy of a specific element of the Draft EIR. No changes to the Draft EIR are required 
as a result of this comment. 

Comment B-2 

This comment states that the 2002 Historic Resources Technical Report found “six historic 
structures that make up an eligible National Register Historic District.” These buildings consist of 
“the Furuta House #1 and barn, Furuta House #2, Church #1 and #2, and the Pastor’s House.” The 
commenter further states that although four of six resources are identified as individually eligible in 
the Draft EIR, the report fails to analyze the resources as contributors to a potentially eligible 
district. It concludes that the Draft EIR should be amended to include potential impacts on a 
National Register–eligible district. 

As relates to the 2002 report, there is an inconsistency between the findings in the technical report 
and the individual California Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) records prepared for the 
properties. The DPR record for the Pastor’s House, the original church, and the newer church found 
the three of them to be contributors to a potential National Register district. The DPR record for the 
Furuta House #1 and associated barn concluded that this property is individually eligible for the 
National Register. However, in contrast with the DPR records, the 2002 report concluded in its 
summary of significance (page 10), “National Register Evaluation code: 3D (Each building is 
potentially eligible for listing in the National Register as a contributor to a historic district).”  

Regardless of the inconsistency between the 2002 DPR records and the 2002 report, the Draft EIR 
did not identify the existence of a historic district because there are only two parcels upon which the 
buildings were constructed. APN 111-372-07 contains Furuta House #1, House #2, and the barn. 
APN 111-372-06 contains the Pastor’s House, Church #1, and Church #2. In defining categories of 
historic properties, National Register Bulletin How to Apply the National Register Criteria for 
Evaluation requires on page 5 “a significant concentration“ of resources to qualify as a district. In 
this case, there are only two properties containing historic resources that together do not constitute 
a significant concentration to justify the identification of a district.  

Regardless of whether the properties are identified as individually eligible for listing in the National 
Register or as contributors to a potential National Register–eligible district, under CEQA, the 
demolition of these resources (except for the barn and House #2) would result in identical impacts 
that would be significant and unavoidable, as identified in Section 5.1 of the Draft EIR. No changes to 
the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment B-3 

This comment states that HABS Level III documentation is the lowest level of recordation and is 
inadequate for the level of impact. The comment recommends that “more significant and meaningful 
mitigation should be required.” 
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Three levels of HABS recordation exist, of which Level III requires large format photography, an 
abbreviated architectural data form, and sketch maps for each building. Level II, in addition to the 
above, requires a more detailed outline format for recordation. Level I recordation requires the 
above plus measured drawings of the buildings. The Draft EIR recommends HABS Level III 
recordation, which appears appropriate for the size and types of buildings associated with the site.  

In response to this and other comments on the Draft EIR, this mitigation measure has been revised 
in the Final EIR to provide additional detail. The following is the revised mitigation measure 
showing the added (underlined) and removed (struck out) text: 

Mitigation Measure CR-1. Photography and Recordation of Furuta House #1, Pastor’s 
House, Church #1, and Church #2 . Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit or relocation 
of the historic buildings on site, large format photographic documentation and a written report 
will be prepared by a qualified architectural historian, architect experienced in historic 
preservation, or historic preservation professional who satisfies the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Professional Qualifications Standards for History, Architectural History, or Architecture 
pursuant to 36 CFR 61. The written report will follow the guidelines associated with HABS Level 
I documentation, which uses the “Outline Format” instead of the one-sheet architectural data 
form associated with Level III recordation. This The written report and large format 4x5 
photography with photo index will document the significance of Furuta House #1, Pastor’s 
House, Church #1, and Church #2 and their physical conditions, both historic and current, 
through photographs and text pursuant to Level III recordation of the HABS documentation. 
Photographic documentation noting all elevations and additional details of the buildings’ 
architectural features will be undertaken. The photographer will be familiar with the 
recordation of historic resources. Photographs will be prepared in a format consistent with the 
HABS standard for field photography. Copies of the report will be submitted to the City of 
Huntington Beach Planning and Building Department, Huntington Beach Central Library, 
Huntington Beach Historic Resources Board, Huntington Beach Historical Society, Historical and 
Cultural Foundation of Orange County – Japanese American Council, Wintersburg Presbyterian 
Church, Orange County Archives, and Orange County Japanese American Association. 

Comment B-4 

This comment requests that the alternatives analysis be amended to include all contributors to an 
historic district.  

As discussed in the response to Comment B-2, above, the buildings on the site do not constitute an 
historic district.  

The alternatives analysis in the Draft EIR (Chapter 5) included a No Project Alternative (Alternative 
1), under which all of the existing structures on the site would remain. The alternatives analysis also 
considered other alternatives that would potentially avoid or substantially lessen significant 
environmental impacts, specifically on historic resources. Alternative 2, Reduced Project (Historic 
Resources Avoidance Alternative), would remove non-historic structures, but the historic buildings 
would remain. Alternative 3, Historic Resource Renovation Alternative, would also remove non-
historic structures and renovate the four historically designated buildings for future commercial or 
industrial uses on site. An additional alternative, to relocate the historic buildings off site, was 
considered but rejected because a suitable location could not be identified, as described in Section 
5.3 of the Draft EIR.  

CEQA does not require alternatives that would lessen environmental impacts not found to be 
significant. Because removal of the other non-historic structures on site would not be a significant 
impact, no additional alternatives are necessary. No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result 
of this comment. 
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Comment B-5 

This comment states a belief that one of the applicant’s objectives is too narrow and therefore the 
objectives do not allow analysis of a range of alternatives. It states a belief that Alternative 2, 
Reduced Project (Historic Resources Avoidance Alternative) would meet the objective and 
eliminates public safety concerns.  

CEQA does not require that alternatives meet all of the objectives in order to be considered in the 
EIR. The Draft EIR examined a range of alternatives, as required by CEQA, including alternatives that 
would not remove all or some of the existing buildings. Not all of the alternatives were eliminated 
because they failed to meet the objectives. Alternative 3, which would renovate and re-use the 
historic buildings on the site, would meet most of the objectives. 

The comment states that Alternative 2 would eliminate public safety concerns, but this is not what 
the alternatives analysis in the Draft EIR found. As discussed in Section 5.5.2, under Alternative 2, 
some of the buildings would remain, as would onsite hazards associated with the buildings 
(potential exposure to asbestos, lead-based paint, structural issues, and safety concerns). Therefore, 
the alternative would not meet the objective of eliminating safety concerns. 

No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment B-6 

This comment states that the Draft EIR failed to demonstrate and provide evidence that Alternative 
3 would not be feasible.  

Section 5.5.3 provided a comparative analysis of Alternative 3, the Historic Resources Renovation 
Alternative. The analysis showed that the impacts on cultural resources would be less than 
significant under this alternative, and that the alternative would meet the objectives of the project.  

In order to re-use the buildings on site, the site would be required to come into compliance with 
existing City codes and would be required to relocate buildings on the site (to comply with required 
setbacks), and provide parking, ingress/egress, and landscaping. This construction would result in 
less-than-significant, short-term impacts.  

Contrary to the statement in the comment, the Draft EIR presented a feasibility analysis for 
renovating and renting the buildings on site (Section 5.5.3 of the Draft EIR). This study provided an 
estimate for the cost of renovating the buildings (Thirtieth Street Architects, May 2012), surveyed to 
determine average lease rates for small commercial properties along arterial roadways within 
Huntington Beach (Table 5-1 of the Draft EIR), and calculated a payoff period if 100% of the lease 
payments went to paying off the cost of renovation (not for other site improvements, maintenance, 
and other property costs). This payoff period was estimated at 19 years. The study then showed that 
it would probably take longer to pay off the renovation, considering that the lease payments would 
likely be lower than average because of the unusual configuration of the buildings for commercial 
property. Therefore, the Draft EIR did demonstrate and provide evidence that Alternative 3 would 
not be feasible. No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment B-7 

This comment requests that future activities on the site be included in the project. It states that a 
general plan amendment and zone change would not require demolition of the structures. It 
requests that the buildings remain on the site until a physical project is proposed and requests that a 
new EIR be prepared when such plans are proposed.  
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The general plan amendment and zone change, along with demolition of the buildings on site, are 
the project, as described in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR. There are no plans to develop the site at this 
time. Therefore, the project described in Chapter 2 is the “whole of the action” under CEQA. 

The alternatives analysis (Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR), provided an analysis of alternatives that 
would retain the buildings on site (Alternatives 1, 2, and 3). 

If development is proposed in the future, such development would be a discretionary action, subject 
to CEQA. 

No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 
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Comment Letter C 
Richardson Gray 
415 Townsquare Lane, # 208 
Huntington Beach, CA 92648 

Comment C-1 

The comment provides background information on the commenter and requests the Planning 
Commission deny the Draft EIR. The comment does not address the adequacy of a specific element 
of the Draft EIR, and, therefore, no changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 
The comment will be provided to the decision makers for their consideration when determining 
whether to approve the project. 

Comment C-2 

This comment requests that a report by Galvin Preservation Associates be released to the public and 
quotes various information from that report. 

The report by Galvin Preservation Associates was for the ongoing general plan update, not for the 
Warner-Nichols Draft EIR. It was reviewed by the Historic Resources Board, an advisory board to 
the Huntington Beach City Council. Further work is being performed by the consultant, which will 
then be reviewed by the Historic Resources Board and the City Council. Once the report is final, it 
will be released to the public as part of that process, not this EIR. 

The comment does not address the adequacy of a specific element of the Draft EIR, and, therefore, 
no changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 
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Comment Letter D 
Huntington Beach Tomorrow 
Karen Jackle 
PO Box 865 
Huntington Beach, CA 92648 

Comment D-1 

This comment requests more information about future use of the site and how impacts on those 
uses would be mitigated. It also states that it is the responsibility of the applicant to relocate the 
historical structures and mitigate archaeological issues. 

No development is proposed for the site. Therefore, the Draft EIR did not address future use of the 
site. If development is proposed in the future, it would be a discretionary action, subject to CEQA. 

Mitigation Measure CR-2 requires the applicant to offer the buildings for relocation by others prior 
to issuance of a demolition permit. In response to this and other comments on the Draft EIR, this 
mitigation measure has been revised in the Final EIR to include a requirement that the applicant 
offer to fund the relocation to an amount equal to the cost of demolition. The following is the revised 
mitigation measure showing the added (underlined) and removed (struck out) text: 

Mitigation Measure CR-2. Offer Buildings for Relocation Prior to Demolition. Prior to the 
issuance of a demolition permit for the Furuta House #1, the Pastor’s House, Church #1, and/or 
Church #2 historic buildings on site, the applicant shall demonstrate to the City that it has 
worked with community/preservation groups to offer the buildings for relocation to a 
compatible location that will reestablish contributing aspects of the dwelling’s historic 
orientation, immediate setting, and general environment. (If such a site is not available, a less 
compatible site may be used, if the only other option is demolition.) an offsite location for 
preservation. Relocation of the buildings would be at the expense of the party that takes 
responsibility for relocation, and not at the applicant’s expense. In the offer, the applicant shall 
state that they will contribute money towards this relocation in an amount equal to the cost of 
demolition, based on an estimate approved by the City from a licensed contractor. The 
relocation efforts will be conducted in accordance with the guidelines recommended by the 
National Park Service that are outlined in the booklet “Moving Historic Buildings,” by John Obed 
Curtis (1979). In addition, any maintenance, repair, rehabilitation, stabilization, or preservation 
work performed in conjunction with the relocation of the buildings will be undertaken in a 
manner consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. Negotiations 
shall be accommodated for a period of not less than 1 year following project approval. Should no 
plan of relocation be brought forward within 1 year, demolition will be allowed to occur.  

Mitigation Measure CR-3 for potential archaeological impacts is the responsibility of the demolition 
contractor, under contract to the applicant. Therefore, archaeological mitigation is the responsibility 
of the applicant.  

Comment D-2 

This comment requests that the historic buildings be preserved, and that the applicant provide 
funding for relocation of the buildings to another site. It requests that demolition costs be provided 
and that the cost of demolition be offered as an allowance for relocation of the buildings. 

As stated in the previous response, Mitigation Measure CR-2 has been revised in the Final EIR to 
include a requirement that the applicant fund the relocation to an amount equal to the cost of 
demolition.  
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The City of Huntington Beach Building Division has a minimum valuation for demolition of $2 per 
square foot. Therefore, demolition of the buildings on the site is estimated at approximately 
$16,500. The revised Mitigation Measure CR-2 requires that a contractor’s estimate be approved by 
the City to determine the amount the applicant must provide towards relocation in their offer.  

Comment D-3 

This comment asks about impacts of future development, not currently proposed as part of the 
project. It requests a preliminary development plan. 

The general plan amendment and zone change, along with demolition of the buildings on site, are 
the project, as described in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR. No uses are proposed for the site and there is 
not a development plan. Therefore, the Draft EIR did not address future development of the site. If 
development is proposed in the future, it would be a discretionary action, subject to CEQA. In 
addition, the Draft EIR addressed the impacts of the General Plan and zoning amendments in 
Section 3.2. 

No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment D-4 

This comment states that the maintenance of the site is the property owner’s responsibility and asks 
about penalties for not doing so. 

This comment does not address the Draft EIR, but addresses issues outside of the CEQA process. 
Therefore, no response is required under CEQA Guidelines Sections 15088 and 15204. No changes 
to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment D-5 

This comment questions what buffer there would be for the industrially zoned land use adjacent to 
an elementary school and residential and church uses nearby, identifying this as a significant impact. 

Potential land use conflicts were addressed in the Draft EIR in Section 3.2, under Impact LU-2. As 
discussed therein, the intent of the project is to provide non-conflicting land uses that would buffer 
the existing residential and other uses from larger-scale commercial/industrial land uses, 
particularly those west of the property. As a result, impacts related to conflicts with adjacent land 
uses were found to be less than significant.  

No development is planned at this time. Any development planned in the future would be required 
by the City General Plan to adequately protect the existing residences against potential effects 
(noise, light, glare, odor, etc.).  

No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment D-6 

This comment asks about the Statement of Overriding Consideration for the project. It requests that 
an archaeological study be done. The comment also states that “outside documentation of the 
significance of the four buildings should be required individually and as a whole.” The comment also 
asks about preservation steps required prior to relocating buildings.  

Because this EIR has identified significant and unavoidable impacts related to the project, the lead 
agency (the City of Huntington Beach) is required to make a Statement of Overriding Consideration 
prior to approving the project. This statement provides the decision-making body’s reasons for 
approving the project in spite of the impacts. Although a Statement of Overriding Considerations is 
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required by CEQA, the statement is not part of the EIR, and is required only if the project is 
approved. The statement will be included in the record of project approval and identified in the 
Notice of Determination for the Final EIR. 

An archaeological study was conducted for the Draft EIR, and this served as the basis for Mitigation 
Measure C-3, which requires treatment of archaeological resources if any are found during project 
activities. It should be noted that ground disturbance is not proposed for the current project. 

Regarding “outside documentation” of the significance of the buildings, the Draft EIR included the 
required technical analysis of the significance of the buildings as required by CEQA. 

See response to Comment D-1 regarding required steps for relocation of the historic buildings, if 
implemented.  
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Comment Letter E 
Barbara Haynes 

Comment E-1 

The comment requests the Planning Commission deny the Draft EIR due to inconsistency with the 
City’s General Plan goals, objectives, and policies that encourage protection, preservation, and 
retention of historic resources. This impact was considered significant and unavoidable in the Draft 
EIR, and the comment has not identified an inadequacy in the analysis or findings. Therefore, no 
changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. The comment will be provided to 
the Planning Commission for their consideration. 

Comment E-2 

The comment states that the Draft EIR’s historic analysis and alternative analysis was inadequate. 
This comment is general and appears to be an introduction to specific comments that follow. See the 
responses to the other comments below. 

Comment E-3 

This comment states that the Draft EIR segmented the project because it did not analyze future 
development plans. 

The general plan amendment and zone change, along with demolition of the buildings on site, are 
the project, as described in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR. No uses are proposed for the site, and there is 
not a development plan. Therefore, the Draft EIR did not address future development of the site. If 
development is proposed in the future, it would be a discretionary action, subject to CEQA. 

No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment E-4 

The comment states that the proposed zone change does not warrant the demolition of the existing 
structures.  

The purpose of removing the buildings onsite is to prevent further vandalism and deterioration, 
thereby reducing public safety issues. 

No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment E-5 

This comment states that the historic analysis is flawed because it evaluates the properties 
individually and not as a district, thereby reducing the significance of the grouping.  

The Draft EIR does not identify the existence of a historic district because there are only two parcels 
upon which the buildings were constructed. APN 111-372-07 contains Furuta House #1, House #2, 
and the barn. APN 111-372-06 contains the Pastor’s House, Church #1, and Church #2. In defining 
categories of historic properties, National Register Bulletin How to Apply the National Register 
Criteria for Evaluation requires on page 5 “a significant concentration “of resources to qualify as a 
district. In this case, there are only two properties containing historic resources that together do not 
constitute a significant concentration to justify the identification of a district. This approach does not 
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reduce the significance of the properties as representative of the Japanese American experience in 
Huntington Beach. 

No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment E-6 

This comment describes the importance of the Wintersburg Japanese Presbyterian Mission complex 
by citing various surveys and reports. The comment claims that this represents the sole remaining 
property owned by a Japanese family prior to the Alien Land Law of 1913.  

The comment does not address the adequacy of a specific element of the Draft EIR. No changes to 
the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment E-7 

This comment states that the Draft EIR’s archaeological review is inadequate and goes on to state 
that the City has already been notified by both the California NAHC and the Tongva Nation of 
sensitivities in the area during the Beach–Warner Mixed Use review, and states that a human burial 
was found a short distance from the property (Site Number 30000346).  

The Draft EIR analyzed the impacts of the current project on archaeological resources and human 
remains within the current project parcel. No archaeological resources or human remains have been 
found on the project parcel. No ground disturbance is proposed for the project, and it is extremely 
unlikely that human remains would be discovered as a result of the project.  

Human remains were indeed found in 1972 at Site 30000346, which is located about one-quarter 
mile distant. Sensitivity regarding a project at that distance from the current project does not affect 
the findings for the current project.  

The City has contacted the Tongva twice regarding SB 18, and the consultant has contacted the 
Tongva once regarding the project. No responses were received to these requests for consultation, 
which suggests the Tongva have no concerns regarding the current project. 

No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment E-8 

This comment expresses concerns about impacts on adjacent residential and school uses and 
questions how the commercial and industrial zoning would provide a buffer, as stated in the Draft 
EIR. 

Potential land use conflicts were addressed in the Draft EIR in Section 3.2, under Impact LU-2. As 
discussed therein, the intent of the project is to provide non-conflicting land uses that would buffer 
the existing residential and other uses from larger-scale commercial/industrial land uses, 
particularly those west of the property. No development is planned at this time. Any development 
planned in the future would be required by the City General Plan to adequately protect the existing 
residences against potential effects (noise, light, glare, odor, etc.). As a result, impacts related to 
conflicts with adjacent land uses were found to be less than significant. 

Comment E-9 

This comment states that the project is proposing the lowest level of mitigation regarding historic 
preservation and offers an opinion that this mitigation is inadequate. The comment asserts that 
there was inadequate documentation of the relocation alternative. 
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In response to this and other comments on the Draft EIR, this mitigation measure has been revised 
in the Final EIR to provide additional detail. The following is the revised mitigation measure 
showing the added (underlined) and removed (struck out) text: 

Mitigation Measure CR-1. Photography and Recordation of Furuta House #1, Pastor’s 
House, Church #1, and Church #2 . Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit or relocation 
of the historic buildings on site, large format photographic documentation and a written report 
will be prepared by a qualified architectural historian, architect experienced in historic 
preservation, or historic preservation professional who satisfies the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Professional Qualifications Standards for History, Architectural History, or Architecture 
pursuant to 36 CFR 61. The written report will follow the guidelines associated with HABS Level 
I documentation, which uses the “Outline Format” instead of the one-sheet architectural data 
form associated with Level III recordation. This The written report and large format 4x5 
photography with photo index will document the significance of Furuta House #1, Pastor’s 
House, Church #1, and Church #2 and their physical conditions, both historic and current, 
through photographs and text pursuant to Level III recordation of the HABS documentation. 
Photographic documentation noting all elevations and additional details of the buildings’ 
architectural features will be undertaken. The photographer will be familiar with the 
recordation of historic resources. Photographs will be prepared in a format consistent with the 
HABS standard for field photography. Copies of the report will be submitted to the City of 
Huntington Beach Planning and Building Department, Huntington Beach Central Library, 
Huntington Beach Historic Resources Board, Huntington Beach Historical Society, Historical and 
Cultural Foundation of Orange County – Japanese American Council, Wintersburg Presbyterian 
Church, Orange County Archives, and Orange County Japanese American Association. 

As stated in Section 5.3 of the Draft EIR, offsite relocation of the historic buildings was considered. 
The City has researched the City’s land uses and has determined that it does not have ownership or 
jurisdiction over a site that could accommodate the historic buildings. The Community Services 
Department was contacted to see if there were any city parks that could take the structures. The cost 
of relocation and the preparation of the sites in the parks, including providing adequate parking, as 
well as potential impacts on existing park uses and other restrictions, made this alternative 
infeasible for the City. The City planning staff also contacted the Historic Resources Board, an 
advisory board to the Huntington Beach City Council, and the Huntington Beach Historical Society to 
see if they had any interest in taking the structures or if they knew of possible relocation sites. Late 
in 2012, a City Council ad hoc committee was formed to work on the preservation of the structures. 
That committee has been meeting monthly since September 2012, and has developed a matrix of 
possible relocation sites, but at present no definitive relocation site has been identified.  

Mitigation Measure CR-2, as amended in the Final EIR, requires that the applicant continue to offer 
the historic buildings for relocation offsite location preservation, and that this offer include an 
allowance from the applicant up to the amount that would be required for demolition, based on a 
City-approved estimate. The following is the revised mitigation measure showing the added 
(underlined) and removed (struck out) text: 

Mitigation Measure CR-2. Offer Buildings for Relocation Prior to Demolition. Prior to the 
issuance of a demolition permit for the Furuta House #1, the Pastor’s House, Church #1, and/or 
Church #2 historic buildings on site, the applicant shall demonstrate to the City that it has 
worked with community/preservation groups to offer the buildings for relocation to a 
compatible location that will reestablish contributing aspects of the dwelling’s historic 
orientation, immediate setting, and general environment. (If such a site is not available, a less 
compatible site may be used, if the only other option is demolition.) an offsite location for 
preservation. Relocation of the buildings would be at the expense of the party that takes 
responsibility for relocation, and not at the applicant’s expense. In the offer, the applicant shall 
state that they will contribute money towards this relocation in an amount equal to the cost of 
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demolition, based on an estimate approved by the City from a licensed contractor. The 
relocation efforts will be conducted in accordance with the guidelines recommended by the 
National Park Service that are outlined in the booklet “Moving Historic Buildings,” by John Obed 
Curtis (1979). In addition, any maintenance, repair, rehabilitation, stabilization, or preservation 
work performed in conjunction with the relocation of the buildings will be undertaken in a 
manner consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. Negotiations 
shall be accommodated for a period of not less than 1 year following project approval. Should no 
plan of relocation be brought forward within 1 year, demolition will be allowed to occur.  

Comment E-10 

This comment states that the applicant expects third parties to pay for mitigation for impacts on 
cultural resources. 

Mitigation Measure CR-1 (as amended in the Final EIR), requires documentation of the historic 
buildings on the site before they are demolished. The cost of this documentation will be borne by the 
applicant. (See response to E-9 for the revised mitigation measure.) 

Mitigation Measure CR-2 (as amended in the Final EIR), requires the applicant to make an offer of 
the buildings prior to demolition, and contribute to the relocation costs up to the amount they would 
spend for demolition, based on a contractor’s estimate approved by the City. See response to 
Comment E-9 for the revised mitigation measure. 

Mitigation Measure CR-3 requires that the demolition contractor contact a qualified professional 
archaeologist in the event that potential archaeological resources are discovered on the site during 
demolition. The costs of the demolition, the archaeologist, and any subsequent studies would be 
borne by the applicant. 

Mitigation Measure CR-4 requires that the demolition contractor contact a qualified professional 
paleontological monitor in the event that potential paleontological resources are discovered on the 
site during demolition. The costs of the demolition, the paleontologist, and any subsequent studies 
would be borne by the applicant. 
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Comment Letter F 
Office of Historic Preservation, Department of Parks and Recreation 
Carol Roland-Nawi, PhD 
1725 23rd Street, Suite 100 
Sacramento, CA 95816 

Comment F-1 

This comment is a general introduction of the responsibilities of the State Historic Preservation 
Officer, and includes a summary of the proposed project and findings in the Draft EIR. No changes to 
the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment F-2 

This comment states that HABS Level III documentation is inadequate, and without more 
meaningful mitigation the history of the Wintersburg Japanese American community will be lost. It 
recommends further research regarding pre-war Japanese American resources such as oral histories 
and contacting the Japanese American National Museum for identifying other mitigation measures.  

As relates to HABS documentation, HABS Level I is the highest level of recordation and is 
appropriate for historic buildings possessing a high level of architectural complexity. Unlike Level II 
and III recordation, Level I requires full measured drawings that are produced to comprehend what 
the historic buildings reveal of the past, and to place that knowledge in the perspective of 
architectural evolution. In contrast, HABS Level III recordation is appropriate for recording 
resources that have less physical complexity and do not possess a substantial level of architectural 
detail typically associated with a measured drawing illustration set. The existing conditions and 
level of architectural style and design of the buildings at the Wintersburg site do not appear to rise 
to the level of complexity to require HABS Level I recordation. A Level III recordation that uses 
large-format photography and the more detailed “Outline Format” written report used in Level I and 
II recordation can serve as an historical record appropriate for these resources, which is why Level 
III was the level chosen.  

In response to this and other comments on the Draft EIR, this mitigation measure has been revised 
in the Final EIR to provide additional detail. The following is the revised mitigation measure 
showing the added (underlined) and removed (struck out) text: 

Mitigation Measure CR-1. Photography and Recordation of Furuta House #1, Pastor’s 
House, Church #1, and Church #2 . Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit or relocation 
of the historic buildings on site, large format photographic documentation and a written report 
will be prepared by a qualified architectural historian, architect experienced in historic 
preservation, or historic preservation professional who satisfies the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Professional Qualifications Standards for History, Architectural History, or Architecture 
pursuant to 36 CFR 61. The written report will follow the guidelines associated with HABS Level 
I documentation, which uses the “Outline Format” instead of the one-sheet architectural data 
form associated with Level III recordation. This The written report and large format 4x5 
photography with photo index will document the significance of Furuta House #1, Pastor’s 
House, Church #1, and Church #2 and their physical conditions, both historic and current, 
through photographs and text pursuant to Level III recordation of the HABS documentation. 
Photographic documentation noting all elevations and additional details of the buildings’ 
architectural features will be undertaken. The photographer will be familiar with the 
recordation of historic resources. Photographs will be prepared in a format consistent with the 
HABS standard for field photography. Copies of the report will be submitted to the City of 



City of Huntington Beach 
 

Chapter 11. Responses to Comments 
 

Warner-Nichols Final Environmental Impact Report 11-36 April 2013 
ICF 61146.06 

 

Huntington Beach Planning and Building Department, Huntington Beach Central Library, 
Huntington Beach Historic Resources Board, Huntington Beach Historical Society, Historical and 
Cultural Foundation of Orange County – Japanese American Council, Wintersburg Presbyterian 
Church, Orange County Archives, and Orange County Japanese American Association. 

Comment F-3 

This comment states a preference for onsite relocation of the historic buildings over offsite 
relocation. This comment recommends consulting California Code of Regulations, California Register 
of Historical Resources, Title 14, Chapter 11.5, Section 4852(d)(1) for moving buildings. This section 
encourages the retention of historic resources on site; however, if the building must be moved its 
new location should be compatible with the building’s original character and use, retaining its 
historic features and compatibility in orientation, setting, and general environment. The comment 
states that contextual shots of the buildings to document setting and location as well as the inclusion 
of reproductions of historic photos should be included as part of the HABS III level of mitigation 
under Mitigation Measure CR-1.  

Onsite relocation of the historic buildings was considered as Alternative 3 to the proposed project. 
However, as stated in Section 5.3 of the Draft EIR, Alternative 3 would not be feasible due to the fact 
that it would take over 19 years to recoup the cost of renovation alone (not including additional 
required site improvement and ongoing maintenance) based on average commercial rental prices. 

In response to this and other comments on the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure CR-2 has been revised 
in the Final EIR to include relocation requirements consistent with the National Park Service 
recommendations. The following is the revised mitigation measure showing the added (underlined) 
and removed (struck out) text: 

Mitigation Measure CR-2. Offer Buildings for Relocation Prior to Demolition. Prior to the 
issuance of a demolition permit for the Furuta House #1, the Pastor’s House, Church #1, and/or 
Church #2 historic buildings on site, the applicant shall demonstrate to the City that it has 
worked with community/preservation groups to offer the buildings for relocation to a 
compatible location that will reestablish contributing aspects of the dwelling’s historic 
orientation, immediate setting, and general environment. (If such a site is not available, a less 
compatible site may be used, if the only other option is demolition.) an offsite location for 
preservation. Relocation of the buildings would be at the expense of the party that takes 
responsibility for relocation, and not at the applicant’s expense. In the offer, the applicant shall 
state that they will contribute money towards this relocation in an amount equal to the cost of 
demolition, based on an estimate approved by the City from a licensed contractor. The 
relocation efforts will be conducted in accordance with the guidelines recommended by the 
National Park Service that are outlined in the booklet “Moving Historic Buildings,” by John Obed 
Curtis (1979). In addition, any maintenance, repair, rehabilitation, stabilization, or preservation 
work performed in conjunction with the relocation of the buildings will be undertaken in a 
manner consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. Negotiations 
shall be accommodated for a period of not less than 1 year following project approval. Should no 
plan of relocation be brought forward within 1 year, demolition will be allowed to occur.  

See response to Comment F-2 regarding HABS recordation. 

Comment F-4 

This comment states that the project objectives are too narrowly defined. The comment also states 
that under Alternative 3, the Historic Resources Renovation Alternative, the historic buildings would 
continue to be gated and boarded up, thereby not meeting the objectives.  
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This comment misunderstands Alternative 3, and therefore assumes that the objectives were too 
narrow because no alternative to the project could meet them. As described in Section 5.3 of the 
Draft EIR, Alternative 3 would renovate the historical buildings, and relocate them as necessary to 
comply with current setback requirement, and make them available for commercial or industrial 
use. They would not be boarded up and gated. 

CEQA does not require that alternatives meet all of the objectives in order to be considered in the 
EIR. Alternative 3 would meet most of the objectives of the project. Alternative 3 was identified as 
the environmentally superior alternative in Section 5.6 of the Draft EIR. However, it was found to 
have significant feasibility constraints due the inability to lease the property for commercial or 
industrial use for sufficient income to pay off the cost of renovation and site improvements that 
would be required in less than 19 years. If it could not be leased, and the site continued to be 
unoccupied, the site would still have the potential for trespass and vandalism problems that occur 
today. 
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Comment Letter G 
Chinese Historical Society of Southern California 
Susan Dickson, CHSSC President 
411 Bernard Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Comment G-1 

This comment states that the Draft EIR did not adequately evaluate the significance of the site and 
more research is needed. It asks that no action be taken on the project until the Historic and Cultural 
Resources Element of the City’s General Plan is approved, and provides comments regarding that 
element. 

The Warner-Nichols project is a separate project from the Historic and Cultural Resources Element. 
Therefore, this response addressed only the comments on the Warner-Nichols EIR. 

The Draft EIR provided a thorough and comprehensive historic context of Wintersburg and its 
association with the Japanese American community that is adequate for assessing the project under 
CEQA (see Section 3.1.2.1). No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment G-2 

This comment states an opinion that the damage to the historic site would be a significant adverse 
impact that cannot be mitigated to less than significant. It also requests a net benefits or losses 
analysis, comparing community benefits to the loss of historic resources. 

The Draft EIR disclosed that there would be a significant impact on historic resources and that the 
effects on historic resources would be inconsistent with the City’s General Plan, which is a 
significant impact. Although mitigation is included to lessen these impacts, the impacts would be 
significant after mitigation. No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Whether the benefits of the project to the community offset the impacts on historic resources is not 
a topic for the EIR, but will be considered when deciding whether or not to approve the project. If 
the City decides to approve the project, the Statement of Overriding Considerations that is required 
by CEQA will disclose the reasons for approving the project despite the impacts. 

Comment G-3 

This comment states an opinion that the site currently serves as a buffer between 
commercial/industrial land uses and the existing residential neighborhood. The comment claims 
that allowing the site to be developed with residential uses would create land use conflicts. 

As discussed in Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR, the current site is vacant and includes buildings that 
have been damaged by transients and vandals. The site has been fenced and the buildings have been 
boarded up, but this has not completely stopped the vandalism. The project proposes to change the 
land use designation and zoning to commercial and industrial (not residential), and to remove the 
onsite structures to prevent additional vandalism. The project does not include development of the 
site. The vacant land would not conflict with adjacent land uses. Any future proposed commercial 
and/or industrial uses would be required by the City General Plan policies to adequately protect the 
existing residences against potential effects (e.g., noise, light, glare, or odor) of adjacent 
commercial/industrial activities. The future land uses would buffer the existing residential and 
other uses from larger-scale commercial/industrial land uses, particularly those west of the 
property.  
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No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment G-4 

This comment states that it is important to evaluate alternatives to the project and present them to 
the community. 

Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR included an alternatives analysis consistent with the requirements of 
CEQA. This document was made available to the public during the public comment period. This 
alternatives analysis will be considered by the City in determining whether to approve the project. 
No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 
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Comment Letter H 
Preserving California’s Japantowns 
Donna Graves, Director 

Comment H-1 

This comment expresses concerns about the proposed demolition of historic buildings, stating that 
this demolition would conflict with the City’s General Plan, which encourages protection, 
preservation, and retention of historic resources. 

The Draft EIR disclosed that there would be a significant impact on historic resources and that the 
effects on historic resources would be inconsistent with the City’s General Plan, which is a 
significant impact. Although mitigation is included to lessen these impacts, the impacts would be 
significant after mitigation. No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment H-2 

This comment states that there is no need for demolition because the project does not include 
development of the site. It claims that the lack of future development plans constitutes segmentation 
under CEQA. 

The general plan amendment and zone change, along with demolition of the buildings on site, are 
the project, as described in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR. There are no plans to develop the site at this 
time. Therefore, the project described in Chapter 2 is the “whole of the action.” Consequently, there 
is no segmentation. 

The immediate purpose of removing the onsite buildings is not to prepare the site for development, 
but to prevent further vandalism and deterioration, thereby reducing the public safety issue. 

No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment H-3 

This comment states that mitigation is inadequate and represents the lowest level of mitigation for 
historic resources. It states that the alternative to relocate the buildings was not adequately 
researched, and the potential relocation sites were not identified or notification provided to 
landowners. 

As relates to mitigation for removal of historic resources, three levels of HABS documentation are 
available. HABS Level I is the highest level of recordation and is appropriate for historic buildings 
possessing a high level of architectural complexity. Unlike Level II and III recordation, Level I 
includes full measured drawings that are produced to comprehend what the historic buildings 
reveal of the past, and to place that knowledge in the perspective of architectural evolution. In 
contrast, HABS Level III recordation is appropriate for recording resources that have less physical 
complexity and do not possess a substantial level of architectural detail typically associated with a 
measured drawing illustration set. The existing conditions and level of architectural style and design 
of the buildings at the Wintersburg site do not appear to rise to the level of complexity to require 
HABS Level I recordation. A Level III recordation that uses large-format photography and the more 
detailed “Outline Format” written report used in Level I and II recordation can serve as an historical 
record appropriate for these resources, which is why Level III was the level chosen.  
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In response to this and other comments on the Draft EIR, this mitigation measure has been revised 
in the Final EIR to provide additional detail. The following is the revised mitigation measure 
showing the added (underlined) and removed (struck out) text: 

Mitigation Measure CR-1. Photography and Recordation of Furuta House #1, Pastor’s 
House, Church #1, and Church #2 . Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit or relocation 
of the historic buildings on site, large format photographic documentation and a written report 
will be prepared by a qualified architectural historian, architect experienced in historic 
preservation, or historic preservation professional who satisfies the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Professional Qualifications Standards for History, Architectural History, or Architecture 
pursuant to 36 CFR 61. The written report will follow the guidelines associated with HABS Level 
I documentation, which uses the “Outline Format” instead of the one-sheet architectural data 
form associated with Level III recordation. This The written report and large format 4x5 
photography with photo index will document the significance of Furuta House #1, Pastor’s 
House, Church #1, and Church #2 and their physical conditions, both historic and current, 
through photographs and text pursuant to Level III recordation of the HABS documentation. 
Photographic documentation noting all elevations and additional details of the buildings’ 
architectural features will be undertaken. The photographer will be familiar with the 
recordation of historic resources. Photographs will be prepared in a format consistent with the 
HABS standard for field photography. Copies of the report will be submitted to the City of 
Huntington Beach Planning and Building Department, Huntington Beach Central Library, 
Huntington Beach Historic Resources Board, Huntington Beach Historical Society, Historical and 
Cultural Foundation of Orange County – Japanese American Council, Wintersburg Presbyterian 
Church, Orange County Archives, and Orange County Japanese American Association. 

As stated in Section 5.3 of the Draft EIR, offsite relocation of the historic buildings was considered. 
The City has researched the City’s land uses and has determined that it does not have ownership or 
jurisdiction over a site that could accommodate the historic buildings. The Community Services 
Department was contacted to see if there were any city parks that could take the structures. The cost 
of relocation and the preparation of the sites in the parks, including providing adequate parking, as 
well as potential impacts on existing park uses and other restrictions, made this alternative 
infeasible for the City. The City planning staff also contacted the Historic Resources Board, an 
advisory board to the Huntington Beach City Council, and the Huntington Beach Historical Society to 
see if they had any interest in taking the structures or if they knew of possible relocation sites. Late 
in 2012, a City Council ad hoc committee was formed to work on the preservation of the structures. 
That committee has been meeting monthly since September 2012 and has developed a matrix of 
possible relocation sites, but at present no definitive relocation site has been identified. To date, 
there have been no plans to relocate the buildings onto private land, so no notification of 
landowners has been required. 

Mitigation Measure CR-2 requires that the applicant make a public offer of the availability of the 
structures for relocation. 

Comment H-4 

This comment asks that additional objectives should be explored that retain the historic resources in 
situ, while meeting all the project objectives. It also states that there was not convincing evidence 
that Alternative 3 would not be feasible. 

It is not an objective of the project to retain the buildings on site, but alternatives were considered 
that would do this. In order to meet the public safety objective, the site would need to be occupied. 
Therefore, Alternative 3 was developed, which would require some relocation of buildings on the 
site and additional site development in order to comply with City codes for use as commercial or 
industrial purposes. This alternative was found to meet most of the project objectives. A feasibility 
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analysis was undertaken and was presented in Section 5.5.3 of the Draft EIR. This analysis included 
the site development that would be required, the amount of leasable space that would be created, 
and the cost of renovating the historic buildings. It also presented a comparison of lease costs in the 
City for similarly sized properties, and calculated the approximate lease income that could be 
generated, if a suitable tenant could be found. (It also discussed the constraints of the property and 
the potential problems in finding a suitable tenant.) Finally, it presented a payback period that 
would be needed to pay off the cost of renovation alone (not including site development costs and 
ongoing maintenance costs) and found a payback period in excess of 19 years. Based on this 
evidence, Alternative 3 was found to be infeasible. 

No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment H-5 

This comment asks that the City protect the buildings on site. It also states that the EIR process 
should be extended until the “whole action” can be considered.  

The comment asking for the City to protect the buildings on site does not address the EIR, and no 
response is required. The comment will be provided to the decision makers to consider when 
determining whether to approve the project. 

As stated in previous responses, the general plan amendment and zone change, along with 
demolition of the buildings on site, are the project, as described in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR. There 
are no plans to develop the site at this time. Therefore, the project described in Chapter 2 is the 
“whole action.” 

No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 
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Comment Letter I 
Historic Resources Board of Huntington Beach 
Barbara Haynes, Chair 

Comment I-1 

This comment recommends denial of the EIR and the demolition application. It states that the 
project conflicts with the City’s General Plan, which encourages protection, preservation, and 
retention of historic resources. 

The comment to deny the EIR represents a misunderstanding of the CEQA process. The EIR provides 
the City’s decision makers information to consider when deciding whether to approve the project or 
not. The decision for the City relative to the EIR is whether or not to certify the EIR as being 
adequate for their use in making this decision. The comment asking for the City to deny the 
demolition application does not address the EIR, and no response is required. The comment will be 
provided to the decision makers to consider when determining whether to approve the project. 

The Draft EIR disclosed that there would be a significant impact on historic resources and that the 
effects on historic resources would be inconsistent with the City’s General Plan, which is a 
significant impact. Although mitigation is included to lessen these impacts, the impacts would be 
significant after mitigation. 

No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment I-2 

The comment states that since no development has been proposed, the public cannot fully evaluate 
the impacts under CEQA.  

The general plan amendment and zone change, along with demolition of the buildings on site, are 
the project, as described in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR. There are no plans to develop the site at this 
time. Therefore, the project described in Chapter 2 is the “whole of the action,” and the public has 
been provided all the information to be able to fully evaluate impacts under CEQA. 

Additionally, the comment states that since there is no development proposed, demolition of the 
existing structures is not warranted. However, demolition of the structures is an objective of the 
proposed project to eliminate public safety concerns and unsightly conditions. The immediate 
purpose of removing the buildings on site is not to prepare the site for development, but to prevent 
further vandalism and deterioration, thereby reducing public safety issues. 

No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment I-3 

The comment states that the Furuta House #1 qualifies for National Register and California Register 
eligibility under Criterion B/2 in addition to Criterion A/1. It also states that the barn structure 
remains a viable historic resource because its alterations occurred when the Furuta family resided 
on the property and indicate that Furuta House #1 is a farmhouse. The comment states that the 
entire site should be evaluated as a historic district, and that the Draft EIR analysis reduces the 
significance of the entire property. Finally, the comment states that the number of remaining 
Japanese American historic resources in Orange County is greatly diminished, that the project site’s 
original buildings are the oldest surviving Japanese American religious structures in Orange County, 
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and that this is the sole remaining property owned by a Japanese family prior to the Alien Land Law 
of 1913.  

Sufficient research was conducted and recorded during the current survey process to establish the 
importance of Furuta House #1 as eligible for listing in the National Register and California Register 
under Criterion A and 1, respectively. Whether additional research would have uncovered sufficient 
evidence to validate Mr. Furuta’s importance as individually significant within the historic context 
under National Register Criterion B or California Register Criterion 2 is conjectural. It should be 
noted that regardless of whether Furuta House #1 was identified as eligible for listing in the 
National Register under Criterion B in addition to Criterion A, under CEQA, the demolition of this 
resource would result in a significant and unavoidable impact. 

The Draft EIR noted that the barn was not referenced in the oral interview conducted with Mrs. 
Yukiko Furuta nor were any historic photos of the barn located during the survey process. The 
barn’s west elevation has an addition that extends around the south and east elevations with the 
barn’s original roof visible above the shed-like roof of the addition. These additions have degraded 
the structure’s integrity of design, materials, and workmanship such that it does not appear eligible 
for National Register or California Register listing. As relates to the Furuta House #1 being a 
farmhouse, the agricultural activities associated with the residence and site were thoroughly 
documented in the Draft EIR. 

The Draft EIR does not identify the existence of an historic district because there are only two 
parcels upon which the buildings were constructed. APN 111-372-07 contains Furuta House #1, 
House #2, and the barn. APN 111-372-06 contains the Pastor’s House, Church #1, and Church #2. In 
defining categories of historic properties, National Register Bulletin How to Apply the National 
Register Criteria for Evaluation requires on page 5 “a significant concentration “of resources to 
qualify as a district. In this case, there are only two properties containing historic resources that 
together do not constitute a significant concentration to justify the identification of a district. This 
approach does not reduce the significance of the properties as representative of the Japanese 
American experience in Huntington Beach. It should be noted that regardless of whether the 
properties are identified as individually eligible for listing in the National Register or as contributors 
to a potential National Register–eligible district, under CEQA, the demolition of these resources 
(except for the barn and House #2) results in identical impacts that are significant and unavoidable.  

No evidence was provided to support these claims that the site was the sole remaining property in 
Orange County owned by a Japanese family prior the Alien Land Law, so this claim could not be 
verified. Even if true, this information would not affect the conclusions in the Draft EIR regarding the 
eligibility for listing in the National Register or California Register. 

No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment I-4 

This comment states that the Draft EIR’s archaeological review is inadequate, and goes on to state 
that the City has already been notified by both the California NAHC and the Tongva Nation of 
sensitivities in the area during the Beach–Warner Mixed Use review, and that a human burial was 
found a short distance from the property (Site Number 30000346).  

The Draft EIR analyzed the impacts of the current project on archaeological resources and human 
remains within the current project parcel. No archaeological resources or human remains have been 
found on the project parcel. No ground disturbance is proposed for the project, and it is extremely 
unlikely that human remains would be discovered as a result of the project.  
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Human remains were indeed found in 1972 at Site 30000346, which is located about one-quarter 
mile distant. Sensitivity regarding a project at that distance from the current project does not affect 
the findings for the current project.  

The City has contacted the Tongva twice regarding SB 18, and the consultant has contacted the 
Tongva once regarding the project. No responses were received to these requests for consultation, 
which suggests the Tongva have no concerns regarding the current project. 

No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment I-5 

This comment states that the Draft EIR’s alternative analysis is inadequate and the mitigation 
measures are inadequate. The comment claims that the relocation of buildings was not extensively 
researched. 

In response to this and other comments on the Draft EIR, two mitigation measures for cultural 
resources have been revised in the Final EIR to provide additional detail. The following are the 
revised mitigation measures showing the added (underlined) and removed (struck out) text: 

Mitigation Measure CR-1. Photography and Recordation of Furuta House #1, Pastor’s 
House, Church #1, and Church #2 . Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit or relocation 
of the historic buildings on site, large format photographic documentation and a written report 
will be prepared by a qualified architectural historian, architect experienced in historic 
preservation, or historic preservation professional who satisfies the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Professional Qualifications Standards for History, Architectural History, or Architecture 
pursuant to 36 CFR 61. The written report will follow the guidelines associated with HABS Level 
I documentation, which uses the “Outline Format” instead of the one-sheet architectural data 
form associated with Level III recordation. This The written report and large format 4x5 
photography with photo index will document the significance of Furuta House #1, Pastor’s 
House, Church #1, and Church #2 and their physical conditions, both historic and current, 
through photographs and text pursuant to Level III recordation of the HABS documentation. 
Photographic documentation noting all elevations and additional details of the buildings’ 
architectural features will be undertaken. The photographer will be familiar with the 
recordation of historic resources. Photographs will be prepared in a format consistent with the 
HABS standard for field photography. Copies of the report will be submitted to the City of 
Huntington Beach Planning and Building Department, Huntington Beach Central Library, 
Huntington Beach Historic Resources Board, Huntington Beach Historical Society, Historical and 
Cultural Foundation of Orange County – Japanese American Council, Wintersburg Presbyterian 
Church, Orange County Archives, and Orange County Japanese American Association. 

Mitigation Measure CR-2. Offer Buildings for Relocation Prior to Demolition. Prior to the 
issuance of a demolition permit for the Furuta House #1, the Pastor’s House, Church #1, and/or 
Church #2 historic buildings on site, the applicant shall demonstrate to the City that it has 
worked with community/preservation groups to offer the buildings for relocation to a 
compatible location that will reestablish contributing aspects of the dwelling’s historic 
orientation, immediate setting, and general environment. (If such a site is not available, a less 
compatible site may be used, if the only other option is demolition.) an offsite location for 
preservation. Relocation of the buildings would be at the expense of the party that takes 
responsibility for relocation, and not at the applicant’s expense. In the offer, the applicant shall 
state that they will contribute money towards this relocation in an amount equal to the cost of 
demolition, based on an estimate approved by the City from a licensed contractor. The 
relocation efforts will be conducted in accordance with the guidelines recommended by the 
National Park Service that are outlined in the booklet “Moving Historic Buildings,” by John Obed 
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Curtis (1979). In addition, any maintenance, repair, rehabilitation, stabilization, or preservation 
work performed in conjunction with the relocation of the buildings will be undertaken in a 
manner consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. Negotiations 
shall be accommodated for a period of not less than 1 year following project approval. Should no 
plan of relocation be brought forward within 1 year, demolition will be allowed to occur.  

As stated in Section 5.3 of the Draft EIR, offsite relocation of the historic buildings was considered. 
After a search of City-owned land uses, it was determined that there were no properties with the 
appropriate ownership, jurisdiction, size, and land use to accommodate the structures. The 
Community Services Department was contacted to see if there were any city parks that could take 
the structures. The cost of relocation and the preparation of the sites in the parks, including 
providing adequate parking, as well as potential impacts on existing park uses, made this alternative 
infeasible for the City. The City planning staff also contacted the Historic Resources Board, an 
advisory board to the Huntington Beach City Council, and the Huntington Beach Historical Society to 
see if they had any interest in taking the structures or if they knew of possible relocation sites. Late 
in 2012, a City Council ad hoc committee was formed to work on the preservation of the structures. 
That committee has been meeting monthly since September 2012 and has developed a matrix of 
possible relocation sites, but at present no definitive relocation site has been identified. To date, 
there have been no plans to relocate the buildings onto private land, so no notification of 
landowners has been required. 

Comment I-6 

This comment states that the applicant expects third parties to pay for mitigation for impacts on 
cultural resources. 

Mitigation Measure CR-1 (as amended in the Final EIR), requires documentation of the historic 
buildings on the site before they are demolished. The cost of this documentation will be borne by the 
applicant. 

Mitigation Measure CR-2 (as amended in the Final EIR), requires the applicant to make an offer of 
the buildings prior to demolition, and contribute to the relocation costs up to the amount they would 
spend for demolition, based on a contractor’s estimate approved by the City. 

Mitigation Measure CR-3 requires that the demolition contractor contact a qualified professional 
archaeologist in the event that potential archaeological resources are discovered on the site during 
demolition. The costs of the demolition, the archaeologist, and any subsequent studies would be 
borne by the applicant. 

Mitigation Measure CR-4 requires that the demolition contractor contact a qualified professional 
paleontological monitor in the event that potential paleontological resources are discovered on the 
site during demolition. The costs of the demolition, the paleontologist, and any subsequent studies 
would be borne by the applicant. 

Comment I-7 

This comment states that the EIR does not provide enough information about security concerns, 
questioning the information provided about how many calls to the police have been received and 
when, who was responsible for the vandalism, when the site was fenced, when the buildings were 
boarded up, how the site is maintained, the effectiveness of fencing, and securing the property.  

The project site has been a public safety concern for many years, including before the current owner 
took possession of the property. The fencing was in place when the current owner bought the 
property. Efforts by the current owner have reduced some of the deterioration of the property 
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(there were no security issues recorded in 2012), but it continues to pose a public safety concern, 
and it is the desire of the applicant to reduce their liability by removing the structures.  

The specific questions asked in this comment are outside the requirements of CEQA. The property 
owner has made an application to the City that requires a discretionary action, thereby triggering 
CEQA. It is not the role of the CEQA document to justify the applicant’s reasons for their application. 

No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment I-8 

This comment claims that the document is biased toward the proposed demolition, especially 
Section 5.6, the Environmentally Superior Alternative and related support documents. It questions 
the estimated cost of restoration. 

The Draft EIR provided an unbiased analysis of the project as proposed by the applicant and 
identified alternatives to the project, as required by CEQA. The document identified Alternative 3 as 
the environmentally superior alternative but found that it was not feasible based on a feasibility 
study detailed in Section 5.6. The feasibility study was provided by Thirtieth Street Architects (May 
2012), a firm recommended to the applicant by the City because of their experience preparing the 
City’s 1986 Historical Resources Survey Report. Additional information for the feasibility study is 
included in Appendix G of the Final EIR. 

No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment I-9 

This comment provides a summary of their previous comments, requesting more information and 
documentation. 

See responses to Comment I-1 through I-8. 
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Comment Letter J 
Draconis Design 
Michael Bloom, et al 
7711 Duquesne Place 
Westminster, CA 92683 

Comment J-1 

The comment states that since the proposed project does not include any planned development, 
demolition of the existing structures is not warranted.  

Demolition of the structures is an objective of the proposed project to eliminate public safety 
concerns and unsightly conditions. The immediate purpose of removing the buildings on site is not 
to prepare the site for development, but to prevent further vandalism and deterioration, thereby 
reducing public safety issues. No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment J-2 

This comment provides a series of quotations from the Draft EIR and concludes that the EIR did not 
consider the vastly greater significance of the religious complex as an intact whole. 

Section 3.1.2.1 of the Draft EIR provided a discussion of the overall contextual history of the site as 
relates to the Furuta family and its farm, the Wintersburg mission and church, the Pastor’s House, 
and how the site is an important part of the Japanese American experience in Huntington Beach and 
Orange County.  

Comment J-3 

The comment states that the proposed project is inconsistent with every single tenet of the City’s 
General Plan as set forth in the Draft EIR, and is in noncompliance with the goals and objectives.  

This comment is not consistent with the text in the Draft EIR. Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR, Cultural 
Resources, identifies that the proposed project is inconsistent with the City’s General Plan Historic 
and Cultural Resources Element goals, objectives, and policies that encourage protection, 
preservation, and retention of historic resources. This impact was considered significant and 
unavoidable in the Draft EIR. However, Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR, Land Use, found the proposed 
project to be consistent with the City’s General Plan Land Use Element goals, objectives, and policies 
that encourage compatible and harmonious land uses. This impact was considered less than 
significant. 

No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment J-4 

This comment claims that alternatives to the proposed project were dismissed without providing 
evidence to back up the conclusions. The comment claims that the applicant has been approached in 
the past by organizations wishing to assume liability and costs to restore the buildings on site. It also 
claims that one of the structures on the site has been rented out. 

Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR presented an alternatives analysis consistent with the requirements of 
CEQA, including providing an environmental analysis of each alternative, discussing each 
alternative’s ability to attain the project objectives and the feasibility of each alternative. Three 
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alternatives were analyzed. Evidence to support the conclusions for each alternative was provided 
in the document. 

Alternative 1, No Project Alternative, was discussed in Section 5.5.1. As stated in the Draft EIR, 
Alternative 1 is technically feasible, but maintaining the status quo would not be in the best interest 
of the residents of the City because the property would not be used in a manner that benefits the 
City (i.e., it would remain unused in poor aesthetic condition and be fenced off). Alternative 1 would 
leave in place existing negative environmental issues related to hazards in the event people gain 
access to the buildings on site.  

Alternative 2, Reduced Project (Historic Resources Avoidance) Alternative, was discussed in Section 
5.5.2 of the Draft EIR. With this alternative, all structures would be removed from the property 
except for the historic resources, and the land use and zoning designations would be amended to 
commercial and industrial. The historic resources would remain as non-conforming uses. As stated 
in the Draft EIR, Alternative 2 is technically feasible, but without re-use of the buildings, the same 
issues would continue as discussed for Alternative 1. 

Alternative 3, Historic Resources Renovation Alternative, was discussed in Section 5.5.3 of the Draft 
EIR. With this alternative, all structures would be removed from the property except for the historic 
resources, and the land use and zoning designations would be amended to commercial and 
industrial. The historic resources would be renovated (and, as necessary, relocated within the site) 
to allow re-use of the structures consistent with the amended land use and zoning designations. A 
feasibility analysis was undertaken and was presented in Section 5.5.3 of the Draft EIR. This analysis 
included the site development that would be required, the amount of leasable space that would be 
created, and the cost of renovating the historic buildings. It also presented a comparison of lease 
costs in the City for similarly sized properties, and calculated the approximate lease income that 
could be generated, if a suitable tenant could be found. (It also discussed the constraints of the 
property and the potential problems in finding a suitable tenant.) Finally, it presented a payback 
period that would be needed to pay off the cost of renovation alone (not including site development 
costs and ongoing maintenance costs) and found a payback period in excess of 19 years. Based on 
this evidence, Alternative 3 was found to be infeasible. 

Section 5.6 presented the environmentally superior alternative analysis, as required by CEQA. It 
found that Alternative 3 was the environmentally superior alternative but concluded that this 
alternative was not feasible based on the feasibility analysis presented in Section 5.5.3.  

Regarding the claim that the applicant has been approached by parties offering to assume liability 
and costs to restore the buildings on site, no such offer has been made. Also contrary to the 
comment’s claim, Furuta House #2 has not been rented and is unoccupied.  

No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment J-5 

This comment makes claims about previous actions on the property but does not address the 
analysis in the Draft EIR. Because it does not address the environmental analysis, no response is 
necessary.  

No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment J-6 

This comment provides a summary and conclusion for the previous comments, and states that the 
project should be denied and the document recirculated due to inadequate analysis.  

See responses to Comments J-1 through J-5.  
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According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, “a lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when 
significant new information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the 
Draft EIR for public review under Section 15087 but before certification…New information added to 
an EIR is not ‘significant’ unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful 
opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible 
way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project’s 
proponents have declined to implement.” No significant new information has been added to the EIR, 
and therefore recirculation is not required. 
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Comment Letter K 
Norman Furuta 
PO Box 31879 
San Francisco, CA 94131 

Comment K-1 

The comment questions the justification of demolition of the existing structures when no 
development plan has been proposed. The comment also provided a photograph of the site. 

As stated in the Draft EIR, the immediate purpose of removing the buildings on site is not to prepare 
the site for development, but to prevent further vandalism and deterioration, thereby reducing 
public safety issues.  

The additional information provided in the comment (photograph) will be made part of the 
Administrative Record for the Warner-Nichols EIR. 
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Comment Letter L 
Professor Emeritus of History and Asian American Studies 
California State University, Fullerton 
Arthur Hansen 

Comment L-1 

The commenter has asked that the current letter supersede his previously submitted comment 
letter. No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment L-2 

This comment provides an introduction of the commenter and his involvement in the Japanese 
American Oral History Project. Additional information related to the Furuta family and the history of 
the Wintersburg Japanese Presbyterian Mission is provided. The comment states the proposed 
project is in conflict with the City’s General Plan goals, objectives, and policies that encourage 
protection, preservation, and retention of historic resources. It questions why the analysis did not 
consider the site to be an historic district. 

The Draft EIR disclosed that there would be a significant impact on historic resources and that the 
effects on historic resources would be inconsistent with the City’s General Plan, which is a 
significant impact. Although mitigation is included to lessen these impacts, the impacts would be 
significant after mitigation. No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

As relates to the 2002 report, there is an inconsistency between the findings in the technical report 
and the individual California DPR records prepared for the properties. The DPR record for the 
Pastor’s House, the original church, and the newer church found the three of them to be contributors 
to a potential National Register district. The DPR record for the Furuta House #1 and associated 
barn concluded that this property is individually eligible for the National Register. However, in 
contrast with the DPR records, the 2002 report concluded in its summary of significance (page 10), 
“National Register Evaluation code: 3D (Each building is potentially eligible for listing in the 
National Register as a contributor to a historic district).”  

Regardless of the inconsistency between the 2002 DPR records and the 2002 report, the Draft EIR 
did not identify the existence of a historic district because there are only two parcels upon which the 
buildings were constructed. APN 111-372-07 contains Furuta House #1, House #2, and the barn. 
APN 111-372-06 contains the Pastor’s House, Church #1, and Church #2. In defining categories of 
historic properties, National Register Bulletin How to Apply the National Register Criteria for 
Evaluation requires on page 5 “a significant concentration“ of resources to qualify as a district. In 
this case, there are only two properties containing historic resources that together do not constitute 
a significant concentration to justify the identification of a district.  

Regardless of whether the properties are identified as individually eligible for listing in the National 
Register or as contributors to a potential National Register–eligible district, under CEQA, the 
demolition of these resources (except for the barn and House #2) would result in identical impacts 
that would be significant and unavoidable, as identified in Section 5.1 of the Draft EIR. No changes to 
the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 
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Comment Letter M 
Huntington Beach Environmental Board 
Michael Marshall 

Comment M-1 

This comment is a general introduction requesting the City of Huntington Beach Environmental 
Board’s comments be accepted and considered. The comment states that further comments on the 
proposed project can be found in the attached letter. No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a 
result of this comment. 

Comment M-2 

This comment supports the findings of the Draft EIR regarding alternatives, and supports the 
demolition and removal of the existing structures on the site. No response is required under CEQA. 
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Comment Letter N 
Robert Rusky 
159 Beaver Street 
San Francisco, CA 94114 

Comment N-1 

The comment expresses concerns about the proposed demolition of historic structures and 
questions why future development of the site was not included in the Draft EIR. It states that the loss 
of historic structures cannot be adequately mitigated. It urges rejection of the proposed demolition 
or relocation of the site resources. 

The general plan amendment and zone change, along with demolition of the buildings on site, are 
the project, as described in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR. There are no plans to develop the site at this 
time.  

Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR provided mitigation for impacts on historic buildings (Mitigation 
Measures CR-1 and CR-2) but found that residual impacts would still be significant after mitigation. 

As stated in Section 5.3 of the Draft EIR, offsite relocation of the historic buildings was considered. 
The City has researched the City’s land uses and has determined that it does not have ownership or 
jurisdiction over a site that could accommodate the historic buildings. The Community Services 
Department was contacted to see if there were any city parks that could take the structures. The cost 
of relocation and the preparation of the sites in the parks, including providing adequate parking, as 
well as potential impacts on existing park uses and other restrictions, made this alternative 
infeasible for the City. The City planning staff also contacted the Historic Resources Board, an 
advisory board to the Huntington Beach City Council, and the Huntington Beach Historical Society to 
see if they had any interest in taking the structures or if they knew of possible relocation sites. Late 
in 2012, a City Council ad hoc committee was formed to work on the preservation of the structures. 
That committee has been meeting monthly since September 2012 and has developed a matrix of 
possible relocation sites, but at present no definitive relocation site has been identified.  

No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 
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Comment Letter O 
Mary Adams Urashima 
19432 Pompano Lane, #110 
Huntington Beach, CA 92648 

Comment O-1 

This comment expresses concerns about demolition of the onsite structures, claims the historic 
analysis and alternatives analysis is inadequate, and provides background information about the 
structures on site. 

This comment is an introduction to the following comments. See specific responses to each 
comment below. 

Comment O-2 

This comment states that the entire site should be evaluated as a historic district. The Draft EIR did 
not identify the existence of a historic district because there are only two parcels upon which the 
buildings were constructed. APN 111-372-07 contains Furuta House #1, House #2, and the barn. 
APN 111-372-06 contains the Pastor’s House, Church #1, and Church #2. In defining categories of 
historic properties, National Register Bulletin How to Apply the National Register Criteria for 
Evaluation requires on page 5 “a significant concentration “of resources to qualify as a district. In 
this case, there are only two properties containing historic resources that together do not constitute 
a significant concentration to justify the identification of a district. This approach does not reduce 
the significance of the properties as representative of the Japanese American experience in 
Huntington Beach. It should be noted that regardless of whether the properties are identified as 
individually eligible for listing in the National Register or as contributors to a potential National 
Register–eligible district, under CEQA, the demolition of these resources (except for the barn and 
House #2) would result in identical impacts that are significant and unavoidable. No changes to the 
Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment O-3 

This comment states that the historic technical report is ten years old and the environmental 
assessment is eight years old. The Draft EIR was prepared in 2011 and 2012, based in part on the 
Historic Resources Technical Report  conducted in 2002 (Appendix C of the Draft EIR) and Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment conducted in 2004 (Appendix B of the Draft EIR). The properties 
were surveyed and assessed for historic significance at that time. In addition, those two documents 
are unlikely to include significantly different information if they were updated today. No changes to 
the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment O-4 

This comment requests the historic structures not be demolished, and states the remainder of the 
letter contains further comments. The comment does not address specific issues related to the 
environmental analysis. See responses to specific comments below.  

Comment O-5 

The commenter has submitted several historical images of the Furuta farm and Wintersburg 
Japanese Presbyterian Mission complex. These have been added to the administrative record for the 
proposed project. No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 
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Comment O-6 

This comment notes that the date of construction for Furuta House #1 is incorrect. The incorrect 
date was included in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR, “Project Description.” The correct date of 1912 was 
referenced in Section 3.1, “Cultural Resources,” and in the accompanying Department of Parks and 
Recreation record. Chapter 2 has been corrected in the Final EIR. 

Comment O-7 

This comment claims that it is the responsibility of the property owner to maintain safe site 
conditions, and provides references for how to preserve historic structures to prevent demolition by 
degradation. 

This comment does not address the environmental document. Therefore, no response is required 
under CEQA. 

Comment O-8 

This comment questions what necessitates demolition and asks why future development of the site 
is not included in the project, claiming that the CEQA process is being piecemealed (i.e., dividing the 
project into smaller pieces for the purposes of analysis in separate environmental documents). 

As stated in Section 2.4 of the Draft EIR, the purpose of removing the existing buildings is to 
eliminate public safety concerns and unsightly conditions.  

The general plan amendment and zone change, along with demolition of the buildings on site, are 
the project, as described in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR. There are no plans to develop the site at this 
time. Therefore, the project described in Chapter 2 is the “whole of the action.” Consequently, there 
is no piecemealing. 

No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment O-9 

This comment questions whether the adjacent Oakview Elementary School would experience any 
impacts as a result of eliminating historic resources and open space. Additionally, the comment 
questions how the public can consider the impacts of unknown industrial and commercial 
development and how increasing industrial and commercial uses on the project site would affect the 
surrounding neighborhood.  

Potential land use conflicts were addressed in the Draft EIR in Section 3.2, under Impact LU-2. As 
discussed therein, the intent of the project is to provide non-conflicting land uses that would buffer 
the existing residential and other uses from larger-scale commercial/industrial land uses, 
particularly those west of the property. As a result, impacts related to conflicts with adjacent land 
uses were found to be less than significant. Finally, the comment questions why the City would 
approve a project that conflicts with the General Plan.  

The general plan amendment and zone change, along with demolition of the buildings on site, are 
the project, as described in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR. There are no plans to develop the site at this 
time. If development is proposed in the future, such development would be a discretionary action, 
subject to CEQA. 

As discussed in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR, the analysis found that the project would be in conflict 
with the City’s General Plan policies related to historic resources. This impact was considered 
significant and unavoidable in the Draft EIR. Under CEQA Section 15043, the lead agency has the 



City of Huntington Beach 
 

Chapter 11. Responses to Comments 
 

Warner-Nichols Final Environmental Impact Report 11-134 April 2013 
ICF 61146.06 

 

authority to approve projects despite significant effects on the environment if the agency makes a 
fully informed and publicly disclosed decision that: 

(a) There is no feasible way to lessen or avoid the significant effect; and 

(b) Specifically identified expected benefits from the project outweigh the policy of reducing or 
avoiding significant environmental impacts of the project. 

The Draft EIR has fully disclosed the significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed project 
and has demonstrated a good faith effort of exhausting all alternatives to meet the project 
objectives. The City’s decision makers will consider these impacts when deciding whether to 
approve the project. If their decision is to approve the project despite these significant and 
unavoidable impacts, a Statement of Overriding Considerations would be required to provide the 
reasons for this decision. 

No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment O-10 

The comment claims that the Draft EIR did not adequately describe the full impact of the proposed 
demolition and zone change. 

This comment serves as an introduction to additional comments below. See specific responses to the 
comments below. 

Comment O-11 

This comment states that the entire site should be evaluated as a historic district. See response to 
Comment O-2.  

Comment O-12 

This comment states that the Draft EIR did not include comprehensive archaeological and 
paleontological surveys. Archaeology and paleontology were analyzed in Chapter 3.1 of the Draft 
EIR. These studies served as the basis of the Mitigation Measures CR-3 and CR-4, which require 
treatment of archaeological or paleontological resources if any are found during project activities. It 
should be noted that ground disturbance is not proposed for the project. No changes to the Draft EIR 
are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment O-13 

The comment claims that there may be subsurface cultural resources present on the site. 

The project does not propose ground disturbance, but only the removal of existing above-ground 
structures. The remainder of the site will not be disturbed. Mitigation Measures CR-3 and CR-4 
address procedures for discovery of unknown cultural resources during demolition. No changes to 
the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment O-14 

This comment claims that recommended mitigation measures are inadequate based on the 
significance of the site. 

In response to this and other comments on the Draft EIR, two mitigation measures for cultural 
resources have been revised in the Final EIR to provide additional detail. The following is the 
revised mitigation measures showing the added (underlined) and removed (struck out) text: 
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Mitigation Measure CR-1. Photography and Recordation of Furuta House #1, Pastor’s 
House, Church #1, and Church #2 . Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit or relocation 
of the historic buildings on site, large format photographic documentation and a written report 
will be prepared by a qualified architectural historian, architect experienced in historic 
preservation, or historic preservation professional who satisfies the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Professional Qualifications Standards for History, Architectural History, or Architecture 
pursuant to 36 CFR 61. The written report will follow the guidelines associated with HABS Level 
I documentation, which uses the “Outline Format” instead of the one-sheet architectural data 
form associated with Level III recordation. This The written report and large format 4x5 
photography with photo index will document the significance of Furuta House #1, Pastor’s 
House, Church #1, and Church #2 and their physical conditions, both historic and current, 
through photographs and text pursuant to Level III recordation of the HABS documentation. 
Photographic documentation noting all elevations and additional details of the buildings’ 
architectural features will be undertaken. The photographer will be familiar with the 
recordation of historic resources. Photographs will be prepared in a format consistent with the 
HABS standard for field photography. Copies of the report will be submitted to the City of 
Huntington Beach Planning and Building Department, Huntington Beach Central Library, 
Huntington Beach Historic Resources Board, Huntington Beach Historical Society, Historical and 
Cultural Foundation of Orange County – Japanese American Council, Wintersburg Presbyterian 
Church, Orange County Archives, and Orange County Japanese American Association. 

Mitigation Measure CR-2. Offer Buildings for Relocation Prior to Demolition. Prior to the 
issuance of a demolition permit for the Furuta House #1, the Pastor’s House, Church #1, and/or 
Church #2 historic buildings on site, the applicant shall demonstrate to the City that it has 
worked with community/preservation groups to offer the buildings for relocation to a 
compatible location that will reestablish contributing aspects of the dwelling’s historic 
orientation, immediate setting, and general environment. (If such a site is not available, a less 
compatible site may be used, if the only other option is demolition.) an offsite location for 
preservation. Relocation of the buildings would be at the expense of the party that takes 
responsibility for relocation, and not at the applicant’s expense. In the offer, the applicant shall 
state that they will contribute money towards this relocation in an amount equal to the cost of 
demolition, based on an estimate approved by the City from a licensed contractor. The 
relocation efforts will be conducted in accordance with the guidelines recommended by the 
National Park Service that are outlined in the booklet “Moving Historic Buildings,” by John Obed 
Curtis (1979). In addition, any maintenance, repair, rehabilitation, stabilization, or preservation 
work performed in conjunction with the relocation of the buildings will be undertaken in a 
manner consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. Negotiations 
shall be accommodated for a period of not less than 1 year following project approval. Should no 
plan of relocation be brought forward within 1 year, demolition will be allowed to occur.  

Even with this revised mitigation, significant and unavoidable cultural resources impacts would 
remain. 

Comment O-15 

This comment states that the project should not be approved due to the inadequacy of the Draft EIR, 
the lack of full analysis of the historic resources in their entirety, and the inadequacy of the 
mitigation. 

See responses to Comments O-1 through O-14 regarding adequacy of the Draft EIR. See response to 
Comment O-2 regarding designation of the site as an historic district. See response to Comment 
O-14 regarding revisions to mitigation. 
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Comment O-16 

This comment questions what necessitates demolition and claims that the impacts would be on a 
historic district, not just several historical resources. It states that the project is not consistent with 
the City’s General Plan, which encourages protection, preservation, and retention of historic 
resources. It states that the project would increase industrial and commercial land uses adjacent to a 
residential neighborhood and school. Finally it asks what constitutes an overriding consideration. 

As stated in Section 2.4 of the Draft EIR, the purpose of removing the existing buildings is to 
eliminate public safety concerns and unsightly conditions.  

See response to Comment O-2 regarding designation of the site as an historic district.  

The Draft EIR disclosed that there would be significant impacts on historic resources, and that the 
effects on historic resources would be inconsistent with the City’s General Plan, which is a 
significant impact. Although mitigation is included to lessen these impacts, the impacts would be 
significant after mitigation. 

Potential land use conflicts were addressed in the Draft EIR in Section 3.2, under Impact LU-2. As 
discussed therein, the intent of the project is to provide non-conflicting land uses that would buffer 
the existing residential and other uses from larger-scale commercial/industrial land uses, 
particularly those west of the property. No development is planned at this time. Any development 
planned in the future would be required by the City General Plan to adequately protect the existing 
residences against potential effects (noise, light, glare, odor, etc.). As a result, impacts related to 
conflicts with adjacent land uses were found to be less than significant. 

Because this EIR has identified significant and unavoidable impacts related to the project, the lead 
agency (the City of Huntington Beach) is required to make a Statement of Overriding Consideration 
prior to approving the project. This statement provides the decision-making bodies reasons for 
approving the project in spite of the impacts. 

Although a Statement of Overriding Considerations is required by CEQA, the statement is not part of 
the EIR, and is required only if the project is approved. The statement will be included in the record 
of project approval and identified in the Notice of Determination for the Final EIR. 

No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment O-17 

This comment states that the recommendations proposed in the draft EIR have not met CEQA goals 
of substantially lessening the significant impact of demolition, and claims that Alternative 2 would 
accomplish compliance with CEQA guidelines and the City’s General Plan policy by preserving 
historic resources in place as a public resource. 

CEQA requires that mitigation be considered for any significant environmental impact and that the 
environmental document determine whether the impact would be reduced to less than significant 
after implementation of the mitigation. For impacts on cultural resources, Mitigation Measures CR-1 
and CR-2 were proposed and analyzed. As stated in Section 3.1.6.1, the residual impact (after 
mitigation) would still be significant and unavoidable. 

Alternative 2, Reduced Project (Historic Resources Avoidance) Alternative, would avoid the 
significant impacts on cultural resources and the inconsistency with the City’s General Plan, as 
stated in Section 5.5.2 of the Draft EIR. However, this alternative would not reduce the existing 
safety concerns on the site, and it would not remove existing onsite hazards. Because of these 
hazards, access to the historic resources would not be available to the public. 
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Comment O-18 

This comment states that photography and recordation is the lowest level of mitigation, and claims 
that the Draft EIR did not provide archaeological or paleontological analysis.  

The following background information regarding recordation of historic resources is of import. 
HABS Level I is the highest level of recordation and is appropriate for historic buildings possessing a 
high level of architectural complexity. Unlike Level II and III recordation, Level I requires full 
measured drawings that are produced to comprehend what the historic buildings reveal of the past 
and to place that knowledge in the perspective of architectural evolution. In contrast, HABS Level III 
recordation is appropriate for recording resources that have less physical complexity and do not 
possess a substantial level of architectural detail typically associated with a measured drawing 
illustration set. The existing conditions and level of architectural style and design of the buildings at 
the Wintersburg site do not appear to rise to the level of complexity to require HABS Level I 
recordation. A Level III recordation that uses large-format photography and the more detailed 
“Outline Format” written report used in Level I and 2 recordation can serve as an historical record 
appropriate for these resources, which is why Level III was the level chosen. 

See the response to Comment O-14 regarding additional requirements that are included in 
Mitigation Measure CR-1.  

See the response to Comment O-12 regarding archaeological and paleontological analysis in the 
Draft EIR. 

Comment O-19 

This comment asks about previous contact between the applicant and community or preservation 
groups and about what efforts had been made to look for relocation sites. It also states that the 
applicant should pay for mitigation for cultural resources. 

Communications between the applicant and community members is not a topic for the EIR. 
However, in the context of the Draft EIR, in Section 5.3, offsite relocation of the historic buildings 
was considered. The City has researched the City’s land uses and has determined that it does not 
have ownership or jurisdiction over a site that could accommodate the historic buildings. The 
Community Services Department was contacted to see if there were any city parks that could take 
the structures. The cost of relocation and the preparation of the sites in the parks, including 
providing adequate parking, as well as potential impacts on existing park uses and other 
restrictions, made this alternative infeasible for the City. The City planning staff also contacted the 
Historic Resources Board, an advisory board to the Huntington Beach City Council, and the 
Huntington Beach Historical Society to see if they had any interest in taking the structures or if they 
knew of possible relocation sites. Late in 2012, a City Council ad hoc committee was formed to work 
on the preservation of the structures. That committee has been meeting monthly since September 
2012 and has developed a matrix of possible relocation sites, but at present no definitive relocation 
site has been identified.  

Regarding paying for mitigation, Mitigation Measure CR-1 (as amended in the Final EIR), requires 
documentation of the historic buildings on the site before they are demolished. The cost of this 
documentation will be borne by the applicant. (See response to Comment O-14 for the revised 
mitigation measure.) 

Mitigation Measure CR-2 (as amended in the Final EIR), requires the applicant to make an offer of 
the buildings prior to demolition, and contribute to the relocation costs up to the amount they would 
spend for demolition, based on a contractor’s estimate approved by the City. (See response to 
Comment O-14 for the revised mitigation measure.) 
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Mitigation Measure CR-3 requires that the demolition contractor contact a qualified professional 
archaeologist in the event that potential archaeological resources are discovered on the site during 
demolition. The costs of the demolition, the archaeologist, and any subsequent studies would be 
borne by the applicant. 

Mitigation Measure CR-4 requires that the demolition contractor contact a qualified professional 
paleontological monitor in the event that potential paleontological resources are discovered on the 
site during demolition. The costs of the demolition, the paleontologist, and any subsequent studies 
would be borne by the applicant. 

Comment O-20 

The comment asks how the determination was made in the Draft EIR that impacts on archaeological 
resources would be less than significant, and how untrained contractors would recognize an 
archaeological artifact during demolition.  

The methods and thresholds of significance are presented in Sections 3.1.4 and 3.1.5 of the Draft 
EIR. No archaeological sites are known to be present in the project area. An archaeological study 
was conducted for the Draft EIR, and this served as the basis for Mitigation Measure CR-3, which 
requires treatment of archaeological resources if any are found during project activities. Because 
ground disturbance is not proposed for the current project, this is the appropriate level of mitigation 
for the project. No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment O-21 

The comment asks how the determination was made in the Draft EIR that impacts on 
paleontological resources would be less than significant, and how untrained contractors would 
recognize an archaeological artifact during demolition.  

The methods and thresholds of significance are presented in Sections 3.1.4 and 3.1.5 of the Draft 
EIR. No paleontological resources are known to be present in the project area. A paleontological 
study was conducted for the Draft EIR, and this served as the basis for Mitigation Measure CR-4, 
which requires treatment of paleontological resources if any are found during project activities. 
Because ground disturbance is not proposed for the current project, this is the appropriate level of 
mitigation for the project. No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment O-22 

The comment states that the Draft EIR did not consider whether human remains may occur on the 
site, mentioning a burial site found nearby. It states that there was no mitigation for the discovery of 
human remains, and that the EIR was inadequate as a consequence.  

No human remains are known to be present in the project area. The remains mentioned in the 
comment, though not specified, were likely the closest recorded human remains (Site 30000346) 
(1972), which were about one-quarter mile distant.  

The Draft EIR specified that, should human remains be uncovered, they will be treated as required 
by law, specifically following State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and Public Resources Code 
Section 5097.98. No ground disturbance is proposed for the project; therefore, no impacts on burials 
are anticipated. The Draft EIR was adequate because the unlikely discovery of human remains is 
covered by existing state codes. 

No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 
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Comment O-23 

This comment states that Mitigation Measures CR-1 and CR-2 are inadequate to address significant 
conflicts with the City’s General Plan. It also questions the finding of less than significant for Impact 
LU-1 and LU-2 because the project would conflict with General Plan policies. 

Mitigation Measures CR-1 and CR-2 (as amended in the Final EIR) are intended to address impacts 
on cultural resources and, in so doing, impacts related to inconsistency with the City’s General Plan 
policies calling for the preservation of the buildings. As stated in the Draft EIR, these impacts would 
still be significant even with implementation of the mitigation measures. (See response to Comment 
O-14 for the revisions to these mitigation measures in the Final EIR.) 

Potential impacts related to conflicts with General Plan Economic Development Element goals and 
objectives and Land Use Element goals, objectives, and policies were addressed in Section 3.2.6.2 of 
the Draft EIR, under Impact LU-1. Because the project would not generate inconsistencies with 
relevant economic development and land use goals, objectives, and policies of the General Plan, 
impacts would be less than significant. Conflicts with policies related to protection of cultural 
resources are discussed in Section 3.1, and impacts are found to be significant and unavoidable. 

Impact LU-2 does not address conflict with land use policies relating to protection of cultural 
resources, but rather conflicts with existing onsite and adjacent land uses. The analysis concludes 
less than significant impacts and no mitigation measures are required. The area already has 
industrial uses located next to residential and elementary school uses.  The proposed project would 
not change this condition.  However, any future proposed commercial and industrial uses on the 
project site would be required by the City General Plan policies to adequately protect the existing 
residences and elementary school against potential effects of the adjacent commercial and industrial 
activities (e.g., noise, light, glare, or odor). Conflicts with policies related to protection of cultural 
resources are discussed in Section 3.1, and impacts are found to be significant and unavoidable. 

Comment O-24 

The comment states that the entire site should be evaluated as a historic district and that 
“segmenting the analysis” reduces the significance of the property. See response to Comment O-2 
regarding designation of the site as an historic district.  

The Draft EIR did not segment the analysis of the historic resources to reduce the significance of the 
resources. As stated in Section 3.1, a significant and unavoidable impact on cultural resources would 
result from implementation of the project. No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of 
this comment. 

Comment O-25 

The comment notes that the dates of construction for the historic buildings in the Draft EIR were 
incorrect. The comment also states that the barn predates the construction of Furuta House #1 and 
that it “may be the only remaining, untouched barn in Huntington Beach.” 

Incorrect dates were included in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR, “Project Description,” and have been 
revised in the Final EIR. The correct dates were referenced in Chapter 3, “Cultural Resources,” and in 
the accompanying Department of Parks and Recreation records as follows: 

• Church #1 – 1910 

• Pastor’s House (Manse) – 1910 

• Church #2 – 1934 is the date of completion 
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• Furuta House #1 – 1912 

The comments regarding the barn being the only remaining untouched barn in Huntington Beach is 
not supported by any evidence in the comment. In fact, the barn is not “untouched.” As described in 
the Draft EIR, the barn’s west elevation has an addition that extends around the south and east 
elevations, with the barn’s original roof visible above the shed-like roof of the addition. These 
additions have degraded the structure’s integrity of design, materials, and workmanship such that it 
does not appear eligible for National Register or California Register listing.  

No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment O-26 

The comment provides background information about the project site’s history, but does not 
address the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR. No response is required under CEQA. 

Comment O-27 

This comment claims that it is the responsibility of the property owner to maintain safe site 
conditions and suggests additional actions that could be taken to protect the property. The comment 
claims that safeguarding historic properties is a requirement of the municipal code.  

This comment does not address the environmental document; therefore, no response is required 
under CEQA. 

Comment O-28 

The comment states Figure 2-1 does not accurately identify the location of the proposed project. The 
figure has been revised in the Final EIR to show a more precise and exact location of the project site.  

Comment O-29 

The comment states the aerial on Figure 2.2 is outdated. The figure represents the existing 
conditions as defined by CEQA, which is normally at the time of the Notice of Preparation of an EIR. 
In response to this comment, an updated aerial has been used to provide an additional figure, Figure 
2.2a.    

Comment O-30 

This comment claims that future development has been segmented from the proposed project, and 
that the public cannot evaluate the proposal without a development plan. 

The general plan amendment and zone change, along with demolition of the buildings on site, are 
the project, as described in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR. There are no plans to develop the site at this 
time. Therefore, the project described in Chapter 2 is the “whole of the action,” and there is no 
segmentation. No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment.  

Comment O-31 

This comment claims that it is the responsibility of the property owner to maintain safe site 
conditions and suggests additional actions that could be taken to protect the property. The comment 
claims that safeguarding historic properties is a requirement of the municipal code.  

See the response to Comment O-27. 



City of Huntington Beach 
 

Chapter 11. Responses to Comments 
 

Warner-Nichols Final Environmental Impact Report 11-141 April 2013 
ICF 61146.06 

 

Comment O-32 

The comment states that the analysis in the Draft EIR suggested a priority is placed on making the 
site compatible with industrial and commercial uses rather than residential and educational uses. 
The comment also questions whether making the site compatible with industrial and commercial 
uses meets the General Plan policies and objectives.  

Potential land use conflicts were addressed in the Draft EIR in Section 3.2, under Impact LU-2. As 
discussed therein, the intent of the project is to provide non-conflicting land uses that would buffer 
the existing residential and other uses from larger-scale commercial/industrial land uses, 
particularly those west of the property. As a result, impacts related to conflicts with adjacent land 
uses were found to be less than significant.  

A thorough analysis of the project’s consistency with General Plan policies and objectives was 
performed in Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR, “Land Use and Planning.” The Draft EIR found the 
proposed project to be consistent with the General Plan’s land use policies and objectives. The 
exception is for policies related to historic resources, which were discussed in Section 3.1, and a 
significant and unavoidable impact was identified therein.  

No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment O-33 

The comment questions what necessitates demolition of the structures if no development plan is 
proposed. The comment also suggests the proposed project is segmenting the development of the 
project site.  

As described in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR, “Project Description,” the purpose of removing the 
buildings on site is not to prepare the site for development, but to prevent further vandalism and 
deterioration, thereby reducing public safety issues. 

The general plan amendment and zone change, along with demolition of the buildings on site, are 
the project, as described in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR. There are no plans to develop the site at this 
time. Therefore, the project described in Chapter 2 is the “whole of the action,” and there is no 
“segmenting” of the project. No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment O-34 

This comment states that the Draft EIR did not consider the significance of the Wintersburg Village. 
It provides background information on Asian American history in the area. The comment also 
disagrees with terminology used in the analysis, specifically the term “rounded up,” and points out 
minor discrepancies in the local history description in the Draft EIR. 

The Draft EIR did consider the significance of the Wintersburg Village, as described in Section 
3.1.2.1. The additional background information is incorporated into the administrative record for 
the project.  

To address this comment, Section 3.1.2.1 is revised in the Final EIR as follows, showing the added 
(underlined) and removed (struck out) text: 

… During World War II, Japanese-Americans in California were rounded up and sent to 
internment camps throughout the western United States…. 

… The report stated that it was “one of the oldest Japanese Presbyterian churches in Southern 
California” (Japanese Presbyterian Church of Wintersburg 1930). 
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Regarding the name of the church and mission, the names in the historic records vary. Slight 
differences in the names do not affect the findings in the Draft EIR, so no additional changes to the 
text have been made. 

Comment O-35 

This comment provides information about criteria used to determine whether property is 
considered a historical resource. For Criterion 1 (association with events that have made a 
significant contribution to the broad patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage), the 
comment provides a quote related to the Wintersburg Japanese Church Complex. For Criterion 2 
(association with lives of persons important to our past), the comment provides biographical 
information about the people associated with the property. For Criterion 3 (embodying the 
distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction or representing the 
work of an important creative individual or possessing high artistic values), the comment discusses 
the structures on site, providing detailed architectural descriptions. For Criterion 4 (has yielded, or 
may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history), the comment states that the 
history of the site is more significant than previous reports have recognized, and that the site may 
have additional archaeological resources and human remains.  

Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR and the associated Department of Parks and Recreation records for the 
buildings and structures associated with the site considered each structure against each of the 
criteria. The information included in the comment does not change the determinations of the 
significance of the properties under National Register criteria for the purposes of CEQA.   

The additional background information is incorporated into the administrative record for the 
project. 

See the responses to Comment O-20 regarding archaeology and Comment O-22 regarding human 
remains. 

No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment O-36 

This comment disputes several portions of the historic setting in the Draft EIR: 

 The comment claims that Charles and Yukiko Furuta meet National Register and California 
Register eligibility under Criterion B and 2, respectively.  

 The comment disagrees with the description in Section 3.1.2.3 of the Draft EIR of changes to the 
barn as “alterations.” It also states that the additions were “made in the early 1900s.” The 
comment also states that the barn “is one of the sole rare heritage barns left in Huntington 
Beach.”  

 The comment disputes the statement in Section 3.1.2.3 of the Draft EIR that the Pastor’s House 
appears to have been relocated from its original site and instead asserts that “it may be more 
likely the Mission building [Church #1] was moved east of the manse [Pastor’s House] to 
accommodate the widening of Nichols Lane.” It disputes the finding that the Pastor’s House does 
not possess sufficient associations with historic personages necessary to meet National Register 
or California Register Criterion B or 2, respectively.  

 The comment disputes the finding in Section 3.1.2.3 of the Draft EIR that Church #1 and Church 
#2 do not possess sufficient associations with historic personages to meet National Register and 
California Register Criterion B or 2, respectively  

The comment agrees with the finding in Section 3.1.2.3 of the Draft EIR that the Pastor’s House 
meets National Register and California Register eligibility under Criterion A and 1, respectively. The 
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comment agrees with the finding that Church #2 meets National Register and California Register 
eligibility under Criterion A and 1, respectively. 

National Register and California Register Eligibility under Criterion B and 2: The analysis for 
the Draft EIR utilized the National Register Bulletin How to Apply the National Register Criteria for 
Evaluation pages 14 and 15 in assessing the importance of these individuals under Criterion B (and 
California Register Criterion 2). According to the National Register, the importance of an individual 
must be ascertained in determining whether a property is significant for its associative values under 
Criterion B. While evidence indicates that Charles and Yukiko Furuta were actively involved in 
forming and supporting the Wintersburg Presbyterian Mission and Church and were known for 
their role as farmers, it does not appear that they achieved a sufficient level of importance in a local, 
state, or national context to warrant National Register or California Register eligibility under 
Criterion B or 2, respectively. It should be noted that regardless of whether the properties are 
identified as eligible for listing in the National Register or California Register under Criterion B/2, 
they remain eligible for National Register and California Register listing under Criterion A/1. 
Therefore, under CEQA, the demolition of these resources (except for the barn and House #2) would 
result in impacts that are significant and unavoidable.  

The Barn: The analysis for the Draft EIR utilized the National Register Bulletin How to Apply the 
National Register Criteria for Evaluation pages 44–47 in assessing the integrity of the barn. The barn 
has experienced a substantial loss of integrity of design, materials, and workmanship to its exterior, 
primarily through additions. The conclusion in the Draft EIR was that the loss of this level of physical 
integrity reduces the barn’s ability to convey its significance to be eligible for listing in the National 
Register or California Register. No evidence was provided in the comment to support the claim that 
the additions were “made in the early 1900s” or that the barn “is one of the sole rare heritage barns 
left in Huntington Beach.” 

The Pastor’s House and Church #1: No evidence was provided to validate the claim about the 
relocation of the Pastor’s House. As related to the comments that the Pastor’s House (manse) and 
Church #1 are associated with historic personages, evidence is provided by the commenter 
regarding the importance of Reverend Joseph K. Inazawa, the first clergyman for the Mission Church 
(Church #1), and his wife Kate Alice Goodwin. It appears that there was national and international 
notoriety surrounding the couple’s interracial marriage in 1910. If this information is confirmed, it 
appears that there would be sufficient evidence to support the commenter’s assertion that the house 
in which they resided (manse) and Church #1, for which Joseph K. Inazawa was the pastor, appears 
eligible for listing in the National Register and California Register under Criterion B and 2, 
respectively. It should be noted that regardless of whether these properties appear eligible for 
listing in the National Register or California Register under Criterion B/2, they have already been 
found eligible for National Register and California Register listing under Criterion A/1. Therefore, 
under CEQA, the demolition of the Pastor’s House and Church #1 would result in the same impact, 
which is significant and unavoidable.  

Church #2: Evidence was provided indicating that the Wintersburg Japanese Presbyterian Church 
(Church #2) was associated with the lives of persons significant in our past. However, unlike 
Reverend Inazawa, who was the original pastor of Church #1, Church #2 does not appear to be the 
building that best represents the historic contributions of the persons referenced. 

No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment O-37 

This comment asserts that the Draft EIR should have identified the properties as a historic district. 
See the response to Comment O-2. 
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Comment O-38 

This comment sates that Draft EIR included only the lowest level of preservation mitigation, which 
was inadequate, and that the project is in conflict with the General Plan goals for protection and 
preservation of historic resources. 

See the response to Comment O-14 regarding revised mitigation.  

The Draft EIR disclosed that there would be significant impacts on historic resources, and that the 
effects on historic resources would be inconsistent with the City’s General Plan, which is a 
significant impact. Although mitigation is included to lessen these impacts, the impacts would be 
significant after mitigation.  

Comment O-39 

This comment claims that the applicant has not initiated any outreach to seek preservation groups 
or relocation sites. See the response to Comment O-19. 

Comment O-40 

This comment agrees with the findings in the Draft EIR that Mitigation Measures CR-1 and CR-2 
would not reduce the significant impacts on historic resources to less than significant. No response 
is required under CEQA. 

Comment O-41 

This comment disputes the findings of the Draft EIR regarding archaeological resources and refers 
back to the writer’s previous comments on this subject. See the response to Comment O-20. 

Comment O-42 

This comment disputes the findings of the Draft EIR regarding paleontological resources and refers 
back to the writer’s previous comments on this subject. See the response to Comment O-21. 

Comment O-43 

This comment disputes the findings of the Draft EIR regarding human remains and refers back to the 
writer’s previous comments on this subject. See the response to Comment O-22. 

Comment O-44 

The comment requests that the Draft EIR be denied due to inconsistency with the City’s General Plan 
goals, objectives, and policies that encourage protection, preservation, and retention of historic 
resources. This impact was considered significant and unavoidable in the Draft EIR, and the 
comment has not identified an inadequacy in the analysis or findings. Therefore, no changes to the 
Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

The comment to deny the EIR represents a misunderstanding of the CEQA process. The EIR provides 
the City’s decision makers information to consider when deciding whether to approve the project or 
not. The decision for the City relative to the EIR is whether or not to certify the EIR as being 
adequate for their use in making this decision. No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of 
this comment. 
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Comment O-45 

This comment takes issue with wording in Table 3.2-2 of the Draft EIR, General Plan Land Use 
Consistency Analysis, stating that the buildings on site should not be characterized as “abandoned,” 
but rather historic, and that the objective of General Plan Objective LU 8.1 could be met through re-
purposing the historic structures for re-use, rather than demolition. 

As stated in Table 3.2-2 of the Draft EIR, Objective LU 8.1 states: “Maintain the pattern of existing 
land uses while providing opportunities for the evolution, including intensification and re-use, of 
selected subarea in order to improve their character and identity.” 

The analysis in Table 3.2-2 is the proposed project’s consistency with this policy. Analysis of an 
alternative that would renovate and reuse the existing buildings is provided in Section 5.5.3 
(Alternative 3).  

The text in this table has been revised to remove the word “abandoned” and replace it with “vacant.” 

Comment O-46 

This comment questions how increasing industrial/commercial use of the site protects the adjacent 
residential uses. It also claims that the project is segmented because it does not including proposed 
future development.  

See response to Comment O-16 regarding potential conflicts with adjacent land uses. 

See response to Comment O-30 regarding segmenting. 

Comment O-47 

This comment questions how increasing industrial land use adjacent to residences and an 
elementary school provides a non-conflicting land use. It also claims that the project is segmented 
because it does not including proposed future development so the public cannot fully analyze the 
proposed use.  

See response to Comment O-16 regarding potential conflicts with adjacent land uses. 

See response to Comment O-30 regarding segmenting. 

Comment O-48 

The comment states that the Draft EIR makes contradictory statements about consistency with the 
General Plan goals and policies. The commenter has provided a quote from Section 3.2, “Land Use,” 
which stated the proposed project is consistent with the City’s General Plan Land Use Element goals 
and policies.  

The analysis in Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR was not contradictory. The instance where the proposed 
project is inconsistent with the General Plan is not related to the Land Use Element, but with the 
Historic and Cultural Resources Element of the General Plan. Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR, “Cultural 
Resources,” analyzed the proposed project’s consistency with the goals and policies of the Historic 
and Cultural Resources Element of the General Plan and found that impacts would be significant and 
unavoidable after mitigation. This finding is not contradicted in the Draft EIR. 

No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 
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Comment O-49 

The comment disagrees with the analysis in Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR, “Land Use,” and contends 
that the zone change proposed by the project would result in a conflict with existing onsite 
structures and potential historic preservation.  

If the proposed project was solely proposing a zone change, then proposed industrial and 
commercial zoning designations would conflict with the existing residential and religious structures 
on site. However, the proposed project is proposing demolition of the structures as well as a land 
use amendment, which would make the site consistent with the City’s Land Use Plan and zoning 
ordinance. No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment O-50 

The comment agrees with the findings in the Draft EIR that the proposed project would contribute 
to a significant cumulative impact. No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this 
comment. 

Comment O-51 

This comment states that the project segments the proposed zone change and demolition from 
proposed development plans, so that the public cannot fully analyze the proposed use.  

See response to Comment O-30 regarding segmenting. 

Comment O-52 

This comment claims that the Draft EIR is inadequate because the analysis did not study the historic 
structures as an historic district. It also disputes the finding that the barn does not qualify for 
designation as a historic resource. 

See the response to Comment O-2 regarding evaluation of the site as an historic district. See the 
response to Comment O-25 regarding the barn.  

Comment O-53 

This comment states that the relocation of the historic buildings off site has not been fully explored. 
See the response to Comment O-39. 

Comment O-54 

This comment claims that it is the responsibility of the property owner to maintain safe site 
conditions and suggests additional actions that could be taken to protect the property. The comment 
claims that safeguarding historic properties is a requirement of the municipal code. See the response 
to Comment O-27. 

Comment O-55 

This comment agrees with the findings in the Draft EIR that the proposed project would not be 
consistent with the City’s General Plan goals, objectives, and policies that encourage protection, 
preservation, and retention of historic resources; and therefore would result in a significant and 
unavoidable impact. No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 
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Comment O-56 

This comment claims that statements regarding hazards in the analysis of Alternative 1, No Project 
Alternative, are not supported, and that if the buildings are not proposed to be occupied, then there 
would be no hazard to the public.  

Because of the age of the buildings is it reasonable to assume that asbestos and lead-based paints 
may be present, as stated in Section 5.5.1 of the Draft EIR. Structural issues and safety issues are 
known to be present. As stated in the document, despite fencing and boarding up the buildings, 
trespassers occasionally gain access to the buildings, representing an ongoing safety concern.  

No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment O-57 

This comment states that the analysis of Alternative 3 is skewed because the development of the site 
is not included in the project.  

See response to Comment O-30 regarding segmenting.  

As stated in Section 5.2, Alternative 3 would include a zone change and general plan amendment, as 
well as renovation of the existing historic buildings and their re-use of the buildings for commercial 
or industrial purposes. The comment does not explain how this analysis relates to the segmenting, 
which has not occurred because there are no plans for development of the site. 

No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment O-58 

The comment contends that the approach to re-use of the buildings under Alternative 3 in the Draft 
EIR was outdated, citing other places where the historic nature of the buildings adds value to the 
development due to the uniqueness of the property.  

This comment references a development (Monterey’s Cannery Row) with very different attributes 
than the project site. Most notably, as stated in the Draft EIR and quoted in the comment, the small 
size and internal configurations of the four buildings would constrain commercial activities. This 
was certainly not true of the large factories that were converted into commercial space on Cannery 
Row. While the historic nature of the buildings on site may create more interest for tenants, their 
small size would preclude all but the smallest businesses. No changes to the Draft EIR are required 
as a result of this comment. 

Comment O-59 

This comment states that there is no documentation to back up the cost estimate provided for 
renovation of the historical buildings under Alternative 3. The comment states that national and 
state funding should be sought. The comment claims that cost is the sole reason for rejecting this 
alternative.  

The cost estimate for Alternative 3 was based on an analysis by Thirtieth Street Architects, Inc., 
which is attached as Appendix G of the Final EIR. The City knows of no funding currently available 
that would make onsite restoration feasible.  

Under CEQA, an alternative can be found infeasible for economic reasons alone if “the marginal costs 
of the alternative as compared to the cost of the proposed project are so great that a reasonably 
prudent property owner would not proceed with the alternative” (Uphold Our Heritage v. Town of 
Woodside (2007) 147 Cal. App. 4th 587). The cost of renovation alone for the historic properties was 
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estimated at $2.44 million, which is over 100 times the cost of demolition. In addition, the time it 
would take to pay back just the renovation (not including required site improvements and 
maintenance) would be over 19 years. Therefore, a reasonably prudent property owner would not 
proceed with this alternative. 

No changes to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment O-60 

The comment agrees with the Draft EIR that the environmentally superior alternative would be 
Alternative 3, the Historic Resources Renovation Alternative. No changes to the Draft EIR are 
required as a result of this comment. 

Comment O-61 

This comment claims that Alternative 3 has too narrow of a focus because it does not include 
additional development on the site that would integrate renovated buildings into a larger 
commercial development.  

The comment appears to address the feasibility of Alternative 3, and suggests that by doing more 
development there would be a greater chance for the alternative to be feasible. This alternative was 
found to be not feasible because it would take over 19 years of average lease payments to pay off the 
cost of renovation alone (not including the costs of site development and ongoing maintenance). 
Additional development (at additional expense) would only add to the cost of renovation. At average 
rental prices, it would take over 19 years to pay off this renovation, not including paying for site 
development or funding ongoing maintenance. Adding additional development would be unlikely to 
either raise rental prices significantly above average for the area, or provide enough revenue to 
offset the costs of the renovation, which is over 100 times the cost of demolition. No changes to the 
Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment. 

Comment O-62 

This comment states that the project would eliminate an entire historic district. See the response to 
Comment O-2. 

Comment O-63 

This comment states that there are additional printed references that could have been reviewed.  

While there may be additional printed references related to the history of the project site, a 
sufficient number of sources were uncovered and referenced to come to the conclusion that Furuta 
House #1, Pastor’s House, Church #1, and Church #2 appear eligible for listing in the National 
Register and California Register under Criterion A/1 for important historic associations. 
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Comment Letter P 
Farzane Farazdaghi 

Comment P-1 

This comment expresses concerns about the demolition of historic resources on site, provides 
background information about the site and its buildings, and suggests that the site should be 
considered an historic district. 

The additional information provided in the comment related to the historical background of the site 
will be made part of the administrative record of the project, as are all communications received 
during the public review period.  

The Draft EIR did not identify the existence of a historic district because there are only two parcels 
upon which the buildings were constructed. APN 111-372-07 contains Furuta House #1, House #2, 
and the barn. APN 111-372-06 contains the Pastor’s House, Church #1, and Church #2. In defining 
categories of historic properties, National Register Bulletin How to Apply the National Register 
Criteria for Evaluation requires on page 5 “a significant concentration “of resources to qualify as a 
district. In this case, there are only two properties containing historic resources that together do not 
constitute a significant concentration to justify the identification of a district. This approach does not 
reduce the significance of the properties as representative of the Japanese American experience in 
Huntington Beach. It should be noted that regardless of whether the properties are identified as 
individually eligible for listing in the National Register or as contributors to a potential National 
Register–eligible district, under CEQA, the demolition of these resources (except for the barn) would 
result in identical impacts that are significant and unavoidable. No changes to the Draft EIR are 
required as a result of this comment. 



City of Huntington Beach 
 

Chapter 11. Responses to Comments 
 

Warner-Nichols Final Environmental Impact Report 11-151 April 2013 
ICF 61146.06 

 

 



City of Huntington Beach 
 

Chapter 11. Responses to Comments 
 

Warner-Nichols Final Environmental Impact Report 11-152 April 2013 
ICF 61146.06 

 

 



City of Huntington Beach 
 

Chapter 11. Responses to Comments 
 

Warner-Nichols Final Environmental Impact Report 11-153 April 2013 
ICF 61146.06 

 

 



City of Huntington Beach 
 

Chapter 11. Responses to Comments 
 

Warner-Nichols Final Environmental Impact Report 11-154 April 2013 
ICF 61146.06 

 

 



City of Huntington Beach 
 

Chapter 11. Responses to Comments 
 

Warner-Nichols Final Environmental Impact Report 11-155 April 2013 
ICF 61146.06 

 

 
 



City of Huntington Beach 
 

Chapter 11. Responses to Comments 
 

Warner-Nichols Final Environmental Impact Report 11-156 April 2013 
ICF 61146.06 

 

Comment Letter Q 
State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
Scott Morgan 
1400 10th Street 
Sacramento, CA 95812 

Comment Q-1 

This comment forwards comments from the Native American Heritage Commission. Responses to 
their comments are provided in the responses to Comment Letter A above. 
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