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6.0 ALTERNATIVES

use structure (Building A) at the Morro Street corridor (KVA 5), which would still have
facades higher than the street is wide, and on Palm Street (KVA 9) would not be reduced
below identified thresholds of significance.

6.4.4.2 Air Quality

Under the Reduced Development Alternative, existing structures would still be
demolished; however, constructed buildings would be smaller in size than described
under the proposed project. The amount of excavation and grading would essentially be
the same as under the proposed project, as would the duration of construction activities,
therefore, temporary impacts to air quality due to construction emissions would be
similar to the proposed project. With regard to operational impacts, fewer residential
spaces would be constructed; therefore, vehicle and energy emissions associated with
residential units would be reduced accordingly, and impacts to air quality would be less
than described for the proposed project. However, impacts would remain significant and
unavoidable.

6.4.4.3 Cultural Resources

As mentioned above, the Reduced Development Alternative would reduce impacts to
cultural resources; however, not below identified thresholds of significance. Under this
aternative, the proposed project would still involve the demolition of the existing historic
resources (Sauer Bakery at 848 Monterey Street, Cornerstone Building/historic
Blackstone Hotel at 840, 842 & 844 Monterey Street and 984 & 986 Chorro Street, Palm
Street Building at 861 & 863 Palm Street, and Bello's at 886 Monterey Street).
However, the fagades of the most historically significant structures on the site (Sauer
Bakery and Cornerstone Building/historic Blackstone Hotel), which provide important
elements to the downtown cultural landscape fronting Monterey Street, would be
restored, rather than demolished. In addition, the historic Sauer Bakery oven would be
preserved and incorporated into the proposed development. The Shanghai Low
Restaurant sign, a contributing element of the Chinatown Historic District located at 861
Palm Street, would aso be restored and installed on the new construction along Palm
Street, between Morro and Chorro Streets, in the general area of its current location.
Therefore, impacts to cultural resources would be substantially less than described in the
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EIR for the proposed project; however, impacts would not be reduced below identified
thresholds of significance.

6.4.4.4 Geological Resources

Impacts to geological resources under the Reduced Development Alternative would be
potentially greater than those described under the proposed project due to increased
excavation for the third subterranean parking level. However, the applicant would be
required to incorporate recommendations for site preparation, grading, backfill, and
foundations, developed during the site-specific geotechnical investigation, into the
project design. Standard regulatory conditions requiring compliance with the UBC,
CBC, and City’s Seismic Safety Element would address seismic hazards under this
alternative. Regulatory conditions would mitigate impacts to a less-than-significant
level.

6.4.45 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Impacts with regard to hazards and hazardous materials under the Reduced Devel opment
Alternative would be similar to those described under the proposed project. It is assumed
that the proposed project and the Reduced Development Alternative would be required to
mitigate the presence and use of hazardous materials in a similar manner. Regulatory
conditions would mitigate impacts to aless-than-significant level.

6.4.4.6 Hydrology and Water Quality

Under the Reduced Development Alternative, impacts to water resources would be
potentially greater than the proposed project. Due to groundwater levels relative to the
excavation depth that would be required to construct a third subterranean parking level,
significant amounts of groundwater would be encountered during construction. Impacts
from shalow groundwater could potentially result in significant long-term dewatering
issues or could increase costs and maintenance issues associated with this alternative.
Although the fagades of historic buildings along Monterey Street would be preserved,
flood-proofing mitigation measures (MM HYD-4a and MM HYD-4b) would still be
necessary to prevent flood hazards during a 100-year storm event. All other mitigation
measures would also still apply.
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6.4.4.7 Land Useand Planning

Under the Reduced Development Alternative, impacts to land use would be similar to
those described under the proposed project. Development of the project would result in
greater urban design continuity, improved pedestrian amenities, more attractions for
tourists, increased revenues, residential development in the downtown area, and
improved business synergy for all downtown businesses, as caled for in the City’s
General Plan. Mitigation measures to ensure consistency with the Conceptual Physical
Plan for the City's Center and Land Use Element Policy 4.16.4 would reduce land use
impacts to less than significant.

6.4.4.8 Noise

Noise impacts under the Reduced Development Alternative would be similar to those
described under the proposed project. Implementation of mitigation measures would
lessen short-term construction noise impacts;, however, impacts to sensitive receptors
would remain significant and unavoidable, even after mitigation. Since existing noise
levels surrounding the project site are already in excess of transportation noise
thresholds, dight long-term increases in noise levels would be considered less than
significant. Mitigation in the form of noise level reduction methods to be utilized in
design and construction of the proposed new residences would be implemented to further
reduce any potential long-term noise impacts as aresult of the proposed project.

6.4.4.9 Population and Housing

Under the Reduced Development Alternative, impacts to population and housing would
be similar to those described under the proposed project. Mitigation measures to include
a minimum of five-six units of onsite affordable housing, would reduce impacts to less
than significant.

6.4.4.10 Transportation and Traffic
Once operational, impacts to transportation and circulation under the Reduced

Development Alternative would be less than described in the EIR for the proposed
project due to the reduction in residential space and increase in parking spaces on the
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third subterranean level, which would consequently eliminate the deficiency in parking
demand for the proposed project.

6.4.4.11 Utilities and Public Services

Under the Reduced Development Alternative, impacts to utilities and public services
would be similar to those described under the proposed project; therefore, all mitigation
measures would still apply.

6.4.5 Other Comparable Site Alternative

This alternative involves review of the potential to construct a development of similar
size and scale as the proposed Chinatown Project at an alternative location in the
downtown area, thereby avoiding site-specific impacts to aesthetics/'community character
and cultural resources. Under the Other Comparable Site Alternative, the proposed
project would be located at another large, predominantly vacant property in the
downtown area to meet the project’ s objectives of downtown revitalization.

As discussed previously in Section 6.4.1, Alternatives Considered but Discarded,
potential off-site aternative locations in the downtown area were screened for
consideration based on size requirements (at least 1.5 acres in size) and objectives for a
mixed-use development, similar to the proposed project (consisting mostly of vacant
surface parking lots in the downtown core). As a result, the 2.09-acre First Bank site,
located on Higuera Street between Morro and Osos Streets, was determined to be the
most feasible alternative site to be analyzed for the Chinatown Project.

The First Bank site, bounded by Higuera, Osos, Marsh, and Morro Streets, consists
predominantly of surface parking lots, the First Bank Building at the corner of Higuera
and Osos Streets, the Union Bank Building at the corner of Morro and Marsh Streets, and
other privately owned smaller retail and commercial operations fronting Morro Street
between Higuera and Marsh Streets.

Under the Other Comparable Site Alternative, transportation impacts associated with site
access could potentialy be greater than the proposed project due to higher traffic
volumes at the First Bank site's access point. In addition, since the First Bank Building is
currently listed as a contributing structure to the Downtown Historic Preservation
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District, impacts to cultural resources, while less than described under the proposed
action, could remain significant due to the potential requirement to demolish the First
Bank Building. Hydrology and water quality impacts would be similar to those described
under the proposed project. Although the location of the First Bank site is within the
designated 100-year floodplain, flood-proofing mitigation would reduce flood hazard
impacts to less than significant. Impacts at the project site would remain as described in
the EIR for the proposed project for aesthetics and visua resources, air quality,
geological resources, hazards and hazardous materials, land use and planning, noise,
population and housing, and utilities and public services.

6.4.6 No-Project Alternative

The No-Project Alternative assumes continuation of the existing setting. Under this
alternative, the use of the existing surface parking lot would continue at the project site.
Continuation of the existing use of the parking lot and buildings at the project site would
not generate additional car trips, disturb cultural resources, or adversely affect
community visual character. Additionally, hazardous materials, and public utilities and
service systems would remain as described under the existing setting. Therefore, no
impacts would occur with regard to air quality, cultural resources, visual resources,
geologic resources, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, noise,
population and housing, utilities and public services, or transportation and traffic. Staece
the With regard to flooding issues, buildings currently along the Monterey Street frontage
are adjacent to the edge of the AO Flood Zone and are-reot-elevated-abeve-would remain
below base flood €l evation-mpacts-with-regard-to-flooding-under-implementation-of-thi

alternative-would-be-greal . d-project. With regard to land use,
the No-Project Alternative would delay achievement of consistency with planning goals
in the Conceptual Physical Plan for the City’s Center and the General Plan Land Use
Element, since provisions for additional office, residential, and parking space in the
Downtown Commercial Core would not occur.

6.5 |DENTIFICATION OF ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE
Table 6.5-1 summarizes the environmental advantages and disadvantages associated with

the proposed project and the analyzed alternatives. CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6
states that if the environmentally superior alternative is the No-Project Alternative, the
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EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior aternative from among the other

aternatives.

Table6.5-1. Impact Comparison of Alternativesto the Proposed Project

Incorporation Protection of

Other

of Historic Visual Reduced Comparable No-
Issue Area Buildings Resources Development Site Project
Aesthetics and Visual Resources Less Less Less Similar Less
Air Quality Less Less Less Similar Less
Cultural Resources Less Similar Less Similar Less
Geological Resources Similar Similar Similar Similar Less
Hazards and Hazardous Materials Similar Similar Similar Similar Less
Hydrology and Water Quality Similar Similar More Similar More
Land Use and Planning Policies Similar Similar Less Similar More
Noise Similar Similar Similar Similar Less
Population and Housing Similar Similar Less Similar Similar
Transportation and Traffic Less Less Less More Less
Utilities and Public Services Similar Less Similar Similar Less
Project Objectives Met 1,24 1,24 1,234 1,24 None

The Incorporation of Historic Buildings Alternative is considered to be the
environmentally superior aternative because significant unavoidable long-term impacts
to historic resources would be reduced to less-than-significant levels, however, all
objectives of the proposed project would not be met.

6-34

Chinatown Project

Final EIR




7.0 COMMENTSAND RESPONSESTO COMMENTSON DRAFT EIR

7.0 COMMENTSAND RESPONSESTO COMMENTSON DRAFT EIR

Copies of al written comments received during the public review period, as well as a
copy of the transcript of the July 11, 2007 Planning Commission hearing on the Draft
EIR, held during the public review period, are provided in this section.

Responses to these comments have been prepared to address the environmental concerns
raised by the commentors and to indicate where and how the EIR addresses relevant
environmental issues. Changes made to the text of the Draft EIR to correct or clarify
information are noted in the EIR using underlined text to show revised or additional text,
and by striking out text proposed for deletion.

The following agencies and individuals commented on the Draft EIR, either by written
correspondence or by testimony at the Planning Commission public hearing. Copies of
the letters received have been reduced so that responses can be seen within the context of
the comment. Responses to comments are keyed to the written comment using an
abbreviation for the commenting agency or individual, as shown below.

AB Amanda Brodie, Planning Commissioner
AC Allan Cooper

AD Andrea Devitt

AG Alex Gough

AT _RM Ann Toynbee and Ron Malak

BB Betty Bertrando

BE WE Becky Evans and Wendy Evans

BS Barbara Scott

CALTRANS  State of California Department of Transportation, District 5
CM ChristinaMiller

DC Doreen Case

DLB David & Linda Bourne

DS Donna Shepherd

EAa Elisabeth Abrahams (7-8-07)

EAb Elisabeth Abrahams (7-24-07)

EB Ethan Bertrando

ET Elizabeth C. Thyne

FN Francesca Nemko

GB_JG George Beardsley and Jacki Goldston

JAbrahams Joseph Abrahams, M.D.
JAshbaugh John Ashbaugh
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JC J. Chirpich

JMertens Mr. & Mrs. Joseph Mertens

JMillenaar-a ~ James Millenaar (7-24-07)

Millenaar-b  James Millenaar (7-25-07)

KH Ken Haggard

LBa Luther Bertrando (7-9-07)

LBb Luther Bertrando (7-16-07)

LS Linda Seeley

LW Lyn Wickham

MC Mary Chalmers

MK Maureen Kelly

MM Mike Multari

MR Myron Russell

NAHC Native American Heritage Commission

NL Nancy Loomis

OPR Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse

PCM City of San Luis Obispo, Planning Commission Minutes of July 11,
2007

PE Pete Evans

RKarger Robert Karger, M.D.

RKrejsa Richard J. Krejsa

RLa Roger E. Longden

RLb Robert A. Lucas, Ph.D.

SF_Rawson Suzanne Fryer, SLO Chinatown, LLC

SJenkins Starr Jenkins and Stella Jenkins

SJobst Steven B. Jobst, M.D.

SKBH Sifu Kelvin Berrman Harrison

SL Sandra Lakeman

SLO APCD San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District

SLOUD City of San Luis Obispo Utilities Department

SP Susan Pyburn

SR-a Stan Reichenberg (7-10-07)

SR-b Stan Reichenberg (7-24-07)

VG Victoria Grostick

VK VirginiaKraatz
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AB-1 The EIR has been revised under Impact LU-2 on pages
3.7-15to 3.7-17 to incorporate the most up-to-date
i e information regarding recently-adopted amendments to
town Environmental the General Plan Land Use Element and proposed zoning
ordinance changes.

£ (MMLU-2, MMLU-2b, MM-LU-2c) they appear tc AB-2 Several other pUbllC gatherlng placeswithinthe

LU-2 and don’t seem to mitigate the impact downtown areawerealw SCOped and ConSidered as

AB-1 KVAs, however, visual impacts from Mission Plaza were
determined to be more significant due to close proximity,
least obstruction, and the large number of viewers who
would be exposed to the proposed project site.

AB-2 AB-3 Due to the urban context of the proposed project site’s
location downtown and existing lighting from on-site and
adjacent surrounding structures, impacts from daytime
and nighttime light and glare were not considered to be a
significant issue after implementation of standard
shielding measures for proposed lighting. Primary
lighting and glare concerns were focused on existing
residential structures, and additional requirements for use
of non-reflective building materials were not determined
to be necessary.

AB-3

“| AB-4

AB-4 Operational vehicular emission estimates include
AB-5 calculations for vehicle trips associated with residential
uses (see Section 3.10.3, Transportation and Traffic,
Environmental Impacts, Table 3.10-5; and Appendix D).
AB-6 Thetext of Section 3.2, Air Quality, has been revised to
more accurately reflect these assumptions (see Impact

| AB-7 AQ-3).

AB-5 Text has been included under Impact TT-3 to indicate that
compliance with ADA standards would be required as
part of the project’ s final review and plan check process.

d 13 14vdQ NOSINININOD OLSISNOLSTY ANV SINININOD 0°L




v-L

1990014 umoreuIyd

413 euld

AB-6 Chapter 7 of ITE s Trip Generation Handbook provides
pass-by trip rates for shopping centers, which represent
tripsto the site by people who are already on the roadway
network (i.e., the visit to the site is not the primary
purpose of their trip). Based on surveys of 100 sites, ITE
found that on average, 34 percent of peak hour PM
project trips were pass-by trips. Surveyed sites that were
comparable in size to the Chinatown Project showed even
higher pass-by rates, on the order of 40 to 50 percent.
This approach is also consistent with the City’s Traffic
Impact Study Preparation Guidelines (June 2000).

Additionally, due to the mix of uses on the site, some trip
reductions would be expected as people will visit multiple
uses on the site during asingle visit. Thisinternalization
reduction has not been calculated, however, it would
further reduce the number of vehicle trips generated by
the project. Therefore, the 25 percent reduction is
conservative.

AB-7 The “general tentative parking management strategy for
the on-site vehicle spaces’ is simply the applicant’s
general description of proposed parking plans for the
private on-site parking structure. The details of the
strategy are generally limited to what is already
summarized in the EIR (e.g., on-site parking would be set
aside for the residential component and the hotel with
some additiona spaces available for some office workers
and potentially asmall portion of the retail and restaurant
workers). In response to the limited information provided
by the applicant, MM TT-7b requires the preparation of a
parking demand reduction and management plan which
details how the proposed parking structure will be
managed and which contains measures to minimize the
project’ s off-site parking impacts. A discussion draft of
this plan shall be provided for review by City staff and
made available to the Downtown Association prior to
discretionary hearings on this project and shall be

13 L4vd NOSLINIWINOD OLSISNOLSTY ANV SINIWNOD O/




dl13 feuld

18[01d umoreulyd

available for review and consideration by the Planning
Commission and Architectural Review Commission at
the discretionary hearing on the proposed project.
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Date:  July 7, 2007

Toe:  The City of San Luis Obispo regarding the review of the Chinatown
Project Draft EIR

Regarding Impact VIS-1 Additional Mitigation Measures {Consultant-
Recommended):

MM VIS-1a The upper three stories of the proposed mixed-use struciure (Building
Al ar the intersection of Palm and Morro Streets shall ser back at least 12 feer
Sfrom the paraper of the lower element in order to mirigate impacts from overall
height and mass and reduce “canyonization” and shade and shadow effects on
the adjacent streetscape and structures.

MM VIS-1b Along Palm Street, the projecting patio/portico portion of the upper
foors shall be removed. The face of the structire above the second story shall be
set back 12 feet in order to create facades more proportional to the rest of Palm
Streer.

Insert the following underlined passages:

MM VIS-1a The upper three stories of the proposed mixed-use struciare (Building
A) at the intersection of Palm and Morro Streets shall set back at least 12 feet
Sfrom the parapet of the lower element in order ro mitigate impacts from overall
height and mass and reduce “canyonization” and shade and shadow effecis on
the adjacent streetscape and structures In no case may the height of the building
at its second or thivd story setback {ine and at the back of sidewalk exceed the
width of the adjoining right-of-way, nor shall its height cast g noon day Winter
Solstice shadow bevond the novtherly sidewalk, whichever is less.

MM VIS-1Db Along Palm Street, the projecting patio/portico portion of the upper
[oors shall be removed. The face of the structure above the second story shall be
set back 12 feet in order to create facades more proportional to the rest of Palm
Streer. These multi-story buildings should be set back generally above the second
level and with some exceptions above the third level to mainiain a street fagade
that is consistent with the historic paitern of development, maintaining the
general similarity of building heights ai the sidewalk edge.

Comments:

Some mentien should be made here that the proposed Chinatown Project will
conform to the Zoning Regulations amendments recommended to implement new
General Plan Policies and programs relating to building height and intensity limits
in the downtown core.

Regarding Impact VIS-2 Additional Mitigation Measures {Consultant-
Recommended):
MM VIS-2 The Architectural Review Commission shall:

MM VIS-1a has been modified to add the following
sentence: The multi-story buildings within the project
shall be designed to comply with Chapter 4 of the
Community Design Guidelines, including those specific
provisions that apply to buildings over 50 feet in height to
the review and approval of the Architectural Review
Commission. Theissue of shadow projection at noon on
the winter solstice (December 21) does not apply to Palm
or Morro Streetsin either the existing or proposed ARC
guidelines or to reduce significant effects.

Visual mitigation measure VIS-1b has been revised to
address comment and clarify setback relationships aong
Palm Street.

The EIR has been revised to incorporate the most up-to-
date information regarding project consistency with
requirements of the Downtown Building Height Policy
and Zoning Ordinance amendments. Consistency
analysisisdiscussed in Section 3.7, Land Use and
Planning Policies, under Impact LU-2 on pages 3.7-15 to
3.7-17.
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1) reguire an architectural model of at least 18" inch to the foot scale showing
the project block, the adiacent streets, and up to 16 feet minimum in building
depth of adjacent structures to the street so that the images of, and relationships
to, the surrounding adjacent community character can be clearly identified and
evaliared by the reviewing bodies and the public;

Insert the following deletions and underlined passages:

MM VI5-2 The Architectural Review Commission shall:

1) reguire an architectural model of ar least 178" inch to the foor scale showing
the project block, the adjacent streets, g portion of Mission Plaza and the
Mission Church and up to 16 feet minimum in building depth of adjacent
srricrures +8 borh along and across the streer so that the images of and
relationships to, the surrounding adjacent community character can be
clearly identified and evaluated by the reviewing bodies and the public;

Comments:

This medel should include at keast a portion of the Mission Church to determine
the preject’s visual impact on this impertant landmark. The same applies to
buildings across the street from the project.

Regarding Impact VIS-2 Additional Mitigation Measures (Consultant-
Recommended):

MM VI5-2 The Architectural Review Commission shall:

4 ) redesign the architecrural facade facing Mission Plaza, as necessary, ro
achieve a high level of architectural character and articulation appropriate to
this potential landmark in the community.

Insert the following deletions and underlined passages:

MM VI5-2 The Architectural Review Commission shall:

4 ) redesign the architectural facade facing Mission Plaza, as necessary, to
achieve a high level of architectural character and articulation thar will be
visually compatible with. and subordinate to. the Mission Church sppropriatets

Comments:

This passage is written confusingly but could be interpreted o mean that the
proposed hotel building could become a potential landmark in the community. |
am simply clarifying the impertance of preserving the Missien Church as SLOs
premiere landmark.

Regarding Impact CR-4 Additional Mitigation Measures (Consultant-
Recommended):
MM CR-4 The following measures shall be implemented ro preserve informarion

about the historic Sawer Bakery Building (848 Monterey Street) for further study:

AC-4
AC-4

AC-5
AC-5

Visual mitigation measure VIS-2, item 1) has been
revised to require that architectural modelsinclude a
portion of Mission Plaza and Mission Church to better
represent the project context.

Visual mitigation measure V1S-2, item 4) has been
revised as suggested to address this comment and clarify
the historical and architectural significance of the Mission
Church.
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» Incorporate architecrural derails ofthis building into the new construction. To
mainrain some semblance of the original streetscape, these details should occur
as close to the site of the original building as possible...

Insert the following deletions and underlined passages:
MM CR-4 The following measures shall be implemented to preserve informarion
abour the historic Sauer Bakery Building (848 Monterey Streer) for further study:
* To maintain some semblance of the origingl streeiscape, incorporate
archirectural derails of this building inrto the new construction on the site ofthe
original building and incorporate uncovered original details as well as portions
of the original structure into the new construciion._This project is eligible ro
receive or give transfer of development credits for air rights or open space
protection of both on-site and offsite historic resources. Tomaitan some

e ek 7 [[.{5.”.‘ bl

Regarding Impact CR-3 Additional Mitigation Measures (Consultant-
Recommended):

MM CR-5 The following measures shall be implemented to preserve informarion
abour the historic Blacksrone Horvel (840, 842, and 844 Monterey Sireer and 9584
and 9586 Chorro Street), Bellow's Building (566 Monterey Street), and Palm
Streer Building (861 and 863 Palm Streer) for further study:

» Incorporate architecrural derails ofthese buildings into the new construcrion.
To maintain some semblance of the original streerscape, these details should
occur as close to the site of the original building as possible; and. ..

Insert the following deletions and underlined passages:
MM CR-5 The following measures shall be implemented to preserve informarion
abour the historic Blacksrone Horvel (840, 842, and 844 Monterey Sireer and 9584
and Y86 Chorro Street), Bellow's Building (566 Monterey Street), and Palm
Streer Building (861 and 863 Palm Streer) for further study:
* To mainiain some semblance of the origingl streeiscape, incorporate
archirectural derails of these buildings into the new construction onthe sites of
the original buildings and incorporate uncovered original details as well as
portions of the original siructures into the new construction. This project is
eligible to receive or give transfer of development credits for air rights or apen
space protection of both on-site and off-site historic resources. Tomatniainsomne
o Fik PE) imes these dererile shosld oce 4 "
&MF&HLF%MLMMW i, ; ; ; ; A ; e

Comments:

The consultant’s recommended mitigations should require that every attempt is
made to preserve the original integrity of these historic buildings. This should
include in sitw preservation of uncovered architectural details as well as
preserving viable remnants of the structure. Regarding development credit
transfers: some mention should also be made here that the proposed Chinatown

AC-6

AC-6

AC-7

AC-7

Mitigation measure MM CR-4 has been reworded as
follows: « To maintain a semblance of the original
streetscape, incor porate architectural details of this
building into the new construction on the site of the
original building and incorporate uncovered original
details, aswell as portions of the original structureinto
the new construction. The EIR has been revised to
incorporate current information regarding project
consistency with requirements of the Downtown Building
Height Policy and Zoning Ordinance amendments (which
includes discussion of eligibility to receive or give
transfer of development credits). Discussions regarding
consistency analysis arein Section 3.7, Land Use and
Planning Policies. Considering that these amendments
are currently in draft form, project requirements will be
enforced by the zoning regulations in effect at the time of
project approval.

Mitigation measure MM CR-5 has been reworded as
follows: « To maintain a semblance of the original
streetscape, incorporate architectural details of this
building into the new construction on the site of the
original buildings and incorporate uncovered original
details, aswell as portions of the original structureinto
the new construction. The EIR has been revised to
incorporate current information regarding project
consistency with requirements of the Downtown Building
Height Policy and Zoning Ordinance amendments (which
includes discussion of eligibility to receive or give
transfer of development credits). Discussions regarding
consistency analysisarein Section 3.7, Land Use and
Planning Palicies. Considering that these amendments
are currently in draft form, project requirements will be
enforced by the zoning regulations in effect at the time of
project approval.
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Project will conform to the Zoning Re gulations amendments recommended to AC-7,
implement new General Plan Policles and programs relating to building height Cont.
and intensity limits in the downtown core,

Regarding Impact PH-2 Additional Mitigation Measures (Consultant-
Recommended):

MM PH-2 The applicant shall provide a minimum of five affordable unirs as part
af the proposed project, in price ranges consistent with City policy guidance.

Insert the following deletions and underlined passages:

MM PH-2 The applicant shall provide a minimum of fae ten affordable units as

part of the proposed project, in price ranges consistent with Ciry policy guidance. AC-8
Comments: AC-8

Given the fact that the City has donated public property to this development, the

developer should be obligated to exceed the minimum affordable housing

allocation.

Respectfully Submitted:

Allan Cooper
756 Broad 5t
San Luis Obispo, CA
205 543-1415

The EIR analyzes impacts using significance thresholds.
Mitigation measure MM PH-2 has been revised to require
six affordable housing units to replace the existing
Muzio' s unitsin accordance with Policy H 3.5.2, which
would reduce impacts to less than significant.
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From: Andrea Devitt [mailto:adevitt@cuesta.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2007 7:59 AM
To: Ricci, Pam

Subject: chinatown project AD-1 This Draft EIR has been prepared to thoroughly analyze
impacts of the proposed project. The EIR fully discloses
Pam, significant visual impactsin Section 3.1 and provides a
range of mitigation measures and alternatives to address
I am very concerned about the construction of the Chinatown these impacts.

Project in downtown San Luis Obispo. I have lived in SLO for 28
years and I don't understand the need for such a large project. ITam
especially concerned about the height of the project. I hope the AD-1
SLO Planning Commission will conduct a thorough EIR prior fo
approving this project. Thank vou for taking the time to pass these
thoughts on to the commission.

Andrea Devitt, Counselor

Cuesta College

San Luis Obispo, CA 93403-8106
805.546.3138
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TT-L

A Modest Proposal

Den't you think that the parking lot behind Mission San Luis Obispo would make a
wonderful locale for a luxury howel, say a Riz-Carlton? Think of the views, think of the
easy access to shopping! Think of the city's incre ased tax revenues! And we even get to
keep the Mission!—the best of all possible worlds! Sinee we are remaking the downtown,
why not take advantage of all under-utilized space and make the most of 1t?

Let me quickly remove my tongue from my cheek and say that I'm not going te reprise
my Swiftian proposal in a letter to the editor forty-odd vears agoe proposing, immodestly,
that the Mission be torn down for a surface parking lot. Back then we had already just
torn down Chinatown, the real one, in order te park a few cars and it loeked as though
half the town would fall to the wrecking ball to placate the great god Ato-Mo-Bil.

We are at a crossroads onee again.

In an effort to stave off the onslaught of amoebic expansion on the outskirts and
strengthen the economics of the dewntown core, we are planning to go up, rather than
out. The concept, based in a planning theory called “The New Urbanism” makes more
than a little sense.. It's been a way of life in Europe for a couple of centuries, Save the
countryside and expand the cities. Tdon't think they call it the New Urbanism there.
More like respect your moether — Mother Earth—and vour neighbors.

The Chinatown project published in the Tribune last week bears litile if any resemblance
to the project floated eight years ago, ironically subtitled, A Modest Proposal”™. The
initial project followed along the lines of the vision created by Ken Schwartz and others a
decade earlier, foreseeing the expansion of Mission Plaza and utilization of underutilized
space with the creation of innovative projects.

The 1999 Chinatown project, a lineal descendent of that visionary thinking, had my support then,
and still dees, It incorporated a lot of open space, trees and was attractive, open airy and light. It
was sethack from existing properties and did not loom over them. It was an enhancement on our
community, not an assault upon it

The Chinatown plan published last week was the 1999 plan’s foreboding evil twin on steroids:
tall, dark, ugly and disrespectful of its historic neighbors — even suggesting demolition of two of
historic structures — the Blackstone Hotel building (formerly Cornerstone Realty) and the Sauver
Bakery. It proposes creation of 64 luxury condominiums but ignores the needs of those already
living and working in the block — including seniors and children. Basically it is an assanlt on the
community —similar to the monstrous Ritz-Carlion at Half Moon Bay, inappropriately propped
on the pristine coast.

As the owner of an adjacent property—the historic Saver-Adams Adobe, across from the Mission
and dating from 1800, until the project returns to its roots and respects its neighbors--1 stand on
the barracades in opposition to the project. [ hope that the developers and designers come to
recognize that they had the right idea to start with and should have stuck with it. The original
project I can still support.

AG-1

AG-1

Comments are respectfully noted; however, they address
the project rather than the adequacy of the EIR and
should be directed to City decision-makers. Therefore,
no response isrequired.
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From: Ron Malak [mailto:slorjm@charter.net]
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2007 7:31 PM

To: Ricci, Pam

Subject:

Pam,

As liasons to the Architectural Review commission, we are
directing these comments to you with expectations that they will
be read by the commission. These comments are directed to the
Capeland Chinatown project.

We are adamantly AGAINST this project and the new height
restrictions that are associated with it.

We have lived here for such a short time, only 3 years, but we
have seen changes which are adversely affecting one of the
reasons we moved here. We have seen earthquake restoration
take buildings with charm, character and a warm feeling into
buildings that can be seen in any over populated area in
california.

We are extremely disappointed in the los osos project. SLO had
the greatest opportunity to make a statement regarding our future
development. We had an open piece of land, a blank canvas and
should have created a pedestrian friendly center with walking
paths, resting areas, small eateries. The buildings should have
reflected the natural landscaping, it should have been very close
to nature. We were hoping for a project that would set SLO apart
from the rest of the cities in California.

Instead, what was built in that beautiful area. A big box
development with obscure colors, a bizarre traffic

pattern, landscaping that will take 20 years to mature, absolutely
nothing in common with the local environment, certainly nothing
pedestrian friendly, unless you count pizza and hot dogs at
Cosco.

These are only several reasons why we are against the new
height restrictions and the slow destruction of the SLO life.

Thank You,

Ann Toynbee
Ron Malak

AT_RM-1 Comments are respectfully noted; however, they address
City planning issues rather than the adequacy of the EIR
and should be redirected to City decision-makers.
Therefore, no responseis required.
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Betsy Bertrando
267 Foothill Boulevard
San Luis Obispo, CA 93403

July 9, 2007

Received @ 7-1/-07

PC Lzrjr,

To:  Members of the Planning Commission
City of San Luis Obispo

Re: CHINATOWN PROJECT EIR

I tried to do a rational response to the EIR issue by issue but just plain gave up at the enormity of
the effort and the lack of clarity and accuracy in the document.

For Example: In the Executive summary

Mo-Project Alternative - Impacts to flooding along Monterey Street are greater if no project 15
allowed. Looking at the map in the document it seems we will only be saved by completely
rebuilding the town.

It is not “fewer” impacts to the project area, as stated in the document, but NO impacts if a no-
project alternative is followed.

Under the General Plan Consigtency Summary 3. 7-4/Table 3.7-1

As just one example, the EIR certainly leaves an interesting interpretation for its determination
on policy issues. Project is “consistent” with a “sense of place.”™ On what planet are they
referring to? The EIRs determinations regarding “Consistency Findings™ for the project are
stated without discussion. We have no information on how the consistency determinations were
made.

Is anyone out there thinking rationally? Are the issues seriously addressed in the EIR?
Five affordable units to compensate for the low paid staff of hundreds needed to support
this? How about evaluating the effect of daily bus loads bringing workers to the site
from out of the county to maintain the hotel, upscale residences, and clean up the offices.

. Elevators to the public viewing decks so we can see what we had prior to the
development? This must be the public access part.

BB-1

BB-2

BB-3

| BB-4

BB-1

BB-2

BB-3

BB-4

Text regarding flooding in the Executive Summary and in
Section 6.0 has been reworded to address comment and
acknowledge that impacts will be no better or worse
under the “No Project” Alternative.

Table 3.7-1 has been revised to include brief discussion
of each consistency determination to address comment.

The EIR analyzes impacts using significance thresholds.
Mitigation measure MM PH-2 has been revised to require
six affordable housing units to replace the existing
Muzio' s unitsin accordance with Policy H 3.5.2, which
would reduce impacts to less than significant.

Discussion in the Project Description and under Impact
LU-2 regarding the proposed public plaza has been
revised/expanded in order to address project consistency
Issues with requirements of the Downtown Building
Height Policy and Zoning Ordinance amendments. In
addition, MM LU-2b has been revised to require a
Plaza/Walkway Management Plan to be approved by the
PC along with their consideration of a use permit for the
project. Theintent of the plan will beto identify
details/features of the public plaza (e.g., seating,
fountains, and public art), and its functionality for use as
apublic space (e.g., community events, accessibility).
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Suggesting reducing height from six floors to five floors in an Historic District as
mitigation? Nothing ever should be built on that historic block that is higher than
anything that is there today, particularly within the Mission view shed. Make it a real
plaza for the people just like we had to for Mission Plaza when there was a lot less
money available and it took a ground swell to keep it for the people. That brought way
more business into town than this ever will.

. Can we explain in the document how city land was bartered away for privaie
development?

- Could the EIR address the City"s solution 1o the tons of archaeological material that will
be generated by this project. Do they have an archive facility ready to receive the boxes,
records as well as the staff to provide public access? The EIR states under Mitigation
Measures: “Curate all materials, notes, and reports at the City Community Development
Department.”

1 won't even begin to mention the issues with traffic, narrow streets and parking issues or the
cumulative effects from surrounding planned high density projects. My specialty is cultural
resources but I couldn't even go there. The real issues of inferest to the community are given
little space in this massive document. Cumulative impacts to the surrounding area and mission
view shed are not fully addressed. The simulations are carefully crafted to favor the proposed
development. The looming mass hovering over a mission building such as the Saver Adobe is
never presented. The views from the Mission are carefully taken from behind the existing trees
or lower levels to suggest that this project will scarcely be seen from the mission. How about
including an accurate simulation from the top of the stairs leading to the Mission Church looking
aver to this proposed project.

A bad project design is necessitating these responses, Just as the Supreme Court once said; “I
can’t define pornography, but | know it when I see it™ I can’t define bad design, but T know it
when I see it

Sincerely,
Bl g
/Bel;syBanc-Zé%

BB-5

BB-6

BB-7

BB-8

BB-9

BB-5

BB-6

BB-7

BB-8

BB-9

The City’s zoning regulations do not limit new
construction to the heights of existing structures. Impact
VIS-1 identifies where the project’ s heights generate
significant visual impacts. Impact VIS-2 identifies the
need to reduce height adjacent to Mission Plaza and have
the ARC review the design to ensure compatibility with
the Mission and adjacent historic areas.

The MOU between the City and the applicant is discussed
in Section 1.6 of the EIR.

MM CR-1a has been expanded to require contribution of
funds sufficient to house and adequately display a portion
of artifacts generated by the proposed project. In
addition, a new mitigation measure (MM CR-1c) has
been included to address cumul ative curation issues.

Traffic, circulation, and parking issues are fully disclosed
and extensively discussed in Section 3.10 of the EIR.
Cumulative impacts to dl resource areas are analyzed in
Section 5.0.

KVAs 1 and 2 were chosen based on Mission Plaza being
one of the more heavily traveled public locations with
direct focus on the proposed hotel at the corner of Chorro
and Monterey Streets. Visual impacts to these views
associated with the proposed hotdl were considered to be
significant and mitigation is required to offset impacts.
Per Planning Commission direction, four additional

KV As were added to the EIR and the range and number
of KVAs adequately analyze the potential visua impacts
of the project.
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From: Becky Evans [mailto:BeckyE@MoonstoneHotels.Com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 25, 2007 11:16 AM

To: Riccl, Pam

Subject:

Ta Whom It May Concemn:

We have lived and worked in SLO County for 17 years. We shop, dine, and go
to the movies in San Luis Obispo every week. Half the time we have trouble
finding a parking space, especially in the Garden Street & Broad Strest area,
where there's a small public lot between Marsh and Higuera, and in the Higuera
Street & Chorro Street area, where there's a public lot that extends to Palm
Street. Both these areas are likely sites for new bullding projects. You need fo
make sure that, rather than reducing the number of public parking spaces, that
number is INCREASED IN THE SAME GEOGRAPHICAL AREAS so shoppers
don't have to walk farther to reach their destinations.

Information is circulating that the plan for the Chinatown project includes the
possibility of taking away approximately 150 public parking spaces, turning those
spaces into government employee spaces, and building a new public parking
structure by the Children’s Museum. This plan, if true, is ridiculous and
unacceptable. Why should we walk anather three blacks to our destination, while
the government employess whose salaries (and pensions!) we're paying get the
choice parking spaces? Let government employees do the extra walking, or
befter yet, take public transportation and reduce their impact on parking, energy
usage, and pollution in the city.

The other obvious issue is extension of height limits for the Chinatown project.
Do you really need to give the Copelands everything they want, in the same
manner that the Madonna family seems to get whatever they want, no matter the
adverse impacts on the city and county of San Luis Obispo? It seems that greed
on the part of property owners (for profit) and on the part of the city and county
(for tax revenue) is allowed to outweigh the best interests of residents, current
shop owners, and visitors alike. The City of San Luis Obispo will only retain its
charm and desirability for residents and visitors if the current scale of buildings is
retained. Seventy-five feet is too high, much less 78 feet as proposed by the
Chinatown project. The Chinatown project and the Garden Street project should
be built to current scale. If the property owners can't make a profit by doing this,
then they shouldn't build at all.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,

Becky Evans and Wendy Evans

3305 Shearer Ave.

Cayucos, CA 93430
B805-995-1506

BE_WE-1

BE_WE-2

BE_WE-3

BE_WE-1 The City has clear standards for addressing parking
issues. The EIR evaluates the City’ s standards and the
project’ s parking demand, and recommends mitigation to
address these issues, including on-site parking, in-lieu
fees, and increasing the dollar amount of in-lieu parking
fees. The EIR identifies fees/increasing the fees as
mitigation to address the |oss of public parking, as well as
offersan alternative for athird level of subterranean
parking to create additional on-site parking.

BE_WE-2 The proposed project would not include parking for

government employees. The applicants have proposed a

204-space underground parking structure that is private

and intended to serve on-site uses. The planned parking
structure at the corner of Palm and Nipomo (Nipomo

Street Parking Structure) would be a City public parking

lot.

BE_WE-3 The EIR fully discloses significant visual impacts and
provides arange of mitigation measures and alternatives
to address these impacts. Issues regarding City-wide
height limits are currently being addressed as part of the
Downtown Building Height Ordinance Amendments.
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From: Barbara Scott [mailto:barbascottlsbeglobal.nst]
Sent: Wednesday, Julwv 25, 2007 5:2& FM

To: Riceoci, Pam

Subject: Downtown/Chinatown

Dear S5ir,

I wanted t©o weigh in on the height restricticns of the
chinatown project. I do kelieve it is shortsighted to
begin building tall in downtown. The charm of the town
will be lost and there are many places on the outskirts of
town to build. We have to separate the understanding of
small town wersus what appears to be greed in sheeps
clothing.

I hope vou consider my concern and take a serious loock at
the future of the City of San Luis Obispo.

Yours,

Barkara Scott

BS1

BS-1

Comments are respectfully noted; however, they address
City planning issues rather than the adequacy of the EIR
and should be redirected to City decision-makers.
Therefore, no response is required.
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STATE UF CALIFURNIA—BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
SiFHIGLUERA STREE]

SAN LUIS OBISPO. CA 93401-5415

PHONE (805) 54%-3111

FAX (805) 549-3329

T {B0S) 3493259

http: fwww dot. gov dist0s

July 24, 2007
SLO-101 PM 29.06

Pam Ricel, Senwor Planner
Community development Department
City of San Obispo

919 Palm Street

San Luis Obipso, CA. 93401-3218

Dear Ms, Ricer;

RE: Chinatown Project Draft EIR - SCH # 2006111012

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has reviewed the above
referenced project information and as a result, the following comments were
generated.

Caltrans accepts the assumptions regarding the amount of traffic the proposed
Chinatown Project will generate. From the Chinatown project, 456 new trips will
be generated. We also agree that the trip assignments were calculated
appropriately. The level of service analysis (LOS) appears to be valid for the Santa
Rosa Street/Walnut Street Intersection. Caltrans agrees on the existing conditions
at that intersection as being at LOS “C” and the addition of project traffic will not
eause a significant project specific traffic impact on State highway facilities.

Cumulative Traffic Impacts

Caltrans agrees with the cumulative impact assessment that there will be no
significant cumulative traffic impacts to State highway facilities. Please he advised
that any city-initiated changes to the signal timing at the Santa Rosa Street/Walnut
Street Intersection will require an encroachment permit from Caltrans. We also
concur that the proposed Chinatown Project should contribute to the city-wide
traffic impact fee program.

“Caltrans improves mobifity across Califormnia”

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

Flex vour pawer!

fe energy officient’

Caltrans-1

Caltrans-1 Text has been revised in Section 5.3.10, Cumulative
Transportation and Traffic, to address comment.
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Ms. Ricei
July 24, 2007
Page 2

[f you have any questions, please contact me at 549-3683.

Sincel.e]-‘.l: M/—\_'

Jarges Kilmer
Strict 5
Development Review

“Caltrans improves mobility reross California”
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From: Christina Muller [mailto:c_muller@pachbell.net]
Sent: Wednesday, July 25, 2007 4:05 PM

To: Ricci, Pam

Subject: Chinatown Project

Dear Ms. Christianson, Mr. Stevenson, Mr. Multari, Ms. Gould-Wells, Ms.
Brodie, Mr. Carpenter and Mr. Ashbaugh,

As a longtime resident of the county and a SLO City resident these past
twelve years, I'm asking you to please reconsider the Chinatown Project. As
proposed, this project will be massive in seale, dwarfing all the buildings
around it and blocking views of the hills surrounding the city. As it will be
sited on a hill, the project will seem even taller than its actual height when
viewed from Monterey Street and beyond.

My family and I live five blocks north of the Mission on Chorro Street and
we are very concerned with the inereased traffic this project will bring. The
old Anholm neighborhood is quite charming with its period architecture but
it is becoming more and more a thoroughfare and less of a neighborhood. It
is not pleasant to walk downtown with the constant stream of speeding cars
and delivery trucks (and speed they do). Our neighborhood already suffers a
near-constant high volume of traffic as Chorro St. is a straight shot to the
parking garages downtown and the Chinatown project will only add to that
traffic burden.

San Luis Obispo has won many awards for its livable and charming
downtown. The Chinatown Project and others like it, that are out of scale
with their surroundings, will not add to the charm and beauty of our town. I
ask that the City do a complete EIR to determine whether this project should
proceed and if so, the proper scale that will fit into and not overwhelm the
site. I respectfully ask you to carefully consider the many impacts on our
city and its residents.

Sincerely,
Christina Muller

CM-1

CM-2

CM-3

CM-1

CM-2

CM-3

The EIR fully discloses significant visual impacts
(Section 3.1) and provides arange of mitigation measures
and alternatives to address these impacts.

Impacts to traffic are fully disclosed and extensively
discussed in Section 3.10 of the EIR, including arange of
mitigation measures and alternatives to address these
impacts.

This Draft EIR has been prepared to thoroughly anayze
impacts of the proposed project.
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July 25, 2007 (hand-delivered July 25, 2007)  ——— S
CITY Dl ¢ AN UIS 0BISP0
Community Dave opment Departrment T
City of San Luis Cbispo JUL 2 5 2007 |
and Any Other Riquired Booy i

CDMMUN; \V DE VFLOPMI NT

Greetings,

We have reviewe 1 the Environmental Impact Report for the Chinatown Project, EIR Case No.
ER # 69-05. "™z nk you for the opportunity to comment on it.

Of the developm 2rt alternatives that are presented, we strongly urge the Incorporation of
Historic Buildir gs Alternative. Our rationale includes:

The three biocks ot Monterey Street from Mission Plaza to Osos Street are probably the 3
most significant tocks in the documented history of San Luis Obispo. This proposal has
minimal impact ¢ ¥ the environment, protects the historical, architectural, visual, and cultural
resources

This alternative  moroves and complements Downtown and the ambiance: of SLO, rather
than imposing/o 2rlaying massive, tall buildings.

The need for mit gation is minimal with this alternative, whiie the other proposais to develop
this city block acl nowlegge thar mitigation is minimal or unavoidable or impossible. DLB-1

Thetitle of the proposed project is submitted by the
applicant and is not named by the City or EIR consultant.

Ir- addition to acteptance of the Incorporation of Historic Buildings Alternative, we

ask that care 9 a<en with Jsing the term “Chinatown” for this project. Keeping one DLB-1

?En.:l’féi’fé,’;i"{f& e e e ‘ oslp DBL-2  TheReduced Development Alternative has been revised
rﬂtse»hrafp the rict his of rhn Chinese Arericans who contributed so greatly to our fine to include OpthﬂSfOI‘ enlargl ng the p| aza. In additi on,
o with stare i and et mitigation measure MM LU-2b has been added to require
Gineerely, preparation of a Plaza/\Walkway Management Plan,

, : including public art features. Design consistency within
D, Agrs e Fomeis, et the Chinatown Historic District is addressed as part of

D: a :frg’;'fjn‘; an mitigation measure MM CR-7a, which requires that the
San wuis {)t;i;:;..n.), ch 93405 proposed Palm Street facade be reviewed by the CHC and

ARC to ensure it meets historical design standards.

¢ Mayor and {on nurmemoers
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Decisions regarding the City’ svision and timing (i.e.,
with Downtown Building Height Ordinance
Amendments) are left up to decision makers. The EIR
has been revised to incorporate the most up-to-date
information regarding ordinance changes.
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Shepherd Letter.txt

From: donna shepherd [mailto:molokai72@sbeglobal.net]

Sent: Sunday, July 15, 2007 8:39 PM

To: Ricci, Pam

Subject: Te Planning Commission re: Chinatown Project Ervironmental Impact

Planning Gommission of San Luis Obispo
334 Palm Strest
San Luis Obispo CA 93401

Dear Members of the Commission:

There are many concems amaong the residents of SLO about the Chinatown Project, such as destruction of our
lovely town's

ambie nce and the overshadowing of Mission Plaza. My personal concernis more immediate and health
thine ate ning.

I have COPD (pulmonary diseasa). Clean air is life or death to me. Recently my lung doctor told me that most of
his patients

are gxperigncing increasss in repiratory difficultiss due to the excessive amount of construction going on lecally. A
racant AP

article in the Tribune stated that hundreds of people are dying prematurzly & ach year in California as a result of the
massive

amounts of construction going on.

This needs to be addressed. Two or mom years of incredible dirt and noise is going te have a negative impact
upon all of us.

DS1

Downtown businesses will suffer, some will cloese. The end result of all of this is not worth it. Ssventy percent of
aur citizens

don't want this project to happen.

I do miost of my shopping downtown because of the service. | have difficulty getting arcund and local
businessowners often

deliver iterms to miy home that only cost a faw dollars. Try that in 2 mall sometime.

The whaole planst is waking up suddenly and "Going Green.” Be great if San Luis Obispowould becoms ane of
the leaders of

that.

Sincersly and Thank You for Your Attention to Yhis Matter
Donna Shapherd

1335 Ella Street #15

San Luis Obispa CA 93401
B0S5) 5941385

Page 1

Significant impacts to air quality from construction
emissions are fully disclosed and extensively discussed in
Section 3.2 of the EIR, under Impact AQ-1, as Class|,
significant and unavoidable. A range of standard APCD-
recommended mitigation measures are provided to
minimize construction-related air quality impacts.
Additional consultant-recommended mitigation measures
include the use of retrofitted equipment and
implementation of a dust management and emissions
control plan during construction activities. Decisions
regarding residual impacts are left up to decision makers.
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To: SLO Planning Commission
From: Elisabeth Abrahams

Re: Chinatown Project EIR
o EAa-1
Date; July 8, 2007

As I shall not be at the meeting on July 11 when you review the ahove, I want to make some
ahservations for vour consideration.

The destruction of Cultural Resources, namely the Saver Bakery (848 Monterey) and the
Blackstone Hotel {840, 842, 844 Monterey) will considerably alter the character, walkability and EAa-1
viswal nature of the corner of Chorro and Monterey Streets. This is the heart of the historic &
downtoiwn and impinges on the much vsed and much loved Mission Plaza,

Referring to the EIR, on p3.3-36, CR-4 describes the demolition of the Sauer Building as a
significant impact. However, at the top of p.3.3-37 the demolition is stated as representing “an

irreversible change to the historical resource * and * this impact would remain significant and EAa-2
unavoidable” even after mitigation, EAa-2

[ ask you to propose amending the report so that CR-4 reads “a significant and unavoidable
impact™ which would obviate any mitigation measures and avoid the demolition of the Sauer

Building. EAa-3
EAa-3

T'his suggestion also applies to CR-5 with reference to the Blackstane Hotel (840 842, 844

Monterey Stieet.

y . EAa-4
Simply stated, | am strongly opposed to the demolition of the Saver Building and the Blackstone
Hatel for the reasons already described and ask you to do everything you can to prevent their EAa-4
demolition. Once a historical resource is demolished, it is lost forever, There is no second
chance. The footprint of time is lost forever and no semblance can replace i, EAa-5

On a final note, since the project is in so important an area of the downtown, 1 request that the
developer be instructed to install storypales, so that the public can get & more realistic picture of
how the project will ultimately appear.

EAa-5

P T O (O O

Elisabeth Abrahams

Significant and unavoidable impacts to both visual and
cultural resources are fully disclosed and extensively
discussed in Section 3.1, under Impact VIS-1, and Section
3.3, under Impacts CR-4 and CR-5 of the EIR,
respectively. A range of mitigation measures and project
alternatives (including both full and partial adaptive
reuse) are provided to address these impacts. Decisions
regarding residual impacts are left up to decision makers.

Impact CR-4 has been revised to address comment.

Impact CR-5 has been revised to address comment.

As previoudly stated under EA-1, decisions regarding
residual impacts are left up to decision makers.

Mitigation measure MM V1S-2 requires an architectural
model to assist the public and decision makersin
identifying and evaluating visual impacts. The use of
story poles was also considered as a mitigation measure
in the EIR; however, it was determined to be infeasible
due to the size of the proposed project. Construction of
story poles at 70 feet tall would require significant
footings and substructure, would likely need to be
designed by an engineer, and could potentially create
Issues associated with wind.
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To: Pan Ricci

Comunity Develcpment

SL) City Council Offices
From: Elisabeth Abrabams

335 San Miguel Ave

$an Luis Obispo 93405
Date:  July 24, 2007
Re: Chinatown Project Environmental Impact Report

I have the following comments:

1. Lultural & Aesthetic Resources

Proposed czmolition of Sauer Bakery Building {84& Monterey) and Blackstone
Hotel (84C, 842,844 Monterey & 984, 986 Chorro)

SAUER BAKERY BUILDING

Refer to E.3~3n36 of the report
CR-L describes the demolition of the Sauer Baker Building as a significant

impact (Class Il) However on p.3-3-37 it is stated that the demclition

represents "an irreversible change to the historical rescurce', and that

"this imp would remain significant and unavoidablereven after

mitigatior '

I ask you tc¢ amend the report so that CR-4 reads 'a significant and unavoid- EADb-1 EAb 1
able impact’ ({Class 1} It is hard to believe that the "Overriding con-

sideratiors' required under CEQA to proceed with the project (i.e. the
demolitior) could be established when the building is on the City's Master
List of Historic Structures.

BLACKSTONE HOTEL

This is a contributing resource to the historic downtown area, but is also
an aesthetic as well as a cultural resource. EAb 2
Referring to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidlines (3.1-9), the demolitb n of
these buil dings would "'substantially degrade the visual character or quality EADb-2
of the site and its surroundings.'" To demolish them would be ''degradation
by change of character.... ...of the existing surroundings'. (i.e. the
Mission ard the Missiocn Plaza).

Mitigatior measures proposed in £-5 would not alter this degradation.

Please male every endeavour to preserve these precious cultural and aesthetic
resources Once they are demolished, they are lost for ever. The footprint
of time i« gone and no amount of recording, curating or simulation can replace
them. There is no second chance.

&IFEB?EKW&%EPO |
JUL 25 2007 ‘x} |

Impact CR-4 has been revised to address comment.

Significant and unavoidable impacts to cultural resources
are fully disclosed and extensively discussed in Section
3.3, under Impacts CR-4 and CR-5 of the EIR. A range
of mitigation measures and project alternatives (including
both full and partial adaptive reuse) are provided to
address these impacts. Decisions regarding residua
impacts are left up to decision makers.
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Comment cn Chinatown EIR

EAD-3

2. Trsffic patterns

"The proposec project would not result in potentially significant impacts
to intersecticn level of service or intersection queuing in the downtown
core, '

EAb-3  EAb-4
This staterert is vague. What exactly does potentially significant mean?
Also, it dees not specifically address the impact on the streets adjacent
to the pro ect, Morro, Chorro, Palm and Monterey.

EADb-4

The analys s of the traffic patterns maybe thop ugh but is difficult for

a layman tc understand. With L56 new trips acknowledged and parking access
to the hcotel on Monterey Street proposed, it is difficult te imagine that
traffic paiterns will not be impacted.

Furthermere, if traffic patterns are adversely affected this will be a EAb-5
further degradation of what is at present an extremely walkable and
attractive area of the heart of the downtown.

| think fthe SLO public deserve a simpler and perhaps more honest description
of how the r historic center might be affected.

in short, | am strongly opposed to the demolition of the historic buildings
at the corner of Monterey and Chorro Streets. The construction of the
proposed hotel with 'is height and increased traffic would considerably
alter the characteg walkability and visual nature of this heart of our
historic dewntown.

EAb-6 EAD-5

Elisabeth Lalloway Abrzhams

EAD-6

Impact TT-1 has been revised to address comment. The
word “potentially” has been removed from the sentence
to be clearer.

Please see discussion under Section 3.0, as well as
Section 3.10.3.1, Thresholds for Determining
Significance. Intersections are generally the most
constricted point of the circulation system, therefore, the
EIR focuses the traffic analysis on all intersections
adjacent to the site. These intersections were found to
operate at acceptable levels of service (LOS) for both
existing conditions and existing conditions plus project
and cumulative traffic; therefore, based on the City’s
thresholds of significance, it isunlikely that significant
effects would occur to the existing roadway segments
fronting the project site.

The EIR attempts to set forth traffic impact in terms that
are accessible to the average reviewer. Based on the data
contained in the EIR, it does not appear that substantial
long-term congestion related impacts would occur in the
downtown. Thisisrelated to a dispersion of trips over
the City’ s downtown street grid system and the generally
free-flowing characteristics of existing intersection and
roadway operation. The EIR does disclose and
extensively analyzes pedestrian impacts including
conflicts between pedestrians and proposed project
driveways.

Significant and unavoidable impacts to both visual and
cultural resources are fully disclosed and extensively
discussed inthe EIR. A range of mitigation measures and
project alternatives (including both full and partia
adaptive reuse) are provided to address these impacts.
Decisions regarding residual impacts are left up to
decision makers.
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