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use structure (Building A) at the Morro Street corridor (KVA 5), which would still have 
façades 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 
alternative, 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 façades 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 also 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.  

6.4.4.5 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Impacts with regard to hazards and hazardous materials under the Reduced Development 
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 a less-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 shallow groundwater could potentially result in significant long-term dewatering 
issues or could increase costs and maintenance issues associated with this alternative. 
Although the façades 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 Use and 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 called 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, slight 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 a result 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 



6.0  ALTERNATIVES 

6-32 Chinatown Project 
 Final EIR 

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 alternative 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 potentially 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 visual 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.  Since 
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 not elevated above would remain 
below base flood elevation, impacts with regard to flooding under implementation of this 
alternative would be greater than under the proposed 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 IDENTIFICATION 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 alternative from among the other 
alternatives.  

Table 6.5-1. Impact Comparison of Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

Issue Area 

Incorporation 
of Historic 
Buildings 

Protection of 
Visual 

Resources 
Reduced 

Development

Other 
Comparable 

Site 
No- 

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, 2, 4 1, 2, 4 1, 2, 3, 4 1, 2, 4 None 

 

The Incorporation of Historic Buildings Alternative is considered to be the 
environmentally superior alternative 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. 
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7.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR 

Copies of all 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 Christina Miller 
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) 
JMillenaar-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 Virginia Kraatz 
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AB-1 

AB-7 

AB-6 

AB-5 

AB-4 

AB-3 

AB-2 

7.0  
AB-1 The EIR has been revised under Impact LU-2 on pages 

3.7-15 to 3.7-17 to incorporate the most up-to-date 
information regarding recently-adopted amendments to 
the General Plan Land Use Element and proposed zoning 
ordinance changes. 

 
AB-2 Several other public gathering places within the 

downtown area were also scoped and considered as 
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-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-4 Operational vehicular emission estimates include 

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).  
The text of Section 3.2, Air Quality, has been revised to 
more accurately reflect these assumptions (see Impact 
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.  
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AB-6 Chapter 7 of ITE’s Trip Generation Handbook provides 
pass-by trip rates for shopping centers, which represent 
trips to 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 a single visit.  This internalization 
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 additional spaces available for some office workers 
and potentially a small 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  
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 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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AC-1 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.  The issue of shadow projection at noon on 
the winter solstice (December 21) does not apply to Palm 
or Morro Streets in either the existing or proposed ARC 
guidelines or to reduce significant effects. 

 
AC-2 Visual mitigation measure VIS-1b has been revised to 

address comment and clarify setback relationships along 
Palm Street. 

 
 
 
AC-3 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 
analysis is discussed in Section 3.7, Land Use and 
Planning Policies, under Impact LU-2 on pages 3.7-15 to 
3.7-17. 

AC-1 

AC-2 

AC-3 
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AC-4 Visual mitigation measure VIS-2, item 1) has been 

revised to require that architectural models include a 
portion of Mission Plaza and Mission Church to better 
represent the project context. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AC-5 Visual mitigation measure VIS-2, item 4) has been 

revised as suggested to address this comment and clarify 
the historical and architectural significance of the Mission 
Church. 

AC-4 

AC-5 
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AC-6 Mitigation measure MM CR-4 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 building and incorporate uncovered original 
details, as well as portions of the original structure into 
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 are in 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.   

 
AC-7 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, as well as portions of the original structure into 
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 are in 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. 

AC-7 

AC-6 
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AC-8 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 units in accordance with Policy H 3.5.2, which 
would reduce impacts to less than significant. 

AC-8 

AC-7, 
Cont.



 

 

7-10 
Chinatown Project 

 
Final E

IR

7.0   C
O

M
M

E
N

T
S A

N
D

 R
E

SPO
N

SE
S T

O
 C

O
M

M
E

N
T

S O
N

 D
R

A
FT

 EIR
 

  
 
 
 
 
AD-1 This Draft EIR has been prepared to thoroughly analyze 

impacts of the proposed project.  The EIR fully discloses 
significant visual impacts in Section 3.1 and provides a 
range of mitigation measures and alternatives to address 
these impacts. 

AD-1 
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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 is required. 

AG-1 
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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 response is required. 

AT_RM-1
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BB-1 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. 

 
BB-2 Table 3.7-1 has been revised to include brief discussion 

of each consistency determination to address comment. 
 
BB-3 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 units in accordance with Policy H 3.5.2, which 
would reduce impacts to less than significant.   

 
BB-4 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.  The intent of the plan will be to identify 
details/features of the public plaza (e.g., seating, 
fountains, and public art), and its functionality for use as 
a public space (e.g., community events, accessibility). 

BB-1 

BB-2 

BB-3 

BB-4 
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BB-5 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.   

 
BB-6 The MOU between the City and the applicant is discussed 

in Section 1.6 of the EIR. 
 
BB-7 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 cumulative curation issues.   

 
BB-8 Traffic, circulation, and parking issues are fully disclosed 

and extensively discussed in Section 3.10 of the EIR.  
Cumulative impacts to all resource areas are analyzed in 
Section 5.0.   

 
BB-9 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 hotel were considered to be 
significant and mitigation is required to offset impacts.  
Per Planning Commission direction, four additional 
KVAs were added to the EIR and the range and number 
of KVAs adequately analyze the potential visual impacts 
of the project.   

BB-5 

BB-6 

BB-7 

BB-8 

BB-9 



 

 

Chinatown Project 
7-15 

Final E
IR 

7.0   C
O

M
M

E
N

T
S A

N
D

 R
E

SPO
N

SE
S T

O
 C

O
M

M
E

N
T

S O
N

 D
R

A
FT

 EIR

  
 
 
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 loss of public parking, as well as 
offers an alternative for a third 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 a range 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.   

 

BE_WE-1

BE_WE-2

BE_WE-3
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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. 

 BS-1 
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Caltrans-1 Text has been revised in Section 5.3.10, Cumulative 

Transportation and Traffic, to address comment. 
Caltrans-1 
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CM–1 The EIR fully discloses significant visual impacts 

(Section 3.1) and provides a range of mitigation measures 
and alternatives to address these impacts. 

 
CM–2 Impacts to traffic are fully disclosed and extensively 

discussed in Section 3.10 of the EIR, including a range of 
mitigation measures and alternatives to address these 
impacts. 

 
CM–3 This Draft EIR has been prepared to thoroughly analyze 

impacts of the proposed project. 
 

CM-1 

CM-2 

CM-3 



 

 

7-20 
Chinatown Project 

 
Final E

IR

7.0   C
O

M
M

E
N

T
S A

N
D

 R
E

SPO
N

SE
S T

O
 C

O
M

M
E

N
T

S O
N

 D
R

A
FT

 EIR
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DLB-1 The title of the proposed project is submitted by the 

applicant and is not named by the City or EIR consultant. 
 
DBL-2 The Reduced Development Alternative has been revised 

to include options for enlarging the plaza.  In addition, 
mitigation measure MM LU-2b has been added to require 
preparation of a Plaza/Walkway Management Plan, 
including public art features.  Design consistency within 
the Chinatown Historic District is addressed as part of 
mitigation measure MM CR-7a, which requires that the 
proposed Palm Street façade be reviewed by the CHC and 
ARC to ensure it meets historical design standards. 

DBL-2 

DLB-1 
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DC–1 Decisions regarding the City’s vision 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. 

DC-1 



 

 

7-22 
Chinatown Project 

 
Final E

IR

7.0   C
O

M
M

E
N

T
S A

N
D

 R
E

SPO
N

SE
S T

O
 C

O
M

M
E

N
T

S O
N

 D
R

A
FT

 EIR
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DS-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 I, 
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. 

DS-1 
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EAa-1 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.   

 
EAa-2 Impact CR-4 has been revised to address comment. 
 
 
 
EAa-3 Impact CR-5 has been revised to address comment. 
 
 
EAa-4 As previously stated under EA-1, decisions regarding 

residual impacts are left up to decision makers.   
 
EAa-5 Mitigation measure MM VIS-2 requires an architectural 

model to assist the public and decision makers in 
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.   

 
 

EAa-1 

EAa-2 

EAa-3 

EAa-4 

EAa-5 
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EAb-1 Impact CR-4 has been revised to address comment. 
 
 
 
 
 
EAb-2 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 residual 
impacts are left up to decision makers.   

 

EAb-1 

EAb-2 
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EAb-3 Impact TT-1 has been revised to address comment.  The 

word “potentially” has been removed from the sentence 
to be clearer.   

 
EAb-4 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 is unlikely that significant 
effects would occur to the existing roadway segments 
fronting the project site.   

 
EAb-5 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.  This is related 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. 

 
EAb-6 Significant and unavoidable impacts to both visual and 

cultural resources are fully disclosed and extensively 
discussed in 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 residual impacts are left up to 
decision makers. 

EAb-4 

EAb-3 

EAb-5 

EAb-6 




