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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.
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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
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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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CM-1
CM-1
CM-2
CM-3
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 analyze
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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DC-1

DC-1

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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