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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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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 
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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 
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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 



 

 

Chinatown Project 
7-23 

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

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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 




