4.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

In this Chapter a copy of each comment letter (or meeting minutes) has been provided.
Each letter has been numbered in the order it was received and the text of each letter has
been bracketed and numbered to denote distinct issues or comments raised by the writer
or speaker. Following each letter is a series of responses numbered to match with the

appropriate comment.
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LETTER 1
RECEIVED

Maureen and Dennis Guerrieri SEF ~ 2008
231 C Street ) )
Davis, California oo & Bolding

(530) 758-4000
September S, 2006

Sarah Worley, Planner/Economic Development Specialist
Davis Community Development Department

23 Russell Boulevard

Davis, CA 95616

Regarding: B and 3" Streets Visioning Process
Dear Sarah Worley,

My husband and I, along with Milt Blackman and Lorna Beldon own the building located
at 231 C Street. My husband and Dr. Blackman have an optometry practice at this
location. Parking is such a tremendous problem already for our patients, particularly our
elderly ones. We are very concerned about the in-lieu parking fee program that is 1-1
proposed for the B and 3™ Streets Visioning Process. Where will the cars for the 76

spaces that would otherwise be triggered under the City’s parking requirements be

parked? We would be against this development if its necessary parking were not

provided for on site, or a nearby parking structure. _

Sincere;y,
J

Maéreen Guerrieri
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4.0 Comments and Responses

LETTER 1, MAUREEN GUERRIERI

Response to Comment 1-1: Thank you for your comments. The project proposes use
of an in-lieu parking program for existing and proposed parcels zoned Retail With Offices.
This would affect properties located on 3™ Street between University Avenue and B
Streets, and at the corners of B and 2™ Street and B and 3" Street. Other modifications
to parking requirements are described on page 3-18 of the Project Description, in the
DEIR and analyzed in Section 4.2 (Circulation and Parking), starting on page 4.2-36.

The project could result in payment of in-lieu fees for approximately 76 otherwise required
parking spaces (14 residential and 62 commercial). This reflects the maximum amount of
in-lieu parking that could be reasonably approved under the proposed revisions to
development policies and regulations. The actual amount of in-lieu parking approved
may be lower than this number.

Parking in-lieu fees could be used to provide new parking supplies such as a new parking
garage, or to reduce the demand for parking by increasing alternate forms of transit.
These could include a possible shuttle service, and shared car and shared parking
programs, as listed in Mitigation Measure4.2-5(a) on page 4.2-4 of the DEIR (see also
Chapter 2.0, EIR Text Revisions which contains proposed expanded language for this
measure). It is acknowledged that the existing pattern of parcel zoning, ownership, size
and configuration limit the feasibility of locating a new parking structure in the project area
or near vicinity. The City is pursing a public-private project to construct a new parking
structure and mixed commercial project including approximately 620 parking spaces (480
net new) in the block located between 3 4™ E and F Streets. The addition of new
parking in this area will contribute to the overall parking supply in the Downtown area, and
should relieve area parking demand.

Other actions such as having University-affiliated workers use the University parking
garage rather than neighborhood street parking could also alleviate some of the parking
demand.

In this EIR and in the EIR prepared for the Core Area Specific Plan, parking impacts of
additional development in the Downtown Core Area and in the project area are
considered to be significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts. Collection of in-lieu
parking fees, construction of a new Downtown parking structure, and pursuit of other
means of reducing parking demand, such as a Downtown UCD shuttle, increased transit
use, and even restricting commercial uses in the interior 3" Street blocks to low-vehicle
traffic generating uses, will still be insufficient to fully mitigate parking demand. Permit
parking restrictions on neighborhood streets will continue to reserve parking in these
areas for the neighborhood and discourage use for other purposes. Access to limited
parking will be a factor new businesses will have to consider when choosing to occupy
space in this area. Project developers may also choose to provide onsite parking.

The City has an existing in-lieu fee parking program. Payment of in-lieu parking fees
instead of providing on-site parking is now allowed in Commercial Core and Mixed Use
zoning districts, located on the east side of B Street across from the project area. The in-
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lieu fee is $4,000 per space (Resolution No. 04-51, Series 2004). These zones also do
not require parking for ground floor retail uses in mixed use projects.

The commenter’s concern about the in-lieu parking component of the proposed project is
noted for the record.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

LETTER 2

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Govemor

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3298

RECE“V ED

September 18, 2006 e« ? 5 ?m“;
ty ot Davis _
%Plamg & Butiding
Sarah Worley
City of Davis

23 Russell Blvd.
Dawvis, CA 95616

Dear Ms. Worley:
Re: SCH #2006012026; Band 3rd St.'s Visioning Process

As the state agency responsible for rail safety within California, we recommend that any
development projects planned adjacent to or near the rail corridor in the County be planned with
the safety of the rail corridor in mind. New developments may increase traffic volumes not only on
streets and at intersections, but also at at-grade highway-rail crossings. This includes considering
pedestrian circulation patterns/destinations with respect to railroad right-of-way.

Safety factors to consider include, but are not limited to, the planning for grade separations for
major thoroughfares, improvements to existing at-grade highway-rail crossings due to increase in
traffic volumes and appropriate fencing to limit the access of trespassers onto the railroad right-of-
way.

The above-mentioned safety improvements should be considered when approval is sought for the
new development. Working with Commission staff early in the conceptual design phase will help
improve the safety to motorists and pedestrians in the County.

2-1

-
If you have any questions in this matter, please call me at (415) 703-2795.

Kevin Boles

Utilities Engineer

Rail Crossings Engineering Section
Consumer Protection and Safety Division

cc: Pat Kerr, UP
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LETTER 2, PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Response to Comment 2-1: Thank you for your comments. The project is neither
adjacent to nor near enough to a rail corridor to result in traffic volumes that would
adversely affect rail. Rail crossing is not an issue for this project. The closest railline is
the Union Pacific Rail Road line (U.P.R.R.) located between an eighth to a quarter mile
away (train station is approximately a quarter mile away). Development within the project
area would not occur on land subject to PUC control.
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LETTER 3

CALIFORNIA ALAMEDA MARIN SAN MATEO Northwest Information Center
COLUSA MENDOCING SANTA CLARA
HISTORICAL CONTRACOSTA  MONTEREY SANTA CRUZ Sonoma State University
RESOURCES LAKE NAPA SOLANO 1303 Maurice Avenue
SAN BENITO SONOMA Rohnert Park, California 94928-3609
INFORMAT|ON SAN FRANCISCO YOLO Tel: 707.664.0880 « Fax: 707.664.0890
SYSTEM E-mail: leigh.jordan@sonoma.edu

RECEIVED

29 September 2006 OCT -2 2006 NWIC File No. 06-EIR-1
of
et & By
Sarah Worley, Planner/Economic Development Specialist
Davis Community Development Department

23 Russell Boulevard
Davis, CA 95616

Re: Draft EIR for the B and 3™ Streets Visioning Process / SCH #2006012026
Ms. Worley;

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above referenced Draft EIR. The
historic-period built environment component has been thoroughly and thoughtfully handled. 3-1
There is, however, no mention of consideration of the prehistoric- and historic-period
archaeological component which is also the City’s obligation under the California
Environmental Quality Act. Therefore, it is recommended i

1) that a records search be conducted to determine if any additional 3.2

archaeological work will need to be done prior to commencement of future
projects; and, -

2) that the City contact the Native American Heritage Commission to obtain ]

the name(s) and contact information for any interested tribes. 3-3
Sincerely,
Leigh%orda
Coordinator
City of Davis 4-7 B and 3rd Streets Visioning Process
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LETTER 3, CALIFORNIA HISTORICAL RESOURCES INFORMATION SYSTEM

Response to Comment 3-1: Thank you for your comments. Consideration of the
potential impacts of the project was addressed in the Initial Study prepared for the project
DEIR which was included as Appendix 7.1 of the DEIR, and summarized in DEIR Section
2.5, Summary of Impacts Addressed in Initial Study and Prior Documents (page 2-5).

Response to Comment 3-2: A records search was conducted for this project by the
Northwest Information Center of the California Historic Resources Information System
and results and recommendations conveyed to the City in a letter dated March 9, 2006
(see DEIR Appendix 7.8, NWIC File No.: 05-742). An analysis of potential project
impacts on project area historic resources is included in the DEIR in Section 4.3, Historic
Resources. Mitigation Measure 1S-1 on page 2-8 of the DEIR (Table 2-1) requires that a
gualified archaeologist be present on site during all periods of subsurface disturbance as
a condition for any development project. This requirement is imposed so that possible
archaeological resources that may be uncovered or disturbed during construction are
properly identified and necessary measures to reduce further impacts on any cultural
resource are implemented before construction continues.

Response to Comment 3-3: City staff contacted the Native American Heritage
Commission on August 28, 2006 to request the contact information for any interested
tribes. At the request of the Commission, a copy of the Notice of Completion for the Draft
EIR was provided. A copy of the NOC and DEIR was also provided to the State Office of
Historic Preservation on that same date.
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LETTER 4
RECEIVED

TR e

Comments on the
Davis B and 3rd Streets Visioning oy Of Davis
IMPLEMENTATION SUMMARY REPORT ~'anning & Buiiding
extracted from the EIR.

The charge is an Urban Vision. Granting that, I believe the following
changes need to be made on Page 1, Vision and elsewhere for

consistency.

Allowing use of in-lieu-of-parking fees . . . . for residences are
notacceptable. EIR 4.4-10 4.4-13 We are not to build sub-standard

units that no-one would want to live in., particularly if we are trying to
encourage home ownership. Parking--4/5 spaces per 50' lot--will be 4-1
the driving factor for development un there is under: king.

I would forgive a parking place for a studio apartment off the alley over

a garage. _

Underground parking will increase traffic in the alley. For that reason,
and to facilitate garbage trucks, the alley will have to be improved. 4.2
Eliminating curb cuts on B St. was a wise move. Aside from backing into
traffic, driveways turn into parking lots.

Higher density .. As to attached housing, since the lots are
individually owned, there would be 2 semi-detached houses on a 50'
lot, (or 4 units on 2 lots) . More than 4 attached units would produce a 4-3
garbage can problem unless there was pickup on the alley.
Limited 4th story... I believe that this is too out-of-sinc with the
University neighborhood, and the increased density will create parking
problems. 3 stories on the alley will obscure too much light for the one- 4-4
story homes on University Avenue. N

Retention or relocation ... This should not be a requirement. Moving ]

0 here, in or out he city, woul ir; . (By
limiting expansion of the city we have driven the price of lots so high as
to make no economic sense for small houses.) Remember that we are
not an historical city, such as Williamsburg. We are not legally bound to 4-5
keep them.

Note that a cottage, with its 30" set-back, will be lost huddled behind a
3-story building, its porch 8' from the sidewalk. I do not think this will
give the street the presence that you are looking for.

N/
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There is a time for keeping old housing stock: it is in good condition
and itis in the right neighborhood; hence Old North Davis and Old East
Davis.

There is a time to rebuild: when the needs of the neighborhood change
and the building no longer accomplishes that need. How do you build a J
city if you keep everything old?

The lots are individually owned and will be, or not, developed
individually. Unfortunately this precludes a planned development, 4-6
which would give the street a presence that you are striving for. |

believe a pattern needs to be established so that the street has some
kind of cohesiveness.

It would nice if an Owner could be induced to live in part of the project
and rent the rest. To this end, there should be some outdoor patio space 4-7
as well as other amenities. Sacrificing quality of living for a few more
bodies is not worth the price. __L

JL

:Yours respectfully, -

Gale Sosnick, Commissioner

Historical Resource Commission
6021 Elmwood Drive, Davis
758-5665
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LETTER 4, GALE SOSNICK, COMMISSIONER, HISTORICAL RESOURCE
COMMISSION

Response to Comment 4-1. Thank you for your comments. Please see Response to
Comment 1-1. Proposed modifications to parking requirements are described on page 3-
18 of the Project Description in the DEIR. Parking impacts are analyzed in Section 4.2
(Circulation and Parking) of the DEIR starting with page 4.2-36. Table 4.2-9 on page 4.2-
38 provides a summary of parking at build-out under existing conditions and under the
proposed project. Excluding possible in-lieu payments for up to 76 parking spaces that
would otherwise be required, there will be 38 net new spaces under build-out of the
proposed project as compared to build-out under existing conditions (137-76-23=38)

The commenter’s concern about the in-lieu parking component of the proposed project is
noted for the record.

Response to Comment 4.2: Alley impacts are addressed in Section 4.2 of the DEIR,
under Impact 4.2-2 and 4.2-4. Mitigation Measure 4.2-2(a) and (b) (please see revisions
to this measure provided in Chapter 2.0, EIR Text Changes) identify a minimum right-of-
way of 20 feet for the alleys and a minimum of 16-feet of horizontal clearance or paved
area.

Response to Comment 4-3: The expectation generally is that all garbage pickup will
occur from B Street. If needed or desired, mixed use commercial projects and common
interest residential projects (e.g. town and row housing) may be able to arrange for alley
garbage pickup based on individual contracts with the provider (DWR). Per the Design
Guidelines, project designs will need to provide pedestrian access to and from B Street
for all units.

Response to Comment 4.4. The limited fourth story is an option and proposed as
possible bonus within the Retail With Offices district along 3" Street and at the corners of
B and 3™ and B and 2™ Streets. This bonus would be limited to a project incorporating a
public amenity considered sufficient to offset such allowance. This could support an
architectural element such as a corner treatment clerestory for a three story building.
Whether or not the limited fourth story is actually approved for individual projects would
remain under the discretion of the Planning Commission and/or Council, decided on a
project-by-project basis, after a public hearing for each proposal.

Please see also the third paragraph of Response to Comment 14-45 which addresses
parking problems caused by increased density.

Appendix D.1 provides examples of typical alley cross-sections. The proposed revisions
to alley heights and setbacks are structured to help avoid impacts to adjoining uses;
however it is accurate that in some instances maximum build-out under the proposed
project will result in additional impacts like increased shading. Impact 4.4-5 addresses
this issue in detail. See also Response to Comment 14-61.

Special height limits and setbacks are proposed for project sites located adjoining
designated low-density residential uses to reduce impacts on these properties (see
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second bullet on page 4.4-10 of the DEIR). These are described in more detail in
Appendix C (attached).

Response to Comment 4-5: The commenter's concern and observations are noted.
The retention and/or relocation of existing cottages is desirable; however it should be
noted that it is not a requirement.

Response to Comment 4-6: Proposed amendments to development standards and
design guideline examples are intended to establish a pattern for building size, massing
and location, while allowing and encouraging individual property identity.

Response to Comment 4-7: The proposed amendments to the Design Guidelines
reflect this intent.

City of Davis 4-12 B and 3rd Streets Visioning Process
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Sarah Worley - BStreet_\ynguonlngProcess i T

" LETTER S

From: "james zanetto, architect” <zanetto@dcn.org>

To: <mbraly@davis.com>, <gclumpner@sbcglobal.net>, <wrhtiger@aol.com>,
<kristopher kordana@kp.org>, <mikelevy@pacbell.net>, <ceo@ochoamoorelaw.com>,
<whittier@pacbell.net>, <pattersn@dcn.org>, <sworley@ci.davis.ca.us>

Date: 10/8/2006 9:51:26 AM

Subject: B Street Visioning Process

RECEIVED

X,
Attached please find information on Shared Car Programs and their 0cT S 2005
potential to develop a new housing type especially suited to infill
sites in Davis. h%gdm
& Bulding

The B Street EIR should study this strategy as a mitigation measure, and 5'1
as a basic development strategy.

Members of the Planning Commission,

Thank you for your consideration of this issue.

James Zanetto
Architect & Planner
758.8801
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October 7, 2006 RECE'VED
OCT - 2008

Members of the Davis Planning Commission d&th
RE: B and Third Street Visioning Process
EIR Comments

Planning Commission Members,

The following comments are a slightly up-dated form of a letter sent to the planning department last
February. (The original letter is presented as an Appendix to the Draft EIR.)

Premise:

My basic premise is that the largest and most significant impact of higher density infill
housing is the automobile. Primary impacts include traffic, on-site space requirements for
parking autos, air quality, and overall quality of life issues for the pedestrian.

Goal:

My intent is to have the city incorporate "car sharing” and the resulting "shared car
households” as basic strategies for housing in Davis. Car sharing is a program where
households eliminate one, more than one, or all of their private cars and use "shared cars" when
necessary. Car sharing is especially suited to infill housing. This program is gaining momentum in
large and small urban areas in the US and Europe.

Quote from www.citycarshare.org explaining the program for the San Francisco and East Bay area:
Having a car means being free to go where you want, when you want to. But owning a car
costs money—around $500 a month when you add insurance, gas, maintenance, and parking to
the monthly payment. (I personally think $500 is a low figure.)

By comparison, the average City CarShare member pays about $35 a month for the same
freedom. Membership dues are just $10/month; then it's only $4/hour and 44¢/mile for most
cars in our fleet—gas and insurance included. And you get half-off the hourly rate from 10 pm-
10 am. To join, there's an application fee of $30 and a security deposit of $300 that is fully
refundable.

Therefore:
1) The Environmental Impact Report should consider:
. Planning for a new housing type: Housing for Shared Car Households (SCH).
. Shared Car Households:
- Greatly reduce the impact of density increases at infill sites.

- Typical Shared Car Households include seniors, students, local workers including university
faculty moving from other urban areas where a car is unnecessary, and low income residents.

City of Davis 4-14 B and 3rd Streets Visioning Process
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- Are a form of affordable housing due to the elimination of significant monthly expenses such
as auto loan payments, fuel, maintenance and auto insurance. Also the cost of the housing
itself is reduced due to the elimination of on site auto circulation, parking/storage and shading
expenses.

2) In addition, the Planning Commission and City Council should consider:

Methods to implement Housing for Shared Car Households:

- Establish a city-wide shared car program that individual housing projects and businesses can
subscribe to.

- Work with UCD (who now has a similar "preferred rate" program for students and faculty with
Enterprise Car Rental, 753.1300) to develop a city-university shared car program.

- Work with SACOG to gain grants and implementation assistance.

- Establish new zoning guidelines for reduced parking requirements for SCH housing.

- Explore methods to restrict SCH from having or storing multiple cars on site or off site.

- Reduce developer impact fees due to decreased environmental impacts including:

reduced noise, air pollution, and congestion on existing neighborhoods,
reduced road maintenance needs,
increased bike and pedestrian safety,
reduced pavement and increased open space potential, and
increased viability of businesses due to increased parking availability.
- Develop "overlay zones" where SCH
* are strongly encouraged (locations in the core area and adjacent to the university),
» are encouraged (locations within walking distance of the core area and university),
» are allowable (citywide).

- Work with local businesses, especially grocery stores, to encourage delivery services (such as
the current Safeway program), and to provide "shared" staff car availability so individual car
use is not required.

- Include availability of the most fuel efficient, low pollution vehicles available with professional
maintenance programs to maximize their performance, as well as larger vehicles for moving
heavier items or for vacations, etc.

Direct Staff to explore locations where shared cars could be housed (the current Davis School

District site at S5th and B Streets is an attractive option).

Direct staff to report on nationwide SCH programs such as Flex Car (www.flexcar.com), and Zip

Car (www.zipcar.com), or the feasibility of establishing a local shared car cooperative.

Direct staff to report on community based SCH (Google shared car households) in other

communities/regions such as:

- Chapel Hill, North Carolina (joint city/university program, www.zipcar.com)

- San Diego, Los Angeles, and San Francisco (www.citycarshare.org),

- Portland, Oregon

- Seattle

- Chicago

- Minneapolis/St. Paul Neighborhood Energy Consortium, www.HOURCAR .orq.

- Washington, D.C.

- European models:

Berlin, www.eaue.de/winuwd/86.htm.
Delft
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This is a tremendous opportunity to allow infill housing to be a good neighbor, reduce environmental
impacts and provide a new type of affordable housing. This is truly Smart Growth.

Sincerely,

James Zanetto
Architect and Planner
758-8801

c: Sarah Worley, Economic Development Specialist, City of Davis
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LETTER 5, JAMES ZANETTO, ARCHITECT AND PLANNER

Response to Comment 5-1: Thank you for these comments and for the sketches you
provided. Provision of a local car share car program is included in the list of parking
mitigations cited in Mitigation Measure 4.2-5(a) on DEIR page 4.2-40 (see also Chapter
2.0, EIR Text Revisions which contains proposed expanded language for this measure).
The information provided is very useful in this regard.
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LETTER 6
RECEIVED

. . . OCT + © 2006
From: Maria and David Ogrydziak
241 B Street S e
Davis CA 95616
Re: EIR Response, B Street Visioning
Date: October 11, 2006
Our response will address three topics. —

1. What are the true environmental impacts of Alternative 1 (No Project, Existing
Conditions)?

6-1

2. Home ownership versus rentals. The argument against attached units.
3. Potential problems with the project proposed for 225 and 229 B Street.

—
Environmental impacts of Alternative 1. Alternative 1 (No Project, Existing -1
Conditions) was determined to be “environmentally superior”. We argue that that
there will be numerous negative impacts of adopting Alternative 1. First, we argue that
little positive will happen. The existing conditions have been in place for more than a
decade and adaptive reuse and the building of accessory structures have basically not
happened.

In the absence of financial incentives, the numerous units that are in “poor condition”
will continue to decay. Because of their excellent location between the campus and
downtown, units in “poor condition” can still demand high rents. Units in similar “poor
condition” in other parts of the city will either not be rented at all or the rents would
have to be substantially lower. In other words, owners in the 34 and B Street area can 6-2
let the units decay for many more years before they will need to do minimal
maintenance to compete in the rental market. It is not clear where the adverse effects of
a decaying housing stock can be taken into account in the EIR.

If Alternative 1 is adopted, the area will continue to become less livable. We believe
there is a relationship between the quality of the housing and the behavior of the
occupants. With Alternative 1, it is hard to imagine that the neighborhood will not
become noisier and trashier in the coming years. Paradoxically, Alternative 1 could in
reality cause the most noise problems and the mitigation (calls to the police) is only
partially successful.

Finally, the same arguments can be made for Alternatives 2 and 4, as we believe they do
not contain sufficient incentives to have property owners invest. So basically these

City of Davis 4-22 B and 3rd Streets Visioning Process
May 2007 4.0 Comments and Responses



alternatives will have the same effects as Alternative 1, continuing decay of the housing

stock and of the livability of the neighborhood. -

Home ownership. We have from the start believed that home ownership (for-sale
units) is critical for improving the neighborhood. Owner occupants have a greater
long-term vested interest in the neighborhood than do renters. Replacement of “poor
condition” student rentals with owner occupied townhouses would improve the
housing stock and livability of the neighborhood and provide economic synergy with
the downtown.

For liability and insurance reasons, it is not feasible to do for-sale units in small projects
with attached units - a major reason why there are few for-sale units in the downtown.
Yet the overall project description still contains the phrase “attached units”. Insisting
on attached units would eliminate for-sale units in favor of rentals. The impact on the
quality and livability of the neighborhood would be very different with rental units
rather than similar numbers of for-sale units.

)

Project at 225 and 229 B Street. We had proposed 4 units for the lot at 233 B Street.
Therefore, it should not be a surprise that we feel that 19 units on a combined lot less
than twice the size of the 233 B Street lot is too dense. To make matters worse, we
believe that the project will result in a large apartment complex and not for-sale owner-
occupied condominiums for seniors as claimed.

For reasons described above, building of for-sale attached units is very difficult. Even if
the legal hurdles of building for-sale condominiums were overcome, it is not clear how
one would enforce that these are condos for seniors only. We do not doubt that the
developer will sign almost any document requested, but how will the city enforce the
deal? We suspect the city will not and/ or that there will be lots of litigation. _‘L
—

Finally, this project proposes half-level parking. The one example of this in the
downtown is generally thought to be not very successful. It adversely affects the
pedestrian-building interface. Supposedly, half-level parking has been more successful
in some other places. We are still waiting to see these examples. —
Conclusion. In conclusion, the EIR is a massive document. We realize it has a defined a
structure. We believe that some version of Alternative 3 is the best way to go to
rejuvenate the neighborhood. We have tried to point out that, although Alternative 3
has the greatest environmental impact, the other alternatives are not as benign as they
appear in the EIR. We have also tried to point out that the nature of the housing
(attached versus detached) has very real implications for the quality and livability of the

6-4

neighborhood. J

City of Davis 4-23 B and 3rd Streets Visioning

Process

May 2007 4.0 Comments and Responses



4.0 Comments and Responses

LETTER 6, MARIA AND DAVID OGRYDZIAK

Response to Comment 6-1: Thank you for your comments and this summary of your
comments. Please see specific responses below.

Response to Comment 6-2: As indicated on page 5-34 of the DEIR, State law requires
that the “environmentally superior” alternative be identified in a DEIR. As pointed out by
the commenter, the environmentally superior alternative may not necessarily be superior
in terms of other fiscal, social, or economic concerns. This will be further explored in the
deliberations by the Planning Commission and City Council, but it is not appropriately a
topic for the EIR. The focus of the EIR review is adverse physical impact rather than
negative social behavior. The commenter suggests that Alternatives 1, 2, and 4 are
inferior to Alternative 3 for reasons outside of the spectrum of the CEQA review. The
DEIR does not speculate in this regard. Various restrictions embodied in the existing
zoning have served as disincentives to reinvestment because the amount of development
allowed does not support the cost. This was one original impetus behind this proposed
project.

Response to Comment 6-3: The project would allow for higher density housing that
could take different forms, including flats or condominiums in mixed use structures or
town or row housing on individual lots sharing common walls and zero setbacks. The
term “attached” does not preclude small air space divisions between units that assist with
building code compliance and may address builder liability issues. Feasibility of building
attached air space condominiums may increase in future.

Response to Comment 6-4: The commenter’'s concern about the density assumed for
225 and 229 B Street is noted. Regarding restriction to seniors, the City is not able to
impose age restrictions on housing. However, when a project is proposed to be age
restricted and is subsequently approved as such by the City, the City can require the age
restriction to be recorded as a deed restriction on the property. This would allow for
subsequent enforcement by the City. Additionally it should be pointed out that
Government Code Section 65915b1C identifies senior housing as one kind of allowed
density bonus.

Response to Comment 6-5. The proposal for below-grade or partial below-grade
parking is intended to reduce the perceived height of new structures and bring living
areas closer to the ground level, to maintain activity on the street, yet provide sufficient
parking for higher density housing forms. The exterior of the half level of parking above
grade level will require sensitive design treatment of both the building and adjoining yard
and landscaped areas. Some of the prototypes considered incorporate the half level
parking into a raised porch design that can provide a visual element on the street and
offer residents a semi-private outdoor space.
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RECEIVED
OCT 1% 2008

%levh

i i & Bullding
This EIR and others I have seen for Davis projects seem always to treat any increase in density
or height as an environmental impact that must be avoided or mitigated. But low density can
also have environmental impact. Unavoidably, Davis is entering an era of infill development and
redevelopment. If we are to meet future housing needs without urban sprawl into surrounding
agricultural land and open space, this infill will involve increased density. But neighbors to an
infill project will almost always want minimal increases in density, preferably none. There
seems to be an underlying presumption that low density and height always mean good design
and less environmental impact.

Comments on 3™ and B EIR

Density has a bad name because of bad design. We can see examples of it all over older parts of
town where we allowed apartment buildings on single family parcels. There are many examples
in this project area, the worst being the apartment building near 2™ and B next to Bakers’
Square. Recognizing this, the city now has design guidelines in many areas, including this one.

In Section 5.1, the analysis of Cumulative Impacts simply referenced the EIR for the City’s
General Plan and found cumulative impacts of the project not significant. 1 suspect the
cumulative impact of low density will be urban sprawl and conversion of ag land and open space
to housing.

If our present General Plan and its EIR are going to prevent us from looking at the cumulative
impact of low density infill then we may need a new General Plan and EIR.

If we consider only low density in this area, then where in the city would be suitable for
increased density. The location of this area between the University and downtown, the two
primary centers of urban activity in Davis, make it an obvious candidate for high quality, but
perhaps dense and mixed use redevelopment. Low density here could set the pattern of in-fill
throughout the city.

In Appendix 7.1, NOP/Initial Study, 1 see that neither agricultural nor hydrological resources
were considered impacted by the project. But they should have been analyzed under cumulative
impact. In EIRs and other analysis of proposed projects we need to understand the cumulative
impact of paving over so much of the city’s area for storing and moving cars. Here we are
adding significant additional parking space. In the EIR we only look at whether it will meet the
need. We did not look at storm water runoff from impermeable pavement or air emissions from
asphalt pavement.

For me, a significant environmental impact is paving over limited urban land for parking
Therefore, in Section 4.4. “Land Use and Aesthetics,” | would have compared the alternatives in
terms of whether density was sufficient to make underground parking, an effective mitigation,
financially feasible.

Submitted by Mark Braly, Member, City Planning Commission
Oct 11 2006
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LETTER 7, MARK BRALY, MEMBER, CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

Response to Comment 7-1: Thank you for your comments. The issues raised by the
commenter regarding the approach taken in the EIR are best explained by referencing
State law. As established in CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, the benchmark or context
for determination of project impact is the existing environmental condition. For projects
that are policy or regulatory documents, as is the case here, the benchmark is also the
planned future condition (CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(e). Hence, in this case, and in
many others as mentioned by the commenter, where the proposed change would result in
greater densities, the City is obligated to examine the potential for adverse physical
impact resulting from a change from the planned and/or existing less dense condition to
the proposed more dense condition.

The commenter raises the point that low density can also have an environmental impact.
This is true and if a project were proposed changing from planned and/or existing high
density to proposed low density, this would be appropriate to disclose in the EIR, because
the lower density development pattern could result in an expanding community perimeter
and potential loss of undeveloped agricultural land. A beneficial effect of higher density
infill within a community is that it may serve to reduce the pressure for such perimeter
expansion and help to avoid growth at the community’s edges. Because EIRs are
required to disclose adverse impacts rather than beneficial ones, these benefits do not
always emerge from the EIR analysis.

The tension between a desire to make more efficient use of land and the individual
concerns of adjacent neighbors where such change is proposed is a common one. The
CEQA analysis is not generally the best tool to highlight and examine those issues,
however, as an EIR is not intended nor designed to measure social, political, or beneficial
change but rather very specific determinations of adverse physical change. Typically the
staff report for a project will identify and frame these issues for consideration by the
decision-makers during their deliberations throughout the hearing process, together with
the environmental review.

Please also refer to the discussion provided under Impact 4.4-4 in Section 4.4 (Land Use
and Aesthetics) of the DEIR starting on page 4.4-12. This analysis frames and describes
the complicated dynamic discussed above.

Response to Comment 7-2: The commenter points out that “bad” design can
exacerbate density concerns. The City concurs and agrees that design control and
rigorous public and neighborhood review processes are perhaps the best tools to address
this. This is the spirit behind the design recommendations embodied in the proposed
project.

Response to Comment 7-3: This comment does not consider the context of the
cumulative analysis nor recognize the requirements of State law for this section of the
analysis. The analytical scenario is similar to that mentioned in Response to Comment 7-
1 above. The cumulative analysis is required to examine cumulative impacts within the
context of approved (planned) cumulative conditions. In this case, the DEIR presents the
planned cumulative condition together with a better accounting of actual development
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since the plans were put in place, and demonstrates that that the proposed project when
added to actual development that has occurred will be less than development levels
projected in the Core Area.

The most recent General Plan update incorporated the CASP, which is the benchmark for
cumulative build-out against which this project is compared. It is not that the subject EIR
“prevents” a community discussion of the pros and cons of various densities of infill, but
rather that the subject EIR is more specifically a disclosure document for the adverse
physical effects of proposed project.

The larger community discussion of infill, and where it can and should be best located,
are important policy issues to be addressed during the public review process for the
project.

Response to Comment 7-4: Please see Response to Comment 7-3. The analysis of
cumulative impacts adds the impacts of the project to the combined impacts of other
development projected to occur. The information from the Environmental Impact Report
prepared for the Core Area Specific Plan formed the basis of the assessment of
cumulative impacts. The time horizon for this analysis was 2010, approximately a ten
year time frame. However, the amount of development in the Core Area anticipated by
2010 has not occurred. The increased development projected from the project plus the
amount of existing development in the Core in 2006/2007 is still well under the previously
assumed cumulative development. The Core Area Specific Plan EIR did identify that
cumulative development in the Core Area could result in significant traffic, noise and air
quality impacts. The findings of this EIR and the subsequent Statements of Overriding
Considerations made prior to adopting the Specific Plan have been incorporated into the
environmental review for this project by reference.

As noted in the Appendix 7.1 of the DEIR (NOP/Initial Study) the project is located within
a built urban environment within the City’s Core Area and as such will not have a direct
impact on agricultural areas. The amount of increased runoff that could result from the
increase in impervious surfaces (buildings, paved parking areas etc.) is not considered to
have a significant impact. Current development provisions directed at protecting water
guality require incorporation of storm water detention and measures to reduce site runoff
and increase permeable surface treatments (State Storm Water Pollution Control
Requirements, including a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan).

Response to Comment 7-5: The commenter’s point is well taken. From the CEQA
perspective, however, the context is that the project area is already urbanized and storm
water run-off is already directed into a municipal system. A financial analysis of various
parking methods is outside of the scope of CEQA. Please also refer to Response to
Comment 18-1.
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Dear City of Davis, October 12, 2006

[ would like to discuss the loss of a precious resource not adequately addressed by ]
the draft EIR- that is the loss of our tree canopy. Several of the proposed illustrations,
while artfully rendered, show buildings that extend to lot setbacks that don’t leave room
for replacing the large trees that would be lost during construction. This disturbs mc
deeply because it destroys the character of this neighborhood.

Last year I ruptured a disc in my back. I had to have surgery and went through
physical therapy. The initial steps of rehab were limited to walking, and I couldn’t go
far. So what sustained and nurtured me was being able to walk my neighborhood looking
at the gardens blooming and listening to the sounds of nature like the wind blowing
through the trees. I would hate to lose this precious resource and defining character
clement so some people can supersize their remodels. At the proposed dimensions, there
are no foreseeable mitigations that will protect our trees.

The plantings shown on the conceptual drawings are whimsical but unrealistic. A
grand tree can’t grow in the shade, no matter what species is planted. And even if by
some miracle it did, there would be no place for its roots to go. The owners would be
forced to cut it down when it threatened the foundation of their new cash cow. The idea
we could recreate what would be lost is a fantasy.

And my final reason for supporting the preservation of our trees is that they
provide some privacy and separation. I support infill if it will prevent urban sprawl, but
let’s be sensitive to who is here already. Building at the density studied in the EIR places
neighbors in each others laps. There is no way to mitigate the noise or compensate for
loss of privacy. People make noise, and more people make more noise. But trees
provide a barrier and a filter. Having dealt with noisy renters next door for years, I worry
about the future when, again, I can see no mitigating solutions in the EIR. The mitigation
I would like to see suggested inclades reducing the number of proposed new residents.

The comnments I have regarding other topics will be limited and more focused: .
Land use: This neighborhood was intended to be a conservation district. The core area 8-2

downtown already has zoning for this type of project. Those areas should be developed
first in my opinion.
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Building height: It is inconsistent that a residentia! neighborhood should allow the highest
building in the core area. Lower limits should be adopted to protect privacy and sunlight
exposure.

Parking: By my calculations, this proposed plan could increase the number of cars
needing to find a parking space by 250. This is based on the number of additional
bedrooms (150) to be added and the typical rental costs in this neighborhood in which
more than one student have to share a room to afford it, multiplied by the number of
students on my street that have cars (100%). Rough math I admit, but that would almost
double the number of cars trying to fit into the same number of spaces. In lieu fees don’t
make it better for anyone. They only take us back to the frustrating days before the
parking district. On site parking should be required. One comment suggested that
residents would be parking in spots at night, which businesses could use during the day.
This is a falsehood because students don’t have a typical 9am-5pm schedule. Many on
my street won’t drive until the afternoon, if they move their cars that day at all.
Businesses need their own spots if they want to count on enough patronage to survive.

And some comments about items I didn’t see in the DEIR: What is the condition
of our infrastructure and can it handle the increased density? Specifically, can our sewer
system candle the load? Drainage on our block is already shoddy during heavy rains.
What will happen when we pave over absorptive surfaces? Will our drains keep up?
Further, do our wells produce enough water to sustain this level of infill? Or, where will
all the trash and recycling bins go on trash day?

In summary, the benefits of this project seem to benefit only a few, while
permanently and drastically altering the character of the neighborhood loved by those that
live here and those that enjoy surrounding cultural and recreational resources such as
Central Park. The findings of this DEIR arc in process, but already highlight a number of
significant and unavoidable issues without a clear benefit to the public. You really have
your homework cut out for you if you are going to prove to me that this vision should go
forward.

Thank you,

Michael Yac%

JL
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LETTER 8, MICHAEL YACKEY

Response to Comment 8-1: Thank you for your comments. The concern about trees is
an important one and the environmental impacts to trees that could result from the project
are discussed primarily on page 4.4-14 of the DEIR. There are about 155 trees within the
project area — 60 street trees and 95 yard trees on 22 parcels. The City has estimated
that about 40 to 50 yard trees may be removed as a result of the proposed project.
Consistent with the feelings of the commenter, this is characterized in the DEIR (page
4.4-17) as “significant and unavoidable”.

Response to Comment 8-2: The entire Core Area including the University Avenue/Rice
Lane, Old East, and OIld North neighborhoods are part of a conservation district. A
conservation district was adopted rather than an historic district in order to allow for
greater flexibility.

The CASP was adopted in 1996. The core of the Core Area was envisioned to develop
first in that Plan. Ten years later Davis has yet to see the amount of redevelopment that
was envisioned in the Core Area in the 1996 Plan.

The project area was identified for intensification in the CASP. The 3" Street properties
are located on a planned retail corridor, and were identified as opportunity sites for
redevelopment in the CASP and later adopted Design Guidelines. However, the timing of
individual property owner’s decisions to pursue redevelopment has and will vary. The
increasing number of property owners expressing more recent interest in redevelopment
in the project area was an impetus for the B and 3" Visioning Process.

The commenter’s opinion regarding the timing and phasing of redevelopment throughout
the area is noted, and is expected to continue to be a topic of discussion as the City
deliberates the merits of this project.

Response to Comment 8-3: The Commercial Core zoning district does not have a
height limit, but instead requires a conditional use permit for heights over two stories.
Recent projects with three and four stories have been approved.

The timing of the subject project presents one of the first reexaminations of the
development standards in a Downtown subarea. In recognition of increased costs for
land, financing, construction, and housing since the early 1990’s, the proposed project
supports the higher density infill development policies in the City’s CASP and General
Plan in the context of current conditions. The higher building heights proposed are
considered necessary to support the new higher density attached mixed use and
attached dwelling prototypes. It is acknowledged that increased building size and height
will impact light and shade patterns in the area. Careful design can help to minimize the
adverse impacts and maintain livable units, but these impacts are recognized as a
tradeoff for supporting higher density development that supports transit and efficient use
of land in proximity to the urban core. Please see the discussion of this issue in Impact
4.4-5 starting on page 4.4-13.
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Response to Comment 8-4: The projected parking demand is based on standard City
parking requirements for residential units, described on page 4.2-37 of the DEIR. The
proposed project would add 61 net new off-street spaces, excluding in-lieu spaces/fees.
The parking rates do not accommodate an assumption of two vehicles per bedroom.

Response to Comment 8-5: The Initial Study addresses infrastructure capacity
including sewer, drainage, and water. Please refer to Appendix 7.1 of the DEIR. On
page 27 of Appendix 7.1 is a discussion of fire, police, schools, parks and other general
government services. On page 33 is a discussion of water, wastewater, and drainage. In
both discussions the City’s standard requirements for service department approval are
identified. While individual developments within the project area may be required to make
modifications to these utility and service systems to accommodate proposed projects,
overall the City’s infrastructure systems are sized to service the projected growth.
Modifications to the systems due to the project development will primarily be the addition
of service line connections for new development. Response to Comment 4-3 addresses
trash pickup. Please also see Response to Comments 7-3 and 7-4.

Response to Comment 8-6: The commenter's concern about the project is noted. A
more complete discussion of project benefits will occur during upcoming meetings and
hearing when the merits of the project are examined. This environmental analysis is only
one component of many that must be assessed and considered in deliberating the
project.
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October 11, 2006

Sarah Worley

Economic Development Specialist

Community Development Department RECE'VED

City of Davis

23 Russell Bivd ‘

Davis, CA 95616 0CT 12 2008
of Davis

Dar Ms. Worley, & Buliding

I am commenting on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) prepared for the B

and 3™ Streets Visioning Project, which will allow higher density residential and mixed

use development on parts of B and 3" Streets, and affect adjacent streets, within the 9-1
University Avenue / Rice Lane Neighborhood Conservation District and within the Davis
Downtown and Traditional Residential Neighborhoods Overlay District.

I am primarily restricting my comments to Chapter 4.3, Historic Resources, although [

will make some comments on other sections. Please note that my comments are made as 9-2
an individual and not as an official comment of the Historic Resources Management

Commission, of which ] am a commissioner.

1 am concerned that the project description provided in Chapter 3.0 Project Description
does not clearly indicate the types of changes suggested by the project; rather, the DEIR
provides an annotated aerial photograph (see section 2.1), color coded maps and plats
(see, for example, Figures 2-5, 3-6, and 3-7), and verbal description only. This leaves it 9-3
to the reader’s imagination to envision the level of change and potential impacts of the
project. This project is far enough along that some basic renderings of elevations in
photo-simulation can be provided to give the reader a sense of the proposed change in
massing and scale to be made by the project. The proposed project, even if well-
designed, will cause a substantial change to the streetscape and needs to be more clearly
and visually described.

pa—
—
Regarding Chapter 4.3, my comments will be arranged in the order of the document’s
organization and will reference impacts by section number. By the way, Figure 4.3-1
should be edited to explain why there is no “K” — and it should be noted that these letter 9-4
designations appear in Table 4.3-1. They are apparently used nowhere else in the
chapter _Jl

First, I would like to make a general comment. The analysis of impacts in this section ]
addresses most specifically those impacts to structures within the project area. Overall,
the analysis of the project on adjacent areas within the University / Rice conservation
district is skimpy. While the analysis addresses potential direct impacts on the landmark 9-5
and merit resources, and contributors to the conservation district, there is no serious
analysis of the indirect impact caused by construction of two and three story mixed use
buildings on adjacent resources, specifically 312 through 340 University. 307 through

V/
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339 University, 204 through 222 University, 201 through 239 University, 401 B, 222
through 240 2™ Street, and 220 through 226 3' Street. These addresses may be subject
to indirect impacts caused by the change in setting; obviously, a three story building
erected behind 301 B Street will have a significant impact, whether or not it is put on
what is now a parking lot

In discussing the Downtown and Traditional Residential Neighborhood Overlay District
(see pp. 4.3-14 and 15), the DEIR notes that the purposes of the district is to “conserve
the neighborhood character, fabric and setting while guiding future development, reuse.
and reinvestment,” to “discourage the demolition of structures consistent with the
district’s historic character by providing incentives for reuse of non-designated
contributing structures,” and later, to “plan for new commercial and residential infill
construction that is compatible and complementary to the character of existing
neighborhood areas within the district.” Finally, the DEIR correctly notes that “projects
involving the alteration of designated historic resources or within 300 feet of a resource
require review by the Historic Resources Management Commission and Planning
Commission.” These goals and procedures go directly to the heart of the analysis that is
lacking in terms of indirect effects.

Specifically, Impact 4.3-2 does not analyze the loss of open space around 301 B Street as.-1

an adverse impact, but asserts that development of adjacent large mass buildings would
not result in its eligibility as a City Landmark. 1t states that it would be a significant
impact that would be mitigated to less-than-significant through use of the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation; however, this mitigation measure does not address
the impact to the setting of 301 B Street.

—_
Impact 4.3-3 states that relocation of 337 B Street would not be possible, but relocation is
retained as a mitigation measure (see Mitigation Measure 4.3-3(a)). This is inconsistent.
Relocation is also listed as a mitigation measure for 311 B Street. In neither case is it
made clear to where they might be relocated. Mitigation Measure 4.3-3(c) provides for
relocation and reorientation of the 232 3" Street within its parcel —d

Impact 4.3-5 discusses gradual demolition of individual contributors over time, and states
that this impact would be less-than-significant, apparently only because each would be
subject to review. A reasonable menu of possible mitigation measures for loss of such
contributors should be discussed in this DEIR. —
Impact 4.3-6 states that changes in setting “due to larger scale development on parcels ]
immediately adjacent to these resources would not generate adverse impacts to the degree
that these resources would lose their designation status, and would therefore be
considered a less-than-significant impact.” No mitigation measure, under this statement,
is required.  The problem here is that mentioned above — the “analysis” provided is

{1
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merely an assertion of less-than-significance. More analysis is required regarding change
in setting around merit and landmark resources before this analysis can be evaluated.

l

Impact 4.3-9 suggests several mitigation measures. The first sentence of Mitigation
Measure 4.3-9(a) should be amended to state

All new development within the Conservation District will be subject to
design review according to the adopted design guidelines for the 9-11
Conservation District.

The design guidelines were adopted after a long and rigorous process involving the
residents of the conservation district and other interested parties. There should be NO
mitigation measures that fail to acknowledge their applicability.

Thanks for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Y

Rand F. Herbert
841 L. Street
Davis, CA 95616
756-0793
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LETTER 9, RAND F. HERBERT
Response to Comment 9-1: Thank you for your comments.
Response to Comment 9-2: The context for the comments is noted.

Response to Comment 9-3: The project is comprised of primarily text amendments to
various policies and regulations. Documents completed during the B Street Visioning
process contain schematic representations of what developments using proposed
changes to building standards may look like. lllustrations have also been prepared for
various proposed amendments to the Design Guidelines. Appendix D.2 (Photo
Simulation) includes a photo simulation of possible development on B Street between 2™
and 3" Streets prepared by Urban Advantage for the Sacramento Area Council of
Governments (SACOG). This figure, which shows the northwest corner of the
intersection of B and 2" Streets, provides one example of what could result. However,
use of such examples is illustrative only. Final designs are not known at this time and no
specific developments are proposed as a part of this project.

The schematics and illustrations that have been prepared do not contain the level of detail
that would allow for a determination of the quality of a particular development. This will
be addressed later during the mandatory design review process at which time substantial
investment in design work will be required for development submittals, and considerable
development-level review and analysis will occur.

Response to Comment 9-4: The omission of letter K on Figure 4.3-1 was a
typographical error. The property at 246 4™ Street should have been identified with the
letter K. Appendix D includes a revised Figure 4.3-1 (see Appendix D.4, Revised Figure
4.3-1).

Response to Comment 9-5: The analysis of project impacts on area historic resources
takes a methodical approach, addressing a full range of possible future conditions. These
include assessing different ranges of impacts on potential historic resources within the
project area and on potential historic resources outside the project area. It includes
assessment of site specific impacts on these structures as well as impacts on adjoining
structures, which could be within or outside the project area boundaries. Designated
Landmark, Merit, and Contributor resources are examined specifically in Impacts 4.3-1
through 4.3-8. Impacts 4.3-9 and 4.3-10 address more generic impacts such as those
mentioned by the commenter.

The commenter expresses concern that the analysis undertaken is not adequate but
gives no specifics. The City does not agree and finds the analysis to be very rigorous.
Impacts 4.4-4 and 4.4-5 also address more generic or indirect impacts, including overall
increases in density and intensity of development in the project area, and changes to
existing visual character and quality.

Response to Comment 9-6: The commenter is looking for a more direct analysis of the
proposed change in policy and interpretation that the project represents. This is only
found in the DEIR to the extent that there are resulting adverse physical impacts. This is
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the reasoning behind the “less than significant” conclusions for Impacts 4.4-1 through 4.4-
3, verses the “significant and unavoidable” conclusions for Impacts 4.4-4 and 4.4-5. The
second paragraph on page 4.4-8 perhaps best addresses the issue of concern to the
commenter; however, in general, the policy implications of the proposed project will be
further explored during the public review process. See also Response to Comments 14-
56, 14-58, and 16-21.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(d) requires a discussion of policy inconsistencies, but
does not characterize such inconsistencies as impacts in and of themselves. The focus of
the environmental analysis is to identify potential adverse physical changes that may
result from any aspect of a project, and that is the approach that has been taken in the
subject EIR.

Response to Comment 9-7: The historic analysis concludes that the setting of 301 B
Street is not critical to its eligibility for designation as a Landmark but rather the structure
itself and its historic association as a residence of a past city civic leader are what form
the basis of eligibility. The setting around 301 B Street is already partially compromised
by the presence of a parking lot, exterior outdoor dining decks and nature of adjoining
development. Redevelopment on areas around the structure would not adversely affect
the integrity of the structure itself or its historic association to the degree that would
eliminate its eligibility for designation as a local Landmark, and therefore would not by
itself be considered a significant impact.

Response to Comment 9-8: The property at 337 B Street is not proposed to be
removed or relocated as part of the project. However, existing or future property owners
may seek such an option. Therefore it was considered important to assess the impact of
such action. The DEIR states that normally removal of an individual Merit Resource
would not be considered a significant impact under CEQA. However in the case of 337 B
Street such removal would be considered significant as the part of the structure’s historic
value is in its relation to the original farm site. The discussion notes that finding a suitable
relocation site would be difficult without merging properties. Though unlikely, it is possible
that the structure could be relocated to another location on a neighboring lot within the
original property boundaries, allowing the structure to retain its Merit status.
Implementation of the Mitigation Measure 4.3-3(a) and (b) would reduce the impacts to
less-than-significant levels if they could be achieved. However, if suitable sites could not
be found, removal would be considered significant and unavoidable. Specific sites have
not been identified for these relocations. The analysis of prospective relocation sites
would occur as part of review of any development applications. As noted, sites would be
more limited for 337 B Street, but no relocation is proposed. Relocation options for 311 B
Street would be greater, and could include consideration of relocation to a City-owned
parcel located in the Old East neighborhood.

Response to Comment 9-9: The commenter suggests that a “menu” of mitigations
should be identified for Impact 4.3-5, but provides no specific recommendations for
consideration. Impact 4.3-5 is a less-than-significant impact which means that no
mitigations measures are required. Throughout the EIR, the City has taken the approach
of identifying all known relevant and feasible mitigations for impacts that do result in
significant impact. See for example, Mitigation Measures 4.3-9(a) through (c).
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Response to Comment 9-10: The “less than significant” determination is based on the
criteria that such a change would have to result in a lowering or loss of a structure’s Merit
Resource or Landmark status for it to be considered a significant impact under CEQA
(see also page 4.3-18 in the DEIR). As the historic status of the Merit Resource and
Landmark structures within the project area rely primarily on the site association (the
direct link between an important historic event or person and the historic property) and
or/integrity of the structure, redevelopment on adjoining sites is not considered to reach
this threshold.

Response to Comment 9-11: The commenter requests a clarification to Mitigation
Measure 4.3-9(a) to specify that the required design review will be based on the adopted
Design Guidelines for the Conservation District. This is unnecessary as there is no other
competing set of guidelines that would arguably apply. Nonetheless, the City is not
opposed to the clarification and has documented the change in Section 2.0 (Text
Changes) of this Response to Comment document.
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Comments to the Draft EIR for the B and 3rd Streets Visioning Process g&
s
Submitted by Chuck Roe §§
1) The mitigation measures 4.3-3(a) — 4.3-3(c) are not clearly worded and could be
confusing. If the intent is to allow the structure to be moved with a priority given to
proximity to its current location, this should be clear. It seems appropriate for Planning
Staff to monitor best efforts by the owners to find a location nearby for the structure. In
similar local situations the home is offered free to the public for a set period of time and

the owners contribute the cost they would have incurred to demolish the home.

If there is no appropriate location found after best efforts for the mandated time,

demolition should be an option. Please make this mitigation measure clear so that there is

a clear and agreed to method for removal or demolition if required.

2) Although mitigation 4.3.9(c) proposes a new Historic Mitigation Fee, this is a broad
and far-reaching policy decision. Projects covered by this EIR may be eligible for this
mitigation once established, but they should not be delayed or carry mitigation
requirements pending its establishment.

3) I question the historical evaluation and conclusions provided by the consultant for 311
B Street.

By local definition, a Merit Resource must be one that has value to “the citizens of
Davis”. It must further be recommended by the HRMC and approved by the City
Council.

It can only be recommended by the HRMC if it satisfies one of the four defined criteria
paraphrased below:

1) Associated with a major event; or.

2) Associated with the lives of significant persons; or.

3) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, architectural style or method
of construction; or that represents a significant and distinguishable entity whose
components may lack individual distinction; or (above criterion copied verbatim)

4) Has or may yield important archaeological or anthropological information.

The consultant has indicated that the house satisfies criterion 3 in the following ways:
a) “for distinctive architecture”
b) ““and for its an important contributor to the area neighborhood™ (verbatim)

I question both of these conclusions. Let’s consider b) above first. The quality in b) is not
mentioned in criterion 3) above, unless that is the meaning of “represents a significant
and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction”. If what
the consultant means to say, or more correctly what the criterion means, is it is part of an
interesting street” then I don’t know why all homes on this street are not eligible. Since
all the homes on the street have not been suggested as Merit Resources, 1 believe a)
above, “distinctive architecture” is the quality most relevant for its consideration.
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The consultant finds 311 B Street “is an excellent example of an uncommon Medieval
revival style”. I have looked through reference books and on the internet and am not
finding solid reference to any “Medieval Revival” style. There are revival styles like
“Colonial Revival” and “Gothic Revival” and “Greek Revival”. I can find no references
beyond medieval architectural influences on Tudor, Gothic Revival, etc.

1 did find one very clear reference at http.//architecture about.convlibrary.bi-tudor.him. It says,
“The Medieval Revival style of architecture is also commonly referred to as Tudor.” 311
B Street is clearly not a “an excellent example” of Tudor. The identifying features of
Tudor are as follows:

- “Steeply pitched roof, usually side-gabled (less commonly hipped or front-gabled)”
This house has a more steeply pitched hip roof than its neighbors, but not the 12 and 12"
or greater associated with Tudor.

- “fagade dominated by one or more prominent cross gables, usually steeply pitched”
This house has no cross gables prominent or otherwise. The prominent cross gable is a
defining characteristic of Tudor.

- “decorative (i.e. not structural) half-timbering present on about half of examples” None
present. Wouldn’t the best examples and certainly the “excellent examples™ have the
distinctive half-timbering?

- "Tall, narrow windows, usually in multiple groups and with multi-pane glazing” Tall
multi-pane windows are on the front of the house only. The asymmetrical window group 10-3
at the front is not typical of Tudor, which has similar dimensioned window groups.

- "Massive chimneys, commonly crowned by decorative chimney pots” This house has a
more massive chimney than typical with a pot at the top.

The shed entry roof is clearly not Tudor. The roof should be a prominent cross gable.

A more rounded arch at the entry is more typically Tudor. A good example would be in
stone or caste concrete.

The shed dormer at the front should be a steeply pitched gable to be Tudor.

Tudor houses do not have shutters as are on the front of 311 B St.

The front door does look medieval, but seems almost comical and out of context.

A home eligible for consideration for historical designation based on architecture should
have the defining architectural elements of that architectural style. If it is a new style or
groundbreaking in some way, this should be evident. In 1931 it was less common for
architects to design small and modest homes and I see no evidence or record that there
was architect involvement on 311 B Street. It was built inexpensively and after a 12-year
stint by it’s original owner has been a rental for nearly all of its 75 years.

It should also be noted that the “historical architectural elements” used on contemporary
tract houses are often applied only on the front fagade. This saves money and suggests
that the house 1s of a lesser quality and lacks architectural integrity. This is also the case
with 311 B Street. The diagonally divided windows were only used on the front and there
is no repetition of the front door detail or any other relevant detailing on the other three
elevations. This was built as an inexpensive home with some random Tudor touches and
since these touches are only on the front fagade, it lacks architectural integrity. You can
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see this same distinguishing technique applied by some of the builders in Mace Ranch,
Wildhorse and Northstar. They add a few elements of an older style. It does distinguish
the houses from one another, but they are far from architecturally significant.

If this house is “is an excellent example of an uncommon Medieval revival style”, please
name this uncommon style. If it is Medieval Revival, this seems to be another name for

Tudor. Also, site references that define the characteristics of that style and compare the 10-3
characteristics of this house so we can be secure that this house is “an excellent example”
and not just a facade with a couple period adornments.

CEQA mandates that if a consultant finds a structure eligible for historical status, even
for local historical status, the EIR must consider it as holding that status. I believe it
important to be clear that the question of Local Merit Resource status is far from assured
or decided for 311 B Street. _J

4) From the comments of the Planning Commissioners it seems like there isn’t a clear
understanding of why the City is contemplating these changes to B and 3rd Streets.
Please consider a paragraph in the Executive Summary that first of all refers to direction
from the Council that adopted the Guidelines, that Staff should return within a year with 104
different guidelines for 3rd St. and B St. It also would be productive to clearly note the
overarching goals of homeownership in downtown cores. The “eyes on the park”, the

saving of car trips by living near work, entertainment and shopping. Densification of
downtowns, especially with home ownership, is the accepted backbone for revitalization.

A listing of anticipated benefits and their relationship to our planning goals may be

another approach. _J
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LETTER 10, CHUCK ROE

Response to Comment 10-1: Thank you for your comments. Mitigation Measures 4.3-
3(a) through (c) identify that in order for the impacts on the historic resources to be
mitigated through relocation, determinations must be made regarding the appropriateness
of the relocation sites. Such determinations and the specific conditions for
removal/relocation of a Merit Resource would be determined during the design review
process for a specific development proposal. Typically, if relocation of an historic
resource is proposed, a developer would be required to make a fully documented,
substantial, good faith effort to identify an appropriate relocation site and cover relocation
costs. Should the desired relocation be proven infeasible the findings made to approve
the project would also incorporate the findings of overriding consideration made by the
City Council in taking action on the subject B and 3" Visioning Process. The following is
a sample of a standard condition of approval relating to relocation of a historic structure:

DAvIs REGISTER RESOURCES. The site contains a designated [Merit Resource] [Landmark Resource] [
Contributor within a designated Historic District]. The site shall be developed and maintained in
accordance with the Certificate of Appropriateness #  (insert #). Certificate of Appropriateness
conditions, as approved by the [Historical Resource Management Commission][ City Council on
appeal], are attached hereto and incorporated herein. Conditions are derived from “The Secretary of
Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, with Guidelines for Preserving,
Rehabilitating, Restoring and Reconstructing Historic Buildings” (Weeks and Grimmer, 1995).

MODIFICATIONS TO THE SITE. Any further modifications to the site, including but not limited to, exterior
alterations and/or interior alterations, which affect the exterior of the buildings/structures, or changes the
site plan, shall require a modification to the Certificate of Appropriateness subject to review by the
Historical Resources Management Commission.

Goob FAITH EFFORT. The applicant/owner is required to (make a good faith effort to) find a new location
for the existing (insert type) structure located at (insert location). The following performance criteria for
the proposed relocation effort shall be satisfied. Evidence of this effort shall be required prior to
issuance of building permits.

a) The applicant/owner days from the date of approval of the project by the
[Planning Commission][Community Development Director] to make a good faith effort
satisfactory to the Community Development Department to identify an acceptable site and
secure an agreement with the owners of the receiving property for the appropriate
relocation of the structure prior to building permit issuance for the new structure.

b) The applicant shall advertise the availability of the structure on two different dates in a
paper of local circulation.

c) The applicant shall obtain an estimate from a licensed demolition contractor to determine
the anticipated cost to demolish the existing structure. This amount shall be included as an
incentive to offset the cost of relocation of the structure.

d) To the extent possible, the new location shall be within the Davis city limits.

e) To the extent possible, the structure shall be located on the new site such that it is visible
from a public right-of way and compatible in orientation, setting and general environment to
the current site.

f)  The new location shall be properly zoned and sized for the structure.

g) The exterior character defining features of the structure shall be maintained.

h) The property owner agreement shall require that the structure be well maintained.

i) Requirements for a permanent foundation and utility connection shall be included.
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If at the end of the day period, the applicant is unable to find a suitable site on which to
relocate the structure, then the applicant may proceed with the demolition. If there is no good faith effort
then demolition is prohibited. Compliance with conditions is required to demonstrate a good faith effort.

Response to Comment 10-2: Creation of an Historic Impact Mitigation fee would be the
subject of a process that would determine the purpose, basis and applicability of such a
fee, the manner it would be collected, and the manner it would be used. Such a fee
would not be applied retroactively, and would likely apply to a geographic area broader
than the project area.

Response to Comment 10-3: The process to designate a structure as a Merit Resource
or Landmark on the Davis Register may be initiated by anyone who provides the required
property information. The Historic Resources Commission must make a recommendation
to the City Council on a proposal for designation and the City Council takes the final
action. The Council may rescind a previous designation through a similar process.

Pursuant to the City Municipal Code, a structure’s eligibility for designation as a Merit
Resource is based on its historical integrity. In the National Register Bulletin entitled
“How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation” (prepared by the U.S.
Department of Interior, National Park Service) historic integrity is defined as “the
unimpaired ability of a property to convey its historical significance.” The National Park
Service (NPS) evaluates integrity based on the following seven aspects:

e Location = “... is the place where the historic property was constructed or the place where the historic event
occurred”

« Design ="“...is the combination of elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and style of a property.”

e Setting = “...is the physical environment of a historical property”

e Materials = “...are the physical elements that were combined or deposited during a particular period of time and
in a particular pattern or configuration to form a historic property”

«  Workmanship = “...is the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people during any given period
in history or prehistory.”

* Feeling = "“...is a property’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period of time.”

e Association = “...is the direct link between an important historic event or person and a historic property”

The City’s historic consultant found 311 B Street to meet both the National Register
Criteria as well as all seven of the evaluation considerations used by the NPS.

The structure at 311 B Street has been in three surveys prior to the historic analysis
completed for the DEIR, and was found to retain a high level of integrity in all three
surveys: 1979 Davis Historical and Landmarks Commission, 1996 Architectural
Resources Group, and 2003 Roland-Nawi Associates. In the 1979 survey, the structure
was referred to as a Medieval Revival cottage. In the 1996 survey it was described as an
example of Medieval Cottage Revival. In both 1979 and 1996 it was considered “a
handsome example of Period Revival design,” but was not given a National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP) status code. In the 2003 study it was described as a “period
revival cottage” and given a NRHP status code of 5D3 meaning “not eligible for local
listing -- contributor to District eligible for special consideration in local planning.” The
previous surveys were preliminary in nature and therefore not considered conclusive
regarding historic status. Additional historical evaluation was conducted for the purposes
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of this DEIR in order to allow the Historic Resources Management Commission and City
Council to consider the proposed removal and/or modification of “contributor” structures.

The historic evaluation prepared for the DEIR identified 311 B Street as follows:

“311 B Street: It is an excellent example of an uncommon Medieval revival style and retains a high
level of integrity and contributes to the character of the 300 block of the B Street corridor. It is
included in a 1944 photograph of the 300 block of B Street in the Eastman collection at UCD.

Evaluation: The property meets the City of Davis Criteria for a “Merit Resource” under criterion 3
for distinctive architecture, and for (being) an important  contributor to the area. It is therefore a
552 under the California Status Code as an “Individual property that is eligible for listing or
designation.”

Relating to the question of the structure being representative of Medieval revival or Tudor
revival styles, sometimes the Tudor revival is referred to as Elizabethan or “half-timbered”
houses. These styles are derived primarily from English Renaissance buildings of the
16th and early 17th centuries, including those of Elizabethan (Elizabeth I, 1558-1603) and
Jacobean (James |, 1603-25) periods. Others mimic humble medieval cottages -- such as
311 B, that are twentieth century interpretations of an old English prototype. In the case of
311 B those character-defining features are the roofline (intersecting side gable, steep
pitch), the broad exterior brick chimney, arched porch entry, wood plank door with iron
hinges, diamond-paned window, dormer, and stucco cladding. While the wooden shutters
are a later applied treatment, it is very minor and easily reversible, and does not diminish
the property's historic significance. For the project area, it is an unusual and intact
example of several of these styles that share similar character-defining elements (e.g.
Tudor Revival, Medieval Revival, picturesque cottage, English cottage, storybook style).

The period 1910 through 1930 was a time of free borrowing of historic styles as more
people could afford single-family houses and there was no real consensus about a
modern architectural style (as was the case with Queen Anne, Shingle, and Georgian
successively from 1875 to 1910). Houses in this period are sometimes lumped together
as "period revival" because during the time of popularity the style (1920s-1940s) was
referred to by many names and not compartmentalized as we do today. Indeed, various
period publications refer to the style as “English” or, in the case of Gustav Stickley's
Craftsman Homes as “cement cottage”, the proliferation of which was largely due to mass
produced magazines and mail order catalogues (see excerpts from Sears catalogue and
Craftsman Magazine provided in Appendix D.5). Domestic architecture of this scale and
period was often not designed by architects but constructed by builders using a set of
plans probably ordered from a magazine.

Tudor revival became especially popular with 1920s suburban homes, loosely based on
late medieval prototypes. Many are identified with ornamental half-timbering, a medieval
English building tradition, often with stucco or masonry veneered walls, steeply pitched
roof, cross-gabled plans. A variant of this is sometimes referred to as the picturesque
cottage or English cottage, which typically includes an asymmetrical floor plan without the
half timbering and treatments such as various window sizes that were intended to invoke
an old-world quaintness. The City of Los Angeles refers to this building type as
“storybook”.
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Response to Comment 10-4: Council direction is summarized on page 3-4 of the DEIR
and the project objectives are provides on page 3-11 of the DEIR. The commenter is
correct that encouragement of owner-occupied housing is an objective of the project.
See also Response to Comments 14-57, 14-59, 14-62, 14-63, and 16-8.
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LETTER 11

John R. Hall _ 201 University Avenue  Davis, California 95616

RECEIVED

: - OCT 1 3 2006
Planning Commissioners

City of Davis - adm. o
Davis, California 95616 &

October 13, 2006

Re: 3" and B Streets Visioning EIR

To Members of the Planning Commission:

a—
Thank you very much for your attention to the concerns of the general public who spoke at your
meeting on October 11, concerning the environmental impacts of the proposal. Given the range
of issues addressed, it is my view that the Commission and the City need to move beyond
figuring out how to mitigate the impacts of the proposal as it presently stands. Instead, the most
effective way to mitigate impacts is to reduce the scale of the proposal itself. I would hope that 11-1
you, the Planning Department, and the City Council would take the appropriate steps so that you
can give serious consideration to moving in this direction. As the City’s own executive summary
concludes, all other alternatives evaluated are environmentally superior to alternative 3 [higher
intensity]. If the City really is seriously going to balance environmental impacts in relation to
other benefits, it needs to implement an alternative to the “higher intensity” approach.

Lo
Here, 1 will expand somewhat on my verbal remarks at the meeting two nights ago. =

I live at 201 University Avenue with my wife and our 2 children. We all have a very strong

interest in single-family housing, so that young Phoebe and Nicola can have friends living in
their neighborhood. 1 am very concerned that the proposal as it stands will have impacts that
negatively and irrevocably tip the balance of the neighborhood away from what the August 2006
project description calls ““protecting the quality of life for existing homeowners.”

11-2

el

The basic problem with the proposal as it stands is that it provides an overly expansive general
framework for development, without sufficient safeguards built in to insure that environmental
impacts of individual projects will be minimized. Please note that the area of the city covered by
PD2-86, though small, is extremely complex. Situations change not just from street to street, but
often, from building to building.

11-3

.—
It is important to note that PD2-86 already allows for innovative projects. The proposed
“visioning’ places areas previously covered under PD2-86 under a different zoning basis, outside
the jurisdiction of PD2-86. This change gives neighbors who are adjacent to the development 114
sites but living within the boundaries of PD2-86 much less opportunity to raise concerns about a
proposed project, and potentially gain changes. This approach goes against the grain of planning
in the neighborhood over the past 20 years.

L
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I share the concerns of my many neighbors about density, footprints, traffic, massing, and other
negative impacts. If I had the time, I would spend the days and days necessary to develop a
broader critique of this proposal’s failure to deal adequately with environmental impacts.
Basically, the report has a circular and tendentious quality: it assumes that the project has to be
done in the form proposed, and then analyzes impacts and proposes mitigations to the project in
that form, rather than doing the obvious, making a determination concerning whether
modifications of the proposal itself would more dramatically mitigate environmental impacts.

gl

Due to my lack of time to respond fully to the entire proposal, | choose to focus on height. On -

this front, I find the proposal overly expansive: it establishes excessive limits at the beginning,
under some conditions, a maximum building height of 56 feet. This height is not even built or
allowed in the central downtown area, where the city presently requires a conditional use permit
(CUP) for buildings over twe stories. Commissioners and the City should consider the following
comparisons.
¢ The Chen Building (2nd and G) is 44.5 fi. tall.
e Crepeville, at the corner of 3rd and C, facing Central Park, as the part of the proposal
on B Street between 3™ and 4" Streets, is 36 ft. tall.
s The Natsoulas Gallery, probably the tallest building in downtown Davis, is around 42
ft. at the top of the parapet. The elevator tower of the gallery is 50 ft. high.
In short, the “vision’ envisions some building heights in a mixed residential neighborhood taller
than what are at present the very tallest buildings downtown! This should raise a very large red
flag.

To me, it is particularly disturbing that the maximum height would be allowed as [and here [
quote] a *bonus” for doing something like saving a tree, or retaining an historic structure. Aren’t
these things that ought to be required in any event, rather than offering an unmitigatible
excessive height as a lottery prize? Put differently, it make absolutely no sense to offer a bonus
that itself create environmental impacts as an exchange for reducing other environmental
impacts. Any bonus should be environmentally neutral.

But I get ahead of myself. What, it is crucial to ask, are are the environmental impacts of these ]
excessive building heights? Simply put, they block neighbors’ access to sunlight, a problem
especially pronounced in winter. As the report states, even with mitigation efforts based on
zoning, design guidelines, and design review, “generally sunlight exposure is expected to change
significantly.” More subtly, the sheer mass of buildings of such heights, even with upper story
setbacks, visually overwhelms the neighborhood’s lower density residential housing.

PO

The project description’s EIR executive summary of impacts says mitigation will consist of ]
reviewing height on a project basis “with the goal of minimizing the appearance of bulk and
mass and impacts to sunlight and privacy on neighboring lots to the extent feasible.” But I feel
compelled to ask, just what does “feasible” mean here? Can this term be defined in an objective
way.

O N
onmany
In a complex neighborhood with subtle issues that emerge in relation to any structure in relation

to neighboring structures, there is an alternative to providing expansive limits to development a

the beginning. Instead, a more “precautionary principie” can easily be put in place.

19

11-5

11-6

11-7

11-8
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The superior mitigation for issues of height and associated mass in relation to neighboring
structures would be to follow the present core area approach: require a conditional use permit for
buildings over two stories high.

Proponents of the higher-intensity approach will claim that the proposal is the only way to insure
that development densities are “sufficient to support reinvestment.” But that claim is belied by
recent construction of projects with lower heights in the downtown area itself. Moreover, it is not
really the business of the city to calculate profit margins for owners and developers who seek
changes in a given zoning law so that they can proceed unfettered with the projects they
envision. If any of the property owners wishes to see their property to me at cost plus inflation
since purchase date, | would be happy to consider purchasing their property from them. That is, |
am confident that there is profit to be foun even in projects with lower building heights. -
My bottom line is simple: excessive height has significant and unnecessary environmental

impacts that can be mitigated by a less expansive building height allowance, that has not been
adequately considered in the present proposal.

If these environmental impacts are taken seriously, the plan will be altered. And it should be.

If you need to contact me, you may email jrhall@ucdavis.edu .

Yours,

John R. Hall

(8}

11-8

11-10
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LETTER 11, JOHN R. HALL

Response to Comment 11-1: Thank you for your comments. The commenter’s support
for an alternative to the project is noted.

Response to Comment 11-2: The commenter’'s concern regarding impacts to existing
homeowners is noted. It is acknowledged that the type of ownership housing that results
from the project may be less likely to be attractive to families with children even though
the objective of home-ownership is achieved. The residential units in the project area are
now occupied by renters except for two homes.

Response to Comment 11-3: The City is aware of the complexity of the area and
appreciates the commenter’s advice. The regulations and guidelines proposed to be
implemented as a part of the project, as well as the mitigation measures identified in the
DEIR, would all apply to individual projects.

Response to Comment 11-4: The process to reexamine the zoning and development
policies in the project area was initiated at the direction of the City Council. This Council
request was made at the time of adoption of the Design Guidelines in 2001 and again at
the time of adoption of the zoning revisions made to PD 2-86 in 2002 creating PD 2-86A.
The City Council in taking their action on PD 2-86A included a follow-up motion directing
staff to return in three months, after examining higher density development on 3" Street
between A and B Streets. Later, in 2004 after taking action to deny a development
application on B Street the City Council directed staff to initiate a study of the entire B and
3 Street area.

The project will change the development standards against which projects will be
evaluated, and for some parcels it will expand the list of principally permitted uses (uses
allowed by right). No changes to the existing public participation requirements are
proposed, but in some instances (e.g. within the B Street Transitional District) by moving
certain uses from “conditional” to “permitted” (e.g. offices) it has the effect of limiting the
public’s ability to protest the specific use. The changes proposed do not eliminate the
required Design Review process that includes public notice and a Planning Commission
public hearing for larger (Tier #3) projects.

Response to Comment 11-5: The CEQA analysis follows a format established by state
law and local ordinance and is not intended to be circular. The alternatives analysis
(Section 5.4) examines four alternatives to the project in an attempt to get at the nuances
suggested by the commenter. Maintaining two story height limits, greater building
setbacks and lower densities are elements contained in the project alternatives evaluated.

The project was developed through a public process that included two public workshops
and public review of two “options” documents: “March 2005 Planning Options Summary”
and “April 2005 Visions Summary Report” available on the City’'s web site at
www.cityofdavis.org. Specific recommendations are being given due consideration and
are certainly within the purview of the City Council as part of the public process. In taking
action on the project the Council may choose to accept the project as proposed or modify
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the project by modifying proposed development standards including height limits,
setbacks, densities, etc.

Response to Comment 11-6: The heights proposed for the project area are not
substantially different than height limits allowed elsewhere in Core Area. The Commercial
Core area requires a conditional use permit for structures over two stories but establishes
no height limit. The Mixed Use Zone allows three stories but does not specify a specific
height limit. The R-3 zone allows three stories and a height of 38 feet for principal
structures and two stories and height of 25 feet for accessory structures.

The building heights given in the comment appear to be correct. In addition, the
McCormick Building is 49.5 feet (three stories plus a mezzanine sloping roof) and the
Lofts Building is 41.5 feet at the sidewalk and 49 feet at the mezzanine parapet. Use of
sloping roof lines and locating upper levels within the roof area are proposed as a part of
the project in the form of amendments to the Design Guidelines (see Appendix C).

The Residential High Density District and Residential Transition districts allow a height of
one hundred feet. These two older zoning districts also allow 9 to 15 dwelling units on a
75 foot wide, 7,500 square foot lot.

The commenter's concern about the proposed allowed heights is noted. See also
Response to Comments 14-9 and 24-4.

Response to Comment 11-7: The concerns expressed in this comment are examined
in detail in Impact 4.4-5.

Response to Comment 11-8: The site development standards established in zoning
contain permitted maximums and/or minimums. During design review the Design
Guidelines are used to balance the intensity of development that would be allowed. The
manner in which a building’s massing is arranged on a site can help to minimize the
appearance of height and present a more aesthetic appearance. The size and location of
building setbacks and windows can help to reduce privacy and lighting impacts on
adjoining uses.

The term feasible refers to application of the regulations in a reasonable manner based
on the site specific conditions. Pursuant to Impacts 4.4-4 and 4.4-5 the cumulative
impacts of allowing taller, larger scale development in the project area on the existing
lower scale neighborhood character would remain significant and unavoidable even after
the identified measures are applied.

Response to Comment 11-9: The commenter recommends requiring a conditional use
permit for development over two-stories. Requiring a Use Permit for three or more
stories, would mean that it would be possible, but not allowed by right. This would be
inconsistent with the intent of the project. However, it is important to point out that
functionally this suggestion is similar in approach to the existing Design Review process
that already requires a public hearing before the Planning Commission and allows for
application of conditions of approval. Therefore no further change to the regulations in
this regard is proposed as a part of the project.
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Response to Comment 11-10: Alternative 4 embodies the height limits supported by
the commenter. The conclusion that the EIR does not address a lower height option is
not accurate.
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Sarah V\/'o‘rléy' - Fwdéémments

From: Ike Njoku

To: Sarah Worley

Date: 10/13/2006 10:31:30 AM
Subject: Fwd: Comments

LETTER 12

Page 1

>>> Christine Ottaway <christine_ottaway@dot.ca.gov> 10/13/2006 10:28:20 AM >>>

Below find a few summary comments about the Draft EIR for the B Street
project.

| am concerned about the cumulative affect of moving multiple historic
properties, and what the threshold is for a cumulative effect from muitipie
relocations. In part, I'm concerned about the difficulties this creates

for the future Historic Resources Commission. If two buildings are moved,
is it not significant, but if three are moved, it is significant? This

means that the first projects that come through get approved, but later

ones do not. Please clarify what constitutes a significant effect for

these structures being relocated, and how to administer the decision-making
about multiple relocations.

| also question the concept that relocating the historic houses within the _T
original plot retains their integrity of location. If the new location is
surrounded by talier and later buildings, the integrity of location, at
least as far as the feeling of that original farmstead would be lost.
That's not to say that moving them is a better solution than demolishing
them, just that | would not say it maintains integrity of location.

| agree with Esther Polito that it appears that there are severa! places ]
where the document is internally contradictory. As in Esther Polito's
comments Page 3-22 states that 337 B Street will be retained, then
mitigation measure 4.3.3 (a) states that the structure will be retained or
relocated. ( My emphasis). Please clarify whether or not the relocation
of 337 B Street will be permitted

1L

Aliso, | agree with Ms. Pclito that adding to the design guildelines with a
statement that is “In favor of taller, denser development” will create
difficult inconsistencies. | don't think incresing the density of this

area is necessarily a negative thing, but editing the design guidelines
does not seem like the best solution to achieving that goal.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR. 1

Christine Ottaway
1204 Colby Drive
Davis, CA 95616
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LETTER 12, CHRISTINE OTTAWAY

Response to Comment 12-1. Thank you for your comments. The Historic Resources
Section of the DEIR (Impact 4.3-7 pg. 4.3-23) discusses the issues raised by the
commenter. The analysis concludes that removal of a group of contributing structures
would be a significant impact. There is no specific numerical threshold. Based on the
context of the existing street blocks, removal of the three contributing structures on B
Street, between 2™ and 3" Street would not be a significant impact. However removal of
all or all but one of the contributing structures on B Street between 3™ and 4™ Street or on
3" Street between B Street and University Avenue would be considered significant.

The EIR addresses the impacts from potential removal of the structures and conditions for
relocation mitigation. After certification by the City the Final EIR will function as the
environmental analysis to be referenced for future projects proposing relocation. The
Historic Resources Management Commission and Planning Commission will still have to
make determinations as to the necessity of relocation for each structure and
appropriateness of potential relocation sites.

Cumulative historic impacts are discussed within Section 4.3 of the DEIR, staring on page
4.3-22. There is also a separate more general discussion of cumulative impacts in
Section 5.1 starting on page 5-1. Where cumulative impacts are identified such as in
Impacts 4.3-7, 4.3-9, and 4.3-10, the impact is triggered by the first individual action. In
other words each individual action contributes to the cumulative impact.

Response to Comment 12-2: Relocating an historic structure that has a strong
association with a particular site to another location on that same original parcel would
better retain site association than relocation to another traditional residential
neighborhood site. Larger scale redevelopment on parcels around the relocated structure
would have an impact on the integrity of the setting whether the structure stays in place or
is relocated. However, such development is not considered to result in a loss or lowering
of its existing status as a Merit Resource and therefore would not be a significant impact
under CEQA. See also Response to Comment 13-3.

Response to Comment 12-3: Please see Response to Comment 9-8 and 14-48.

Response to Comment 12-4: The City needs to provide clear direction to prospective
developers and property owners about the type and form of development desired in the
community in its planning policy documents and development standards. Each
community tool used to guide redevelopment should be consistent with other applicable
tools. Amendment of the Design Guidelines will be necessary to support allowing taller,
higher density development. At present certain portions of the Design Guidelines and
underlying zoning, or planning policies are not fully consistent and reflect their evolution,
with the Core Area Specific Plan being approved first (1986), Design Guidelines later
(2001), and revisions to Planned Development PD2-86A later (2002).
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RECEIVED
30T L 2006

E-MEMO, October 13, 2006

TO: Sarah Worley, Planner/Economic Dev. Specialist

of&Davh
FROM: Jim Becket 9
SUBJ: Comments on DEIR for the B and 3rd Streets Project

Sarah: In general, I believe the DEIR for the B and 3rd Streets Project to be
quite complete and very well done. I further believe, although it is probably not
an appropriate comment in this context, that if EIR’s on other recent projects 13-1
had been prepared as well as this one, we would not be having as many
problems with the projects as we are having. I commend you.

However, there are two instances where I believe inaccurate assumptions have ] 13-2
been made, which are therefore worthy of comment:

On Page 4.3-20, Mitigation Measures 4.3-3 (a) (b) and (c) indicate that both
retaining and relocating 337 B, 311 B and 232 3rd would reduce the impact of 13-3
the project to a less-than-significant level. It is my belief that relocating either
337 B and/or 232 3rd would still result In significant impact. ]

Further, on Page 4.3-21, I believe it would be extremely difficult, if not
impossible to design a 3 story townhouse (maybe 2 story, but not 3) adjacent to
337 B Street which “would be compatible with the massing, size, scale and 13-4
architectural features.” (Maybe architectural features, but massing, size and
scale?) I therefore believe that the statement that it “would not be infeasible” is
out of line. _

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. Jim Becket
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LETTER 13, JIM BECKET
Response to Comment 13-1: Thank you for your comments.

Response to Comment 13-2: The responses to this introductory comment are provided
below.

Response to Comment 13-3: The commenter is referred to the standards of
significance on page 4-3-18 of the DEIR. Please see Response to Comment 9-8 for
discussion of impacts due to relocation of 337 B Street. Regarding the property at 232 3™
Street, retention of the structure would results in no change to the historic integrity of the
structure and the property would retain its Merit Resource status. Relocation of the
structure to a location still within the original parcel, with an orientation towards existing
homes on University Avenue, is considered to sufficiently maintain the structure’s
association with its original location to the degree that the structure would still retain its
Merit Resource status under this scenario. Therefore both retention and relocation would
be considered less-than-significant impacts under CEQA.

Response to Comment 13-4: The proposed zoning for the B Street Transitional District
would allow three stories and a maximum height of 38 feet to the roof peak, compared to
a maximum height of 30 currently. Additional height restrictions are proposed for the
portion of the property bordering 337 B Street on the south. A two-story height limit and
height of 30 maximum is proposed for a distance of 30 feet which is approximately half of
the adjoining lot. This additional height limit will require new development on this lot to
step down to the structure at 337 B Street.
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The figure shows a few trees, some fenced areas, some concreted informal parking
areas, a stairway, and a portion of the structure at 247 3" Street, as falling within the
extended ROW. The DEIR addressed possible impacts of improvements within the
expanded ROW.

Response to Comment 14-42: This document is in the project file and is available in
hard copy from the City Planning Division (contact Sarah Worley at 530-757-5610).

Response to Comment 14-43: The mitigation measure is intended to go beyond the
existing condition. The University has not taken any position on the measure. The
measure supports achievement of such a joint program. The City does consider this to
be a worthwhile effort towards addressing the impact. However, because we can not
guarantee success, the impact remains significant and unavoidable.

Response to Comment 14-44: If a business at that location failed, and UCD became
the tenants, it is true that there would be no tax increment from the UCD-leased portion.
However, the Redevelopment Agency is not dependent solely on tax increment from the
B and 3" Streets project area to make the alley improvements. The Agency is able to
collect and spend anywhere within the Redevelopment Agency project area.

Response to Comment 14-45: Elements are incorporated into the project itself to lower
parking impacts. The parking standards for residential development proposed on B
Street Transitional district require more parking for units with more than three bedrooms
and are higher than current requirements for the Mixed Use district or Single Family
district. The intensity of new commercial and mixed use development will be lowered by
the proposed reduced floor area ratio for the Retail With Offices zone, which is proposed
to drop from the existing 3:1 floor area ratio (FAR) to a 1:1 FAR for sole commercial and
1.5:1 FAR for mixed use, with bonuses of up to 2:1 for provision of project elements
considered to be project benefits. High traffic generating commercial uses for the mid-
block of 3" Street are to be restricted between the B Street alley and west side of
University, which also leads to a reduction in parking demand.

Mitigation Measure 4.2-5(a) (DEIR page 4.2-20) contains an extensive list of reasonably
feasible mitigations. In addition to the six items identified, consideration of incorporation
of new parking arrangements including mechanically supported stacked parking, tandem
parking, and electric car vehicle spaces/hookups will also be encouraged through the
design review process. Though not specified in the original mitigation measure, this item
is hereby added to Mitigation Measure 4.2-5(a) as item 7 (see Chapter 2.0, EIR Text
Changes). Additionally, successful implementation of a shuttle between the University
and Downtown, could also reduce parking demand if the route were to serve the 3™
Street area. Though not specified in the original mitigation measure, this item is also
hereby added to Mitigation Measure 4.2-5(a) as item 8 (see Chapter 2.0, EIR Text
Changes).

The discussion on parking contained in the DEIR on pages 4.2-36 to 4.2-40
acknowledges that area parking is an existing cumulative problem (generated in part by
the proximity to the University and Downtown) to which the project will contribute. It is
acknowledged that the proposed parking mitigations will be insufficient to fully mitigate
parking impacts. However, accepting some increase in parking impacts is considered
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necessary in order to support execution of the objective of providing an enhanced retail
connection between the University and Downtown Davis.

Regarding CASP Land Use Policy 1.G, there are several ways to interpret this policy.
The commenter appears to be taking the perspective that “protection” means
preservation of a way of life, and/or maintaining the status quo. = However, another
perspective is the idea of “protection” as reinvention of the area through the project as
defined. The CASP and the regulations in place have not lead to a successful
revitalization of the area; rather the area is arguably in decline. There are undoubtedly
many forces at play; nonetheless, the City is proposing a new approach that would
actually expand the existing residential neighborhood by adding new units and would
protect neighborhood character through enhanced Design Guidelines and changes to
other regulations.

Appendix B contained the Mitigation Monitoring Plan (MMP) which provides more
information regarding implementation.

Response to Comment 14-46: The proposed mitigation is inconsistent with the project
description. The commenter proposes the modified parking standard as an alternative
mitigation. However, the proposal is better characterized as an alternative to the project,
rather than mitigation. Alternative 4 (Neighbor’s Alternative) already encompasses this
suggestion and therefore is already within the scope of decision making available to the
City Council. No changes to the analysis are necessary.

The zoning proposed for this site, assuming the existing use, would not require the
provision of any parking spaces if in-lieu fees were to be paid. The commenter
speculates that if no parking is provided, the restaurant may fail which would potentially
lead to demolition of the building. There is no evidence provided to suggest that this
change of events is likely. There are many downtown restaurants operating successfully
with no private parking. The owners of Cicolat were not asked how many of their patrons
use the parking structure. The owners of this property also own the property on which
Sam’s restaurant operates. Both businesses share the same parking lot.

Response to Comment 14-47: Correct application of standards is very important.

The building has not been designated as an historic resource. However, if it was, Section
40.23.100 authorizes the Historic Resource Management Commission to require such
information as may be needed in order to discharge their specified duties as an appointed
body. As such, should this structure be designated, the suggestion is already embodied
in the City’s regulations and modification to the analysis is not necessary.

Redevelopment funding has already been used to cover initial costs of the historic
analysis, which is to be partially reimbursed through a Specific Plan Amendment fee at
the time of development applications. The question of allocation of additional
redevelopment funds to cover additional consultant costs for private development on one
particular site is a policy decision that the Redevelopment Agency would have to make,
and could set a precedent for other projects.
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The regulations do require hearings where a designation process has been initiated.
Anyone can request the City Council to initiate the historic designation process. It should
be noted that the property owner of 301 B Street is opposed to having the property
designated as a Landmark structure.

Please refer also to the last paragraph of Response to Comment 14-45. The referenced
General Plan goal does not necessarily require the preservation of all potentially eligible
structures.

Response to Comment 14-48: The project does not propose relocation of 337 B Street.
However, the environmental analysis was intended to address the impacts of potential
future changes in the project area, should such removal/relocation be proposed at some
future time. The property ownership and desired use of the property could change, thus
the identification of the mitigation measure. See also Response to Comment 9-8.

Response to Comment 14-49: It is a goal of the project generally to facilitate
redevelopment of the entire area. In recognition of the wishes of the current ownership of
these two properties, the City has not assumed redevelopment of either 246 4™ Street or
337 B Street. The commenter suggests that the properties receive greater “protection”
from the existing zoning than from the proposed zoning. However, the proposed zoning
maintains a two-story (30 foot) height limit, equivalent to the existing zoning, on all of 246
4™ Street and 337 B Street, and on the northern 30-feet of 333 B Street.

The commenter proposes the existing zoning as an alternative mitigation. However, the
proposal is better characterized as an alternative to the project, rather than mitigation.
Alternative 1 (No Project) and Alternative 4 (Neighbors’ Alternative) already encompass
this suggestion and therefore are already within the scope of decision making available to
the City Council. No changes to the analysis are necessary.

Response to Comment 14-50: Relocation of 311 B Street to a suitable site would
mitigate the potential impacts of loss of this eligible Merit Resource and therefore is
identified as a mitigation measure. The DEIR discloses that a specific relocation site has
not yet been identified or evaluated. If this structure is designated as a Merit Resource
and this mitigation measure could not be achieved the removal of the structure would
remain a significant impact.

Response to Comment 14-51: Section 40.23.100 of the City Code authorizes the
Historic Resources Management Commission to request additional technical
documentation in conjunction with the process of considering designation of historic
structures. The proposed alternative mitigation is not necessary in light of the existing
regulations.

Response to Comment 14-52: The DEIR acknowledges that the impact remains
significant and unavoidable.

Response to Comment 14-53: The City has considered the recently purchased 3" and
J Street site as a possible relocation site for some of the historic resources and
contributing structures that may be removed as a result of redevelopment in the project
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area. The City's goal for use of this site is to provide affordable ownership housing for
lower income families. Relocation and refurbishment of some of the existing structures
on B and 3" Street in the project area could support dual City goals. The timing of
redevelopment and the specific size, configuration and condition of structures proposed
for removal will influence which might be most suitable for relocation to the 3™ and J
Street site. The use of historic mitigation fees to reimburse the City for the 3" and J
Street site or to contribute to purchase of another site may be consistent with the concept
for use of such a fee. Mitigation Measure 4.3-9(c) has been clarified to state that this
option should be considered (see Chapter 2.0. EIR Text Changes).

Response to Comment 14-54: The comment restates the standards for significance for
the Land Use and Aesthetics section of the DEIR. No response is necessary.

Response to Comment 14-55: The subject Land Use policy has been referenced as
applicable to this project in both the March 2005 Planning Options Summary (page 3) and
the April 2005 Visions Summary Report (page 3) available on the City’s website at
www.cityofdavis.org. For that reason it was included in the setting discussion of the DEIR
as well. The use of “downtown” in this policy reference is also more generic and meant
to encompass the project area.

Response to Comment 14-56: The policy issue raised by the commenter is discussed
under Impact 4.4-1 on page 4.4-8 of the DEIR, specifically the second paragraph. The
analysis describes the relationship between the policy encouraging adaptive reuse and
the policy encouraging mixed use. Because the project proposes amendments to the
policies to resolve the potential conflict or “tension” between them, the impact was found
to be less-than-significant. If the project had not included the appropriate policy changes,
then the impact would have been identified as significant and a mitigation measure would
have been added to require the appropriate policy changes. The adverse physical effects
resulting from the policy and regulatory changes proposed by the project are more
specifically addressed in Impacts 4.4-4 and 4.4-5 both of which were found to be
significant and unavoidable.

Policy change in and of itself is not automatically a CEQA impact. Section 15125 (d) of
the State CEQA Guidelines indicates that policy conflict need not be treated as an impact,
but rather as information to be disclosed in the setting of an EIR. The City has taken the
approach of including a policy discussion within each of the issue area sections.

The Planning Commission and City Council must ultimately make a finding of consistency
with the General Plan in order to approve this project. If a finding of consistency can not
be made then the project would be unable to move forward.

Response to Comment 14-57: Policy 6 of the CASP speaks to land intensification to be
concentrated first in the area of 1% Street, 4™ Street, D Street, and the railroad tracks, with
the exception of the large projects located in Policy 7. Policy 7 identifies that
intensification of development was planned for the area of 3rd Street, and thus was
considered a key policy relevant to the project.
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Policy 7 states that “Ultimately the Core Area should be anchored by large developments
that are of an appropriate scale and character at 5" and G Streets and Aggie Village. In
addition other long term opportunities included intensification at the F Street Parking lot
north of 3" Street and at 3" Street near the Central Park expansion.” Discussion under
Policy 7 includes the statement “the suggestion for a new retail cluster near the Central
Park expansion is rooted in the desire to strengthen the 3™ Street link between the
University and the Core Area and to encourage use of the new park facilities, including
the Teen Center.” The transitional boundary on the land use map does not reflect this
clearly stated intent. Provisions of the Core Area Specific Plan were developed and
adopted over ten years ago. Projected redevelopment within the Core Area assumed in
the Core Area Specific Plan EIR has not occurred. This should not preclude execution of
other CASP and Design Guideline objectives. Sites on 3™ Street in the project area were
identified as “opportunity sites” in the Design Guidelines adopted in 2001, with an
objective of strengthening the retail and pedestrian connection between the University
and the Downtown: “Enhance the gateway from campus with mixed-use buildings,
sidewalk cafes and pedestrian/bike enhancements” (page 78). One intent of the project
is to implement this objective.

The commenter indicates that increased intensification will have a significant impact on
the neighborhood. The DEIR reaches a similar conclusion in Impact 4.4-4 on page 4.4-
12. A key difference in approach however is that the commenter is suggesting the impact
derives from a policy conflict. An impact under CEQA however must be related to a
physical change (Section 15358(b) of the CEQA Guidelines). Hence the DEIR analysis
makes a distinction between the relationship between competing policies and the physical
effects of the project. See Response to Comment 14-56.

Response to Comment 14-58: The project, in effect, embodies a policy shift. The
Planning Commission and City Council will ultimately decide if that shift is appropriate and
in the best interests of the City. They will also ultimately decide whether the project as
proposed would result in policy conflicts. See Response to Comment 14-56.

Regarding CASP Land Use Policy 1.G, there are several ways to interpret this policy.
The commenter appears to be taking the perspective that “protection” means
preservation of a way of life, and/or maintaining the status quo.  However, another
perspective is the idea of “protection” as reinvention of the area through the project as
defined. The CASP and the regulations in place have not lead to a successful
revitalization of the area; rather the area is arguably in decline. There are undoubtedly
many forces at play; nonetheless, the City is proposing a new approach that would
actually expand the existing residential neighborhood by adding new units and would
protect neighborhood character through enhanced Design Guidelines and changes to
other regulations.

The commenter identifies several ideas for addressing pre-existing problems in the
neighborhood including accelerated maintenance of street trees, curb cuts for improved
handicapped access, lowering of street crowns, improved code compliance, and
establishment of a pilot residential inspection program. The City’s ability to assign
mitigation within the bounds of CEQA is limited to mitigation that is roughly proportional to
the impacts caused by the project (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4a4). In this
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case the City would not have the ability through the EIR to mitigate pre-existing conditions
unless some sort of causal relationship can be shown. For policy reasons the City and/or
Redevelopment Agency could choose to devote additional resources to this
neighborhood. This discussion would occur outside the bounds of this EIR which must by
law focus on impacts of the proposed project. The commenter also requests a
neighborhood meeting to develop further ideas along this line. Additional meetings with
the neighborhood are planned.

Please also see Response 15-5 regarding tree mitigation fees and tree maintenance.

Response to Comment 14-59: The CASP policies listed on page 4.4-5 of the DEIR are
not verbatim from the CASP, but they are verbatim from page 16 of the Design
Guidelines. They reflect the essence of some rather lengthy policies.

Response to Comment 14-60: The comment appears to relate to page 28 of the Core
Area Strategy Report. The Strategy Report is not the overriding document with respect to
determining policy consistency. Please see also the first paragraph of Response to
Comment 14-58.

Response to Comment 14-61: The land use compatibility issues raised by the
commenter are encompassed in Impacts 4.4-3, 4.4-4, and 4.4-5. These impacts address
the potential adverse physical effects associated with proposed changes in land use
(Impact 4.4-3), proposed increased density and intensity of development (Impact 4.4-4)
and resulting changes in the visual character and quality (Impact 4.4-5).

The bottom paragraph on page 4.4-13 discloses that the existing visual character within
the neighborhood will change as a result of the project. This refers to the neighborhood
generally and is not limited to the area solely within the project boundaries.

The first full paragraph on page 4.4-14 discloses that new structures developed pursuant
to redevelopment under the project may individually and collectively block natural sunlight
into yard areas of properties within and adjoining the project area.

The second full paragraph on page 4.4-14 discloses that removal of trees and loss of tree
canopy will impact the neighborhood which secondarily affects shade, aesthetics,
recreational values, historic context, and refuge for urban wildlife. This reference to the
neighborhood generally is not limited to the area solely within the project boundaries.

The second full paragraph on page 4.4-15 in particular discloses that new structures
resulting from development pursuant to the project may ultimately affect privacy currently
enjoyed by adjoining parcels. This refers to adjoining parcels for any individual parcel
undergoing redevelopment pursuant to the project, whether those adjoining parcels fall
within or outside of the project area boundaries.

The fourth full paragraph on page 4.4-15 discloses the general impact associated with
loss of openness. This analysis is not specific only to areas within the project boundaries.
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The last paragraph on page 4.4-15 specifically points out that as a result of increased
alley activity and noise, property owners within and outside of the project area may
perceive this as adverse due to concerns about security, privacy, and noise.

The first full paragraph on page 4.4-16 discloses construction impacts that will affect the
entire area (both within and adjoining the project boundaries) as well.

A clarification to the wording of Impact 4.4-5 has been made to support the more general
nature of the analysis text (see Chapter 2.0, EIR Text Changes).

The commenter raises a particular issue of secondary impacts in the form of inability to
maintain low density land uses on the block of University Avenue south of 3" Street, part
of which is adjacent to but falls outside of the project area. The commenter does not
define use of the term “block” but it is understood to mean the land uses on either side of
the street face for that segment of University Avenue. The segment of University Avenue
south of 3" Street is already a mixed use area. This segment is fronted by 8 single-family
properties, 5 multi-family properties, and one commercial property. Whether or not the
proposed project would result in secondary future land use changes within this adjoining
area is a legitimate consideration; however there is no evidence to suggest this will be the
case nor is there evidence of a resulting adverse physical effect from the proposed
project. From a CEQA perspective only effects with the potential for adverse physical
change are considered impacts of the project. In this case, future changes in land use
along this street segment are not proposed, and would require a discretionary action on
the part of the City in the form of a rezoning. This is considered speculative for evaluation
at this time and outside of the realm of the EIR. Should future rezonings be proposed on
these properties outside of the project boundaries, a separate CEQA analysis would be
required.

The commenter asks that a study of adjacent land uses and a comparison to City zoning
standards and policies be included in the EIR. Figure 3-1 in the Project Description
(DEIR page 3-5) provides existing land uses for all parcels within and adjoining the
project areas boundaries. Figure 3-4 (DEIR, page 3-9) identifies existing zoning and
planned development districts applicable to all parcels within and adjoining the project
area boundaries. Figure 3-5 (DEIR, page 3-10) provides existing land use designations
for all parcels within and adjoining the project area boundaries.

Regarding the requested regulatory comparison, the entire Project Description and much
of the DEIR text is comprised of exactly this type of information. For example, Table 3-2
on page 3-15 of the DEIR identifies proposed changes to land use and zoning, Table 3-3
identifies increased development potential, page 3-18 contains a text description of
proposed maodifications to the parking requirements. Starting on page 3-18 the DEIR text
walks through each project subarea and provides detailed descriptions of the proposed
land use and zoning designations changes, development assumptions, and amended
development standards. Though not provided in a table or other comparative summary
format, the information requested by the commenter is provided in the DEIR.
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Appendix C to this Response to Comment document provides the text for all the
regulatory and policy amendments proposed as part of this project, in strikeout/underline
format.

Response to Comment 14-62: The prior CEQA analysis for adoption of the Design
Guidelines should not be viewed as a restriction on the City’s ability to plan for this area.
The Planning Commission will deliberate the issue of policy consistency within and
between various documents proposed for amendment as a part of this project. The
ultimate determination will be made by the City Council. Please see Response to
Comment 14-56. The subject EIR addresses the proposed regulatory and policy changes
throughout the document.

The City has long had the goal of enhancing the connection between the University and
the Downtown, supporting mixed use development and increasing housing in Downtown.
Amendment of specific parts of the Design Guidelines is not in and of itself detrimental or
adverse to achievement of this goal. The project is intended to clarify the City’s intention
for redevelopment of the project area and resolve potential inconsistencies between
zoning standards, Design Guidelines, and CASP policies. The desire is for mixed use
development that will support a strengthened pedestrian and retail connection between
the University and Downtown and activate the area bordering Central Park. Mandating
retention of existing residential structures and maintaining a two-story height limit
equivalent to that of low density single family development will not accomplish this goal.
The community policy makers will need to balance the desire to allow a higher density of
development in the project area with the desire to preserve older single family structures
and “bungalow” character; and determine if the proposed changes to the CASP, Design
Guidelines and zoning meet the City’s objectives.

The proposed modifications to the Design Guidelines would not generally apply to
properties outside the project area (see Response to Comment 14-7). Regarding the
suggestion to establish a new character area, the approach taken was to make as few
changes as possible that would enable the desired development on B Street and 3™
Street to occur. The specific language changes proposed to the 3™ Street, Central Park,
and Mixed Use special character areas identified in the Design Guidelines are identified in
Appendix C. The recommendation affects how you apply the changes already proposed
as a part of the project, not what the changes are. The City Council could choose to
make changes to Appendix C to accomplish this. This would have no adverse physical
impact beyond the project analyses already provided in the EIR.

Response to Comment 14-63: Please see Response to Comments 14-56, 14-58, and
16-21 which elaborate on why a substantive rewrite of the DEIR Land Use Section is not
needed. Appendix C contains the specific text modifications to the Core Area Specific
Plan, the Design Guidelines and to PD2-86A zoning. The project description and draft
amendments identify the proposed changes. The purpose of an EIR is to document the
potential changes to the physical environment that could occur as a result of the project.
This EIR provides extensive analysis of these changes under five different development
scenarios including one proposed by some resident homeowners living in the
neighborhood. Unique to this portion of the Core Area and a stimulus for the project is
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that five of the property owners in the area each owning multiple parcels wish to
redevelop in the near term.

Also unique to this area is the direction from the Planning Commission and City Council at
the time of action on the Design Guidelines and PD-2-86A zoning amendments, for staff
to initiate a process to examine necessary modifications to allow a higher density of
development on B Street, A Street, and 3™ Street, thus indicating that City policy for
redevelopment in this area had not been fully resolved. The potential impact of the
project, and assumption of redevelopment of the majority of parcels in the project area to
their practical maximum build-out, and assuming trip generation rates typical of
development not located in close proximity to a downtown or University, provides a
conservative estimate of impacts that may not be realized for some time.

Response to Comment 14-64: The City cannot legally prohibit construction of rental
units. However, it can strongly encourage prospective development projects to design for
ownership units and process applications to divide land (and/or airspace) that would allow
for individual sale of such units. See Response to Comment 14-17.

Response to Comment 14-65: The commenter questions the relevance of density in
rejecting various project alternatives. Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines
indicates that an EIR must describe a reasonable range of reasonable alternatives to the
project that (among other things) “feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the
project”. In the first paragraph of the discussion on page 3-11 of the DEIR, under the
heading “Project Objectives”, the text reads: “The goal is to create a higher density and
intensity mixed-use, pedestrian oriented “creative district” ...”. The discussion of project
objectives goes onto to describe that “development densities should be sufficient to
support reinvestment”. This confirms that density is a basic objective of the project and
that it is therefore relevant in the consideration of the alternatives.

Response to Comment 14-66: The density “options” requested by the commenter are
already available for consideration by the City Council as CEQA project alternatives; they
do not need to be added into the document as requested. They are reflected in the
project alternatives, specifically Alternative 4 (Neighbors’ Alternative). The Council could
choose to adopt Alternative 4 rather than the proposed project, and/or the Council could
also chose to incorporate components of any one alternative into another or into the
project. So long as a determination is made that these modifications fall within the scope
of the EIR analysis these changes would be unlikely to trigger a need for subsequent
environmental review or recirculation. The thresholds for this determination are provided
in Section 15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines.

Response to Comment 14-67: The diagrams in the Design Guidelines are intended to
be conceptual diagrams illustrating building scale and relationships. Tree protection
measures and placement of trees specific to individual properties and development
projects will be addressed during the Design Review process for individual applications.
It is acknowledged that narrow planting strips in the interior of townhouse projects will
present constraints for growth of large tree species. Proposed setbacks from B Street
and the alley will allow for placement of larger tree species. Please see Response to
Comment 14-58 regarding the referenced alternative mitigation.
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Response to Comment 14-68: The analysis provided for Impact 4.4-5 is extensive and
complete, and provides the pro/con discussion of impacts and trade-offs requested by the
commenter.

Response to Comment 14-69: Though not specified this comment appears to be in
reference to text in the second paragraph on page 4.5-21 of the DEIR. The commenter
has interpreted this text discussion as concluding that “the city cannot plan for nuisance
problems.” With all due respect however, that is not what this text says or means. The
text reads: “...nuisance noise issues cannot practically be eliminated at this planning
phase...” and goes on to explain in the third paragraph:

At this time specific commercial and residential uses are not known and detailed site and grading
plans have not yet been developed. As a result, it is not feasible to identify specific noise impacts
associated with each of the proposed uses. However, a general discussion and assessment of
impacts can be conducted based upon the types of commercial and office uses which would be
allowed under this project. This is provided below.

Three mitigation measures are identified for this impact including “incorporation of
reasonable and feasible noise control measures into project design” (Mitigation Measure
4.5-4(a)).

The commenter describes an accelerated nuisance/code compliance program which may
indeed be useful in addressing pre-existing problems in the neighborhood. The City
Council may chose to explore such a program outside of the context of this EIR. As
explained in the third paragraph of Response to Comment 14-58; however, the obligation
of the CEQA analysis is to disclose and mitigate for impacts that would result from the
proposed project and there is no legal nexus for implementation of measures to address
pre-existing neighborhood problems.

Response to Comment 14-70: It is unclear as to what additional information is
requested to clarify the alternatives. As explained on page 1-3 of the DEIR, the
alternatives analyzed in this EIR are not evaluated at the same level of detail as the
project with the exception of impacts on Historic Resources and Alterative for Circulation
and Parking. The alternatives are compared and contrasted to the proposed project. The
major difference between the project and Alternative 4 proposed by some neighbor
residents is that Alternative 4 maintains a two-story height limit, retains existing structures,
and rejects an in-lieu parking fee program.

Tables provided in the Alternatives Analysis section of the DEIR (Section 5.4) and in the
Data Tables provided in Appendix 7.4 document the number of dwelling units, amount of
commercial space, number of parking spaces and traffic increases projected to occur
under each alternative for each property in the project area. This information was used to
assess the level of impact for each alternative as compared to the level of impact
anticipated from the project, for each CEQA issue area addressed in the EIR (See pages
5-25 through 5-32 for the discussion of Alternative 4). This discussion is followed by
tables comparing the impacts of the project and four alternatives.
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Response to Comment 14-71: There is no plan to prepare a separate economic
analysis for this project, nor is one required for the City to be able to act on the project.
The projected commercial portion of the project is relatively small (+/- 25,000 net new
square feet distributed among five possible mixed use projects located on 10 parcels).
This small amount of additional development is not anticipated to have a detrimental
impact on the Downtown retail environment. Increasing residential occupancy and
density in proximity to Downtowns is a recognized means of enhancing the vitality of the
area and promoting mixed commercial/residential projects is an existing goal of the CASP
and objective of the Design Guidelines.

Response to Comment 14-72: The suggestion regarding the need for different
photographs of infill and new townhouse projects that would better reflect objectives of
Design Guidelines is acknowledged, and efforts to obtain them will continue.

Response to Comment 14-73: The comment regarding a desire to work out
compromise plan in partnership with neighborhood is appreciated. The B Street Visioning
Process was intended to achieve this goal. Some participants in the process have
informed the City that this compromise was not achieved. An area where resolution has
not been reached is the appropriate scale of development considered to be economically
viable for redevelopment. The City has goals and policies to pursue infill development
that will necessitate allowing higher densities, particularly for residential uses in the Core
Area. The City also has goals to protect neighborhoods and preserve historic resources.
The action taken on this project requires a balancing of these goals.

Response to Comment 14-74: Please see Response to Comment 14-7. The proposed
policy or regulatory changes will generally not apply outside of the project area. The
Design Guideline amendments allow a new higher intensity/density form of development
in this specific area. As other areas within the Mixed Use and Special Character Areas
already allow a higher intensity and density of development, the other editorial changes
made were intended to synthesize and not considered significant. However, changes
have been made to clarify the intent of the project, and respond to comments on the Draft
EIR. The text of proposed amendments to the design guidelines in the majority of
instances have been revised to leave existing text as is and add new sections or bullets to
distinguish the proposed changes, rather than to synthesize the two. These changes are
shown in Appendix C.

Comments regarding the photos of new townhouse developments in the Core Transition
West Mixed Use Character Area are acknowledged. The City continues to look for good
photographic examples of new higher density housing prototypes. Most of the other
photos used in the amended Mixed Use and Special Character sections are already used
in these guideline sections or elsewhere in the document. See new photo examples
proposed for this Mixed Character Area in Appendix C. The photos referred to by the
commenter as “PUD townhouses” in the Central Park Special character area are included
because they are considered to represent the variation and individualization desired in
attached units and used in the Core Transition West/Mixed Use Character Area as an
example of a more urban yet attractive residential streetscape. It is also noted that
photographs are intended to provide a range of development or setting examples, not
specific desired designs.
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Sarah Worley - DEIR for B and 3rd Streets

LETTER 15

500 FREE B AN SITAY

From: "libby hueter" <catd4frank@hotmail.com>
To: <sworley@cityofdavis.org> RECEIVEB
Date: 10/13/2006 3:08 PM 0T 9006

Subject: DEIR for B and 3rd Streets

ﬂ’ of Davis

& Bulding
Sarah Worley, Planner/Economic Development Specialist

Davis Community Development Department

October 13, 2006

In the Summary of Project Impacts and Mitigations, measures 4.2-2(a) and 4.2-2(b) refer to the
widening of the alleys as "improvements." 1 do not believe that the loss of mature trees, the loss of
plants giving privacy to 246 4th Street, or the loss of the narrow sections, which have a traffic-calming
effect, are "improvements." It saddens me that the City may require an entire block of an alley to be
"improved" in conjunction with a particular development project.

As to parking on campus as a mitigation measure, to park in the Howard Way structure with a full-
year "C" permit costs $456, and there is no guarantee of always finding a spot...will TAPS or the City
foot the bill for the parking needs of project developments that will house University functions? Also,
simply preparing a joint transportation and parking study with UCD does nothing to provide actual
parking. Mitigation with off-site parking discourages the long-term home ownership the "visioning
process” hopes to attract. The neighborhood will indeed be affected by in-lieu parking when new
residents and business owners purchase parking permits.

The DEIR should analyze separately the significance of retaining or relocating the structures at 311
and 337 B Street, and 232 3rd Street. They cannot retain their historic setting if they are relocated. The

preservation of historic resources is a priority for the community, and the DEIR should not treat the loss

of these houses from their original sites as "less than significant.”

The DEIR does not address the effects that drastically-reduced setbacks will have on many of the
street trees' canopies. Some B Street tree branches extend at least 15 feet past the west edge of the
sidewalk, and would need to be cut back. Has anyone investigated whether constructing underground
parking will harm the root systems of nearby mature street trees?

[ wish the DEIR could give some idea of how a mitigation plan for the removal of trees within the

properties might work. Surely, if amendments to current plans and regulations are allowed, we could see

the proposal of massive projects with street, alley, and side yard setbacks so much reduced they would
eliminate any chance of retaining the sites’ mature trees. Nor would there be sufficient open space to

successfully grow any tree capable of providing a majestic canopy. | do not see how any mitigation plan

could make up for such a major loss to the character of this neighborhood.
Sincerely,
Libby Hueter

220 Russell Blvd.
Davis, CA 95616

| |
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LETTER 15, LIBBY HUETER

Response to Comment 15-1: Thank you for your comments. The use of the term
“improvements” is more of a reflection of common terminology in the industry than a
policy statement. The commenter’s point is understood.

Response to Comment 15-2: The City will not pay for the parking permits of University
employees. The University could offer incentives or preclude their employees from
purchasing W parking permits. The EIR concludes that the project would contribute to
significant cumulative impacts on area parking that will not be fully mitigated by identified
mitigation measures.

It should be noted that the residential developments in the B Street Transitional District
would be required to provide parking at a slightly higher ratio than currently is required,
and would not be allowed to pay in-lieu parking fees. The EIR analysis includes a
conservative (worst-case) assumption that payment of in-lieu fees would be made for all
of the new commercial development at the corners of B and 2" and B and 3™ Streets
(conservative assumption of 25,700 square feet of net new space which would require 62
parking spaces) and that only one parking space would be provided on site for all
projected residential units in mixed use projects resulting in in-lieu fees for an additional
14 residential spaces.

Developers may choose to provide some portion of on-site parking. In addition, it should
be noted that if the City Council approves this project and the in-lieu parking program is
extended into the project area as proposed, this would become an option available to
property owners on a “by right” basis. In other words if a property owner qualifies to
utilize the in-lieu parking fee option, he/she would be allowed to use it at their own
discretion and the City would be required to grant their request.

Response to Comment 15-3: The DEIR does separately analyze these impacts on
pages 4.3-19 to 4.3-21.

Response to Comment 15-4: Please see Response to Comment 14-67. The
discussion on page 4.4-14 of the DEIR, under Impact 4.4-5, contains a description of
trees in the project area. There are about 155 trees within the project area boundary
and the DEIR assumes that as many as 50 or about one third of them are likely to be
removed as proposed redevelopment occurs. The text describes existing in-place
regulations that address loss of trees including existing mitigation requirements and
formulas. In addition mew mitigation measure 4.4-5(a)2, 3, and 4 establish additional
requirements for loss of trees. Regarding the large trees in the alleys and street trees,
the City Arborist has confirmed that all the trees will be assessed during the regulatory
process with the intent of saving them, unless they fall within the building footprint or in
close proximity to the buildings.

Response to Comment 15-5: Impact 4.4-5 related to changes in existing visual
character and quality of the project area (including removal of trees and loss of tree
canopy) is identified as a significant and unavoidable impact. As noted in the DEIR on
pages 4.4-14 and 4.4-15, and in Mitigation Measure 4.4-5(a), a mitigation plan for
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removal of trees and tree protection plan in compliance with the City’s tree planting,
Preservation and Protection Ordinance will be required as a condition for all new
development projects. Generally if a “Tree of Significance” is removed, planting of
replacement trees with an equivalent tree diameter are required to the degree feasible,
or other equivalent alternative determined by the City Arborist. Removal of mature trees
can also require payment of mitigation fees that can be used to supplement City
resources available for tree replacement and maintenance. City street tree
maintenance is already budgeted and scheduled on a rotation basis. Tree mitigation
funds that could not be expended on-site could be spent anywhere within the City.
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Any increase in traffic in the project area and adjacent neighborhoods, particularly along
B Street, which must be crossed by University-Rice residents for bike and pedestrian
access to downtown, or 5™ Street, crossed by Old North for downtown access, will
simply increase the existing challenges and dangers for bikes and pedestrians, especially
children. -

4.2-2,4.2-4 Alleys and services in project area: -

The project essentially proposes to turn the alleys into narrow full service 2-way
streets, used by bicycles, pedestrians and autos, with access to all proposed new
construction parking facilities off the alleys. The proposed 2 and 3 story residential
development on the east side of the alleys would for practical purposes have their front
doors on the alley with a narrow setback.

The alleys were built as service and utility corridors with low levels of traffic consisting
of occasional access to garages or parking areas for the adjacent residences. The project
will particularly impact the remaining residences of the traditional neighborhood, placing
a street in back of them where previously they had relative privacy and shelter from street
noise and the view of their neighbors. Most existing rear yard fences and gates directly
abut the alley, where they will be increasingly subject to damage from autos. Visitors
approaching or leaving the new alley residential development will due so along the alley- 16-14
street, producing increased noise at all hours of the day. Multi-story development on the
east side of the alleys will overlook the west side neighbors® remaining private spaces.

Widening and paving the alleys, along with the increased traffic will make maintenance
of what trees may remain along the alleys difficult.

No consideration has been given to the practicalities of delivering mail, locating a
residence front door (a difficulty common in the traditional neighborhoods already where
numerous second units and in-law cottages essentially use the alleys as their principal
“street” access, and which is a consideration in an emergency as well); or collecting
garbage and yard waste, currently a considerable challenge in the Core Area
neighborhoods, where two large containers per household already compete with yard
waste piles and parking for curb space, pose an aesthetic problem with container storage,
and contribute to air and water pollution when the around the clock parking prevents
proper street cleaning or yard waste pickup.

-

J

4.2-3 Impacts of the project on the Davis service area of the Yolo Bus Davis-Sacramento
43 and 44 Express routes was not even considered; only the “Reverse” routes (inbound
from Sacramento in the morning) routes were even mentioned, along with the Uni-Trans
routes immediately adjacent to the project area.

Both the 43 and 44 Yolo bus express routes, as well as the regular 42 route, travel along 16-15
and have stops directly adjacent to or within one or two blocks of the project area,
currently providing highly convenient transit for residents of the adjacent neighborhoods
who work in Sacramento. The proposed development will certainly be attractive to
Sacramento commuters.

Comments on B Street Project DEIR Valerie Vann  10-13-2006 Pg. 4 0of 8
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LETTER 16, VALERIE VANN

Response to Comment 16-1: Thank you for your comments. Please see Response to
Comment 14-2.

Response to Comment 16-2: The project involves refinement of existing policies and
specified amendments to various regulatory documents. Please see Response to
Comments 14-56, 14-58, and 16-21. The commenter's concern about the project is
noted for the record.

Response to Comment 16-3: The opinions of the commenter in opposition of the
project are noted for the record.

Response to Comment 16-4: The commenter’s concern about proposed changes in the
Design Guidelines is noted for the record. See also Response to Comment 14-72.

Response to Comment 16-5: The concerns of the commenter are noted. However it is
important to note that no other regulatory changes are proposed. The Project Description
remains as articulated in the DEIR.

Response to Comment 16-6: The commenter’s concern about the project is noted for
the record.

Response to Comment 16-7: The EIR has addressed this issue by identifying that
removal of a group of structures overtime would be a significant impact. If the project is
approved, it is assumed over time that removal of all of the contributing structures would
be likely. The DEIR found this cumulative impact on the historic character of this portion
of the Conservation District to be significant and unavoidable.

Response to Comment 16-8: Page 3-1 of the DEIR describes that this project was
initiated by the City Council at the time of approval of the amendments made to the
Planned Development (PD-2-86A) zoning that applies to the project area and the broader
University Avenue/Rice Lane neighborhood. See also second paragraph of Response to
Comment 14-62.

The choice for location of the project is tied to both the function and intended role of this
geographic area of the City. The project area borders a major City entrance, a major
arterial (B Street), Central Park, and the primary junction of the main pedestrian corridor
between the University and Downtown (3" Street). Among the public benefits associated
with the project would be the implementation of many City goals for this area including a
desire to promote mixed use development and higher density infill development in the
Core Area in support of creating an enhanced connection between the Downtown and
University and contributing to economic vitality of the Core Area. Increase of housing and
24 hour presence in Downtown areas is considered essential to stimulate pedestrian
activity and critical mass supporting entertainment and restaurant uses and extended
business hours. Creating an attractive Downtown connection for the over 30,000
University employees and students present daily on campus will help to support the
needs of both entities. Other benefits of the project and policy trade-offs are described
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further in Section 4 (Policy Choices and Recommendations) of the “Davis B and 3"
Streets Visioning Implementation Summary Report” released in August of 2006 in
conjunction with the DEIR (see Appendix E).

Please also see Response to Comment 24-36.

Response to Comment 16-9: The project consists of policy and regulatory changes for
a specific area of the City within which the City wishes to encourage redevelopment and
revitalization. As such, the project is a location-specific planning endeavor. In other
words a purpose of the project is to redevelop this specific area. There are other areas in
the city that may be examined for future planning efforts but that is outside of the scope of
this effort.

One of the goals of the project is to implement the CASP and Design Guidelines to
enhance the connection between the University and downtown, which can only occur
within the project boundaries. Additionally, the Visioning Project focuses on the B and 3"
Streets area and not on a larger area because similar density and intensity of
development is already allowed by zoning in the downtown. Much of the downtown
already has more intense development and thus is less ripe for redevelopment.

Please see also Response to Comment 14-57 and the second paragraph of Response to
Comment 16-8.

Parking, historic resources, increased density and intensity of development, change in
visual character and quality, and noise are projected significant and unavoidable impacts
of the proposed project. A key element of consideration for alternative project locations is
whether the significant effects of the project would be avoided. These same impacts
would be expected to occur in any downtown location.

The scope of the alternatives analysis was the subject of the Notice of Preparation issued
January 6, 2006 for a 30-day review and comment period. It should be noted that this
comment was not submitted during the scoping period when various alternatives were
under consideration. Comments were received from 19 agencies and individuals during
the scoping period, plus comments received during the scoping meeting held January 19,
2006 and during a meeting held by the Historic Resources Management Commission
held January 23, 2006. From the comments received, the City did add a fourth
alternative entitled the “Neighbor’s Alternative”.

Response to Comment 16-10: Mitigation Measures 1S-1 and 1S-2 (see page 2-8 of the
DEIR) address this concern by requiring an on-site archeologist during construction and
by establishing procedures for evaluating any subsurface finds.

Response to Comment 16-11: The commenter characterizes increased usage of
Central Park as problematic. Generally, increased accessibility to a public recreational
facility such as Central Park is viewed as a positive result. The project is expected to
result ultimately in a net increase of 210 people (including 29 children). Central Park is
not a protected or sensitive receptor in the CEQA sense and there is no evidence to
suggest that increased public usage of the magnitude associated with build-out of the
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project over time will result in adverse physical impact making it a CEQA issue. Traffic
and parking impacts associated with the project are addressed in Section 4.2 of the
DEIR. Noise impacts are addressed in Section 4.5 and this section takes the approach of
treating the park as a noise generator rather than a noise receptor. Page 4.5-4 of the
DEIR describes typical annual usage of the park and typical expected noise generation.
As indicated on page 1 of the NOP/Initial Study (Appendix 7.1 of the DEIR) air quality
impacts from the level of development resulting from the project fall within the range of
development already addressed in the CASP, the CASP EIR, the General Plan, and the
General Plan EIR.

The perspective of the City as related to this project is that increased density and intensity
adjoining Central Park has the positive effect of provided greater accessibility for
residents, it puts more “eyes” on the park which improves security, and it allows more
homes within walking distance of the park.

Response to Comment 16-12: Section 3.3 of the DEIR starting on page 3-4 an
extensive description of the unique qualities and land uses in the project area.

Response to Comment 16-13: The comments regarding Old North neighborhood’'s
concerns regarding traffic conditions in general, and the 5" Street traffic calming study in
particular, are noted. The project study area for purposes of circulation impacts was
defined to include intersections that could be significantly impacted by increases in traffic
volume, and areas where project impacts could adversely affect pedestrian and bicycle
safety. The potential distribution of traffic north of 5" Street was determined to be small
enough that intersections north of 5™ Street did not need to be included in the analysis
(refer to DEIR Figure 4.2-10). The parking study area was defined to include the blocks
bounding the project parcels, and the impact evaluation did not assume any on-street
parking would be available to serve new parking demand beyond that boundary. The
identification of Impact 4.2-5 as significant and unavoidable acknowledges that there may
be impacts to on-street parking both within and beyond the project boundary.

Response to Comment 16-14: The commenter’s concern about the practical effects of
the alley re-design are noted. The new traffic projected for the alley will be relatively low if
the in-lieu parking fee program is utilized. If the maximum number of physical spaces are
provided, the total daily traffic volume would be 250 to 450 vehicles, which is somewhat
higher than the standard alley capacity and similar to a very low volume residential street
(refer to DEIR page 4.2-34). For comparison purposes, the volume on University Avenue
is estimated at 220 vehicles per day north of 3rd Street, and 490 vehicles per day south of
3rd Street (these estimates are derived using a daily-to-peak factor of 10, applied to the
peak hour volumes as shown on DEIR Figure 4.2-7). Regarding impacts along the alley
please see Response to Comment 4-4.

For mail delivery it is assumed that all mail would be delivered to a “front” location off a
City street and not off the alley. No alley addressing is anticipated. For collection of
garbage and yard waste, the same assumption applies. The Design Guidelines require a
path from any “rear” units to the fronting street in order to accommodate this as well as for
purposes of visitor access and general pedestrian circulation.
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Response to Comment 16-15: The comment regarding usage of Yolobus Routes 43
and 44 to Sacramento in the morning is noted. The commenter is correct that a
guantitative assessment of demand on these particular routes was not performed
because the level of ridership impact was determined to be minor. Increased ridership on
existing bus routes is viewed by the City as a positive impact.

Yolobus representatives have indicated (Erik Reitz, Assistant Transportation Planner,
personal communication, March 21, 2007) that overcrowding on Route 43 is experienced
primarily on Covell Boulevard in the northeast area of Davis. To alleviate this, the District
will be implementing a new route 232 that will serve Sacramento and the north section of
Davis. This is reflected in the District's Draft Short Range Transit Plan (April 2006),
Figure 7-13, page 7-37). The goal is to shift north Davis riders from Route 43 to Route
232 thereby creating more capacity on the Route 43 buses. The new Route 232 is
expected to be in operation by late 2007/early 2008.

Response to Comment 16-16: Because the project is expected to develop driven by
market forces over time, the elements of Mitigation Measure 4.2-5(a) (revised herein) are
appropriate actions to respond to the potential for excessive parking demand. However,
because their effectiveness at fully mitigating the potential impact cannot be guaranteed,
Impact 4.2-5 is designated as significant and unavoidable. Regarding the two
characterizations of potential parking uses in the project, “live-work with low client
visitation” and “shared commercial/residential parking”, the description reflects the
potential to have both of these kinds of efficient-parking land use combinations, which will
operate differently, as the commenter notes, but which will both, individually, promote
potentially lower total parking demand site by site.

The comments regarding parking challenges in the area are acknowledged by the City.
Existing parking is discussed on pages 4.2-7 through 4.2-11 of the DEIR including the
results of a parking supply and occupancy survey conducted for the purposes of the EIR
analysis. Text modifications to page 4.2-7 that acknowledge these factors have been
identified in Chapter 2.0, EIR Text Changes. That the project will further exacerbate
parking in the area is also acknowledged in Impact 4.2-5.

Response to Comment 16-17: Please see Response to Comment 14-32. Regarding
the question about where smaller parking lots would be created, specific locations are not
known at this time. This would be explored as a part of implementation of the measure.
The commenter’s concern about added surface parking lots in the area is noted for the
record.

Response to Comment 16-18: The conclusions of the DEIR are that the project will
have significant and unavoidable impacts on area historic resources, density and intensity
of development and visual aesthetics. It is acknowledged that these impacts can not be
fully mitigated.

Response to Comment 16-19: The commenter’s opinion and concern is acknowledged.
Five property owners in the project area are interested in redeveloping their properties in
the near term. Others expressed interest in redeveloping their property in the future.
Preparation of this EIR allows for the impacts of these potential projects to be assessed
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as a group, and to address their cumulative impacts. The assumptions included in the
project analysis are conservative, namely that all but one of the contributing structures
would be removed (Landmark retained; Merits relocated, one on-site). Please see the
new table provided in Appendix D.7 that summarizes the assumptions regarding the
historic resources within the project area.

It is the examination of the impacts of the project area as a whole that result in significant
impacts. Analysis of individual projects implemented overtime would not be considered to
have a significant impact as the setting for each structure would change incrementally.

Preservation of contributing structures and adaptive reuse is to be encouraged, but is not
mandated. The CASP recognized that development within the Core would intensify over
time. The EIR analyzes the impacts of replacing contributing structures with higher
density attached townhomes, condominiums and mixed use projects.

Regarding the comment about the entire 300 block of B Street, The 300 block face of B
Street between 3 and 4™ Street contains a single family residence and duplex unit on
adjoining sites, that are not contributing structures. Similarly, the integrity of the block
face on B Street between 2" and 3™ Streets is compromised by commercial and
apartment development.

Response to Comment 16-20: Impact 4.3-9 which addresses the comment does
appropriately identify the impact as significant and unavoidable. Please see also
Response to Comments 14-56 and 14-58.

Response to Comment 16-21: The documents prepared for the B and 3™ Streets
Visioning Process, the project description in the DEIR, and the analysis of environmental
impacts, all acknowledge that the proposed development would constitute a new
development pattern. The existing single story bungalow character within the project
area, along B Street and on 3" Street, would not be maintained. This change results
from the built forms that support higher density attached housing, semi-depressed
parking, and mixed use projects. The manner in which the new structures are placed on
the site, how the mass and scale are molded, building window placement, entry elements,
roof forms, and materials and quality of the streetscape can help newer larger scale
development to better blend and complement existing lower scale development. City
form passes through an evolution of development, guided by local policies and goals. In
the project area the goal of promoting higher density, compact, transit oriented residential
and mixed use development must be balanced with the goal of preserving the older
contributing structures, and bungalow character. Enacting a change is the purpose of the
B and 3" Streets Visioning Process. These policies may be balanced differently in
specific areas to achieve differing community goals. In balancing these goals the
community must engage in the debate regarding how the form of the University
Avenue/Rice Lane neighborhood has changed over time as a result of proximity to the
University and changes in the character of the street.

Please see also Response to Comments 14-56 and 14-58.
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LETTER 17, SABRINA O'HANLEIGH
Response to Comment 17-1: Thank you for your comments.

Response to Comment 17-2: The organization of the EIR follows the requirements of
State law and is consistent with the City’s format for EIRs. It is acknowledged that this
type of regulatory document is often difficult to use, especially for readers new to the
CEQA process.

Response to Comment 17-3: The project is described in Section 3.0 of the DEIR. A
very abbreviated summary of the project description is provided in the first five
paragraphs of the Notice of Availability located after the title page of the DEIR.

Response to Comment 17-4: Please see Appendix C of this document.

Response to Comment 17-5: The B and 3™ Visioning process had two public
workshops after which a summary report containing four alternate visions was released
for public review before being presented to the Planning Commission and City Council.
Staff met with each individual property owner owning property within the boundaries of
the project area, with the exception of one out-of-town owner who was contacted by
phone. Staff also met with the owner of a single family home directly abutting the project
area. In addition staff attended two meetings of neighbors at their request at the home of
one neighbor. During preparation of the Draft EIR, staff again met with a group of
neighbors to review the alternatives to be included in the EIR and agreed to add an
additional alternative favored by a group of neighbors. Later after release of the DEIR
and the August 2006 Implementation Summary Report the City held another open house
on the project. In addition, in response to feedback about the difficulty for a lay person to
understand and comment on an Environmental Impact Report, the City held a workshop
on the subject. Staff has also continually been available to respond to questions
regarding the process.

Response to Comment 17-6: The comment is not entirely clear. The DEIR analyzes
the proposed project as described and four project alternatives as well. Alternative 4 is
one of the four alternatives and no action has been taken to select that alternative over
the proposed project. The proposed project is itself Vision 4 from the April 2005 Visions
Summary Report. The City Council identified that option as the preferred project for
purposes of CEQA review. No final decisions about the project or any of the alternatives
have been made. Final public hearings before the Planning Commission and City
Council must first be held and the EIR must be certified before a final decision can be
made on the project.

Response to Comment 17-7: The comment is accurate. As depicted in Table 3-4 on
page 3-2 of the DEIR, the majority (16) of the 22 parcels within the project area
boundaries is residential of varying densities, the remaining six parcels are office, retail,
and parking.

Response to Comment 17-8: The project will change the character of the properties that
redevelop along on B Street and along the 3™ Street spine, and the portion of the

City of Davis 4-116 B and 3rd Streets Visioning Process
May 2007 4.0 Comments and Responses



4.0 Comments and Responses

neighborhood bordering these areas. The zoning and development standards outside the
project area will generally remain unchanged. The single family homes outside the
project area will likely remain, but their occupants may change over time whether or not
the project is approved. The question of viability of a location for single family use
depends on individual circumstances and is often based on the immediate context of the
situation and the type of neighborhood being sought. It is also affected by the actions of
landlords owning homes in the neighborhood and the quality of the tenants occupying the
rental properties. Some of the issues facing the neighborhood are: the close proximity to
campus which attracts student tenants; a disincentive to reinvest by absentee landlords;
landlords who fail to monitoring tenant behavior; landlords who fail to properly maintaining
their properties; and disruptive behaviors of some tenant groups. One goal of the project
is to provide an incentive to reinvest, and to increase the proportion of owner occupancy
in the area by constructing housing units with amenities conducive to owners seeking an
“urban village” environment close to Downtown and the University. Reinvestment and
increased owner occupancy with residents who are vested in maintaining the
neighborhood could help to stabilize it. It is acknowledged that the City cannot mandate
owner occupancy. At the direction of City Council, the City can work with the
neighborhood to address some of the property condition and maintenance issues.

Response to Comment 17-9: Multi-family is defined in Section 40.01.010 of the Zoning
Code. See also Response to Comments 14-10 and 14-17.

Response to Comment 17-10: Please see Response to Comment 6-4.
Response to Comment 17-11: Please see Response to Comments 4-4.
Response to Comment 17-12: Please see Response to Comments 4-4.

Response to Comment 17-13: Regarding the comment on 3" Street traffic: the project
is estimated to add very few trips (no AM peak hour trips and 5 PM peak hour trips) to 3"
Street west of the alley, and a small number of trips (26 AM peak hour and 78 PM peak
hour) to 3" Street east of the alley. Since the intersection of B Street and 3" Street is
signalized, thus providing a protected crossing for pedestrians and bicyclists and
regulating traffic flow, the additional trips are not expected to significantly affect pedestrian
or bicyclist safety.

Regarding the comment on parking impacts: although Mitigation Measure 4.2-5(a)
(revised herein) presents several actions designed to minimize impacts on parking
availability, the parking impact is identified as significant and unavoidable because the
measures can not guarantee that parking impacts will be avoided. Studies of individual
household car ownership have not been performed specifically for this EIR. However, a
review of 2000 Census data indicates an auto ownership rate in the City of approximately
1.75 autos per household.

Regarding the comment on in-lieu parking fees, only 14 of the 125 proposed net new
residential spaces would potentially be allowed to pay in-lieu fees (refer to DEIR Table
4.2-9). The intent behind allowing these in-lieu fees to re-direct the funds that would be
used to construct the parking to other mechanisms and services that would reduce the
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need for vehicle ownership, and that the housing with in-lieu parking would appeal to
those who do not need to own and park a vehicle (refer to DEIR Mitigation Measure 4.2-
5(a) revised herein). Note also that the proposed project only allows for in-lieu parking
fees after the first parking space is already physically provided; most of the proposed in-
lieu parking is proposed for the new commercial uses.

Response to Comment 17-14: As noted in response to comment 17-13, the project is
expected to add very little traffic to 3" Street west of the alley, due to the barrier
preventing traffic from crossing University. Thus, the additional project traffic on 3" Street
is virtually limited to the block between B Street and the alley. Since a traffic signal is
provided at the intersection of 3™ Street and B Street, the additional traffic will be
regulated and protected pedestrian and bicycle movements will be provided.

Response to Comment 17-15: Please see Response to Comment 24-8 addressing the
analysis of the intersection of B Street and 2" Street. The initial study included in
Appendix 7.1 is a preliminary assessment that is superseded by the EIR impact
evaluation, which found that the project does not significantly impact the intersection of B
Street and 2" Street or cause the signal warrant to be met there. Two Caltrans letters
are included in Appendix 7.3, the first (February 8, 2006) indicating the request to assess
project impacts on 1-80, and the second (February 14, 2006) agreeing that the impacts do
not need to be evaluated based on the preliminary project traffic projections.

Response to Comment 17-16: Please see Response to Comment 14-31.

Response to Comment 17-17: Any new residents and employees living/working in the
project area would be allowed to buy W parking permits.

Response to Comment 17-18: See second paragraph to Response to Comment 14-58,
and also Response to Comments 16-8 and 16-21.

Response to Comment 17-19: The DEIR concludes that the project will result in a
significant and unavoidable impact on the existing visual character and quality of the
project area despite mitigation (Impact 4.4-5 pgs. 4.4-13 to 4.4-17). Where the specific
design for a project does not allow for placement of trees interior to the lot, it is anticipated
that either the 15-foot front setback or the 10-foot rear (alley) setback would be able to
accommodate additional tree planting.

See also Response to Comments 8-1, 14-67, 15-4, 15-5, 17-19, 18-3, 24-5, and 24-60.

Response to Comment 17-20: The commenter’s support of more moderate increases
in density is noted for the record.

Response to Comment 17-21: Please see Response to Comment 17-5.

Response to Comment 17-22: The commenter states a general conclusion that the
DEIR does not make appropriate determinations regarding levels of significance, but
provides no indication as to which impacts are of concern and provides no evidence in
support of the conclusion. It is not possible to respond in any greater detail to this
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comment other that to state that the City does not share this opinion and the DEIR
provides substantial evidence to support each impact conclusion.

Response to Comment 17-23: The commenter’'s observations are noted. Please see
Response to Comments 17-13 and 17-14.

Response to Comment 17-24: The travel patterns used by the commenter are noted,
and are logical given that the routes chosen provide fewer potential conflicts and greater
protection through traffic signal regulation. Please see also Response to Comment 24-8.

Response to Comment 17-25: The commenter’s observations are noted. The project is
estimated to add a small number of vehicle trips to 5™ Street at B Street; the highest
volume is 35 trips east of B Street in the PM peak hour. This trip growth is not expected
to significantly affect operations for vehicles, bicycles or pedestrians at the intersection.

Response to Comment 17-26: The commenter’s observations are noted. Impact 4.2-5
addresses parking impacts of the project and concludes that parking will remain a
significant and unavoidable impact.

Response to Comment 17-27: The comments from this resident of the study area
substantiate the analysis and conclusions of the DEIR.

Response to Comment 17-28: The comment is noted. The DEIR identifies the traffic
growth due to the project in Figure 4.2-10 and the traffic impacts in Impact 4.2-1 (existing
plus project intersection impact), 4.2-2 (alley impact) and 4.2-6 (future cumulative
intersection impact). Parking impacts are discussed in Impact 4.2-5. The traffic impacts
are concluded to be less-than-significant because they did not exceed the City’s threshold
levels for significance. The parking impact is concluded to be significant and
unavoidable, because the proposed mitigations, while they may be effective at minimizing
parking demand, cannot guarantee that parking demand will not exceed the available

supply.

Response to Comment 17-29: The traffic and parking analysis assesses impacts for
typical weekday conditions, not conditions such as the Farmers Market which occurs only
one day a week.

Response to Comment 17-30: The Cumulative traffic analysis assumes build-out
conditions for both the City General Plan and UC Davis Long Range Development Plan.

Response to Comment 17-31: The parking survey (see pages 4.2-7 through 4.2-11 of
the DEIR) discloses that depending on the time of day and location, there is some
amount of parking available in the area for new or existing uses. For those individuals
unsuccessful at securing parking at any given time and location, they will typically
continue to seek parking over a large geographic area or in some cases may chose to
give up the trip. Given the parking conditions, and the goals and standards of the
proposed project, it is likely and desirable that new residents may not have cars and/or
may walk, bicycle, share a car, or may use scooters or motorcycles which are easier to
park.
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Response to Comment 17-32: Please see Response to Comment 17-13 and 17-31.
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LETTER 18, TIM ALLIS
Response to Comment 18-1: Thank you for your comments.

The commenter’s concern about the in-lieu parking fee is noted. The Design Guidelines
encourage the provision of onsite parking, as does Mitigation Measure 4.2-5(a)(7) added
in Response to Comment 14-45 (see Chapter 2.0, EIR Text Changes). The proposed
project would allow increased floor area ratios as an incentive for underground parking.
The provision of underground parking may be constrained by patterns of ownership, small
parcel sizes, existing lot configurations, space requirements, and cost considerations.
Please see also Response to Comment 14-23.

Response to Comment 18-2: Please see Response to Comment 4-4 and 14-61.
Impact 4.4-5 specifically addresses the impact raised by the commenter and the
mitigation recommendations of the commenter are embodied in Mitigation Measure 4.4-
5().

Response to Comment 18-3: Please see Response to Comment 16-11. There is no
evidence to support the conclusion that increased height along the west side of B Street
will have any discernable impacts on the viewscape towards the west from the park. The
height limits would be increased from 30 currently to 38 feet under the proposed project.
However, no street trees are identified as being impacted by this project. These trees are
very large along B Street and currently partially block the westward view along B Street to
a greater extent that current or possible future buildings. Additionally, B Street has an 80-
foot width (back-of-walk to back-of-walk) that would remain in place under the proposed
project.

The view westward from various locations within the park would be obscured at the
horizon by a few degrees at most, more so from the sidewalk along the west side of the
park and less as the viewer moves into the interior of the park. Whether park users are
more inclined to look inward towards park activities or across B Street toward the
residential viewscape is speculative. However during any sort of special activities at the
park, most viewers are likely to be watching the park activities. The proposed mitigation
to restrict redevelopment along B Street would be inconsistent with the project
description. As such it is better characterized as an alternative to the project than as a
mitigation measure. Though more comprehensive in total scope, Alternative 1 (No
Project) and Alternative 4 (Neighbors’ Alternative) both embody the suggested changes.
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