





2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

MisHKA’S CAFE PROJECT
FINAL EIR

PAGE 2-103
CITYy OF DAvVIS

R-1



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

on any one of many different parcels downtown without impacting the tank house
structure or the setting of the mansion.

Another alternative evaluating this splitting of the proposed uses should be studied.
Also, an alternative should be prepared combining elements of Alternatives 5 and 6.
The tank house could be rebuilt in situ, with a redesigned greenhouse structure that did
not require the tank house to be moved.

3. Conclusions drawn in the body of the DEIR are incorrectly represented in the
summary table.

Table 2.0-2 summarizes impacts and mitigation measures. The first impact, 5.1-1, is
“Consistency with adopted plans and policies.” This table indicates the Proposed
Project “would be consistent with most adopted goals and policies.” But Table 2.0-1
“Comparison of Alternatives...” states clearly that the Proposed Project is not consistent
with adopted plans and policies.”

| agree with the conclusion in Table 2.0-1, and would like to point out that consistency
with “most” of anything is not consistency. In fact, the body of the DEIR, on page 5.1-23
states:

“The Proposed Project would be inconsistent with key urban design and conservation
goals and policies to protect historic resources in the Downtown Core.” (emphasis in
DEIR) Lets focus on the inconsistency with key policies, not consistency to less
relevant policies.

4. Substantial changes in the visual setting of the site are improperly dismissed as less-
than-significant.

This begins with the four stated thresholds of significance on Page 5.1-22, three of
which are admitted to be subjective. Limiting impacts to those deemed to be
“substantial” is to minimize the gradual erosion of our historic resources. This project
will partially obscure the marquee of the Varsity Theater, its most prominent feature.
The large number of public comments about this issue, and the degradation of the
mansion’s setting; must be construed as “substantial” in determining this impact in the
Final EIR.

5. This project undermines decades of effort to protect the Dresbach-Hunt-Boyer
Mansion site and other historic properties in the core area.

Downtown Davis has lost most of its historic structures in recent decades. There are
serious implications for long-term planning efforts in the downtown area when the few
remaining historic structures in the core area are considered to me mere impediments
to private development that can be blithely removed. | find it particularly troublesome to
that a public agency is a partner in such a project. This site is a huge asset, and the
finest remaining example of early Davisville architecture. It should be preserved as it is,
the tank house should be restored and, if feasible, used to anchor a use on the patio
that will benefit residents and visitors to Davis.

STEVE  TRALY
64z D STREET
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COMMENT LETTER R
July 26, 2007

Steve Tracy
642 D Street

Response to Comment R-1:

Comment noted. The Draft EIR analysis determined that the Proposed Project would be
inconsistent with adopted goals and policies (Impact 5.1-1), and have a significant and
unavoidable adverse impact for the following:

e Impact 5.1-3: Inconsistency with design guidelines and incompatibility of materials
and design with the immediate context

¢ Impact 5.1-4: Impact on Landmark Trees and Trees of Significance
e Impact 5.2-2: Alteration, removal, or destruction of historic resources
o Impact 5.2-3: Loss or alteration of the historic setting of a National Register Property

e Impact 5.2-4: Cumulative loss of cultural resources

Response to Comment R-2:

The Proposed Project meets all CASP Land Use policies, including mixed-uses in the Core
Area with ground floor customer intensive uses, although the massing does not enhance the
pedestrian and architectural character of the downtown. It further meets all the design
guidelines except those recommending awnings, including “New buildings should be
predominantly two and three-stories in height.” The fact that it does not meet historic
preservation policies is identified, and resulted in the determination that the Proposed
Project is inconsistent with key adopted plans and policies.

The alternative location was dismissed because there is no purpose in putting a café in
another location — Mishka's already has a location nearby. This site was specifically
identified by the City for redevelopment purposes, a Request for Proposals for the site was
issued, the Proposed Project was submitted in response, and the environmental document
analyzes the Proposed Project and a broad range of alternatives for this site that can meet
the project objectives to varying degrees and can mitigate adverse impacts to less than
significance.

Alternatives have been analyzed that alter the mix of uses. Alternatives 3 and 4 include a
two-story building with a single level of office above. Alternative 5 provides a greenhouse
addition for ground floor café uses only, and Alternative 6 preserves the site in situ for some
other use. Please see Responses to Comments J-3, K-2, L-2, and M-3 for further
discussion regarding the range of alternatives.

Response to Comment R-3:

Please see Response to Comment R-1, above. The determination of “consistent” in the
table was an unfortunate typographical error. Chapter 5.1, Impact 5.1-1 clearly states that
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the Proposed Project is inconsistent with adopted plans and policies. This error has been
corrected in the Revised EIR. As noted in previous responses to comments, new Tables
5.1-1 and 5.1-2 identify how the Proposed Project and each alternative meet or do not meet
the adopted plans, policies, goals, and design guidelines. Consistency with adopted plans
and policies is not identified as significant or less than significant.

Response to Comment R-4:

The standards of significance outlined on DEIR page 5.1-22 refer to aesthetics and land
use, not to historic preservation. The use of the word “substantially” comes from Appendix
G of the State CEQA Guidelines, which provides guidance to jurisdictions regarding
standards of significance. The historic setting was analyzed separately in Chapter 5.2, and
the Proposed Project and Alternatives A2, A3, and A4 all would result in a significant and
unavoidable impact on the historic setting.

Although the historic setting on the site relates to the National Register property, the overall
setting for the site and surrounding properties, from a land use perspective, is the Core
Commercial District and Retail Stores zone. Therefore, only the land use and aesthetics
criteria were applied in Chapter 5.1.

Response to Comment R-5:

These are general comments, and not comments on the adequacy of the Draft EIR. These
comments are herein a part of the administrative record that will be reviewed by the decision
makers when they consider the project application.
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From: FPMoon@aol.com

To: Ken Hiatt S
Date: 7/28/2007 11:55:39 PM

Subject: tankhouse

| may be a day late, but please do not tear down the tankhouse, and cram a 3 story
structure in that space. It is so nice to have some of Davis' history in the downtown.

Also, the Mishka guy has not fulfilled ihs promise and requirement of 2000 movie
atlendees a month to retain their lease.....he only wanted the Varsity to get the tankhouse
space for his cafe.

The truth will come out...they do not deserve the tankhouse space, and it should be
preserved

Thank you..

kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkhkkkkkkhkhkkkkkkkkk

Get a sneak peek of the all-new AOL at htlp:lldiscover.aol.com/memed/aclcom30tour
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COMMENT LETTER S
July 28, 2007

FPMoon@aol.com
Response to Comment S-1:
These are general comments, and not comments on the adequacy of the Draft EIR. These

comments are herein a part of the administrative record that will be reviewed by the decision
makers when they consider the project application.
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Californmnia

Historical Resources Management Commission Minutes
Hattie Weber Museum
445 C Street — Corner of 5™ and C Streets
Monday, July 16, 2007

Commissioners Present: Keren Costanzo, Rand Herbert (Chair), Christine Ottaway, Richard
Rifkin (Vice-Chair), Gale Sosnick, Monica Stengert (Alternate) and
Valerie Vann

Staff Present: Ken Hiatt, Ike Njoku and Nancy Stephenson

Call to Order. Chair Herbert called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.

1. Approval of Agenda.

Action: Commissioner Sosnick moved, seconded by Commissioner Ottaway, to discuss
Item 10 (301 and 311 B Street resource designation), before Item 9 (Draft
Environmental Impact Report for Mishka’s Café project) and to approve the
agenda as revised. The motion passed by the following vote:

AYES: Costanzo, Herbert, Ottaway, Rifkin, Sosnick, Stengert, Vann
NOES: None

2. Election of New Chairperson.

Commissioner Rifkin was nominated for Chairperson but he declined. Chair Herbert was
nominated and he accepted the nomination. The Commission voted unanimously to elect Herbert
as Chairperson.

3. Presentation of Resolution of Appreciation to Esther Polito.

Action:  Chair Herbert read a resolution thanking and commending retiring planner
Esther Polito for her service to the City, especially to the Historical Resources
Management Commission and city preservation efforts. Commissioner Rifkin
seconded the resolution. The resolution passed by the following vote:

AYES: Costanzo, Herbert, Ottaway, Rifkin, Sosnick, Stengert, Vann
NOES: None

Jim Becket, longtime Davis resident and volunteer at the Hattie Weber Museum, noted the
inadequacy of the Resolution and commended Polito for her service to the City, to historic
preservation and to the Historical Resources Management Commission.
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Historical Resources Management Commission Minutes
July 16, 2007
Page 2 of 8

Polito thanked the Commission and Carol Roland, a historical consultant who was present at the
meeting. She urged the Commission to take an active role in the future of the Museum and
recommended reinstating the practice of presenting awards for historic preservation.

Approval of Minutes.

Action: Commissioner Costanzo moved, seconded by Commissioner Ottaway, approval of
the June 4, 2007 minutes as amended. The motion passed by the following vote:

AYES: Costanzo, Herbert, Ottaway, Rifkin, Stengert, Vann
NOES: None
ABSTENTIONS:  Sosnick

Public Communications. None.

Written Communications. Staff Liaison Tke Njoku related information regarding the State Office
of Historic Preservation workshop to be held in Woodland on August 9, 2007. The workshop is
open to commissioners, staff and members of the public.

Museum Report. Jim Becket noted that the Museum has opened a new exhibit featuring antique
toys, furniture and doll clothes. The exhibit has been well-received, with 44 visitors viewing it on
Saturday. Over the past few weeks, the Museum has welcomed visitors from as far away as Hong
Kong and Poland. Becket related that the Hagen tricycle, normally on display at the Museum, was
decorated and featured in the 4™ of July parade. According to records available at the Museum, the
tricycle was part of one of the first children’s parades some 75 years ago in the College Park
neighborhood of Davis. Becket passed around a photo of the tricycle in the parade. In other news,
Becket stated that a proposal from the Yolo County Historical Society to operate the Museum was
expected in the near future.

City Council, Commissioner and Staff Communications.

A. Commissioner Comments. Commissioner Sosnick requested an update on the Aikin
project on B Street. Njoku responded that no application had been submitted. Commissioner
Rifkin noted that a tribute book is available at the Pence Gallery for those who wish to write a
message to former HRMC staff liaison Esther Polito.

B. Staff Comments. None,

Commissioner Sosnick recused herself from discussion of the Public Hearing item and left the
meeting. She returned as a member of the public for the discussion.

9.

Public Hearing Item. Draft Environmental Impact Report on Mishka’s Café Project -- Located at
604 2" Street (Owner: City of Davis; a Landmark) Dresbach-Hunt-Boyer Mansion.

In comments relating to the procedure to be followed for the public hearing, Chair Herbert noted
that the task at hand was to decide whether or not the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is
sufficient in its analysis and adequate for decision making.
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Historical Resources Management Commission Minutes
July 16, 2007
Page 3 of 8

Deputy City Manager Ken Hiatt introduced the item, giving a summary of the project that is the
subject of the Draft EIR, a proposed three-story building with a café on the ground floor and
offices above located between the Varsity Theatre and the Dresbach-Hunt-Boyer Mansion
(Mansion). Hiatt added that the proposed project would include demolition of the Tank House. He
stated that the Draft EIR considers alternatives that are being evaluated on an equal weight level.
Hiatt outlined the 6 alternative projects analyzed at equal weight with the proposed project in the
draft EIR as follows:

—y

No project.

2. Move Tank House to west of Mansion and construct a 3-story building. Reconfigure

property lines to allow for development on patio area.

Move Tank House to west of Mansion and construct a 2-story building. Reconfigure

property lines to allow for development on patio area.

4. Demolish Tank House and construct a 2-story building. Reconfigure property lines to
allow for development on patio area.

5. Move Tank House 9 feet west and 4 feet north of its current position and construct a
greenhouse-type building. Reconfigure property lines to allow for development on patio
area.

6. Rehabilitate the Tank House in its current location.

(]

Architect Jerry Schroeder (of S2Architects) provided a structural assessment of the Tank House,
and information on the alternative location for it. Schroeder stated that the Tank House has
undergone further deterioration since the 2000 structural report (by Marr Shaffer and Miyamoto),
which had indicated that there was severe dry rot. He explained that much of the studs and boards
are crumbling and the structure is leaning. He stated that not much of the original materials could
be salvaged, and that the structure would need to be reconstructed in kind in accordance with the
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (Secretary’s
Standards). He suggested that the trefoils and as much of the fascia as possible should be
salvaged. Regarding relocation of the Tank House, Schroeder noted that it is not currently in its
original location. He stated that its foundation is sound and that reconstructing it in its current
location (to the east of the mansion) would be an option. Regarding other possible locations for the
Tank House, Schroeder indicated that there was no room for it to the south of the mansion and it
would be inappropriate to place it to the north, directly in front of the mansion. That leaves the
west side as the only other viable location for the Tank House.

Historical consultant Carol Roland (of Roland-Nawi Associates), who evaluated the effects of
development of the Mishka’s Café project on the resources surrounding it, noted that the Mansion
had been on the National Register for some time, and that the Tank House remained a contributing
element to the Mansion as a historic resource. In addition, Roland stated that the orange trees are
treated as a historic resource in the EIR.

Environmental consultant Gail Ervin (of Gail Ervin Consulting) noted that the report analyzed a set
of five alternatives (along with the No Project alternative) at an equal level of analysis, thus

making it possible for any alternative to be adopted with this EIR.

Chair Herbert opened the public hearing at this time.
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Historical Resources Management Commission Minutes
July 16, 2007
Page 4 of 8

Community member Alan Jackman asked for clarification on the setbacks of the proposed project
and alternatives. He also inquired as to the proposed distances between the Tank House and the
Mansion and the Tank House and the café.

Referring to the staff report, Hiatt responded by providing all the setbacks and distances between
structures. He stated that the distance between the proposed three-story building and the bay
window of the Mansion would be 7 feet.

Schroeder added that if the Tank House were moved to the west of the Mansion, it would be no
closer than 2.5 feet to the Mansion.

In response to a question from Commissioner Rifkin, Hiatt stated that the distance between the
Tank House and the bow window of the Mansion is currently about 15 feet.

Jim Becket asked for an estimate of demolition and reconstruction costs. He also added that he did
not find appropriate the statement in the staff report (page 39) characterizing the Tank House as a
“condemned” building because use of the term served to draw attention away from the issue under
discussion. In further comments, Becket praised the extent of the EIR and commended staff and
the consultants on their work.

Hiatt referred to Appendix C, page 20 in the Draft EIR and stated that the estimated cost of
reconstruction would be $160,000, not including lead abatement.

Community member Jean Jackman asked if the reconstruction and salvaging of reusable portions
of the Tank House was listed as one of the alternatives.

Referring to page 4.0-4 of the Draft EIR, Ervin responded that the Tank House reconstruction was
included in Alternatives 2, 3, 5 and 6.

Hiatt added that one method for reconstructing the Tank House was assumed for all the
alternatives. This method for reconstruction was based on Schroeder’s structural evaluation and
confirmed by Roland to be appropriate in terms of the Secretary’s Standards.

J. Jackman asked if the City Council would be voting on the alternatives included in the Draft EIR.

Hiatt responded that the City Council will be presented with the final draft of the EIR and that they
could choose any one of the alternatives to proceed with.

J. Jackman asked whether or not the EIR addresses the effect on the City of the loss of its history.
She expressed her concern over the lack of historical resources left in Davis. She added that the
City had its origins as a railroad junction providing water for steam engines, and pointed out that it
was water that started the town, not the university. She stated that it was her hope that the EIR
would address the issue of nurturing a sense of history in Davis.

Ervin responded that there is a cumulative impact assessment in the EIR. She stated that any
comments submitted would receive a response in the final EIR if appropriate from a California
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Historical Resources Management Commission Minutes
July 16, 2007
Page 5 of 8

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) standpoint and would be forwarded to the City Council for
consideration in its decision.

A. Jackman asked if, according the Draft EIR, the elimination of the Tank House would have a
less-than-significant impact on the Mansion.

Ervin responded that, based on the cumulative impact study done by the City, that was the case.

Roland responded that the EIR found that the loss of the Tank House will not take the Mansion off
of the National Register.

Clarifying her earlier remark, Ervin stated that the project would have a less-than-significant
impact on the integrity of the Downtown Davis Historic District, but the cumulative loss of cultural
resources resulting from the elimination of the Tank House would be significant and unavoidable.

Community member Rhonda Reed noted that the Tank House was moved to its current location as
a mitigation measure for the construction of Mansion Square. At that time, it was not moved to the
west of the Mansion. There should be some reference in the EIR indicating why it was moved T-2
from where it was, but not to the west side of the Mansion. Reed added that she did appreciate all
the alternatives analyzed in the EIR.

Community member Stephen Wee noted that the Tank House is currently in a subordinate position
behind the house on the interior side of the lot. As an infrastructural facility, this is where it should
be and would have been historically. He stated that there is nothing in the EIR addressing the fact
that the Tank House will be moved to a part of the property close to an intersection on a major
street and would obscure a major view of the Mansion house. This totally inappropriate location
would have an adverse effect on the resource and would, in his professional opinion (as a historical
consultant), put the Mansion in danger of being delisted. In addition, the placement of a three-
story building 7 feet away from the Mansion would fundamentally alter the look of the property.

T-3

Community member Gale Sosnick asked if the City would retain ownership of the property.

Hiatt responded that it had not been decided yet whether to sell or lease the property and that
information would be included with the final EIR. The economic implications for the City of
owning or selling the property would be included in a staff report for the City Council’s
consideration.

T-4

Commissioner Costanzo noted that Alternative 5 would be the only one that would result in the
Tank House and the Mansion being on separate properties. Was any consideration given to this in
the EIR? Costanzo asked if Alternative 5 would require a parcel subdivision.

Chair Herbert asked why it would require a parcel subdivision if the City owned it.

Hiatt responded that if the City retained ownership, it would probably pay for improvements for the
addition and try to secure a tenant. Depending on financing and lease structure, it may need to
include a separate parcel. In that event, staff suggested that under Alternative 5 it may be a
requirement and the lot line adjustment would be processed with the final EIR.
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Historical Resources Management Commission Minutes
July 16, 2007
Page 6 of 8

Community member Tim Allis asked for more information relating to the relocation of the Tank
House in the *70s. He stated that it would be appropriate to consider the City’s thinking at that
time in placing the Tank House where it is. As mentioned earlier, it seems to have been a
mitigation measure for Mansion Square. Allis stated that he had heard anecdotally that the design
of Mansion Square was a gesture towards the Mansion, in that it is set away from the Mansion and | T-6
includes an underground floor to keep it from towering over the Mansion. Allis asked if it would
not be appropriate to consider the thinking of that time, particularly if one is considering
encroaching in the remaining space with a new building. In addition, Allis wondered if there
should be consideration in the EIR document of financial goals. Was that appropriate for an EIR?
If so, should there be a more complete and less vague analysis?

Chair Herbert closed the public comment period.

The commissioners had the following questions and comments:

EIR was easy to read and understand as formatted.

Can the orange trees be moved?

What will the color of the proposed building be?

Please add to the report the National Register documentation for the Mansion; Davis

Historic Resource Survey documents for the Mansion and the Varsity Theatre; The 2000

Structural Engineering Report on the Tank House; the 1913 Yolo County history that has an

article on John Hunt that describes the gardens and the age of the orange trees; and the only

known photographs of the Tank House before it was moved up from its original location.

e In assessing the Secretary's Standards, it is difficult to determine which historic structure is
being addressed,; is it the Varsity Theater or the Mansion?

e Alternative 5 looks more like an addition to the Varsity Theatre than an addition to the
Tank House. T-7

e A greenhouse structure is not unusual from a historical perspective and would be
removable.

e The Proposed Project would physically impinge on the fins on the west exterior wall of the
Varsity Theatre.

e There should be a mitigation measure of a major effort at interpretive and educational
materials explaining what has been lost, what was there, what its purpose was.

Staff and consultant responses:
e The City Arborist stated that citrus trees are difficult to move because they are not
deciduous and therefore do not have a dormant period; they might not survive.
e The color of the proposed building will be reddish-brown. The project will need to go
through a design review process in which proposed color and materials will be examined.

Chair Herbert called for a break at 9:03 p.m. Chair Herbert reconvened the meeting at 9:10 p.m.

Commissioner Costanzo provided a written list of comments on the Draft EIR that can be
summarized as follows:

e The EIR seemed to take the approach that commercial revitalization and historic T-8
preservation and adaptive reuse are in conflict, when in fact they can be complementary.
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Historical Resources Management Commission Minutes
July 16, 2007

Page 7 of 8

The EIR did not provide adequate data to support several statements regarding certain of
the alternatives yielding (or not) “net direct and indirect financial benefit[s]” to the City.

In its incomplete financial analysis, the EIR failed to consider the potential eligibility of
Alternatives 5 and 6 for Federal Historic Preservation tax credits. It also failed to take into
account the reduced operating costs of Alternative 5 due to use of solar panels.

It was not clear in the analysis of impacts which plans, policies, and/or goals listed in the
Regulatory Context section (page 5.1-7) are being applied to which alternative. A summary
table of applicable plans, policies and/or goals used in the analysis would be helpful.
Regarding Table 5.2-2, “Comparison of Project and Alternatives with the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving,
Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings™ (page 5.2-24); more
explanation of the findings in the table would be helpful. For example, the EIR should
explain why the potential commercial or public uses for the Tank House under Alternatives
2, 3 and 6 would not result in the same level of change to the structure’s distinctive
materials, features, spaces and spatial relationships as Alternative 5 was found to cause.

Chair Herbert asked staff to address the following issues in the final draft of the EIR:

Explain how the No Project (i.e., “No Build”™) plus restoration option (Alternative 6) is not
consistent with the adopted plans of the City. (The Regulatory Context section begins on
page 5.1-7 of the Draft EIR.)

What procedure is followed when the City sells property to a private individual?

On page 5.1-7: Please provide a more complete quote from the Davis Zoning Code; the
current quote is “neutered” by all the omissions.

On page 5.1-9: Please explain further how the Proposed Project or the 2- or 3-story project
alternatives follow the General Plan Policies UD 2.2(j) and UD 2.1.

On page 5.1-10: Explain how the proposed alternatives A2, A3 and A4 follow the General
Plan Policies HIS 1.2, 1.3 and 1.4.

On page 5.1-11: Explain how the Proposed Project and the 2- and 3-story alternatives fit
into the Core Area Specific Plan purpose to “preserve older architectural styles where
feasible,” “encourage sensitive adaptive reuse,” “protect historic buildings from demolition
or insensitive remodeling,” etc.

On page 5.1-18: Explain how the Proposed Project is in compliance with the Davis
Redevelopment Plan and the 2003-2008 Five-Year Implementation Plan, which states
“continue preservation of historically significant structures.” Explain better which
alternatives meet this goal.

LT3

After further discussion, the commissioners came up with the following consensus comments to
submit as a Commission:

The DEIR should address the relocation of the Tank House to the west of the Mansion,
which would have a more significant impact on the historic property than described in the
EIR. The historic character of the property would not be retained by the proposal, and
moving the Tank House to this position would not be “compatible with the original
character and use” (page 5.2-25) of the Tank House.

Impact 5.2-2 (Alteration, removal, or destruction of historic structures) in relationship to
Alternative 5 needs more supporting information for the findings. It is puzzling to consider
the weight of impact, in comparison with some of the other alternatives, that is given to a
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Historical Resources Management Commission Minutes
July 16, 2007
Page 8 of 8

reversible, historically-plausible structure that would not create a false sense of historicity.
Discussion of the Secretary's Standards vis-a-vis Alternative 5 needs to be more
convincingly argued. Should it be considered more of an impact moving the Tank House

closer to the Mansion on the east side than moving it to the west side? Why would this
have a bigger impact than removing it? Why is it impossible for it to be constructed within
the Secretary's Guidelines?

¢ Impacts of the proposed project on the Varsity Theatre need to be addressed in the DEIR.
Space has always been open between the Varsity and Mansion site. The analysis focused
more on the Mansion and less on the Varsity. They are both City-owned Landmarks, and
are equal under CEQA. There needs to be a more thorough analysis of the impact of
putting a 2- or 3-story building between these two landmarks.

e Historic American Building Survey/Historic American Engineering Record (HABS/HAER)
documentation alone is insufficient mitigation per CEQA. Consider inclusion of additional
mitigation measures in the DEIR, such as a museum exhibit, booklets, display panels in the
new facility and a City-hosted website.

e There needs to be an additional table addressing goals. Which policies were applied and
how do they apply to each of the alternatives?

e Resumes and qualifications of the participating consultants should be provided. Pertinent
experience would include: restoration of special timber structures, experience with balloon
framing, specialty of structural engineer, experience in restoration, renovation, reuse of
residential structures and complexes and auxiliary buildings in particular.

10. Business Items. Discussion regarding nominating 301 and 311 B Street for Landmark and Merit
Resource designation respectively. The Commission began discussion on the nominations of 301
and 311 B Street as historical resources before the public hearing item in order that Commissioner
Sosnick could recuse herself from the discussion due to a conflict of interest.

The Commission decided to put the item on a future agenda. The Commission would like
information from staff regarding what further constraints on development designation would place
on these properties beyond what is already there due to their eligibility status. Furthermore, the
commissioners directed staff to provide information about what designations of the two properties
and the constraints placed on the properties through the necessary mitigation measures of the 3
and B Street Visioning Project EIR for the owners, public, and commission knowledge.

11. Adjournment. The next regular meeting will be Monday, August 20, 2007 at the Hattie Weber
Museum (445 C Street) at 7:00 p.m.

Action: Commissioner Vann moved, seconded by Commissioner Costanzo, to adjourn the
meeting. The motion passed by the following vote:
AYES: Costanzo, Herbert, Ottaway, Rifkin, Stengert, Vann
NOES: None
ABSENT:  Sosnick

The meeting was adjourned at 10:25 p.m.

J:\Pb\Cultural Service\HISTRES\MINUTES\HRMC 2007\0707min HRMC.doc
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COMMENT LETTER T
July 16, 2007

HISTORIC RESOURCES MANAGEMENT COMMISSION

Public Hearing Minutes

Response to Comment T-1:
This is was a question and answer session. These questions and answers are herein a part

of the administrative record that will be reviewed by the decision makers when they consider
the project application.

Response to Comment T-2:

Please see Response to Comment M-2, above, regarding the information available from the
Mansion Square project approval.

Response to Comment T-3:

Please see Response to Comment F-7 regarding the location of the Tank House.

Response to Comment T-4:

Please see Responses to Comments F-5 and I-3 regarding leasing and the financial
estimates for the Proposed Project and alternatives.

Response to Comment T-5:
This is was a question and answer session. These question and answer are herein a part of

the administrative record that will be reviewed by the decision makers when they consider
the project application.

Response to Comment T-6:
Please see Response to Comment M-2, above, regarding the information available from the

Mansion Square project approval. Please also see Response to Comment I-3 regarding the
financial estimates for the Proposed Project and alternatives.

Response to Comment T-7:

These questions and comments were subsequently submitted in various written comment
letters, as discussed above and as responded to in the hearing.
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response to Comment T-8:

These comments were provided in writing in Letter K. Please see Responses to Comments
K-1 through K-18.

Response to Comment T-9:

These comments were provided in writing in Letter F. Please see Responses to Comments
F-1 through F-18.

Response to Comment T-2:

Please see Response to Comment F-7 regarding the relocation of the Tank House.

Response to Comment T-10:

Please see Response to Comment F-7 regarding the relocation of the Tank House.

Response to Comment T-11:

Please see Response to Comment F-3 regarding Alternative 5.

Response to Comment T-12:

Please see Responses to Comments F-3, F-11 and F-19 regarding the impacts of the
Proposed Project and alternatives on the Varsity Theatre.

Response to Comment T-13:

Please see Response to Comment H-20 regarding additional mitigation measures.

Response to Comment T-14:

A new Table 5.1-1, located on page 5.1-23 of the Revised EIR (Chapter 3 of this Final EIR)
has been created to identify each applicable goal, policy, or purpose and whether the
Proposed Project and each alternative meets, does not meet, or partially meets the intent of
that goal, policy, or purpose.

Response to Comment T-15:

Resumes for consultants contributing to this report are provided in Revised EIR Appendix I.
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