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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: 

• 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 

• Impact 5.2-2: Alteration, removal, or destruction of historic resources 

• Impact 5.2-3: Loss or alteration of the historic setting of a National Register Property 

• 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 
Date: 7/28/2007 11:55:39 PM 
Subject: tankhouse 

 

I 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 

 S-1 

 
Thank you.. 
 
 
 
************************************** 
Get a sneak peek of the all-new AOL at htlp:lldiscover.aol.com/memed/aolcom30tour 

S 
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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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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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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. 


