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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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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.
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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.
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