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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) contains public and Historical Resources Management 

Commission comments received during the public review period for the Anderson Bank Building 

Window Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  This document has been prepared by the 

City of Davis in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

1.1  Background 

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the DEIR was released on July 11, 2006 for a 30-day review, which 

ended August 16, 2006.  Two public scoping meetings were held on July 17 and July 20, 2006 and 

comments received were used to frame the DEIR. 

 

The DEIR was circulated to the public for 45 days consistent with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15105(a).  

The public review period began on November 6, 2006 and ended on December 21, 2006.  Notice was 

provided to owners of all properties and tenants within 500 feet of the project site, and public notice was 

published in the Davis Enterprise on November 6, 2006.  A public hearing to receive comments on the 

DEIR was held on Monday, November 20, 2006 by the Historical Resources Management Commission 

(HRMC) at 2600 Fifth Street, Davis, California.   

 

A total of five written comments plus the summary of oral comments during the open public comment 

period on the DEIR at the HRMC meetings were received and addressed in this FEIR. 

1.2  SUMMARY OF TEXT CHANGES 

Section 2, Revisions to the DEIR text, identifies all changes to the DEIR.  These changes are in response 

to comments on the DEIR made by the public and HRMC during the public review period, plus any 

amplifications or clarifications initiated by the city.   

1.3  LIST OF COMMENTERS 

Written and oral comments were received during the public comment period on the DEIR.  Responses to 

the oral and written comments received on the DEIR during the public comment period are presented in 

Section 4, Comments and Responses.  A list of all the comment letters, including the 

commenter/agency/commission name as well as the page number that the responses to the letter occur in 

Section 4 are presented in Section 3, Lists of Commenters. 
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2.0  REVISIONS TO DEIR TEXT 

2.1  INTRODUCTION 

This section presents all the revisions made to the DEIR as a result of staff initiated changes, or in 

response to comments received.  New text is double underlined and deleted text is stroke-through.  Text 

changes are presented in the page order in which they appear in the DEIR. 

 

Some revisions, which occurred as a result of public comments that were made during the DEIR 

circulation, are followed by comment numbers.  Sections or sub-section plus the page numbers are used to 

introduce the revisions in some cases.     

2.2  SUMMARY OF IMPACTS/MITIGATIONS 

The DEIR mitigation measures have been modified to address some issues raised during the comment 

period of the DEIR.  Some changes address concerns about DEIR mitigation measures suggested by the 

applicant to have been completed, while others deal with HRMC’s comments regarding mitigation 

measures’ compliance and clarification of facts.  

 

For clarification purposes, a new and last paragraph is added to Section 2.7 on page 20 of the DEIR to 

read as follows: 

Under Design Option A, if all of the identified mitigation measures are implemented, the impact 

will be reduced to a less than significant level.  However, failure to meet all mitigation measures 

would result in the project, under CEQA, having substantial impact.   

 

Table 2.7 of the DEIR is hereby amended according to the revisions below. 
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TABLE 2.7 -- SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impact Level of 
Significance prior 

to Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures Level of 
Significance after 

Mitigation 
4.2 Cultural Resources 

4.2.3A – Design 

Options A: 

Design Option A 

would have a 

significant impact on 

the historic nature of 

the building.   

Significant A. Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS) documentation shall be 

undertaken by a qualified professional at the expense of the project applicant 

as recommended in the Urbana Preservation & Planning report.  The purpose 

of the HABS documentation is to create a permanent record of the Anderson 

Bank Building.  This HABS report will be a useful resource in the future, 

should additional changes be proposed or a restoration effort proposed.  The 

HABS documentation shall be provided to the city for review and filing prior 

to implementation, should the city approve the design option, through a 

Certificate of Appropriateness.  The HABS documentation shall be consistent 

with the standards established under the National Park Service’s Historic 

American Buildings Survey program, and include but not limited to the 

following: 

 The development of site-specific history and appropriate contextual 

information regarding the particular resource, including archival 

research, oral histories, and comparative studies, 

 A comprehensive architectural description of the resource, 

 Preparation of measured drawings for the resource, and 

 Photographic documentation of the resource in still and video formats. 

 

B. Preparation of a Historic Structures Report (HSR), at the expense of the 

Less than 

significant 
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property owner, for the Anderson Bank Building that would serve as a 

preservation planning document for the building, documenting both the 

building’s history, existing material conditions, and providing treatment 

recommendations for future projects.  An HSR would inform the current 

property owner, as well as future property owners and the City of Davis of 

possible conservation/repair/rehabilitation projects for the building, identify 

potential funding sources, and help create a phased program for financing 

identified future projects.  HABS Documentation completed under 4.23A 

would inform a portion of the HSR and could be integrated into the final HSR.  

The HSR would also assist the project sponsor in the successful execution of 

restoration/rehabilitation mitigation measures described below in 4.2.3A(C).  

The HSR shall be completed prior to execution of any restoration / 

rehabilitation tasks detailed in the following paragraph, and before 

commencement of construction tasks associated with the proposed window 

installation project. 

 

The HSR would serve as verification as to whether some of the mitigation 

measures required below had been performed in accordance with the 

applicant’s statement (Letter 2-4 comment).  The HSR will determine whether 

certain mitigation measures, such as repair and restoration of cornice and 

removal and replacement of the existing second floor windows to match in-

kind the original second floor windows, have already been completed, or as in 

the case of the second floor windows not needed.  The HSR will also identify if 

the completed mitigation measures were appropriately done or not. 
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C. Restore or rehabilitate the Anderson Bank Building to the extent feasible 

relative to retaining the high integrity of the building.  CEQA requires 

adoption of all feasible mitigation measures that would substantially lessen the 

impact of the project, the restoration / rehabilitation effort that maintains 

integrity of the building is desirable.  The restoration / rehabilitation can be 

accomplished by restoring / rehabilitating previous reversible alterations that 

would contribute to the integrity of the building, which have not gained 

integrity individually.  The alterations that have achieved integrity on their on 

merit shall not be changed as part of the restoration effort.  The restoration / 

rehabilitation tasks shall be completed prior to implementation of the 

approved project.  Below is a list of restoration work to be performed.  A 

minimum of the following restoration work shall be performed: 

 

1. Remove all existing awnings on the four arched windows at the southern and 

eastern elevations of the building, which exclude the retail spaces and 

offices windows, in order to expose the historic and character-defining arched 

windows original to the building, Treatment options for consideration relative 

to energy issues associated with the removal of the awnings may include 

insertion of translucent film over the windows, new glazing or installation of 

interior sun shades to reduce the amount of sunlight entering the tenant space, 

etc.  The final treatment options for the removal of the existing awning shall be 

identified at the Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) stage, should the EIR be 

certified and a COA application filed for the project. 
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2. Repair and restore the building’s cornice along the street-facing elevations. 

3. Removal and replacement of the existing second floor windows to match in-

kind the original second floor windows of the building, if the HSR determines 

this is appropriate to ensure consistency with the Secretary of the Interior 

Standards. 

4. Using The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and 

Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings as a reference, clean the 

exterior of the building, and either expose the original brickwork or repaint 

the building. 

5. Restore and replace all existing exterior lighting fixtures to match in-kind the 

original lighting fixtures (based on historic evidence). 

6. Repair and restore the Grate for the Bank Bell.  

7. Restore the terra cotta ceramic plaque over the corner door with the 

words “Bank of Davis” in raised lettering 

 

Retention of the removed bricks is important to the potential future restoration of 

the building regarding the proposed project.  The purpose of retaining the removed 

bricks due to the approved project is to restore the “original” integrity in the event 

it wais determined by the property owner that the alteration is no longer needed. 

 

D.  The property owner shall retain all removed brick to allow the project in a 

safe environment for future use to restore the building to its original integrity, 

should there be no use or reason to continue with the lower windows. 
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While it is recognized that 100 percent reversibility is unlikely, the applicant 

shall store in a safe manner in perpetuity the removed bricks to accommodate 

the alteration, and shall pass on the bricks for safe keeping to future owners.  

In the event of future restoration of the altered portion of the building due to 

this proposal, the retained bricks shall be used.  Failure to store the bricks in a 

safe manner could directly affect the future decision to allow the restoration 

effort. 

 

E. All mitigation measures shall be completed prior to commencement of work on 

the window alteration, should the EIR be certified and the COA approved.  

However, any mitigation measure, such as the bricks preservation, found at 

the COA stage to require late completion may be allowed to be delayed and 

completed at the appropriate stage in the project implementation at the city’s 

discretion and subject to EIR certification and COA approval.  Acceptance of 

all mitigation measures and agreement to comply with all mitigation measures 

by the applicant shall be documented prior to certification of the EIR. 

4.2.3B – Design 

Options B: -- would 

alter the appearance 

of the Anderson 

Bank building, and 

will not be consistent 

with The Standards.  

Significant Same as 4.2.3A "A” through “E” above and “F” below.  Significant 

4.3 Aesthetics 
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Impact Level of 
Significance prior 

to Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures Level of 
Significance 

after Mitigation 
4.3.3A – Design Options A:  

Design Option A will alter the 

appearance of the Anderson Bank 

building; this under CEQA would be a 

substantive change.   

Significant Implement Mitigation Measures A-D from Section 4.2.3A 

 

There is the potential that any bracing for reinforcement used to 

implement the project could be unsightly or lessen the visual 

integrity of the building.  To mitigate for this potential impact, 

the applicant is required to note and address the prospect of 

installing bracing that could result in aesthetics issue. 

 

F. Should reinforcement bracing be required at the time of 

building permit to implement Design Option A, any 

reinforcement bracing and engineering required shall be 

designed and installed in a manner that it is not visible 

from public view. All construction details and engineering 

shall be submitted with Certificate of Appropriateness 

application.  The goal of this mitigation measure is to avoid 

unsightly impact of the reinforcement bracing. 

Less Than 

Significant 

4.3.3B – Design Options B: 

Design Option B would alter the 

appearance of the Anderson Bank 

building, and will not be consistent with 

The Standards.   

Significant Implement Mitigation Measures A-F above. 

 

Significant 
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2.2  TEXT CHANGES 

The text changes are being made in response to comments made.  Note that new text is double underlined, 

while deleted text is struck-through.  The sections of the DEIR and sometimes pages affected are cited as 

well. 

 

2.1.3 General Description of the Project (DEIR, page 16) 
The DEIR, page 16, is hereby amended as follows: 

 

The project sponsor, Mr. James A. Kidd, proposes to install display windows beneath the four 

existing ground floor arched windows on the south and east building elevations.  The project 

under review in this EIR is two design concepts; Design Options A and B.  The proposal is to 

install new windows in order to create additional storefront display space, and perhaps to allow 

for additional light in the ground floor space.  Each of the two design options would result in 

approximately 10.5’ wide by 2.5’ high new openings.  The footnote on page 26 explains that the 

Urbana Preservation & Planning report identified the dimension of the proposed window 

alteration as 5 x 2’, while the simulated photo in the report showed approximately 10.5 x 2’.  The 

dimension of the proposed conceptual window alteration is approximately 10.5’ wide by 2.5’ 

high.  Without a detailed plan, which will be part of a Certificate of Appropriateness application, 

the dimension is estimated.  See Oral Comment #21. 

 

4.2.1 Environmental Setting (DEIR, pages 38-39, 40 & 49) 
A last paragraph is hereby included to the DEIR, page 39, to read as follows (which addresses 

comments made regarding contents of pages 38-39, 40 and 49 of the DEIR):   

 

Davis has five commercial historic resources of which two are Landmarks and three are Merit 

Resources.  The majority of other historic resources in the downtown area were built as 

residential structures.  The Anderson Building is the city’s only commercial Landmark from the 

earliest period of the City’s history and sole representative of its size and type; a two-story mixed 

retail, bank and office structure.  Hence this building is of utmost importance as a cultural 

resource given that the city has comparatively few historic resources as compared to other cities 

in California, such as City of Woodland.  See Letter 4-6 comment. 
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4.3.2 Regulatory Context (DEIR, pages 39-41) 
Section 4.3.2 (Regulatory Context) of the DEIR, pages 39-41, is hereby amended as follows to 

address comments made during the DEIR comment period: 

…  The Core Area Specific Plan includes the following policies: 

Land Use 4 Require that the first floor of buildings in the Downtown Core (Retail 
Stores) be pedestrian oriented. 

 
Storefront Design Guidelines (excerpts) 
 For commercial retail storefronts, generally there should be more glass 

and less wall at the storefront level, balanced by more wall and less glass 
on the upper façade. … Historic structures with architectural significance 
need to be preserved whenever possible. 

 
 The Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines 

for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings shall be used as a reference 
standard for all designated resources. (Underline emphasis added) 

 

This Core Area Specific Plan policy is applicable to the proposed project.  This is because the 

Core Area Specific Plan also states that “inappropriate historical themes should be avoided” and 

“the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating 

Historic Buildings shall be used as a reference standard for all designated resources.”   

 

Alterations to all historic buildings within the City of Davis are covered by the historic 

ordinances and regulations of CEQA.  In the case of the Anderson Bank Building, the arched 

windows are a major character-defining feature.  Therefore, alterations resulting in more glass on 

a building within the Core Area should consider this guideline to a reasonable extent.  Nothing in 

the guideline explicitly states that this guideline is to be applied only to new construction.  See 

Letters 1-4, 4-3, 4-7 and 4-8 comments and responses. 

 

“Weeks & Glimmer” in the DEIR, pages 40 and 49, is hereby corrected to read: “Weeks and 

Grimmer.”  Also the word “deign” in the DEIR, page 16, is hereby changed to “design”.  See Oral 

Comment #28. 

 

4.3.3 Impacts / Mitigation Measures (DEIR, Pages 50 through 56) 
The changes below are hereby made to the DEIR, pages 50 through 56. 

…  Project-specific Impacts.  Each conceptual design option is discussed separately below.  

The aesthetics impact discussion below is based on the building and the surrounding area 
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reflecting only the secondary issue of aesthetics.  The following questions must be answered 

in order to address this issue: 

 What impacts would each proposed conceptual design option (Design Options A and B) 

have on the building and area, reflecting only the secondary issue of aesthetics? 

 What impacts would each proposed conceptual design option (Design Options A and B) 

have on the building and area, reflecting only the secondary issue of aesthetics?  

See Oral Comment #15. 

 

Design Option A impacts on the aesthetics of the Anderson Bank Building. (DEIR, pages 50 

to 51) 

Clarifications are hereby made to the DEIR, pages 50 to 51, as follows:  

Typically, most modern retail windows range from six inches to two feet above ground.  The 

southwestern portion of the building elevation already has lower retail windows (twenty eight 

inches above ground/walkway).  Design Option A arguably is in keeping with the original design 

of the building and the Design Guidelines in that the window alteration would result in a similar 

lower window as the southwesterly portion of the building and a storefront display windowed 

provided consistent with the Design Guidelines.  See page 51 of the DEIR, third sentence of 

second paragraph. 

 

The Design Guidelines encourage provision of transparent display windows at the storefront, 

level.which is what proposed Design Option A would do.  However, some functional and visual 

concerns were expressed about this proposal, which include 1) whether there is adequate display 

space provided, 2) its appearance as if there is a basement when there is no basement, and 3) the 

unusual knee-level window under a high window of different materials that presents a hodge-

podge appearance.  Although there are a wide range of window heights and sizes within the 

downtown, few – if any – buildings have windows above and below the heavy sill proposed in 

Design Option A.  See page 51, last paragraph of the DEIR. 

 

Design Option A impacts on the aesthetics of the downtown area.  The aesthetics impact of 

Design Option A on the area appear to be minimal given that some surrounding buildings 

have differing types of low retail windows of varying forms, while others have high retail 

windows also of varying forms.  There is no consistent retail window theme in the Core 

Commercial area.  These storefront windows range from six inches to five feet above 

ground/sidewalk.  Some lower retail window tenants have covered a portion of the windows 
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either with paint or other materials to give the appearance of a higher window given nature of 

uses on the spaces.    

 

There is a combination of modern and historic buildings.  There are a number of older 

buildings with historic significance as pointed out in Sections 2 and 4.1.  Noteworthy is the 

fact that all the windows in a given building have similar character, unlike Design Option A.  

Noteworthy is the fact that each building has windows representative of the nature of use 

intended for the building at its original construction.  See page 52 of the DEIR. 

 

Design Option B impacts on the aesthetics of the Anderson Bank Building. 
Section 4.3.3, page 53, last paragraph (regarding Option B) is amended as follows:   

Although it does not maintain the integrity of the existing high windows, replacing them with 

lower windows eliminates the unusual, and potentially unattractive, mix of windows on the same 

façade.  The Anderson building was designed as a mixed-use building with three specific types of 

uses, which are retailing, banking, and office upstairs.  Potentially, the aesthetic impact of this 

design option could produce an unusual and unattractive mix of windows on the same façade.  

 

Appendix 8.3.  The third paragraph from the bottom of the page (page 4 of 6) is thus 

amended: 

Upon negotiation with the  

 

Figure 9 on page 53 of the DEIR is hereby amended to read “High Bank Windows” rather than “High 

Retail Windows.” 

 

The two new appendixes are: 

• Anderson Bank Building State of California – The Resources Agency, Department of 

Parks and Recreation Primary Record. 

• Resume of Wendy L. Tinsley, Principal Urbana Preservation & Planning. 
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3.0 LIST OF COMMENTERS 
The following is a list of letters received identifying the letter number, the person or entity submitting the 

letter, and the page number on which to these letters appear.  

 

 

Letter # Person/Entity Pages 

 

1.  City of Davis Historical Resources Management Commission 15-21 

2.  James A. Kidd, Property Owner/Project Applicant 22-28 

3.  Gale Sosnick 29-31 

4.  Valerie Vann 32-48 

5.  Richard Rifkin 49-52 

6.  Oral Comments 53-60 
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4.0 COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES 
Responses to Comments 
This section contains comments and responses to the comments, which were received during the 

comment period on the Draft EIR.  Each point in the comment letters is numbered consistent with the 

letter numbering and responses provided accordingly.  
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Response to Comment 1-1 

The differences between conceptual Design Option A and B are addressed in the Urbana Preservation & 

Planning Historical Resources Analysis report.  The table below contains excerpt details of conceptual 

Design Options A and B from the Urbana Preservation & Planning report.   

Table 4.0 – Comparing Conceptual Design Options A and B 

Design Option A – Project Impacts Design Option B – Project Impacts 
Under Design Option A, the integrity of the Anderson 
Bank Building would be diminished through the addition 
of four new windows which would change the historic 
appearance of the building by altering the elevated ground 
floor window pattern that is typical to bank buildings 
constructed in the early part of the 19th Century. This 

Design Option B does not appear to be 
consistent with the philosophical approach set 
forth in The Standards for Rehabilitation, and 
the execution of Design Option B would not 
to be in the best interest of the original design 
or historic character of the Anderson Bank 
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option, however, would retain the existing brick window 
sills that anchor the arched windows and provide a heavy 
horizontal base for the ground floor wall plane. As a 
result, Design Option A was determined generally 
consistent with The Standards for Rehabilitation because 
the proposed modification project would not appear to 
remove enough historic material or significantly alter 
character-defining features of the building such that it 
would no longer carry the ability to physically convey it’s 
previously identified historical significance. 
 
If the proposed building modifications identified as 
Design Option A were executed, the Anderson Bank 
Building would appear to maintain its eligibility as a City 
of Davis Landmark, and inclusion/eligibility for inclusion 
on the California Register of Historical Resources at the 
local level. The changes proposed under Design Option A, 
would likely preclude the Anderson Bank Building from 
future listing on or a future determination of eligibility for 
the National Register of Historic Places 
 
Although Design Option A would not appear to cause a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of the 
Anderson bank Building for CEQA purposes, completion 
of a HABS documentation program for the Anderson 
Bank Building is recommended prior to issuance of a 
COA by the City of Davis or execution of the design 
project by the applicant. Information on the HABS 
program is included in the ‘Mitigation Measures’ section 
on the following pages. 

Building. For the purposes of CEQA, Design 
Option B would cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of the Anderson 
Bank Building that could not be mitigated to a 
less-than-significant level of impact. 
Therefore, execution of Design Option D 
would result in a significant environmental 
effect. 
 
If Design Option B were executed, the 
Anderson Bank Building would no longer 
appear eligible as a City of Davis Landmark, 
or for inclusion/eligibility on the California 
Register of Historical Resources. Similarly, 
the changes proposed under Design Option B 
would preclude the Anderson Bank Building 
from future listing on or a future 
determination of eligibility for the National 
Register of Historic Places. 
 
Although the impacts to the Anderson Bank 
Building resultant from Design Option B 
cannot be reduced to a less-than-significant 
level, completion of a HABS documentation 
program for the Anderson Bank Building is 
recommended if the applicant elects to pursue 
this option. Information on the HABS 
program is included in the ‘Mitigation 
Measures’ section on the following pages. 

 

According to the Urbana Preservation & Planning report, the Design Option A, unlike Design Option B  

“would not appear to remove enough historic material or significantly alter character-defining 
features of the building such that it would no longer carry the ability to physically convey it’s 
previously identified historical significance.”   
 

The Urbana Preservation & Planning report states that Design Option A will  

“remove the existing historic masonry units beneath each of the four arched windows in order to 
install new windows there.  While the existing brick may not be considered a distinctive material and 
does not feature an ornamental bond pattern, the installation of new windows in that wall section 
would change the spatial pattern of the building by creating new openings in the wall plane. The new 
windows would diminish the ability of the building to convey its original use as a bank, which 
typically featured elevated ground floor windows. However, Design Option A proposes retention of 
the existing brick sills; strong horizontal elements which lend to the overall horizontal composition of 
the building.”  “Under Design Option A, no changes have been proposed which would appear to 
modify or remove significant features of the building such as the ornamental brickwork and panels, 
and the existing arched windows.  Nor have any conjectural modifications been proposed which 
would appear to create a false sense of history for the building.”  
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The report states that Design Option B  

“entails removal of the existing brick sill, removal of the existing ornamental end panels, and 
installation of a new window with a tri-partite sash that is similar to the sash pattern currently 
incorporated in the building windows. A squared bracket/cap is proposed for installation on the wall 
in place of the existing historic end panels. The new opening would appear to measure approximately 
5’ x 2’ – the same dimensions proposed for Design Option A.”  …  “The conceptual sketch provided 
for Design Option B does not indicate whether the existing wood sill would be materially affected by 
the proposed window installation project; if it would be repaired or replaced as part of the new 
window installation project, or if the new window proposed for installation in the bulkhead would 
abut the bottom edge of the existing sill and require no invasive measures or material intervention to 
the historic sill. The comments provided above assume that no modifications would be made to the 
existing window sills. If changes are proposed for the existing wood sills than additional information 
is necessary to analyze the proposed modifications under The Standards for Rehabilitation, 
particularly Rehabilitation Standards #6, #7, and #8.” 
   

It is noteworthy that the dimension of 5’ x 2’ is inaccurate, and the approximate dimension is 10.5’ wide 

by 2.5’ high.  See Section 2.2, Text Changes. 

 

The Urbana Preservation & Planning report concludes as follows relative to the key differences between 

Design Options A and B: 

“Design Option B proposes removal of the existing brick sills; strong horizontal elements which lend 
to the overall horizontal composition of the building, as well as the ornamental panels that are 
considered distinctive, character-defining features for the building.”   

 

As seen from the details above, Design Option A does not involve removal of the brick sills. 

 

Response to Comment 1-2 

Table 2.7 of the DEIR containing the summary of impacts and mitigation measures has been modified to 

address certain aspects of this concern.  All mitigation measures would have to be completed in order to 

reduce impacts to less than significant levels.  Noteworthy is the fact that some items of restoration stated 

to have been completed by the applicant would have to be verified through the historic structure report 

(HSR) to be performed.  Any of these items found to have been completed would not need to be repeated.  

See Mitigation Measures table on pages 6 through 11 of this FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment 1-3 

Mitigation Measure “E” has been added requiring that the applicant agree to the overall mitigation 

measures prior to certification of the EIR.  In addition, it is required that all the mitigation measures be 

met prior to commencement of alteration work on the windows, unless exceptions are granted at the 

discretion of the city.  However, it is noteworthy that preservation of the bricks in a safe manner cannot 
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occur prior to commencement of alteration work on the windows.  This would be an on-going mitigation 

measure if the EIR is certified and a Certificate of Appropriateness approved.   

 

Response to Comment 1-4 

The “Regulatory Context” (4.3.2) section of the DEIR appropriately cited the Core Area Specific Plan 

Storefront Design Guidelines, which states that retail storefronts in general should be “more glass and less 

wall at storefront level.”  It is noteworthy that this section of the Core Area Specific Plan cited also 

contains a statement that historic structures with architectural significance need to be preserved whenever 

possible.  See Section 2.2 (Text Changes) of this FEIR for additional information. 

 

Response to Comment 1-5 

See response to Letter 1-1 above.  Design Option A would not involve the “removal of the existing brick 

sills; strong horizontal elements which lend to the overall horizontal composition of the building, as well 

as the ornamental panels that are considered distinctive, character-defining features for the building” as 

compared to Design Option B.  This difference directly affects the inability to mitigate Design Option B 

to a less than significant level.  The resultant effect is that Design Option A can be eligible for the 

California Register but not the National Register with implementation of all mitigation measures.  

 

Response to Comment 1-6 
The Historical Resource Analysis Report (Final January 2006) prepared by Urbana Preservation & 

Planning and subsequent DEIR did not include a review of the glass wall concept as an extension of 

Design Option A because the concept was informally introduced after the January 2006 Historical 

Resource Analysis Report was finalized and DEIR released.  The glass wall concept is not addressed by 

this FEIR because of the concept's late introduction into the project review process.  Newly developed 

interest in pursuing the glass wall concept as a viable design option has not been afforded adequate 

consideration as no conceptual renderings have been provided by the project applicant, and no detailed 

review or discussion has occurred regarding the concept.   

 

Preliminarily the City of Davis and Urbana Preservation & Planning (Urbana) have opined that the glass 

wall concept would appear to entail installation of a fixed glass unit without a divide and flush with the 

exterior wall plane, whereas Design Options A and B entail insertion of a divided glass unit recessed into 

the wall plane.  Preliminarily, it would appear that the resultant appearance from installation of a divided 

unit versus a single pane / undivided unit would not appear to have greater or lesser impacts than that 

resultant from Design Option A.  However, specific design details and renderings should be provided by 
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the project applicant prior to any consideration of formal approval of the newly introduced glass wall 

concept.   

 

As with Design Options A and B, further detailed analysis of the glass wall concept (as a variation of 

Design Option A) should be prepared under the Certificate of Appropriateness review process.  Should 

the EIR be certified and Design Option A "or a variation thereof be selected" for further review and 

processing, the applicant would have to file for a COA application.  During the application filing, the 

applicant would be required to "specify and submit" design details and renderings that assist staff in 

making the determination whether an addendum to the EIR will have to be prepared.    

 

Response to Comment 1-7 

See page 14 of this FEIR where an amendment has been include to add “High Bank Windows” in place of 

“High Retail Windows.”   
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Response to Comment 2-1 

See Response to Letter 1-6 above.  Mr. Richard Berteaux was contacted and he had the following 

comments on the “glass panel/wall” insert:  

“What I was suggesting when I said an opening 6 or 7 courses high, was to leave one course of brick 
at the top under the sill and one course of brick at the bottom above the base, which I think will make 
for a more subtle looking treatment. Opening the wall the maximum amount possible I believe would 
be less attractive and be a more obvious change.  
 
An alternative is a flush glazed opening.  This alternative also entails removal of existing masonry 
units beneath the arched windows in the bulkhead below the brick window sill similar to the other 
proposals.  However, instead of installing a single horizontal window, the opening would have a piece 
of heavy glass (1/2" or more thick") installed flush with the exterior face of the brick wall in the 
bulkhead below the brick window sill.  The edge of a steel framed opening behind the glass would 
provide a surface on which to adhere the glass with silicon adhesive.  This alternative would not alter 
the existing three raised tiers of the brick sill and related ornamental panels, windows and arched 
elements.  The opening for the glass would be somewhat smaller than that for "Design Option A", six 
or seven courses of brick tall and approximately 10.5’ wide.” 

 

It is noteworthy that no examples or architectural details of the “glass wall” insert have been provided.  

 

Response to Comment 2-2 
Providing the City Council a clear and objective process to consider historical designations is a 

reasonable comment.  However, this EIR evaluates a proposal to provide additional display space 

windows or openings on the building that is already designated and does not evaluate whether the 

building should be a Landmark.   

 

It is understood that certain aspects of the past survey reports provide statements on the building and other 

buildings in the Core Commercial area that raise questions as to the assessment for their historic 

designations.  Staff and the Historical Resources Management Commission are aware of this concern and 

agree with the applicant that additional work is needed to fully articulate the features that are essential to 

each building’s designation.  Nonetheless, the primary focus of this EIR is whether the conceptual designs 

suggested for the windows alterations meet with the requirements of the Secretary of Interior’s Standards 

for a historic resource under CEQA.  

 

A Historical Resources Analysis report has been prepared by Urbana Preservation & Planning, which 

directly evaluated the various design options proposed.  The question now is whether the information 

contained in the DEIR and the FEIR adequately address the two equal weight conceptual projects and 
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their environmental impacts.  The staff report to the Commission and Council would include discussions 

about the status of the building and the prior Council determinations that the building is a Landmark. 

 

Response to Comment 2-3 

The DEIR under the discussion of the Environmental Setting (4.1.3, page 35), cites the city’s 2003 

Historical Resources Survey statement that the architectural styles of the downtown buildings varies and 

includes “Classical Revival (Yolo Bank), Prairie Style Commercial Block (Anderson Bank), …”  The 

2003 survey report also indicates that the building is an “impressive Prairie Style Commercial building” 

identified in the 1980 and 1996 surveys.  See Appendix A of this FEIR.  The most recent historical 

resources analysis performed by Urbana Preservation & Planning (Urbana) states that the building “is a 

two-part commercial block structure designed with an observable, although simplistic, influence from the 

Sullivanesque style of architecture…”  See page 41 of the DEIR, Section 4.2.3.   

 

The Urbana report is the most up-to-date and detailed individual historical resources analysis report on 

the building.  The issue is not what the label of the architectural style of the building is, rather if the 

proposed alteration to a Landmark conforms to all applicable standards and guidelines pursuant to the 

Secretary of Interior’s Standards of Rehabilitation under CEQA.  

 

The appendix section of this FEIR contains the existing site specific survey for the subject property 

contained in the 2003 Historical Resources Survey and in the Davis Register of Historical Places. 

 

Response to Comment 2-4 

The mitigation measures have been modified to allow the Historic Structures Report (HSR) to assist in 

determining compliance with items identified by the applicant to have been completed, or whether the 

window restoration is needed.  If these items are found to have been completed, no further action is 

necessary on the part of the applicant, and the related mitigation measures would be deemed completed.  

For instance, the HSR would verify whether there is a need to replace the second floor window, or not. 

 

If the project is to be approved without overriding the significant impacts via a Statement of Overriding 

Consideration, it is necessary that the applicant accept all mitigation measures prior to certification of the 

EIR given that the total mitigation measures are deemed necessary to reduce impacts to less than 

significant levels.     
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Response to Comment 3-1 

This is a policy comment.  It is not comment on the adequacy of the EIR.  Comment noted.  
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Response to Comment 3-2 

See Response to Comment 3-1 above.  The building is a Landmark.  It is proposed to be altered, which 

requires review consistent with applicable city Zoning Ordinance and state law.  The historical resources 

management ordinance contains provisions for evaluating economic necessity for a proposed alteration 

based on financial hardship at the time of Certificate of Appropriateness.   

 

Response to Comment 3-3 

Comment noted. 

 

Response to Comment 3-4 
Comment noted.  This is a policy comment rather than on the adequacy of the EIR. 

 

Response to Comment 3-5 

The Anderson Bank Building window alteration EIR is being processed consistent with all applicable city 

and state requirements.  The building is a Landmark, which must undergo special review consistent with 

the regulations and guidelines prescribed for such alterations. 

 

Response to Comment 3-6 

The issue is not whether the building would function today as a bank, rather whether the proposed 

alterations would adversely affect the Landmark building.  

 

Response to Comment 3-7 

The process currently embarked would lead to a resolution.  This EIR analyzes equally both design 

options.  The conclusion is that Design Option A with full mitigation measures applied would result in 

less than significant impacts to the historic resource, while Design Option B would result in significant 

impacts that cannot be mitigated.  See the Urbana Preservation & Planning Historical Resources Analysis 

report attached to the DEIR.  The policy decision of whether to approve either alternative will be made by 

the City Council upon the recommendation of the Historical Resources Management Commission. 
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Response to Comment 4-1 

The description of Design Option B in the DEIR and Figure 4 are consistent with the Urbana Preservation 

& Planning Historical Resources Analysis report.  The photo simulation was not intended to serve as a 

detailed plan of Design Option B, rather just a conceptual simulation as no accurate photo simulations or 

scaled drawings were provided by the applicant.  At the stage of Certificate of Appropriateness, details of 

the chosen plan would be provided for public review and comments.   

City of Davis  44              Anderson Bank building Window Project 
March 2007  Final Environmental Impact Report 



Removal of the ornamental caps may be required to implement Design Option B, therefore, this is 

evaluated as a potential significant impact in the EIR. 

 

Response to Comment 4-2 

The comment is noted.  See pages 11 through 14 of this FEIR for text update regarding this 
comment.  The cumulative impact of the proposed project is addressed in Section 6 of the DEIR.   
 

Response to Comment 4-3 

Section 1.8 (Required Approvals) of the DEIR cited Section 40.23.190 of the Zoning Ordinance as well 

as stated that Certificate of Appropriateness would be required should the EIR be certified and a proposal 

selected for the project.  The DEIR included adequate statements as to what the next steps would involve 

should the EIR be certified and a specific design option chosen.   

 

Response to Comment 4-4 

The analysis of compliance with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation of Historic 

Buildings for the proposal is in the Urbana Preservation & Planning report.  The DEIR does not re-

evaluate the design concepts already analyzed by this report; rather it is based on this report.       

 

Response to Comment 4-5 

Had the proposed Design Options A and B complied with SOI Standards, there would have been no need 

for the preparation of this EIR as well as identification of mitigation measures.  The DEIR incorporates 

the Historical Resources Analysis (HRA) report prepared by Urbana Preservation & Planning, which 

states that the proposed alterations “generally comply” with one or more of the SOI Standards.  This 

statement is appropriate as both the DEIR and the HRA state that Design Option A impacts can be 

mitigated to less than significant levels with implementation of identified mitigation measures.  

 

Response to Comment 4-6 

Comment noted and clarification has been made.  See pages 11 through 14 of this FEIR.   

 

Response to Comment 4-7 

Comment noted and clarification has been made.  See pages 11 through 14 of this FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment 4-8 
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Comment noted and clarification has been made.  See pages 11 through 14 of this FEIR.  The quote cited 

from page 51 of the DEIR was never intended to imply that conceptual Design Option A was envisioned 

at the time of the original construction.  The sentence was intended to compare between the two equal 

weight conceptual options under the assumption that the building is not a Landmark.   

 

Pages 11 through 14 of this FEIR address the issue of transparent display windows at storefronts in the 

Core Area.  It is factual that transparent storefronts are encouraged in the Core Area.  Whether it should 

be more applicable to new construction or existing buildings was never addressed in the guidelines.  

Consideration of the storefront transparency with other applicable guidelines from local and state is 

essential.  Other comments regarding transparent storefront, Design Option A window’s similarities and 

distinctions are appropriate. 

 

Response to Comment 4-9 

Comment noted and clarification has been made.  See page 14 of the FEIR. 

 

Response to Comment 4-10 

This comment is appropriate and noted. The explanation provided is noted.  As stated in the comment, the 

essence of the paragraph in question was to report prior comments on Design Options A and B.   

 

Response to Comment 4-11 

The FEIR clearly states that under Design Option A, full compliance with all the mitigation measures is 

required.   

 

Response to Comment 4-12 

The proposed conceptual project may or may not materialize.  The city policies encourage maintenance 

and conducting of needed repairs on historic structures so as to maintain their integrity.  Requiring a total 

moratorium on repairs to the exterior with or without the exceptions because of this proposal may hinder 

routine and yet needed aesthetic, health and/or safety repairs.  It should be acknowledged that future 

repair activities may not have nexus to the current alteration request.  Any changes to the building require 

a Certificate of Appropriateness. 

 

Response to Comment 4-13 

The suggestion to require the HSR to specifically include the type of mortar used, etc., would be more 

appropriate as a condition of approval of the Certificate of Appropriateness, should the EIR be certified 
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and a project is submitted for review and approval.  The HSR is required to be performed prior to filing 

for the Certificate of Appropriateness.  It should be noted that an HSR is prepared to minimize loss of 

character-defining features and materials whenever existing information about the condition of the 

historic structure does not provide an adequate basis upon which to address anticipated management 

objectives, whenever alternative courses of action for impending treatment and use could have adverse 

effects, or to record treatment.  So, if the HSR finds it necessary to identify such materials for the 

alteration, it would be included.  The identified mitigation measures directly reflect what is necessary to 

address the impacts of the proposal to a less than significant level, should the EIR be certified and Design 

Option A approved.  Additional conditions of approval may be imposed at the stage of COA, if 

determined by HRMC to be necessary.   

 

Response to Comment 4-14 

See Response to Comment 4-13 above.  Repair of “damaged brick” at the alley corner for instance and 

other activities to protect materials during construction presupposes that the EIR would be certified and 

COA approved for a project.  These types of details are appropriate at the COA stage, not at this stage of 

conceptual project environmental impacts analysis.   

 

Response to Comment 4-15 

See Response to Comment 4-14 above.  The details of work to be performed should the project be 

implemented would be addressed as part of COA review and approval.  It should be noted that approval 

of the COA is not automatic, therefore, is not being presupposed by these responses. 

 

Response to Comment 4-16 

The levels of details proposed by this comment are items to be addressed as part of the Certificate of 

Appropriateness.  See previous comments above regarding details of implementing the proposal. 

 

Response to Comment 4-17 

The mitigation measures have been modified to require that the HSR address whether the windows 

needed to be matched in-kind or not.   

 

Response to Comment 4-18 

It is reasonable to state that the alteration will result in irreversible alteration.  However, a higher degree 

of reversibility exists hence the mitigation measure to save in a safe environment the bricks removed to 

allow the opening, should the EIR be certified and the COA approved.  No specific penalties could be 
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identified now that would apply.  If no future requests to reverse the alteration are proposed, it is very 

likely that nothing can trigger the city to require proof that the bricks are appropriately maintained.  See 

Mitigation Measure 4.2D. 
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Response to Comment 5-1 

At the time of Certificate of Appropriateness, should this EIR be certified and a design option approved, 

the applicant would be required to provide all applicable materials, including financial hardship analysis, 

if necessary (for an alternative inconsistent with the SOI Standards).  The DEIR is not assessing whether 

the applicant has experienced hardship, rather it is addressing the environmental impacts associated with 

the proposed alteration work to a historic resource consistent with both city and state requirements.  It is 

essential to note, as stated in the DEIR, that should the EIR be certified and the applicant files a COA 

application, then the details of the proposal would be required of the applicant. 
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It should be noted however, that documentation of potential hardships encountered by the applicant, 

whether financial or in securing a tenant for the building’s ground floor retail space, was requested at the 

initial site visit attended by the applicant’s project team members, City staff members, and Wendy L. 

Tinsley of Urbana Preservation & Planning.  Similar documentary evidence was also requested at the first 

project meeting attended by the applicant, City staff members and Wendy L. Tinsley of Urbana 

Preservation & Planning.  The purpose of these requests was to better develop the definition of the 

proposed project for CEQA purposes.  No substantive documentation was provided to either reference or 

include in the Historical Resource Analysis Report (Final January 2006) or the DEIR. 

 

Response to Comment 5-2 

See Response to Comment 5-1 above.  Only if the EIR is certified, a project concept selected, and a 

Certificate of Appropriateness application filed, could the applicant be asked to provide details regarding 

why the space is not viable as is for retail.  The nature of details to be required at the COA stage is 

governed by the applicable Zoning Ordinance.     

 

Response to Comment 5-3 

The comment is noted, but it does not address the adequacy of the EIR.  It should be remembered that the 

EIR is addressing two conceptual alteration designs rather than a concrete proposal.   

 

Response to Comment 5-4 

This is a policy comment and not related to the adequacy of the EIR.  Comment noted.   

 

Response to Comment 5-5 

There is no nexus to require penalty should the applicant request reversibility of the alteration in the 

future.  Should in the future the applicant request restoration of the alteration, the applicable SOI 

Standards would be utilized.  There is no known financial value to be associated with the bricks that could 

be used to assess financial penalty, for instance.  There is no other known penalty that can be articulated 

now that would address this comment.   

 

Response to Comment 5-6 

Should the EIR be certified and a design concept recommended to be pursued, the applicant would have 

to request for a Certificate of Appropriateness approval.  See Response to Comments 5-1 through 5-5 

above.  Assumptions by the comment include that these uses are interested in locating at the subject site.  
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The EIR does not speculate what types of tenants may be interested in occupying the building.  This EIR 

analysis has identified cultural resources and aesthetics as the two environmental factors impacted.   

 

Response to Comment 5-7 

There is no expert opinion on whether removing the awnings could result in better display and signage.  

However, a former tenant of the space had indicated to staff that removal of the awning could result in 

better visibility into the space.  Staff at the time tried working with that tenant and the property owner to 

evaluate possible signage for the location, but nothing came of it.  Staff speculates that visibility has 

increased to some extent within the space given the installation of the wider corner door, which was part 

of the previous COA approved when this window alteration was brought before the Historical Resources 

Management Commission. 

 

The Urbana Preservation & Planning report suggests removal of the awnings would “expose the historic 

arched windows coverings that are considered significant and character-defining.”  The report only 

articulates the historic resource benefit, rather than the commercial. 
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Oral Comments. 

There were several comments made during the DEIR comment period and public hearing meetings.  

These comments are numbered from one to thirty-four.  The oral comments below are numbered and 

italicized.  Each response is provided immediately after the oral comment.  This format is used as it is 

easier to follow.  The oral comments were made by the public, the Commission, and the applicant during 

the public meetings held during the DEIR comment period.  Some of the oral comments were repeated in 

the individual letter comments.  No credits to individuals or groups were given on the oral comments. 

 

1. Section 2.1.1, page 13:  The Masonic Lodge should no longer be considered a historic resource 
because the character of the building has been changed as the result of past remodels.  

 

The Masonic Lodge is a City of Davis Merit Resource and accordingly identified on the Davis 

Register. 

 

2. Section 4.1.3, page 35:  The list of architectural styles in the downtown (Classical Revival, Prairie 
Style, Renaissance Revival, and Streamline Moderne) should include Victorian and Mission because 
two important downtown buildings are examples of these styles.  

 

Section 4.1.3, page 35 of the DEIR cited contains an excerpt from the city’s 2003 Historical 

Resources Survey report regarding architectural styles found in the downtown.  The adopted 2003 

Historical Survey contains information based on surveys conducted and prepared by a qualified 

expert. 

 

3. Section 4.1.3, page 34, Item 3, last paragraph states that one of the purposes of the Davis Downtown 
and Traditional Neighborhood Overlay District is “planning for new commercial and residential 
infill construction that is compatible and complementary to the character of existing neighborhood 
areas within the district.”  Complementary to which of the above-mentioned styles in the Downtown 
District?   

 

Section 4.1.3, page 34 of the DEIR cited contains a summation of the purposes of the Davis 

Downtown and Traditional Neighborhood Overlay District, which encompass both residential and 

commercial areas.  The determination of what is deemed complementary depends on multiple 

variables.   
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4. Section 4.2.3, page 42, Design Option A, first paragraph and page 45, Design Option B: “The 
proposed project would diminish the ability of the building to convey its original use as a bank . . . .”  
The building could not go back to being a bank because current safety standards for banks require 
large windows to provide increased visibility and act as a deterrent to crime. 

 

Comment noted.  The DEIR is not suggesting that the building should be used as bank building.  See 

response to Comment 5-6. 

 

5. Section 4.2.3A, Page 43, Mitigation Measure B:  “The HSR [Historic Structures Report] shall be 
completed prior to execution of any restoration . . . .”  Who pays for the studies?    

 

The mitigation measure has been revised to explicitly state that property owner is required to pay for 

the Historic Structures Report.   

 

6. Section 4.2.3A, pages 43 and 44, Mitigation Measure C:  “[T]he restoration / rehabilitation effort 
that maintains integrity of the building is desirable.”  “A minimum of the following restoration work 
shall be performed . . . .”  The former is discretionary and the latter is mandated, which seems to be 
in conflict. 

 

The minimum identified actions have been determined by the Urbana Preservation & Planning report 

to restore to a reasonable extent the integrity of the building.  These measures are mandatory to 

mitigate impacts.  See Section 4.2.3A, page 43 and 44 of the DEIR.   

 

7. Who decided that the awnings should come down?   
 

A recommended mitigation measure requires restoration work that includes removal of the awnings 

so as to expose the arched windows, which are historic features and considered character-defining.  

The City Council will make the final decision on the EIR.  

 

8. Section 1.1, page 4: “The EIR does not recommend approval or denial of the project.”  The EIR 
should be non-biased, but I think the text is very prejudicial to one plan over another.  The use of the 
word “substantial” as in “substantially adverse impact” seems to make the assessment a judgment 
call rather than a presentation of the facts.   

 

The equal weight analysis does not mean that both design options would have equal weight impacts, 

rather it does provide information on the impacts of each design options based on the Urbana 

Preservation & Planning report.  The report finds that conceptual Design Option B has impacts that 

could not be mitigated to less than significant levels, and that is what is addressed in the DEIR. 
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9. Section 2.3, page 18 and Impact/Mitigation Measure 4.2.3B – Design Options B, page 46:  The 
report holds out the potential that the Downtown could become a Historic District and implies that 
changing the windows on the Anderson Bank building might be the ultimate stroke that prevents the 
Downtown from becoming a Historic District.  However, in light of the discussion of what makes a 
Historic District on page 35, Davis does not have the makings of a Historic District, especially when 
compared to Old Sacramento or Folsom.   

 

The city has not formally adopted historic districts.  However, the 2003 Historic Resources Survey 

adopted by the city has identified potential historic districts within the city.   

 

10. The Historic Resources Management Commission needs to have a discussion regarding goals for the 
Downtown Core Area in regard to historical buildings and preservation.     

 
The Historical Resources Management Commission may wish to include discussion of goals for the 

Downtown Core Area regarding historical buildings and preservation in its goal setting for this year.  

However, this is not an EIR issue relative to this proposal. 

 
11. An alternate option, installing a glass insert flush with the brick (“glass wall”) was not adequately 

discussed in the DEIR.  This could be considered a modification of Design Option A.   
 

See Response to Comment 1-6. 

 

12. The photo simulations in the DEIR are inadequate.  Recommend using Photoshop rather than felt 
pens.   

 

Comment noted regarding the use of Photoshop photo simulations.  It should be noted that we are 

dealing with conceptual design options, and the photo simulations were only intended to convey the 

concepts to a reasonable extent.  Photo simulations and/or accurately scaled elevations drawings of all 

proposed design concepts were not submitted by the project applicant.  Any simulation drawings 

included in the Historical Resource Analysis Report prepared by Urbana Preservation & Planning 

(Urbana) were solely created for Urbana’s in-house use as part of the project analysis process.  For 

the sake of project transparency, these simulations were included in the report in order to inform City 

Staff, the project applicant, and other interested individuals regarding the actual proposed window 

dimensions and appearance resultant from the various proposed design schemes.  

 

13. The recommended mitigation measures are directed at cumulative effects of changes to the building 
rather than to specific changes; this point needs to be clarified in the DEIR.   
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The recommended mitigation measures address the identified cultural resources and aesthetic impacts 

relative to the window alteration on a city Landmark.  The proposed conceptual alteration project is 

analyzed and all identified impacts appropriately mitigated for Design Option A. 

 

14. It is not clear in the DEIR why impacts of Option A would become less than significant after 
application of the mitigation measures while impacts of Option B would remain significant after 
application of the mitigation measures.  Text from previous discussions of the project needs to be 
incorporated into the report to clarify how the options result in different impacts on the building.   

 

See Response to Comment 1-1. 

 

15. Page 50:  Two identical bullet points.   
 

See FEIR Section 4.3.3.  The repeated bullet point is deleted. 

 

16. Although it is suggested that the project be approved if the applicant could show financial hardship 
as a result of denial, it is not made clear in the DEIR whether the applicant would suffer economic 
hardship if his application is denied.  No other uses of the property are discussed in the DEIR.   

 

See Response to Comment 5-6.  The financial hardship analysis would be addressed as part of 

the Certificate of Appropriateness application, should the City Council certify the EIR and 

approve a design concept for the project.  

 

17. Page 44, Impact/Mitigation Measure 4.2.3A – Design Option A, Item D states that “The property 
owner shall retain all removed brick . . . for future use . . . .”  However, no consequences are outlined 
in relation to loss of the bricks by the property owner.   

 

See prior responses to this comment.     

 

18. Appendix 8.3, page 4 of 6, third paragraph from the bottom of the page:  The last sentence ends in the 
middle:  “Upon negotiation with the ”   

 

The FEIR has addressed this item by deleting the unintended phrase. 

 

19. Table 2.7, page 23, Item 1:  “Remove all existing awnings on the southern and eastern elevations of 
the building in order to expose the historic and character-defining arched windows original to the 
building.”  Does this mean just the arched window awnings or all of the window awnings, including 
those of the retail spaces?  This should be clarified.   
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The applicable mitigation measure text has been changed to reflect that the awnings removal was 

intended for the four arched bank high windows, not the retail or office windows. 

 

20. Somewhere in the DEIR it states that removing the awnings would not entail any cost.  However, the 
awnings are bolted to the bricks or mortar of the exterior wall; therefore, removal of the awnings 
would result in damage to the brick and mortar of the exterior walls, thus incurring costs for 
repairing the damage.   

 

The Urbana Preservation & Planning Report indicates that removing the awnings may not entail any 

costs.  Given information provided that screws used to fasten the awnings would require special care 

in being removed, it reasonable to anticipate that the applicant might incur minimal costs to remove 

the awnings in an appropriate manner.   

 

21. Section 2.1.3, page 16:  The size of the window openings is stated as 10.5’ by 2.5’.  In Section 3.0, 
page 26, Footnote 1:  The size of the window alteration is stated as 2’ x 10.5’.  The report by Urbana 
Preservation and Planning states that the proposed dimensions are 2’ x 5’.   

 

The window size is further clarified in the FEIR “Text Changes” section.  See FEIR Section 2.2. 

 

22. Section 4.3.3, page 53:  The caption under the picture at the right characterizes the building pictured 
as “A building in the Core Area with High Retail Windows.”  However, the building (Yolo Bank) in 
question was originally used as a bank and is now a restaurant; it has never housed a retail 
establishment.  The picture is not appropriate for illustrating the range of cases for heights of retail 
windows in Davis.  In contrast, the picture on the left illustrates a historic Brinley Block building of 
approximately the same era that was designed for retail.  These windows are about the same height 
as the retail section of the Anderson Bank Building.   

 

See Response to Comment 1-7.  The caption has been changed to read “High Bank Windows”. 

 

23. Section 4.3.2, pages 48 and 49:  The report makes reference to the General Plan and the Core Area 
Specific Plan and includes the following quote from the Storefront Design Guidelines:  “[T]here 
should be more glass and less wall at the storefront level . . . .”  This does not seem to be a quote 
relevant to the discussion of a historic building, because the Design Guidelines are for new or infill 
construction or alterations to non-historic buildings.  The Guidelines are intended to make new 
construction, additions and remodels compatible with the traditional nature of the area, not to make 
changes to historic buildings conform to existing later construction.  Historic buildings within the 
City of Davis are covered by the historic ordinances and regulations of CEQA.  The point should be 
clarified that, although the Storefront Design Guidelines promote “more glass and less wall,” this 
policy is not promoted for historic buildings (given that windows are a major character-defining 
feature of historic buildings).   

 

See Response to Comment 4-7.     

City of Davis  57              Anderson Bank building Window Project 
March 2007  Final Environmental Impact Report 



 

24. Section 4.3.3, page 53, last paragraph:  Regarding Option B:  “Although it does not maintain the 
integrity of the existing high windows, replacing them with lower windows eliminates the unusual, 
and potentially unattractive, mix of windows on the same façade.”  This is not correct.  The mix of 
windows on the south façade of the Anderson building is not unusual; the building was designed as a 
mixed-use building with three specific types of uses: a retail section, a banking section, and an office 
section upstairs.  The architecture reflects those uses.  It needs to be clarified whether this sentence is 
referring strictly to the effects of a specific design option, or if it is making a general statement about 
historic building design.  Suggestion: “A possible aesthetic impact of Design Option A is to produce 
an unusual and unattractive mix of windows on the same façade.”   

 

See Response to Comment 4-10.   

 

25.  Restore the terra cotta ceramic plaque over the corner door with the words “Bank of Davis” in 
raised lettering.  

 

The appropriate recommended mitigation measure has been modified to include restoring the terra 

cotta ceramic plaque over the door with the words “Bank of Davis” in raised letters. 

 

26. A general comment about general repair and restoration of the façade should be added.   
 

Routine maintenance of the building is expected to be performed by the property owner irrespective 

of this project.  However, the comment about general repair and restoration of the façade is 

noted. 

 

i. The applicant chose to restore the corner doorway.  The DEIR should explain why replacing the 
door with a show window is no longer an option.   

 
The applicant restored the corner door consistent with HRMC approved Certificate of 
Appropriateness.  To bring the corner doorway back to what it was or modified to provide a 
display space would require approval of another Certificate of Appropriateness and determination 
of compliance with the SOI Standards.  It should be recognized that the restored door also 
provides additional visibility into the space. 

 
ii. Is the treatment rehabilitation or restoration?  

 
The proposal is a rehabilitation project and the mitigation measures ask for restoration of prior 

treatments to the building that was determined to be inappropriate. 
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27. It was suggested that a staff member, a member of the Historic Resources Management Commission 
and the applicant assess exactly which items on the façade need to be repaired / restored.   

 

It would be more appropriate to assess exactly which items on the façade needed to be 

repaired/restored through the Historical Structures Report, rather than the combination of staff, 

HRMC member and the applicant.  Given the recommended mitigation measure, it is not necessary to 

require this combined effort at this time.  However, if during the COA stage, the HRMC determines 

that this combined effort is necessary, a condition of approval may be imposed requiring it. 

 

28. “Weeks & Glimmer” should be “Weeks and Grimmer.”  The word “deign” needs to be changed to 
“design.” 

 
See “Text Changes” section of this FEIR for correction. 

 
29. Provide a résumé for Wendy L. Tinsley (Principal, Urbana Preservation & Planning).   
 

The resume of Wendy L. Tinsley (Principal, Urbana Preservation & Planning) is included in this 

FEIR.  See the Appendix section below. 

 

30. The document did a good job of explaining the structure and purpose of the EIR and the background 
for the study, making the EIR process understandable to most people.  The options are generally well 
described, with the exception of the omission of the “wall of glass” concept.  

 

See Response to Comments 1-6 and 2-1.   

 

31. Regarding the Mitigation Measures, a comment needs to be added related to what would be the effect 
of not completing any or all of the mitigation measures.  It needs to be clarified whether or not these 
mitigation measures are a full package;  in other words, in order to arrive at a less than significant 
impact for Design Option A, do 100 % of these measures need to be done?  The point needs to be 
made that, if all of these mitigation measures are not taken, the impact will not be reduced to less 
than significant. 

 

The Mitigation Measures and the text of this FEIR contain changes and statements to the fact that the 

Design Option A would require compliance with all recommended mitigation measures in order to 

reduce impacts to less than significant levels. 

 

32. A timetable for completion of the mitigation measures needs to be framed.   
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The time table for the completion of the mitigation measures will be as shown on the Mitigation 

Monitoring Plan section of this FEIR.  At the COA stage, conditions of approval might include time 

table for the implementation of the EIR’s mitigation measures as well. 

 

33. An enforcement mechanism needs to be outlined.   
 

The recommended mitigation measures have been modified to include reasonable and feasible 

enforcement mechanisms.  It should be noted that more enforcement mechanisms could be included 

in the form of conditions of approval of the COA. 

 

34. Section 6.2.2, pages 69 and 70:  “Under Design Option A, the application of the recommended 
mitigation measures, the Anderson Bank Building would appear to maintain its eligibility as a City 
Landmark, and retain its inclusion / eligibility for inclusion on the California Register of Historical 
Resources.  Implementation of Design Option A with or without Mitigation would likely preclude the 
building from future listing on or a future determination of eligibility for the National Register of 
Historic Places.”  This statement needs to be clarified in order for members of the public to 
understand how Design Option A would result in non-eligibility for the National Register but not the 
California Register.  If the building is no longer eligible for listing on the National Register, it is also 
the case that it would no longer be eligible for listing on the California Register.  If the building is not 
eligible for the National Register because of a loss of integrity, it is not going to be eligible for the 
California Register.  The integrity issue needs to be brought out.  What measure of integrity would be 
lost? 

 

See Response to Comment 1-1. 
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5.0 MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN 

5.1  INTRODUCTION 

Section 15097 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires all local and state agencies 

to establish monitoring or reporting programs for projects approved by the public agency whenever 

approval involves the adoption of either a “mitigated negative declaration” or specified environmental 

findings relate to environmental impact reports. 

 

The table below contains the Mitigation Monitoring Plan for the Anderson Bank Window Alteration 

project.  The plan includes description of the requirements of CEQA and a compliance checklist.  The 

project chosen would include mitigation measures.  The intent of the Plan is to prescribe and enforce a 

means for properly and successfully implementing the mitigation measures as identified in this EIR.  

Unless otherwise noted, the applicant shall fund the cost of implementing the mitigation measures as 

prescribed by this Plan. 

5.2  COMPLIANCE CHECKLIST 

The Mitigation Monitoring Plan (MMP) contained herein is intended to satisfy the requirements of CEQA 

as they relate to the EIR for the Anderson Bank Building Window project prepared by the City of Davis.  

This MMP is to be used by city staff and mitigation monitoring personnel to ensure compliance with the 

mitigation measures during and as part of the project implementation.  Again, the mitigation measures in 

this MMP are identified in this EIR prepared for the proposal.  Given that the EIR addresses conceptually 

two equal weight projects, the chosen conceptual project would require provision of detailed information 

at the Certificate of Appropriateness stage.  The subsequent details to be submitted as part of the 

application for COA might dictate additional conditions of approval, which could augment the mitigation 

measures and implementation of the MMP.  At the time of the COA, the MMP maybe updated as 

appropriate given the conceptual nature of the project at this time.  However, no mitigation measures 

could be deleted as a result of the COA, rather updated to address the actual project impacts. 

 

The intent of the MMP is to ensure the effective implementation and enforcement of the adopted 

mitigation measures and permit conditions (i.e., COA).  The MMP will provide for monitoring of the 

construction activities as necessary and in-the-field identification and resolution of environmental 

concerns.  Hence the monitoring and documenting the implementation of mitigation measures will be 

coordinated by the City of Davis.  The table below identifies the mitigation measures, the monitoring 
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action for the mitigation measure, the responsible party for the monitoring action, and timing of the 

monitoring action where feasible at this stage.  The applicant will be responsible for fully understanding 

and effectively implementing the mitigation measures contained in the MMP.  The City of Davis will be 

responsible for ensuring compliance. 
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Table 5.2 

MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN 

ANDERSON BANK BUILDING WINDOW PROJECT 

Mitigation 
Number 

Impact Mitigation Measures Monitoring 
Agency 

Implementation 
Schedule 

Sign Off 

4.2 Cultural Resources 

4.2.3A  

Design 

Options A: 

 

Design Option 

A would have a 

significant 

impact on the 

historic nature 

of the building.   

A. Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS) 

documentation shall be undertaken by a qualified 

professional at the expense of the project applicant as 

recommended in the Urbana Preservation & Planning 

report.  The purpose of the HABS documentation is to 

create a permanent record of the Anderson Bank 

Building.  This HABS report will be a useful resource 

in the future, should additional changes be proposed or 

a restoration effort proposed.  The HABS 

documentation shall be provided to the city for review 

and filing prior to implementation, should the city 

approve the design option, through a Certificate of 

Appropriateness.  The HABS documentation shall be 

consistent with the standards established under the 

National Park Service’s Historic American Buildings 

Survey program, and include but not limited to the 

following: 

 The development of site-specific history and 

City of Davis 

Community 

Development 

Department. 

A. Prior to filing for 

Certificate of 

Appropriateness. 
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appropriate contextual information regarding the 

particular resource, including archival research, 

oral histories, and comparative studies, 

 A comprehensive architectural description of the 

resource, 

 Preparation of measured drawings for the resource, 

and 

 Photographic documentation of the resource in still 

and video formats. 

 

B. Preparation of a Historic Structures Report (HSR), at 

the expense of the property owner, for the Anderson 

Bank Building that would serve as a preservation 

planning document for the building, documenting both 

the building’s history, existing material conditions, and 

providing treatment recommendations for future 

projects.  An HSR would inform the current property 

owner, as well as future property owners and the City 

of Davis of possible conservation/repair/rehabilitation 

projects for the building, identify potential funding 

sources, and help create a phased program for financing 

identified future projects.  HABS Documentation 

completed under 4.23A would inform a portion of the 

HSR and could be integrated into the final HSR.  The 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

B. Prior to filing for 

Certificate of 

Appropriateness. 
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HSR would also assist the project sponsor in the 

successful execution of restoration/rehabilitation 

mitigation measures described below in 4.2.3A(C).  

The HSR shall be completed prior to execution of any 

restoration / rehabilitation tasks detailed in the 

following paragraph, and before commencement of 

construction tasks associated with the proposed 

window installation project. 

 

The HSR would serve as verification as to whether 

some of the mitigation measures required below had 

been performed in accordance with the applicant’s 

statement (Letter 2-4 comment).  The HSR will 

determine whether certain mitigation measures, such as 

repair and restoration of cornice and removal and 

replacement of the existing second floor windows to 

match in-kind the original second floor windows, have 

already been completed, or as in the case of the second 

floor windows not needed.  The HSR will also identify 

if the completed mitigation measures were 

appropriately done or not. 

 

C. Restore or rehabilitate the Anderson Bank Building to 

the extent feasible relative to retaining the high 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

C. Prior to issuance 

of building 
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integrity of the building.  CEQA requires adoption of 

all feasible mitigation measures that would 

substantially lessen the impact of the project, the 

restoration / rehabilitation effort that maintains 

integrity of the building is desirable.  The restoration / 

rehabilitation can be accomplished by restoring / 

rehabilitating previous reversible alterations that would 

contribute to the integrity of the building, which have 

not gained integrity individually.  The alterations that 

have achieved integrity on their on merit shall not be 

changed as part of the restoration effort.  The 

restoration / rehabilitation tasks shall be completed 

prior to implementation of the approved project.  

Below is a list of restoration work to be performed.  A 

minimum of the following restoration work shall be 

performed: 

 

1. Remove all existing awnings on the four arched 

windows at the southern and eastern elevations of 

the building, which exclude the retail spaces and 

offices windows, in order to expose the historic and 

character-defining arched windows original to the 

building, Treatment options for consideration 

relative to energy issues associated with the removal 

permit for the 

alteration 

activities on the 

building. 
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of the awnings may include insertion of translucent 

film over the windows, new glazing or installation of 

interior sun shades to reduce the amount of sunlight 

entering the tenant space, etc.  The final treatment 

options for the removal of the existing awning shall 

be identified at the Certificate of Appropriateness 

(COA) stage, should the EIR be certified and a COA 

application filed for the project. 

2. Repair and restore the building’s cornice along the 

street-facing elevations. 

3. Removal and replacement of the existing second 

floor windows to match in-kind the original second 

floor windows of the building, if the HSR 

determines this is appropriate to ensure consistency 

with the Secretary of the Interior Standards. 

4. Using the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 

Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating 

Historic Buildings as a reference, clean the exterior 

of the building and either expose the original 

brickwork or repaint the building. 

5. Restore and replace all existing exterior lighting 

fixtures to match in-kind the original lighting 

fixtures (based on historic evidence). 

6. Repair and restore the Grate for the Bank Bell.  
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7. Restore the terra cotta ceramic plaque over the 

corner door with the words “Bank of Davis” in 

raised lettering 

 

Retention of the removed bricks is important to the 

potential future restoration of the building regarding the 

proposed project.  The purpose of retaining the removed 

bricks due to the approved project is to restore the 

“original” integrity in the event it is determined by the 

property owner that the alteration is no longer needed. 

 

D.  The property owner shall retain all removed brick to 

allow the project in a safe environment for future use to 

restore the building to its original integrity, should 

there be no use or reason to continue with the lower 

windows. 

 

While it is recognized that 100 percent reversibility is 

unlikely, the applicant shall store in a safe manner in 

perpetuity the removed bricks to accommodate the 

alteration, and shall pass on the bricks for safe keeping 

to future owners.  In the event of future restoration of 

the altered portion of the building due to this proposal, 

the retained bricks shall be used.  Failure to store the 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

D. Beginning only 

after the COA is 

approved and 

removed bricks 

stored in a safe 

manner 

permanently until 

any future 

request to restore. 
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bricks in a safe manner could directly affect the future 

decision to allow the restoration effort. 

 

E. All mitigation measures shall be completed prior to 

commencement of work on the window alteration, 

should the EIR be certified and the COA approved.  

However, any mitigation measure, such as the bricks 

preservation, found at the COA stage to require late 

completion may be allowed to be delayed and 

completed at the appropriate stage in the project 

implementation at the city’s discretion and subject to 

EIR certification and COA approval.  Acceptance of all 

mitigation measures and agreement to comply with all 

mitigation measures by the applicant shall be 

documented prior to certification of the EIR. 

 

 

 

 

E. Prior to the 

certification of 

the EIR.  

4.2.3B – 

Design 

Options B:  

 

Design Option 

B would alter 

the appearance 

of the Anderson 

Bank building, 

and will not be 

consistent with 

The Standards. 

Same as 4.2.3A "A” through “E” above plus F below.  
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4.3 Aesthetics 

Mitigation 
Number 

Impact Mitigation Measures Monitoring 
Agency 

Implementation 
Schedule 

Sign Off 

4.3.3A – 

Design 

Options A:  

 

Design Option 

A will alter the 

appearance of 

the Anderson 

Bank building; 

this under 

CEQA would be 

a substantive 

change. 

Implement Mitigation Measures A-D from Section 4.2.3A 

 

There is the potential that any bracing for reinforcement 

used to implement the project could be unsightly or lessen 

the visual integrity of the building.  To mitigate for this 

potential impact, the applicant is required to note and 

address the prospect of installing bracing that could result 

in aesthetics issue. 

 

F. Should reinforcement bracing be required to implement 

Design Option A, any reinforcement bracing and 

engineering details required shall be designed and 

installed in a manner that it is not visible from public 

view.  All construction details and engineering shall be 

submitted with the Certificate of Appropriateness 

application.  The goal of this mitigation measure is to 

avoid unsightly impact of the reinforcement bracing. 

City of Davis 

Community 

Development 

Department. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

F. Prior to the 

commenceme

nt of any 

alteration 

activities on 

the building. 

 

 

 

4.3.3B – 

Design 

Options B: 

   

Design Option 

B would alter 

the appearance 

of the Anderson 

Bank building, 

Implement Mitigation Measures A-F above. 

 

 

   

City of Davis  70              Anderson Bank building Window Project 
March 2007  Final Environmental Impact Report 



and will not be 

consistent with 

The Standards. 
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APPENDIX 
 

Appendix A Anderson Bank Building State of California – The Resources Agency, Department of 

Parks and Recreation Primary Record. 

 

Appendix B Wendy L. Tinsley, Principal Urbana Preservation & Planning Resume. 
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Appendix A  
Anderson Bank Building State of California – The Resources Agency, Department of Parks and 

Recreation Primary Record 
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State of California ⎯ The Resources Agency  Primary #: ____________________________________  
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI # ____________________________________________ 
PRIMARY RECORD    Trinomial _____________________________________ 
       NRHP Status Code:  5S1______________________________ 
       Other Listings _____________________________________ 
       Review Code  ____   Reviewer  _________ Date __ _____ 

*Resource Name or Address          203 G  Street    
  P1. Other Identifier: Anderson Bank      
 *P2. .Location:  *a.  County Yolo   
  b. Address      203 G   Street  
*c. City Davis   Zip  95616 
  d. UTM: N/A 
  e. USGS Quad:   Davis Quadrangle       
 *f. Other Locational Data (APN #):   070-251-008 
*P3a. Description: 
This impressive Prairie Style Commercial building was identified in the 1980 and 1996 surveys. It is a pivotal building in the 
remaining group of historic commercial buildings in Davis’ original commercial district.  It remains relatively unchanged since the 
last survey, although it suffered from a fire in 2002. The building retains its integrity of design, materials, workmanship, setting and 
association.  The building contributes to the historic character of the Downtown/ Commercial area of the Conservation District.  It is 
designated by the City as a Landmark.  It is eligible for individual listing on the California Register of Historic Places due to its local 
designation, its importance in the commercial and economic history of Davis, its association with the JB Anderson, a mayor and 
important businessman, as well as for its architectural distinction.  It is the only Prairie Style commercial building in Davis and the 
only example of a commercial block type of structure. 
 *P3b. Resource Attributes:    HP6 
*P4. Resources Present:  Building     Structure       Object       Site       District      Element of District 
P5b. Description of Photo:   
 View west * 

P6. Date Constructed/Age: 
 1940  63 years old  documented          

P5. Photograph or Drawing  (Photograph required for buildings, structures, 
 and objects.) 
 

 

     Prehistoric    Historic  
   Both  
*P7. Owner and Address: 
 BRB Investments 
 712 5th Street #C 
 Davis, CA 95616 
*P8. Recorded by: 
 Carol Roland 
 Roland-Nawi Associates 
 4829 Crestwood Way 
 Sacramento, CA 95822 
*P9.  Date Recorded:   04/07-10/2003 
*P10.  Type of Survey:  Intensive 
   Reconnaissance     Other 
 Describe: Determination of  
 Local District Eligibility 
*P11. Report Citation:  none 
*Attachments:  NONE    Map 
Sheet    Continuation Sheet   
Building, Structure, and Object Record   
Linear Resource Record   
Archaeological Record   District Record  

 Milling Station Record   Rock Art 
Record 

 Artifact Record   Photograph Record  
 Other (List):

______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Roland-Nawi Associates DPR 523A-Test (11/94)      Page  1 of __1___  
*Required Information 



 

 

 

Appendix B 
Wendy L. Tinsley, Principal Urbana Preservation & Planning Resume 

 

City of Davis  74              Anderson Bank building Window Project 
March 2007  Final Environmental Impact Report 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 1

WENDY L. TINSLEY 
PRINCIPAL HISTORIAN / PRESERVATION PLANNER 

wendy@urbanapreservation.com 
 
Ms. Tinsley brings a solid background in both history and urban planning, with a particular emphasis on issues 
relating to historic preservation.  Her statewide experience includes extensive historical resources survey work, 
design review under The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, single-site 
historic property research and documentation, and practice in municipal regulatory planning and cultural resources 
compliance issues including code compliance, revision and review, CEQA, NEPA, and Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act.  As a preservation planning consultant she participates in the development and 
administration of local land use regulations, policies, programs and projects; prepares reports involving research and 
analysis of various planning issues; conducts site-specific project and design review; and facilitates project 
coordination between contractors, architects, developers, citizens and other stakeholders.  Wendy meets the 
Secretary of the Interior's Historic Preservation Professional Qualifications Standards in the disciplines of History 
and Architectural History and the draft standards established for Preservation Planning.   
 
Ms. Tinsley recently completed a 1 ½ year term as the founding President of the Jack London District Association, a 
non-profit community advocacy organization for the Jack London District, an emerging neighborhood located along 
the historic industrial waterfront of Oakland, California that is anchored by a ten-block district of intact historically 
and architecturally significant warehouse properties listed on the National Register of Historic Places.  In this 
position Ms. Tinsley regularly facilitated community visioning workshops, presided over community meetings, 
corresponded and negotiated with City Staff and Council representatives, and development interests on behalf of the 
Jack London District.   
 
Wendy served as a Board member of the Northern California Chapter of the American Planning Association from 
2004 through 2006 where she served as the San Francisco and East Bay Chair for the group’s Regional Advisory 
Council.  She recently joined the instructor team at the University of California at San Diego’s Urban Planning & 
Development professional certificate program, where she teaches Historic Preservation Planning.  Wendy has 
authored invited contributions for the Encyclopedia of the City publication and authored the United States Research 
Bibliography for the newly published book The International Faces of Urban Sprawl.  She is currently completing a 
book on the planning and development history of San Diego, which will be a valuable reference resource to historic 
preservation and planning professionals, academics, and local historians.
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EDUCATION 
Master of City Planning, Historic Preservation & Urban Design Concentration 
Thesis Title: How Cities Grow: A History Of San Diego Neighborhood Development Patterns, 1769-1955    
California State University, San Diego 
 
Public History & Historic Preservation Graduate Coursework (Master of Arts – History) 
Colorado State University, Fort Collins 
 
Bachelor of Arts - History  
California State University, San Diego 
 
PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
Principal: Urbana Preservation & Planning, (Oakland & San Diego) 04/2005-present 
Architectural Historian & Preservation Planner: Architectural Resources Group (San Francisco & Los  

Angeles), 10/2002-04/2005 
Architectural Historian & Preservation Planner: Historic Research Services, (San Diego) 12/2001-10/2002  
Historian & Historic Preservation Planner: Office of Marie Burke Lia, Attorney at Law, (San Diego)  

01/2000-11/2001 
Urban Design Assistant – El Cajon Boulevard Storefront Revitalization Project: Tokaro Nakamura, AIA,  

(San Diego), 2001-2002 
Assistant Coordinator: SHPO/CHRIS-South Coastal Information Center, 07/1998-08/1999 
Consultant, East Side Survey and Oral History Program: City of Oceanside Department of Planning and  

Land Use, 01/1999-06/1999 
Consultant, National Register of Historic Places Travel Itinerary: City of San Diego Historic Site Board,  

06/1998-06/1999 
Research Assistant: SHPO/CHRIS-South Coastal Information Center, 12/1996-07/1998 
 
SELECT RELATED EXPERIENCE / CONTINUING EDUCATION 
Instructor: UCSD Urban Planning & Development Extension Certificate Program.   

Courses Taught: Historic Preservation Planning – Winter Quarter January 2007  
Historic Preservation Planning – Summer Quarter 2007 (scheduled) 

Seminar Facilitator / Panel Speaker: Planning for Preservation: A Survey of Municipal Preservation  
Programs Throughout San Diego County, UCSD Extension–UPD Cert. Program, 11/2006 

Invited Speaker: Local Historic Site Designation & The Mills Act Historic Property Tax Credit Program, City  
of San Leandro (CA), 04/2005 

Attendee: California Preservation Foundation & California Office of Historic Preservation, Historical  
Resource Surveys for Local Governments, San Diego (CA) 02/2004 

Attendee: National Charrette Institute, Introduction to Dynamic Planning (Level 1 NCI Charrette Manager  
Certification Training), San Diego (CA) 10/2003 

Attendee: California Preservation Foundation, Incentives for Historic Preservation Projects,  
Berkeley (CA) 09/2003 

Attendee: University of Southern California, Preservation Planning & Law, Los Angeles (CA) 07/2003 
Attendee: League of California Cities, Smart Growth Zoning Codes, Lodi (CA) 12/2002 
Invited Participant: Second Natures, Redefining The Los Angeles Riverfront, Los Angeles (CA)  

01/2002 (2-Day Planning & Design Charrette hosted by MOCA & The Geffen) 
Graduate Instructor: Urban Studies & Planning Program, University of California at San Diego, 

Courses Taught: USP 124-Land Use Planning, Dr. Nico Calavita, 09/2001 – 12/2001 
Graduate Teaching Assistant: City Planning Graduate Program, San Diego State University, 

Dr. Nico Calavita, 01/2000 – 08/2000, 09/2001 – 12/2001, 01/2002 – 05/2002 
Selected Smart Growth Researcher: San Diego State University Foundation & City Planning Graduate  

Program, Dr. Roger Caves, 01/2001 – 08/2001 (Grant Topic: Planning for Sprawl in the U.S) 
Attendee: Section 106 An Introductory Course, National Preservation Institute, San Francisco (CA) 04/1999 
 
 



WENDY L. TINSLEY  
PRINCIPAL HISTORIAN / PRESERVATION PLANNER 

wendy@urbanapreservation.com 
 

 3

MEMBERSHIPS 
Society of Architectural Historians (SAH) 
Society for American City and Regional Planning History (SACRPH) 
American Planning Association (APA) 
American Institute of Architects (AIA - Allied) 
National Trust for Historic Preservation (NTHP) 
 
BOARDS 
Advisory Committee Member – UCSD Extension Historic Preservation Certificate Program, 2006-present 
President – Jack London District Association, 2005-2006 
East Bay Co-Chair – Regional Advisory Council, APA Northern Section-California Chapter, 2005-2006 
San Francisco Chair – Regional Advisory Council, APA Northern Section-California Chapter, 2004-2005 
 
SELECT PUBLICATIONS 
Article in-progress The General Plan and Historic Preservation; An Overview of Historic Preservation 

Elements in the State of California. 
2006 “United States Research Bibliography” The International Faces of Urban Sprawl: 

Lessons Learned From North America.  Fritz Wagner (ed.) Geography Dept. 
University of Waterloo: Waterloo, Ontario.  

2005 “Courtyards” invited entry for Encyclopedia Of The City.  Roger Caves (ed.) 
Routledge: London. 

2005   “Robert Venturi” invited entry for Encyclopedia Of The City.  Roger Caves (ed.)  
Routledge: London. 

 
SELECT REPORTS AND DOCUMENTATION 
In-Progress  USDA Forest Service Meeks Creeks Historic Bridge Assessment, Lake Tahoe, CA 
In-Progress  Fresno County Library Site C Block Historic Property Survey, Fresno, CA  
In-Progress Historic Site Designation Report & Mills Act Property Tax Consulting - Ocean Beach 

Cottage Emerging Historic District Contributor, 4675 Del Monte Ave., San Diego, CA 
In-Progress  Merit Resource Designation Report & Mills Act Property Tax Credit Application, 338  

Warren Avenue, San Leandro, CA 
February 2007  419 Park Way Historical Resource Analysis Report, Chula Vista, CA 
January 2007  Upper Triangle Areas Historic Property Survey (Historic Context Statement and  

Architectural/Historical Documentation of 50 Properties over 15 City Blocks), Fresno, 
CA 

December 2006  Historic Site Designation & Mills Act Historic Property Tax Consulting for the Charles  
Wakefield Cadman Residence, Mt. Helix, CA. 

November 2006  Historical Resource Analysis of the 4303 Narragansett Avenue Property, San Diego, CA 
September 2006  Section 106 Review of the 1333 Balboa Street Property, San Francisco, CA 
September 2006  Section 106 Review of the Historic Delta-Mendota Canal, Los Banos, CA 
August 2006  Historical Evaluation Report – 2959 East Avenue, Hayward, CA 
June 2006  Historical Resource Analysis Report for the 418-450 10th Avenue Properties, San Diego,  

CA 92101 
May 2006  Section 106 Review of the Cocoanut Grove Building – Santa Cruz Beach Boardwalk,  

Santa Cruz, CA 
May 2006  Historical Resource Evaluation Report for the 70 15th Street Warehouse, San Diego, CA 
April 2006 Historic Site Designation Report & Mills Act Property Tax Consulting - Ocean Beach 

Cottage Emerging Historic District Contributor, 4528 Saratoga Avenue, San Diego, CA 
March 2006 City of Fresno Arts-Culture District Historic Property Survey (Historic Context 

Statement and Architectural/Historical Documentation of 90-100 Properties over 18 
City Blocks), Fresno, CA 

March 2006  South Mossdale Historic-Era House Evaluation, Lathrop, CA  
February 2006  Westwind Barn Historic Preservation Study, Los Altos Hills, CA  
January 2006 Section 106 Review of the 2654 Mission Street Property, San Francisco, CA 
January 2006  Section 106 Review of the 325 Mowry Avenue Property, Fremont, CA 94536 
January 2006  Section 106 Review of Ardenwood 34551 Ardenwood Bouevard, Fremont, CA 94555 
December 2005  Section 106 Review of the 1230 N Street Property, Sacramento, CA 95814 
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December 2005  Section 106 Review of the Sacramento City College Water Tower, Sacramento, CA 
November 2005 Section 106 Review of Fair Oaks Watts, 525 La Sierra Drive, Sacramento, CA 
November 2005 Napa Valley College Bus Shelter West Historical Resource Analysis Report, Napa, CA 
October 2005 Section 106 Review of the 1025 3rd Street Property, Sacramento, CA 95818 
September 2005 City of Davis, Historic Anderson Bank Building Research, Documentation & Design 

Review Analysis, 203 G Street, Davis, CA 
September 2005 Historical Resource Analysis Report, 1212 & 1214 Second Street, San Rafael, CA 
August 2005 Historical Resource Analysis Report – Somky Property/Thompson’s Soscol Ranch, 

Napa, CA 94558 
July 2005 Walnut Creek Women’s Club Environmental Impact Report, 1224 Lincoln Avenue, 

Walnut Creek, CA 
June 2005 Tam Property Lot Split Historic Preservation Consulting, Castro Valley, CA 
May 2005 Historical Resource Analysis Report, 7329-7331 Eads Avenue, San Diego, California 
March 2005 Ehlers Estate Historical Resource Analysis, 3222 Ehlers Lane, St. Helena, California 
March 2005 University of California at Santa Cruz Preservation Consulting (Campus Wide Cultural 

Resources Inventory, Historic Context Statement – Campus Planning History) 
February 2005 Hall Winery Historical Resource Analysis, St. Helena, California 
January 2005 Historical Resource Evaluation, 700 28th Avenue, San Mateo, California 
January 2005 Historical Resource Evaluation, 312 & 318 Highland Avenue, San Mateo, California 
December 2004 San Mateo Motel Historical Resource Report – Park Bayshore Townhomes – 

Environmental Impact Report (Revised February 2005) 
November 2004 Historical Evaluation of the San Mateo Motel, 801 South Bayshore Boulevard, San 

Mateo, California 
October 2004 Stonegate Homes Subdivision Plan, and Single-and-Multi-Family Dwellings Design 

Review, San Mateo, California 
September 2004 University of California at Santa Cruz, Getty Campus Heritage Grant Application 
September 2004 City of Riverside Downtown Fire Station No.1 Cultural Resources Analysis, Riverside, 

California 
August 2004 Residential Remodel Design Review – Glazenwood Historic District Contributor, 929 

Laurel Avenue, San Mateo, California 
August 2004 Odd Fellows Hall, Historic Structure Report, 113 South B Street, San Mateo, California 

(with Conservator Seth Bergstein) 
July 2004  Design Review Analysis – Schneider’s Building, 208 East Third Street, San  

Mateo, California 94401  
July 2004 Embarcadero Cove Development Project Initial Study – Preliminary Historical 

Resource Analysis, Oakland, California 94606 
July 2004 Historical Resource Evaluation Report – 4830 Cape May Avenue, San Diego, California 

92107 (Revised January 2005) 
June 2004 City of Monterey Alvarado Street Mixed-Use Project - APE Survey, Monterey, 

California 
June 2004 City and County of San Francisco Historical Resource Evaluation Report – 450 

Frederick Street, San Francisco, California 94117 
June 2004 Design Review Analysis – 117 Clark Drive, San Mateo, California 94402  
May 2004 Historical Evaluation of the 426 Clark Drive Residence, San Mateo, California 94402 
April 2004 City and County of San Francisco Historical Resource Evaluation Report – 1272 42nd 

Avenue, San Francisco, California 94122 
April 2004  City of Fresno Broadway Row Historical Resource Survey 
March 2004 Historical Evaluation of the 117 Clark Drive Residence, San Mateo, California 94402 
March 2004 Historical Evaluation Of The Fresno Republican/McMahan’s Building, 2030 Tulare 

Street, Fresno, California 93721  
February 2004 Crocker Bank Building Preservation Planning Considerations Memorandum 
January 2004 Historical Evaluation of the 501 Walnut Street Residence, San Carlos, California 94070 
January 2004 Historical Evaluation of the 20 Madison Avenue and 29 Hobart Avenue Properties, San 

Mateo, California 94402 
January 2004 Historical Evaluation Of The Residence Located At 571 Valley Street, San Francisco, 

California 94131 
January 2004 Historical Evaluation Of The 3925 20th Street Residence, San Francisco, California 

94131 
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November 2003 Historical Evaluation of Commercial Building Located at 1022 El Camino Real, San 
Carlos, California 94070 

November 2003 Peer Review Statement for the K & T Foods Building, 451 University Avenue, Palo Alto, 
California 94301 

November 2003 Historical Evaluation of the Greer-O’Brine Property, 51 Encina Avenue, Palo Alto, 
California, 94301 

November 2003 Embarcadero Hotel Environmental Impact Report, Historical Resources Analysis and 
Design Review Statement 

October 2003 City of San Leandro Historical Resources Survey, Historic Context Statement, Historic 
Preservation Ordinance, and Draft Historic Preservation Benefits/Incentive Program 

August 2003 Palm Theater Environmental Impact Report, Historical Resources Analysis 
July 2003 Historical Evaluation Of The First Christian Church Building, 2701 Flores Street, San 

Mateo, California 94403 
June 2003 Alameda Naval Air Station Reuse Project Historic Preservation Regulatory and Policy 

Memorandum (Prepared for Alameda Point Community Partners-Master Developer for 
NAS Alameda) 

May 2003 Historical Evaluation Of The Residence Located At 606 Dorchester Road, San Mateo, 
California 94403 

March 2003 Ames Aeronautical Laboratory 40’ x 80’ Wind Tunnel National Register Nomination 
(Prepared for NASA Ames Research Center) 

March 2003 Ames Aeronautical Laboratory 6’ x 6’ Supersonic Wind Tunnel National Register 
Nomination (Prepared for NASA Ames Research Center) 

March 2003 Ames Aeronautical Laboratory Administration Building National Register Nomination 
(Prepared for NASA Ames Research Center) 

March 2003 Historical Evaluation Of The Residence Located At 1015 South Grant Street, San 
Mateo, California 94402 

February 2003 8th & Market, 10 United Nations Plaza, Cell Site Impact Review 
February 2003 Existing Conditions and Subdivision Design Alternatives For The Proposed Hayman 

Homes Tract No. 7267, Proctor Road, Castro Valley, California  
February 2003 Historical Evaluation Of The Residence Located At 336 West Poplar Avenue, San 

Mateo, California 94402 
January 2003 Historical Evaluation Of The Residence Located At 744 Occidental Avenue, San Mateo, 

California 94402 
January 2003 Historical Evaluation Of The 131 and 141 West Third Avenue Apartment Buildings, San 

Mateo, California, 94402 
December 2002 California State Capitol Building, Sacramento, California Wireless Antenna Site Review 
November 2002 Wireless Antenna Site Review, Medical Arts Building, 2000 Van Ness Avenue, San 

Francisco, California 94109 
October 2002 Historical Evaluation Of The LeDucq Winery Estate, 3222 Ehlers Lane, St. Helena, 

California 94574 (Revised June 2003) 
October 2002 Historical Assessment Of The St. Patrick’s Parish Community Building Located At 3585 

30th Street, San Diego, California, 92104 
September 2002 Historical Assessment Of The Building Located At 4257 Third Street, San Diego, 

California, 92103 
April 2002 Historical Assessment Of The Building Located At 3567 Ray Street, San Diego, 

California, 92104 
October 2001 Historical Assessment Of The Gustafson’s Furniture Building Located At 2930 El Cajon 

Boulevard, San Diego, California, 92104 
September 2001 Historical Review Of Lots A, B, K & L, Block 93, Horton’s Addition Lockling 
August 2001 Core Inventory Of All Sites Appearing To Be More Than 45 Years Of Age Not 

Previously Documented (Prepared For Centre City Development Corporation) 
August 2001 Urbana Project Abstract Bibliography (Prepared for Dr. Roger Caves, San Diego State 

University and San Diego State University Foundation)  
July 2001 Historical Assessment Of The Kirkland Apartments Building Located At 2309 Fifth 

Avenue, San Diego, California, 92103  
July 2001                             Historical Assessment Of The Building Located At 4230 Maryland Street, San Diego, 

California, 92103 (With Kathleen A. Crawford) 



WENDY L. TINSLEY  
PRINCIPAL HISTORIAN / PRESERVATION PLANNER 

wendy@urbanapreservation.com 
 

 6

June 2001 Historical Assessment Of The 2525-2529, 2537-2547, 2561 First Avenue Residences, 
San Diego, California 92103 

May 2001 Update Of The November 1988 Historic Site Inventory Of Centre City East For Centre 
City Development Corporation  

April 2001 East Village Inventory Of All Sites Appearing To Be More Than 45 Years Of Age Not 
Previously Documented (Prepared For Centre City Development Corporation)  

April 2001 Update Of The May 1989 Historic Site Inventory Of Bayside For Centre City 
Development Corporation 

January 2001 Historic Survey Report Of The Former Teledyne-Ryan Aeronautical Complex 2701 
North Harbor Drive San Diego, California 92101(with Scott Moomjian) 

January 2001 Historical Assessment Of The Fletcher-Salmons Building 602-624 Broadway,  San 
Diego, California 92101  

December 2000  Cultural Resource Report for The Winona Avenue Area Elementary 
 School Preferred Site, Alternative 1 Site, and Alternative 2 Site   

November 2000  Cultural Resource Report for The Edison/Hamilton/Parks Area Elementary  
School Preferred Site and Alternative Sites   

November 2000  Cultural Resource Report for The Adams/Franklin Area Elementary School 
   Preferred Site and Alternative Site  
October 2000  The National Register of Historic Places Travel Itinerary; Old Town San Diego 
August 2000  Cultural Resource Report for The Winona Avenue Area Elementary School  

Preferred Site and Alternative Sites   
July 2000  Cultural Resource Report For The 52nd Street Area Elementary School  

Preferred And Alternative Sites 
July 2000 Historical Assessment Of The 3658 Warner Street Residence, San Diego, California 

92106 
July 2000 Historical Assessment Of The 367 Catalina Boulevard Residence, San Diego, California 

92106 
July 2000  Historical Assessment Of The 906 West Lewis Street Residence, San Diego, California 

92103 
May 2000 Historical Assessment Of The 501-503, 507 and 509 14th Street Residences, San Diego, 

California 92101  
May 2000 The San Diego Flume Company System Redwood Pipeline, San Diego County, 

California 
March 2000 Historical Assessment of The Society For Crippled Children’s Hydrotherapy 

Gymnasium Located at 851 South 35th Street, San Diego, California 92113 
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