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Thank you for informing us about the current status of the EIR and the up-coming hearing and the 
chance to send in written comments. I was not surprised there is report of significant transportation 
effects even with mitigation measures.   
The 30 dwelling units (some up to 6 bedrooms and 6 baths according to the previously shared plans) and 
several commercial elements for the development will mean a lot more congestion.  I am also not sure 
why the plans for this new project do not include ample off-street parking in a comersurate sized lot or 
subterranean garage for both projected residents and patrons of the commercial elmentas of the 
proposed  development.  
Already prized on-street parking on N. Catalina, Diamond Street, Emerald Street for current townhome 
residents and guests in particular will be heavily impacted. The number of bedrooms in some of the 
planned dwelling units seems absurd - this is a neighborhood of 2-3 bedroom townhomes only. If 
several of the units are going to function as rooming houses (6+ bedrooms), every adult in them will 
have a vehicle most probably (depsite avilablity of promised bus pases etc.) and so the number of 
parking spaces should match this demand. Currently it does not appear to. 

I would like the Planning Commission to realistically address these major parking/congestion concerns 
(and or the RBPD to voice their opinion on future congestion along Diamond)) and for 
the Commission to transparently explain why the current design calls for more than the current 2-3 
bedroom units now in this neighborhood.  

Regards, 
Alison Bailey 
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With regard to the City and its consultant conclusion that the errata are not material - the City
and its consultant err. Alternative 3 was incorrectly determined to have significant impacts,
when it does not.  Therefore, it is environmentally superior to the alternative being promoted
by the City and its consultant and the public was denied that knowledge for comments, as
reflected in the errata.

Further, the City has an obligation to the environment and residents, and the City has declared
it is willing to accept unmitigatable damages to the environment in order to meet the profit
motives of the commercial developer buried in the objective for market demand=market price
rent=profit.  The mere fact that the City allowed an objective that is clearly a profit metric is in
error as well. Time and time again, we see failures in the CEQA process from over restrictive
objectives that are ultimately invalid and intentionally targeted at constraining the CEQA
process in the developer's favor and against the environment.

The City has an obligation to the environment and the residents that clearly transcends the
commercial motives of the developer.

The City's argument that the "by right" development also has unmitigatable damages is a result
of a failure in the City's ordinances.  If the City, "by right" allows non-mitigatable significant
environmental damages, then it must have a clear, quantitative, supportable analysis for its
override. In this case, the City does not.  120+ bedrooms in 30 units has the likelihood to
create damages far beyond the "by right" development, and other things equal, the City has
failed to demonstrate the reduced net severity of the alternative it promotes.

In conclusion regarding recirculation, the City errs and must recirculate. Striking the word
NOT in the statement "therefore, the Increased Affordable Housing Alternative would NOT be
considered environmentally superior" denies the public the right to make the appropriate
arguments in written comments for the clearly environmentally superior alternative that meets
the overwhelming majority of objectives. The City cannot cater to a flawed objective (profit)
and ignore the City's and consultant abject failure to recognize the environmentally superior
Alternative 3 and disseminate it to the public.

In conclusion regarding certification, Alternative 3 with no significant impacts is superior and
meets sufficient project objectives. Further, the City's nebulous and ill-defined policy to
spread the lower income residents throughout the community is conveniently impossible to
evaluate. The City's pro-developer choices are little more than a misguided choice to let a
patient bleed out because the use of a tourniquet may save the life, but cost the limb.  So be it
with low income housing. 
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The City should not deny low income housing because of an appeal to purely subjective
concentration "non-metrics" and that argument can be clearly made by the public during the
recirculation of the EIR document.


