TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

DATE:

Needs:

Facts:

JAMES L. APP, CITY MANAGER
ROBERT A. LATA, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR

DETERMINATION OF HISTORIC OR ARCHITECTURAL SIGNIFICANCE
OF A COMMERCIAL BUILDING LOCATED AT 1307&1311 PARK STREET
AND A REQUEST TO PROCESS A PENDING DEMOLITION PERMIT
APPLICATION (DEMOLITION 04-011; APPLICANT: GILSON/JACKSON &
o)

FEBRUARY 1, 2005

For the City Council to consider making a determination as to the historic or
architectural significance of a commercial building proposed for demolition, and to
authorize a demolition permit.

1. A request has been received to demolish an unreinforced masonry
commercial building at 1307 & 1311 Park Street. The building was
damaged as a result of the December 22, 2003 earthquake.

2. The structure proposed for demolition is listed in the City Inventory of
Historic Resources. A copy of the City’s Historic Resources Inventory for
this building is attached.

3. Per Chapter 17.16 (Demolition of Buildings and Structures) of the Zoning
Ordinance, the City Council is being asked to make a determination as to
whether or not the building is of historic or architectural significance, and to
authorize a demolition permit. A copy of the referenced code section is
attached.

4. Consistent with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), an Initial Study has been prepared and the required notice has been
published regarding consideration of a Negative Declaration of Environmental
Impact. A copy of the Initial Study is attached.

5. The applicant’s consultant, Taylor & Syfan Consulting Engineers, have
submitted a structural assessment dated December 15, 2004. (copy attached)

6. The applicant has submitted plans for replacement structures. The Plans
have not yet gone through the review process. As part of the review process,
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Impact:

Options:

Attachments:

the new structures will need to comply with applicable Design Guidelines
and/or Development Review Committee approval.

The Council has the discretion to make a final determination as to the subject
building’s historic or architectural significance prior to the processing of the
demolition permit.  Although the subject building is in the City’s Historic
Resources Inventory, it is not on any local or State Register of historic
structures. Since it is not on a Register, the building’s demolition is not subject
to review other than that provided by the City Council.

Based on the information presented in the historic inventory, the building is
described as, “a basic, flat roofed, rectangular, brick, utilitarian retail store”.

Notwithstanding the age and design of the building, the documentation
presented by the engineer along with the architect, points to a conclusion that
“no portion of the building could be feasibly retrofitted”.

Replacement of the existing structures with buildings that are consistent with the
Main Street Design Guidelines for the Downtown Area and current building
codes would contribute toward the long-term economic viability of the
Downtown Area.

Paso Robles General Plan, Paso Robles Zoning Ordinance, Title 17 (Building and
Construction) of Paso Robles Municipal Code relating to demolition of buildings or
structures; the City Council’s adopted Economic Development Strategy.

None.

After considering the information and analysis presented and the public testimony
received, the City Council will be asked to select one of the following options:

a. Determine to (1) approve Resolution No. 05-xx adopting a Negative
Declaration, pursuant to the requirements of the Guidelines for implementing
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and (2) direct that the
demolition permit application be processed. Any replacement structure(s) will
be the subject of future Development Review Committee consideration and
would be subject to whatever public policy requirements as may apply at the
time of a request for a project approval.

b. Amend, modify, or reject the above option.

1. Excerpt from City’s Historic Resources Inventory
2. Chapter 17.16, Demolition of Buildings and Structures



3.
4.

Letter from applicant’s engineer requesting demolition
Draft Resolution adopting a Negative Declaration Status
Mail and Newspaper Affidavits



RESOLUTION NO. 05-

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PASO ROBLES
GRANTING NEGATIVE DECLARATION STATUS FOR DEMOLITION
OF A COMMERCIAL BUILDING AT 1307 & 1311 PARK STREET
(DEMOLITION 04-011 - APPLICANT: GILSON/JACKSON & CO.)

WHEREAS, pursuant to Chapter 17.16 (Demolition of Buildings and Structures) of the Zoning Ordinance,
the City Council is being asked to make a determination as to whether or not the building is of historic or
architectural significance, and to authorize a demolition permit; and

WHEREAS, the building that is proposed for demolition is documented in the City’s Inventory of
Historic Resources; and

WHEREAS, consistent with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), an Initial
Study has been prepared and the required notice has been published regarding consideration of a Negative
Declaration of Environmental Impact; and

WHEREAS, an Initial Study (Exhibit A attached) was prepared for this project; and

WHEREAS, Public Notice of the proposed Negative Declaration was given as required by Section 21092 of
the Public Resources Code; and

WHEREAS, the Council has the discretion to make a final determination as to the subject building’s
historic or architectural significance or non significance prior to the processing of the demolition permit;
and

WHEREAS, although the subject building is in the City’s Historic Resources Inventory, it is not on any
local or State Register of historic structures; and

WHEREAS, since it is not on a Register, the building’s demolition is not subject to review other than that
provided by the City Council; and

WHEREAS, based on analysis prepared by the applicant’s structural engineer, it would appear that the subject
building is damaged beyond the ability to be repaired; and

WHEREAS, any proposal to replace the existing building with new structures would need to comply with
all applicable code standards; and

WHEREAS, a new structure built in a manner consistent with current seismic safety standards would be
a safer residence; and

WHEREAS, based on the information contained in the Initial Study prepared for this project and testimony
received as a result of the public notice, the City Council finds no substantial evidence that there would be a
significant impact on the environment if the application was approved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that based on the City Council's independent judgment, the
City Council of the City of El Paso de Robles does hereby approve a Negative Declaration in conjunction



with determining that the subject structure is not of architectural significance and that it would be appropriate
to process a demolition permit for the structure, in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Paso Robles this 1st day of February 2005
by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

Frank R. Mecham, Mayor
ATTEST:

Sharilyn M. Ryan, Deputy City Clerk



CITY OF EL PASO DE ROBLES
1000 Spring Street
Paso Robles, California 93446

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM

In accordance with the policies regarding implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970,
this document, combined with the attached supporting data, constitutes the initial study on the subject project.
This initial study provides the basis for the determination whether the project may have a significant effect on
the environment. If it is determined that the project may have a significant effect on the environment, an
environmental impact report will be prepared which focuses on the areas of concern identified by this initial
study.

1. Project Title: Demolition 04-011 (Jackson & Co. / Robert Gilson)
2. Lead Agency Name and Address: City of El Paso de Robles, 1000 Spring Street,
Paso Robles, California 93446
3. Contact Person and Phone Number: Darren Nash, (805) 237-3970
4. Project Location: 1305, 1307, 1311 Park Street
5. Project Sponsor's Name and Address: same as above
6. General Plan Designation: Community Commercial (CC)
7. Zoning: C1,PD (General Commercial, Planned Dev. Overlay)
8. Description of Project: To demolish an existing structure. No plans have been

submitted for a replacement structure; any plans would be
subject to a separate process consistent with Zoning Code
requirements.

9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: General Commercial on all sides

10. Other public agencies whose approval is required: None

Related Information: The City’s Historic Resources Inventory reflects the building as a “a basic, flat roofed,
rectangular, brick, utilitarian retail store”. The building is not on any local, State or Federal register.




ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one
impact that is a Potentially Significant Impact"” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

[1 Land Use and Planning [1 Transportation/Circulation [1 Public Services
[1 Population and Housing [1 Biological Resources [1 Utilities and Service Systems
[1 Geological Problems [1 Hazards [x] Aesthetics
[1 Water [1 Noise [x] Cultural Resources
[1 Air Quality [1 Energy and Mineral [T Recreation
Resources
[1 Mandatory Findings

of Significance

DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

| find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant
effect in this case because the mitigation measures described on an attached sheet have been added to the project. A
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT is required.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect(s) on the environment, but at least one effect I) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation
measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets, if the effect is a "potentially significant impact™ or "
potentially significant unless mitigated.” An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only
the effects that remain to be addressed.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there WILL NOT be a
significant effect in this case because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR
pursuant to applicable standards and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR, including revisions or
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project.

Signature Date

Printed Name For

[X]

(]

(]

(]

(]



ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources):

I.  LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the proposal:
a)  Conflict with general plan designation or zoning

b)  Conflict with applicable environmental plans or policies adopted by agencies with
jurisdiction over the project?

c) Beincompatible with existing land use in the vicinity?

d)  Affect agricultural resources or operations (e.g. impacts to soils or farmlands, or impacts
from incompatible land uses)?

e) Disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established community (including a
low-income or minority community)?

Demolition of the existing buildings and replacement with confirming structure would be consistent
with the General Plan, Zoning, and the land use patterns of the immediate area.

Il. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the proposal:
a) Cumulatively exceed official regional or local population projections?

b) Induce substantial growth in an area either directly or indirectly (e.g. through projects in an
undeveloped area or extension of major infrastructure?

c) Displace existing housing, especially affordable housing?

I1l. GEOLOGICAL PROBLEMS. Would the proposal result in or expose
people to potential impacts involving:

a)  Fault rupture?

b)  Seismic ground shaking?

c) Seismic ground failure, including liquefaction?
d)  Seiche, tsunami, or volcanic hazard?

e) Landslides or mudflows?

f)  Erosion, changes in topography or unstable soil conditions from excavation, grading, or
fill?

g) Subsidence of the land?

h)  Expansive soils?

i) Unique geologic or physical features?
The December 22, 2003 San Simeon earthquake subjected the area to ground shaking. Current
building code requirements should provide adequate mitigation for new structures on the property.

Demolition of the existing structures and replacement with code compliant structures would be a
public safety asset.

1V. WATER. Would the proposal result in:

a) Changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns, or the rate and amount of surface runoff!
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b)

c)

d)

€)

f)

9)
h)

Exposure of people or property to water related hazards such as flooding?

Discharge into surface waters or other alteration of surface water quality (e.g. temperature,
dissolved oxygen or turbidity)?

Changes in the amount of surface water in any water body?

Changes in currents, or the course or direction of water movements?

Change in the quantity of ground waters, either through direct additions or withdrawals, or
through interception of an aquifer by cuts or excavations or through substantial loss of
groundwater recharge capacity?

Altered direction or rate of flow of groundwater?

Impacts to groundwater quality?

Substantial reduction in the amount of groundwater otherwise available for public water
supplies?

V. AIR QUALITY. Would the proposal:

a) Violate any air quality standard or contribute to an existing or
projected air quality violation?

b) Expose sensitive receptors to pollutants?

¢) Alter air movement, moisture, or temperature, or cause any change
in climate?

d) Create objectionable odors?

VI. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION. Would the proposal result in:

a)

b)

<)
d)
e)
f)

9)

Increased vehicle trips or traffic congestion?

Hazards to safety from design features (e.g. sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g. farm equipment)?

Inadequate emergency access or access to nearby uses?
Insufficient parking capacity on-site or off-site?
Hazards or barriers for pedestrians or bicyclists?

Conflicts with adopted policies supporting alternative transportation (e.g. bus turnouts,
bicycle racks)?

Rail, waterborne or air traffic impacts?

VII. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the proposal result in impacts to:

a)

Endangered, threatened or rare species or their habitats (including but not limited to plants,
fish, insects, animals, and birds)?

Potentially
Significant
Impact

(1

(1

(1
(1

(1

(1

(1
(1

(1

(1
(1

(1

(1
(1

(1
(1
(1
(1

(1

(1

Potentially
Significant
Unless
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

[1

[1

[1
(1

(1

[1

(1
[1

(1

(1
[1

[1

[1
(1

(1
(1
[1
[1

[1

[1

No
Impact

X]

X]

X]

X]

X]

X]

X]

X]

X]

X]

X]

X]

X]

X]

X]
X]
X]

X]

X]

X]



b)
c)
d)

€)

Locally designated species (e.g. heritage trees)?
Locally designated natural communities (e.g. oak forest, coastal habitat, etc.)?
Wetland habitat (e.g. marsh, riparian and vernal pool)?

Wildlife dispersal or migration corridors?

VIIl. ENERGY AND MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the proposal:

a)  Conflict with adopted energy conservation plans?

b)  Use non-renewable resources in a wasteful and inefficient manner?

¢) Resultin the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of future value
to the region and the residents of the State?

IX. HAZARDS. Would the proposal involve

a)  Avrisk of accidental explosion or release of hazardous substances (including, but not
limited to: Qil, pesticides, chemicals or radiation?

b)  Possible interference with an emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

¢)  The creation of any health hazard or potential health hazard?

d)  Exposure of people to existing sources of potential health hazards?

e) Increased fire hazard in areas with flammable brush, grass, or trees?

NOISE. Would the proposal result in:

a)

b)

Increases in existing noise levels?

Exposure of people to severe noise levels?

Xl.  PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the proposal have an effect upon, or result in a need for new or
altered government services in any of the following areas:

a)
b)
c)
d)

€)

XII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the proposal result in a need for new systems or

Fire protection?

Police protection?

Schools?

Maintenance of public facilities, including roads?

Other governmental services?

supplies, or substantial alterations to the following utilities:

a)

Power or natural gas?
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b)
0)
d)
e)
f)

9)

Communications systems?

Local or regional water treatment or distribution facilities?
Sewer or septic tanks?

Storm water drainage?

Solid waste disposal?

Local or regional water supplies?

XIIl. AESTHETICS. Would the proposal:

a)
b)

<)

Affect a scenic vista or scenic highway?
Have a demonstrable negative aesthetic effect?

Create light or glare?

Replacement of structures that have been at the subg']ect location for many decades is antjcipated to
raise concerns regarding aesthetic impacts. New construction would be per current standards.

XIV. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the proposal:

a)
b)
©)
d)

e)

Disturb paleontological resources?
Disturb archaeological resources?
Affect historical resources?

Have the potential to cause a physical change which would affect unique ethnic cultural
values?

Restrict existing religious or sacred uses within the potential impact area?

Since the subject structures are in the City’s Historic Resources Inventory, its demolition is expected
to raise public concerns. The structure is not on any adopted State or Local Register of Historic Places.

XV. RECREATION. Would the proposal:

a)

b)

Increase the demand for neighborhood or regional parks or other recreational facilities?

Affect existing recreational opportunities?

XVI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.

a)

b)

<)

Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitats of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self- sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce
the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate
important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?

Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term, to the disadvantage of long-term,
environmental goals?

Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?
("Cumulatively considerable™ means that the incremental effects of a project are
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Potentially

Significant
Potentially Unless Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of
other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects)
d) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on [1 [1 [1 [X]

human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Authority: Public Resources Code Sections 21083 and 21087.
Reference: Public Resources Code Sections 21080(c), 21080. 1, 21080.3, 21082.1, 21083, 21083.3, 21093,
21094, 21151; Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino,

202 Gal. App. 3d 296 (1988); Leonoff v. Monterey Board of Supervisors, 222 Gal. App. 3d 1337 (1990).



State of California — The Resources Agency Ser. No,

.‘)

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HABS HAE.R NR SHL Loc
utm: al0/709260/3944940 g
HISTORIC RESOURCES INVENTORY C b
IDENI_IF'&?;:“OOT, name: Squire's Mens Wear
2. Historic name: Unknown
3. Street or rural address: 1307 Park Street (24/11)
City Paso Réb]es, CA zipd3446 Countydan_Luis Obispo
4. Parcel number: 9-041-13
5. Present Owner: 0 M Colette Address: 23 University Drive
city enlo Park, CA . Zi0 22923 Qunership is: Public Private _X
6. Present Use: Commecial Original uséz_ |
DESCRIPTION :
7a.  Architectural style: Simplified Renaissance Revival

7b.  Briefly describe the present ph;{sical description of the site or structure and describe any major alterations from its
original condition:  1his is a one-story, commercial structure, a "western front"

pediment extends the width of the building: unornémented and stuccoed.
Building has plateglass in metal frame windows on a brick veneer wall.
Front has glass/metal doors. A flat, guyed awning extends over the street.

éonstruction date:
. Estimated ,1 903 Factual

. Architect ._.__Unknown

Unknown

Butlder

Approx. property size {in feet}
Frontage Depth
or approx. acreage .

Date(s) of enclosed photographis)
20782




State of California ~ The Resources Agency Ser. No

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HABS E _ 4D S
urm: A0/ 7052607390 M G505 S — Loe—_
HISTORIC RESOURCES INVENTORY c D

IDENTIFICATION
1. Common name:

2. Historic name:

3. Street or rural address:_19:1 Park Street (24/10)

City Paso hob]es, CA | zip 93445 County>@N Luis Obispo
4. Parcel number: 9-041-12
5. Present Owner: M Faggiani et al Address: 2203 Hastings Dr.
city Belmont, CA _zip94902  ounership is: Public Private ___ X
6. Present Use: Commercial Original use: Séme
DESCRIPTION

7a.  Architectural style: Simplified Renaissance Revival
7b. Briefly describe the present physical description of the site or structure and describe any major alterations from its
original condition: A basic, flat-roofed, rectangular, brick, utilitarian retail
store. Flat front of brick has been stuccoed over and painted. Front
has recessed doorway and piate glass fronc. A marque/awning extends
over the sidewalk. Other buildings abut at sides.

" 8. Constructio ta:
: Estimated__j__aﬁi_ Factual

9.  Architect Unknown

10.  Builder Unknown

1. Approx. property size (in feet)
Frontage Depth

Or approx. acreage .08

12. Dafte(s) of %17lfjojagﬁphotograph(s)
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17.16.010

Chapter 17.16
DEMOLITION OF BUILDINGS AND
STRUCTURES
Sections:
17.16.010  Purpose and intent.
17.16.020  Permit required.
17.16.030  Application for permit.
17.16.040  Determination of historic or
architectural significance.
17.16.050  Processing procedures.
17.16.060  Exception.
17.16.010  Purpose and intent.

The purpose of this chapter is to protect build-
ings, structures, and features which reflect special
elements of the city’s heritage and to seek alterna-
tives to demolition for important historical resourc-
es. The protection and preservation of cultural re-
sources are required in the interest of the health,
prosperity, social and cultural enrichment, and gen-
eral welfare of the people. (Ord. 586 N.S. Exh. A
(part), 1989)

17.16.020  Permit required.

No person shall demolish any building or struc-
ture until a permit has been issued by the building
official in accordance with the provisions set forth
in this chapter. (Ord. 586 N.S. Exh. A (part), 1989)

17.16.030  Application for permit.

An application for a permit to wreck, demolish,
or raze a building or structure shall be spbmitted to
the building official. An application shall state:

A. The precise location of the building or struc-
ture to be demolished identifying the building or
structure to be removed and distances to the neigh-
boring buildings, property lines, streets or right of
ways, and public utilities;

B. The type of equipment to be used to demolish
the building or structure;

C. Thelength, width, height, and principal mate-
rials or construction of the building or structure;
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D. The length of time required to complete the
proposed demolition work:

E. The name and address of the owner(s) of the
building or structure;

F. Proof of permission from the owner(s) and
other vested interests to do the proposed work;

G. Method(s) of proposed demolition; and

H. Any other information deemed necessary by
the building official. (Ord. 586 N.S. Exh. A (part),
1989)

Determination of historic or
architectural significance,

Upon receipt of an application for a permit to
demolish a building or structure, the building offi-
cial shall forward the application to the planning
division of the community development department.
The city planner shall determine whether the build-
ing or structure is a potential historic or architectural
resource, using the following criteria:

A. Inclusion or any list of historic and cultural
resources, including, but not limited to, the Nationa]
Register of Historic Buildings, the state list of sig-
nificant historic buildings, the 1981-1984 Historic
Resources Survey conducted by the community
development department or any other recognized

-source of historic and cultural resources for the City

of EI Paso de Robles; and

B. An evaluation of the building or structure
based upon the following criteria:

1. Whether the building or structure reflects
special elements of the city’s historical, archaeologi-
cal, cultural, social, economic, aesthetic, engineer-
ing, or architectural development; or

2. 'Whether the building or structure is identified
with persons or events significant in local, state, or
national history; or

3. 'Whether the building or structure embodies
distinctive characteristics of a style, type, period, or
method of construction, or is a valuable example of
the use of indigenous materials or craftsmanship; or
whether the building or structure represents an es-
tablished and familiar visual feature of a neighbor-
hood or community of the city.
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The city planner shall make his/her determination
within thirty days from the date the application for
demolition is submitted. (Ord. 586 N.S. Exh. A
(part), 1989)

17.16.050  Processing procedures.

A. Nonsignificant Buildings or Structures. If the
building or structure to be demolished is determined
by the city planner as having no historic, architec-
tural or aesthetic significance to the city, the city
planner shall refer the matter back to the building
official with recommendation to issue the demolition
permit. When in doubt, the city planner may seek
the review and advice from the architectural review
committee/historic preservation commission. The
demolition permit shall be effective on the date of
issue.

B. Significant Buildings or Structures.

(1) If the building or structure proposed to be
demolished is determined by the city planner to
have historic, architectural, or aesthetic significance
to the city, the city planner shall schedule the re-
quest for demolition to the council for final determi-
nation at the next available hearing.

(2) The commmity development department shall
place a legal notice in a newspaper of general circu-
lation jn the city, announcing the proposed demoli-
tion. The notice shall be given in a manner consis-
tent with city policies and procedures and state law.
The notice shall show the location of the building
or structure on a vicinity map with the street ad-
dress. The community development department shall
also notify by first class mail all property owners
within a three-hundred-foot radius of the proposed
demolition and any persons or organizations that
have asked to be notified of the application for
demolition permits. The applicant for the demolition
permit shail be responsible for providing a set of
mailing labels containing the property owners and
addresses based upon the latest county assessor’s tax
roll.

C. Findings Required.

(1) The council may, upon finding that the build-
ing or structure is of significant historical character,
require a six month continuance in consideration of
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the demolition permit request with an option to
extend the continuance for an additional six month
period should that become necessary. The purpose
of the continnance, and the possible extension, is to
provide adequate time to investigate alternatives to
demolition.

(2) Upon making the determination that there are
no feasible alternatives to demolition, the council
may direct the building official to issue the permit.

(3) The demolition of all buildings and structures
shall be conducted in accordance with al} conditions
outlined in Chapter 44 and subsection 4409 of the
Uniform Building Code as adopted by council. (Ord.
586 N.S. Exh. A (part), 1989)

17.16.060  Exception.

Upon determination by the building official that
the building or structure to be demolished poses a
threat to the bealth and safety of persons in the area
surrounding the subject structure, the building offi-
cial may, with the commumity development
director’s concurrence, issue the demolition permit
without city council review and the findings set
forth in this chapter. The building official may also
require fencing or other appropriate measures to
secure the site pending review by staff and/or coun-
cil. (Ord. 586 N.S. Exh. A (part), 1989)
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From: Taylor & Syfan To: Jack Wiest Page: 2/2 Date: 12/15/2004 11:17:17 AM

Los Osos Pasadena Santa Monica

2231 Bayview Heights Dr. 1276 E. Colorado Blvd. 2118 Wilshire Blvd.

Los Osos, CA 934102 Suite 200 Suite 360
{805)528.2015 Pasacena, CA 91106 Santa Monica, CA 90403
(800)579.3881 (626)793.7438 (310)452.2450
(805)528.2016 fax (626)793.7439 fax (800)617.2235 fax

STRUCTURAL OBSERVATION REPORT
{800)579.3881 phn

(800)617.2235 fax
RECEIVED

Date: December 14, 2004
To: Jack Wiest DEC 15 2004

705 Pine St. Unit A .

Paso Robles, CA 93446 Community Developrment
From: Kurt Horner, P.E.
Project: 1311 Park Street

Paso Robles, CA
T&S Jobi#t: 4363
Subject: Recommended Demolition of Existing Structure

On multiple occasions the undersigned visited the structure referenced above to assess the
structural damage that resulted from the San Simeon earthquake of December 22, 2003.

The property consists of two commercial spaces demised by unreinforced masonry bearing
walls and roofed by built-up trusses. The masonry is in poor condition and is built with a void
space between the two wythes of brick. The trusses are in good condition but little else of the
structure is. The rear portion of the property has a series of slabs with multiple minor elevation

differences.

After consuiting with the owner, Robert Giison, his contractor, Jack Wiest as well as Mike
Peachey, Wayne Stewart and John Laing of MW Architecture — we concluded that no portion
of the building could be feasibly retrofitted. Although portions of the existing building were in
good shape, keeping them required extremely expensive construction and engendered a
significant safety risk from having unstable portions of the building shored up for most of the

duration of construction.

Consequently, we support the issuance of a demolition permit to enable the contractor to
remove all existing structure including roof framing, URM walls and concrete slabs to prepare
the site for a new structure using entirely modern construction.

If you have any questions, comments, or need any further clarification please do not hesitate to
give us a call.

Sincerely,
Kurt‘ Horne(, PE. C41155
Senior Engineer Exp. 03-31-07

Taylor & Syfan Consulting Engineers




