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CHAPTER 2 
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

This chapter contains comment letters received during the public review period for the Draft EIR, 

which concluded on January 3, 2019. In conformance with Section 15088(a) of the State CEQA 

Guidelines, written responses were prepared addressing comments on environmental issues 

received from reviewers of the Draft EIR. 

Table 1-1 in Chapter 1, Introduction, presents the list of commenters, including the binomial 

designation for each comment letter received, the author of the comment letter, and the date of the 

comment letter. 

A public hearing to receive comments on the Draft EIR was held on December 13, 2018 during 

the regular meeting of the Placer County Planning Commission. One person provided comments 

discussing the need for affordable housing in the project area and no comments regarding the 

environmental effects of the proposed project or the content of the Draft EIR were received at 

the public hearing. 
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Response to Comment Letter A 

State Clearinghouse 

Scott Morgan, Director 

January 3, 2019 

A-1 This comment states that the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was provided 

to selected state agencies, confirms the end date of the comment period, and provides 

contact information for the State Clearinghouse. 

The comment does not address the environmental effects of the project or the content 

of the Draft EIR. No response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter B 

California Department of Transportation 

Kevin Yount, Branch Chief 

January 2, 2019 

B-1 This comment introduces the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and 

summarizes the proposed Placer County Government Center (PCGC) Master Plan Update. 

The comment does not address the environmental effects of the project or the content 

of the Draft EIR. No response is required 

B-2 Referring to Figure 21 in the Transportation Impact Study, the comment states that the 

520 trips in the AM peak hour and 450 trips in the PM peak hour trips are unrealistic 

because drivers would divert onto Willow Creek Drive after sitting through multiple 

signal cycles. The comment recommends that the proposed project include a mitigation 

measure of construction of dual northbound left-turn lanes at Willow Creek Drive. 

Figure 21 shows the stated traffic volumes on the northbound left-turn movement at 

the SR 49/Atwood Road intersection under cumulative plus master plan conditions. In 

response to this comment, Fehr & Peers completed a sensitivity analysis to determine 

whether diverting some of the northbound left-turn volumes at the Atwood Road 

intersection would significantly impact the Willow Creek Drive intersection. This 

analysis shifted some of the forecasted growth in the northbound left-turn volume at 

Atwood Road to Willow Creek Drive under cumulative plus master plan conditions. 

During the AM peak hour, Fehr & Peers tested reducing the northbound left-turn at 

Atwood Road from 520 trips to 400 trips. This would shift 120 trips to northbound through 

trips at Atwood Road and add 120 trips to the northbound left-turn at Willow Creek Drive, 

as recommended in the comment. The 400 remaining northbound left-turn trips at Atwood 

Drive is considered reasonable given that the existing volume is 347 vehicles (see Figure 

6 in the Transportation Impact Study) and some growth on this movement is expected as 

the result of the background traffic growth and new trips generated by the proposed master 

plan. This results in increasing the northbound left-turn volume at Willow Creek Drive 

from 210 trips to 330 trips under cumulative plus master plan conditions. With this shift, 

the Fehr & Peers sensitivity analysis showed delay at Atwood Drive would reduce slightly 

from 45.6 seconds per vehicle (LOS D) to 44.7 seconds per vehicle (LOS D); and delay at 

Willow Creek Drive would increase slightly from 27.7 seconds per vehicle (LOS C) to 

28.2 seconds per vehicle (LOS C). This shift in traffic does not result in a change in the 

LOS grades presented in the Transportation Impact Study or Chapter 10 of the Draft EIR. 

Therefore, this hypothetical shift in traffic would not result in a change in the significant 

impact findings during the AM peak hour. 
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During the PM peak hour, Fehr & Peers tested reducing the northbound left-turn at 

Atwood Road from 450 trips to 300 trips. This would shift 150 trips to northbound 

through trips at Atwood Road and add 150 trips to the northbound left-turn at Willow 

Creek Drive. The resulting 300 northbound left-turn trips at Atwood Road is a level 

that can more reasonably be served by a single left-turn lane, as recommended in the 

comment. The resulting 380 northbound left-turn trips at Willow Creek Drive presents 

a scenario where more traffic growth occurs at Willow Creek Drive than Atwood Road. 

With this shift, the Fehr & Peers sensitivity analysis showed delay at Atwood Road 

would be reduced from 99.4 seconds per vehicle (LOS F) to 86.0 seconds per vehicle 

(LOS F); and delay at Willow Creek Drive would increase from 34.4 seconds per 

vehicle (LOS C) to 41.7 seconds per vehicle (LOS D). The SR 49/Atwood Road 

intersection would continue to operate at an unacceptable LOS F. Impact 10-8 in the 

Draft EIR acknowledges this significant and unavoidable impact. The SR 49/Willow 

Creek Drive intersection would operate at LOS D, which is considered acceptable per 

the Significance Criteria for Caltrans facilities as described in Chapter 2 of the 

Transportation Impact Study and Chapter 10.3 of the Draft EIR. Therefore, this 

hypothetical shift in traffic would not result in a change in the significant impact 

findings during the PM peak hour. 

 As described above, the hypothetical shift in traffic suggested by the comment would 

not result in a change to the significant impact findings in the Draft EIR. The SR 

49/Willow Creek Drive intersection during the AM or PM peak hour would not be 

significantly impacted with the suggested shift in traffic. Therefore, additional 

mitigation measures are not required, and imposing additional mitigation measure 

requirements, such as northbound dual left-turn lanes at Willow Creek Drive as 

suggested in the comment, would not be consistent with case law standards establishing 

that mitigation must have a nexus to and be roughly proportional to the project’s 

impacts, as noted in CEQA Guidelines Section 15041. The comment does not provide 

evidence or analysis that the construction of northbound dual left-turn lanes at Willow 

Creek Drive is necessary to reduce the project’s impact to a less-than-significant level.  

B-3 Referring to Mitigation Measure 1 in the Transportation Impact study (presented as 

Mitigation Measure 10d in the EIR), the comment states that the Auburn Creekside 

development is expected to widen SR 49 to three northbound lanes (plus auxiliary lane) 

between Rock Creek and Bell Road, but there is no funding for an additional southbound 

lane between Education Street and Bell Road. The comment states that the addition of a 

reasonable length of a southbound right-turn lane would improve operations of the 

highway segment as an interim improvement, noting that the 200 right-turning vehicles in 

the AM peak hour shown in Figure 17 of the Transportation Impact Study indicates that a 

right-turn lane would be needed, in addition to the third through-lane.  
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As discussed on page 10-32 of the Draft EIR, at full buildout, the proposed PCGC 

Master Plan Update is expected to add 2,300 vehicles to the segment of SR 49 north of 

Bell Road. This would increase the volume-to-capacity ratio on this segment by 0.07, 

which is considered a significant impact under the Caltrans significance criteria. The 

Transportation Impact Study identifies that the addition of a third northbound lane on 

SR 49 from Bell Road to north of Education Street would improve the level of service 

(LOS) on this segment and would reduce impacts to less than significant by providing 

sufficient capacity to accommodate the anticipated project-generated traffic. Because 

the identified improvement would ensure that impacts remain less than significant, 

imposing additional mitigation requirements would not be consistent with case law 

standards establishing that mitigation must have a nexus to and be roughly proportional 

to the project’s impacts, as noted in California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

Guidelines Section 15041. The comment does not provide evidence or analysis that the 

third northbound lane required to be constructed under Mitigation Measure 10d would 

be insufficient to reduce the project’s impact to less than significant. 

Further, the comment is incorrect that funding has not been identified for widening SR 

49 between Rock Creek and Bell to six lanes. This improvement is included in the 

County’s CIP. All future projects in the Auburn/Bowman CIP area, including projects 

undertaken in implementation of the proposed PCGC Master Plan Update, would be 

required to contribute a fair share amount to these improvements, consistent with the 

Auburn/Bowman CIP. 

B-4 Referring to Mitigation Measure 4 in the Transportation Impact study (which is 

presented as Mitigation Measure 10b in the EIR), the comment states that Placer 

County has identified improvements to the SR 49/Kemper Road/New Airport Road 

intersection, and that signal improvements can only provide an increment of 

improvement. Caltrans recommends construction of a separate left-turn lane at the 

Kemper Road leg to improve intersection operations. 

Draft EIR Table 10-4 shows that the SR 49/Kemper Road/New Airport Road intersection 

currently operates at LOS D in the AM peak hour and LOS F in the PM peak hour. Table 

10-5 shows that, under existing conditions plus full buildout of the PCGC Master Plan 

Update, the AM peak hour LOS would decrease to LOS E and delay would increase by 

15.7 seconds, and in the PM peak hour, the intersection would continue to operate at LOS 

F and delay would increase by 34.1 seconds. Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 10b is 

identified to address the impact of full buildout of the Master Plan Update at the SR 

49/Kemper Road/New Airport Road intersection. As stated on Draft EIR page 10-24, the 

signal timing optimization recommended in Mitigation Measure 10b would restore 

operations to LOS D during the AM peak hour, and improve operations to LOS E during 

the PM peak hour. Thus, this mitigation is sufficient to reduce the impacts at this location 
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to less than significant under existing plus project conditions. Additional improvements 

to the intersection are identified in Mitigation Measure 10k, and additional signal timing 

optimization is recommended under Mitigation Measure 10o. These measures address 

impacts at this location under the cumulative plus project scenario. The comment does 

not provide evidence or analysis that the signal timing optimization recommended under 

Mitigation Measure 10b would be insufficient to reduce the project’s impact to less than 

significant. Additionally, the funding identified in the Auburn/Bowman CIP is not 

sufficient to provide a separate eastbound left-turn lane at this location, as recommended 

in the comment. 

B-5 This comment states that the trip generation for the multifamily residential project 

seems accurate, but that the trip generation from the Health and Human Services 

building during the PM peak hour appears to be low and requests clarification. 

The trip generation estimates for the proposed Health and Human Services building are 

based on the trip generation rates for government office buildings included in the 

Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition, the 

state-of-the-practice source for trip generation data. The weighted average trip 

generation rate for government office (land use code 730) as documented in the Trip 

Generation Manual, 10th Edition is as follows: 

 7.45 vehicle trip ends per employee per day 

 1.10 vehicle trip ends per employee during the AM peak hour (adjacent street 

traffic between 7 and 9 a.m.) 

 0.71 vehicle trip ends per employee during the PM peak hour (adjacent street 

traffic between 4 and 6 p.m.) 

In addition, as stated on page 52 of the Transportation Impact Study, trip generation is 

calculated based on the number of employees. This provides a greater degree of 

accuracy than using the amount of building floor area due to the factors described on 

page 52 of the Transportation Impact Study.  

B-6 The comment requests that the Caltrans office remain informed of any further actions 

or future changes regarding the PCGC property, and provides contact information. 

The comment does not address the project’s environmental impacts nor the content of 

the Draft EIR. No response is required. Placer County will continue to coordinate with 

Caltrans regarding development of the PCGC property and other development in Placer 

County that may affect Caltrans facilities. 
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Response to Comment Letter C 

Placer County Air Pollution Control District 

Lauren Moore, Air Pollution Control Specialist 

December 31, 2018 

C-1 The comment introduces the Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD) 

and subsequent comments. 

The comment does not address the environmental effects of the project or the content 

of the Draft EIR. No response is required. 

C-2 The comment states that the statement on page 12-7 (PM2.5 is not measured at the 

Auburn monitoring station) is incorrect, since PM2.5 is measured at that station. 

The text on page 12-7 has been revised as suggested and as consistent with Draft EIR Table 

12-2, which presents the PM2.5 monitoring data from the Auburn monitoring station.  

C-3 The comment states that the PCAPCD, not the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality 

Management District, monitors the Auburn Monitoring Station. 

The text on page 12-7 has been revised as suggested. 

C-4 The comment states that page 12-14 states that Table 12-15 includes PCAPCD-

recommended carbon monoxide (CO) thresholds; however, the PCAPCD does not 

have recommended CO thresholds, nor is it included in Table 12-15. 

The text on page 12-14 has been revised to omit CO from the list of pollutants for which 

the PCAPCD has recommended thresholds, as suggested. 

C-5 The PCAPCD recommends the addition of Rule 225 and 247 to the PCAPCD rules and 

regulations section on page 12-16. 

Text summarizing Rules 225 and 247 has been added to pages 12-16 and 12-17 as suggested.  

C-6 The PCAPCD recommends that the emissions of the proposed Health and Human 

Services building at full buildout be compared to the projected emissions of the existing 

Health and Human Services operation during the same year, instead of comparing the 

emissions in year 2021 of the proposed building with the current (year 2017) emissions.  

The modeling to estimate the emissions associated with the existing buildings that 

house the Health and Human Services department has been revised to reflect 2021 

conditions, as requested in this comment. Text in Chapter 12 has been updated to reflect 

the revised modeling. The impact remains less than significant. 
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C-7 The comment states that the PCAPCD’s recommended criteria for when a CO hotspot 

analysis is warranted is stated incorrectly. The comment also states that page 12-45 of the 

Draft EIR incorrectly references the table number and maximum 1-hour CO concentration 

when referring to the CALINE4 Predicted Carbon Monoxide Concentration. The comment 

provides specific recommended text revisions for page 12-45. 

The text on page 12-43 identifying the PCAPCD’s recommended criteria for 

determining the need for a CO hotspots analysis has been revised as suggested. The 

referenced text on page 12-45 has also been revised as suggested. 

C-8 The comment confirms that the Draft EIR applied the PCAPCD’s recommended 

significant thresholds regarding greenhouse gas emissions, but mis-stated the unit of 

measurement in the final sentence on page 13-33 by referring to “per capita” emissions 

rather than “per 1,000 square feet.” The comment provides specific recommended text 

revisions for page 13-33. 

The text on page 13-33 has been revised as suggested. 

C-9 The PCAPCD recommends that the impacts of the Health and Human Services building 

and the Multifamily Residential project be considered cumulatively in comparison to the 

PCAPCD’s recommended thresholds, rather than individually as is done in the Draft EIR, 

to provide a more accurate representation of the cumulative impacts of Phase 1 emissions. 

The comment also provides closing remarks and contact information. 

As described in Chapter 1, Introduction, of the Draft EIR, the EIR provides a project-

level analysis of the Health and Human Services building and a separate project-level 

analysis of the Multifamily Residential project. Thus it is appropriate to disclose the 

impacts of each project individually. However, the additional information requested by 

the PCAPCD has been added to the discussion of Impact 13-1 and Impact 13-3. 
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Atwood 80 Homeowners 

Jeff Dutra and Ron Meyer 

December 8, 2018 

D-1 The comment requests that the Placer County Government Center (PCGC) Master Plan 

Update acknowledge that adjacent entitled properties, like Atwood 80, could connect 

into new sewer infrastructure if approved by Placer County Environmental 

Engineering, noting that the proposed PCGC Master Plan Update would alleviate 

existing hydraulic restrictions in the area. 

The comment does not address any environmental impacts associated with the 

proposed project. The PCGC Master Plan Update does not anticipate allowing 

neighboring development to connect to the sewer infrastructure within the project site. 

However, such connections are not precluded by the project. Any future connections 

would be subject to separate development review by Placer County. 

  



Responses to Comments 

PCGC Master Plan Update Final EIR 9635 

February 2019 2-24 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  



Responses to Comments 

PCGC Master Plan Update Final EIR 9635 

February 2019 2-25 

 



Responses to Comments 

PCGC Master Plan Update Final EIR 9635 

February 2019 2-26 

 



Responses to Comments 

PCGC Master Plan Update Final EIR 9635 

February 2019 2-27 

 



Responses to Comments 

PCGC Master Plan Update Final EIR 9635 

February 2019 2-28 

 



Responses to Comments 

PCGC Master Plan Update Final EIR 9635 

February 2019 2-29 

 



Responses to Comments 

PCGC Master Plan Update Final EIR 9635 

February 2019 2-30 

 



Responses to Comments 

PCGC Master Plan Update Final EIR 9635 

February 2019 2-31 

 



Responses to Comments 

PCGC Master Plan Update Final EIR 9635 

February 2019 2-32 

 



Responses to Comments 

PCGC Master Plan Update Final EIR 9635 

February 2019 2-33 

 



Responses to Comments 

PCGC Master Plan Update Final EIR 9635 

February 2019 2-34 

 



Responses to Comments 

PCGC Master Plan Update Final EIR 9635 

February 2019 2-35 

 



Responses to Comments 

PCGC Master Plan Update Final EIR 9635 

February 2019 2-36 

 



Responses to Comments 

PCGC Master Plan Update Final EIR 9635 

February 2019 2-37 

 



Responses to Comments 

PCGC Master Plan Update Final EIR 9635 

February 2019 2-38 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK  



Responses to Comments 

PCGC Master Plan Update Final EIR 9635 

February 2019 2-39 

Response to Comment Letter E 

Placer Community Foundation 

Veronica Blake 

December 28, 2018 

E-1 The comment expresses gratitude for the opportunity to comment, states that Placer County 

lacks workforce and affordable housing, and states that Placer Community Foundation 

hopes that the need to meet workforce and affordability requirements are taken seriously. 

The need for affordable housing and the effects of the proposed project related to 

affordable housing are evaluated in Draft EIR Chapter 6, Population and Housing. The 

comment does not identify any inaccuracies or inadequacies in the Draft EIR. No 

response is required. 

E-2 The comment states that Table 3-2 should be amended to include the use of all the 

buildings that were demolished, and references the 2002 North Fork Associates 

Existing Conditions Report as a source for that information. 

CEQA requires that the environmental effects of a proposed project be evaluated in 

relation to the existing conditions at the time that the environmental review begins. The 

existing conditions from which the project’s impacts are evaluated is referred to as the 

baseline condition. The activities and land uses that may have occurred at the project 

site in the past are not part of the baseline condition. Thus, the specific uses of 

previously demolished buildings is not relevant to the impact analysis or conclusions 

in the Draft EIR. Information regarding previously demolished buildings was included 

in the Project Description to provide context regarding past disturbance within the 

project site, the processes followed by Placer County related to past CEQA compliance 

regarding changes to potential historic resources, and the degree of changes that have 

occurred within the original DeWitt General Hospital campus. However, for 

informational purposes, brief descriptions of general building usage prior to demolition 

have been added to Table 3-2. 

E-3 The comment states that the Draft EIR should acknowledge the 1994 Auburn/Bowman 

Community Plan EIR’s finding of a significant impact associated with affordable 

housing due to the limited amount of multifamily zoned property in the plan area. The 

comment states that the impact may be greater now than it was at the time the 

Auburn/Bowman Community Plan was adopted because land that had been zoned for 

multifamily residential uses has been developed as single-family housing. The 

comment concludes that the Placer County Government Center (PCGC) property may 

be the only viable option to provide affordable housing. 



Responses to Comments 

PCGC Master Plan Update Final EIR 9635 

February 2019 2-40 

The Draft EIR evaluates cumulative impacts related to affordable housing in Impact 

6-4. On page 6-21, the Draft EIR finds that the cumulative impact would be significant, 

stating, “The increase in low-wage jobs in the cumulative scenario would increase the 

demand for affordable housing in the Auburn/Bowman community. This would be a 

significant cumulative impact.” Although this determination does not specifically rely 

on the conclusion reached in the Auburn/Bowman Community Plan EIR, it is consistent 

with the analysis in that prior document. It also reflects consideration of data and 

analysis presented in Placer County’s 2013 Housing Element and associated 

Background Report. These documents provide a recent inventory of housing stock and 

available land for development of affordable housing, and therefore provides more 

current data and analysis of affordable housing supply, demand, and opportunities than 

the Auburn/Bowman Community Plan and associated EIR. Table A-2 of the Placer 

County Housing Element Background Report identifies several other locations in 

Placer County where additional affordable housing development may occur; thus, the 

PCGC property is not the only viable option for affordable housing.  

E-4 The comment identifies disagreement with the conclusion that Impact 6-4 is less than 

significant because the Auburn/Bowman Community Plan found the affordable 

housing ratio to be a significant and unavoidable impact. 

As discussed in Response to Comment E-3, the PCGC Master Plan Update Draft EIR 

recognizes that there would be a significant cumulative impact associated with demand 

for affordable housing. Further, as explained in the following paragraphs, the Draft EIR 

also demonstrates that the proposed PCGC Master Plan Update would not make a 

cumulatively considerable contribution to that impact.  

The Draft EIR erroneously stated that the Placer County Housing Element does not 

assume any affordable housing would be developed within the PCGC property. Table 

A-2 of the Placer County Housing Element Background Report reports on the vacant 

lands within Placer County that have land use and zoning designations that would allow 

for multifamily residential development. Table A-2 identifies a maximum potential of 

five units for moderate-income households within one of the parcels that comprise the 

PCGC property. Text on pages 6-21 and 6-22 of the Draft EIR has been revised to 

include this information. Four other parcels within the PCGC property are included in 

the Placer County Housing Element vacant lands inventory as having the potential to 

support affordable housing development but the Housing Element does not assume any 

units would be constructed on those parcels.  

Further, the Placer County Housing Element Background Report notes in the table 

presenting an evaluation of the 2008 Housing Element policies that the PCGC property 

“may be suitable for affordable housing. A proposed master plan for the DeWitt 
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complex is an opportunity to designate parcels for high-density affordable housing.” In 

response to this evaluation, the Placer County Housing Element includes Program A-7, 

which states, “The County shall update the DeWitt Center Master Plan to identify sites 

that are appropriate for higher-density and mixed-use development.” The proposed 

PCGC Master Plan Update implements this program by allowing multifamily 

residential development with a maximum density of 30 dwelling units per acre within 

the proposed 24-acre Multifamily Residential Thematic Area (of which approximately 

4 acres are already developed, leaving a total of 20 acres available for new 

development) and 17-acre Mixed-Use Thematic Area. The Multifamily Residential 

Project evaluated in the Draft EIR would be located on a 3-acre site within the 

Multifamily Residential Thematic Area. This site would support affordable housing. 

These thematic areas are described in the Draft EIR on page 3-16 and the Multifamily 

Residential Project is described in Draft EIR on page 3-26. In that description, the Draft 

EIR states that current plans for the Multifamily Residential Project include 79 

dwelling units. The proposed PCGC Master Plan Update would provide more 

affordable housing units at the project site than were accounted for in the Placer County 

Housing Element projections.  

The Draft EIR concludes that the project’s contribution to the cumulative affordable 

housing impact would be less than significant because a portion of the regional 

affordable housing demand would be met on site, the project would construct more 

affordable housing units than were anticipated for the site, and the project would not 

impair Placer County’s ability to implement its Housing Element or meet its Regional 

Housing Needs Allocation targets. 

E-5 The commenter states that priority should be given to development of 400 

affordable housing units over other non-governmental development within the 

PCGC property, and no other non-governmental development should occur until the 

affordable units are completed. 

The proposed PCGC Master Plan Update allows multifamily residential development 

within the Multifamily Residential Thematic Area and the Mixed-Use Thematic 

District, with a maximum allowable density of 30 dwelling units per acre. As stated on 

Draft EIR page 3-16, development projections for the PCGC property reflect the 

detailed assessment of the existing and future space needs for each Placer County 

department located at the site, and a local market analysis that considered the potential 

for the site to support private commercial and residential uses. The development 

scenario on which the Draft EIR analysis is based anticipates 485 multifamily dwelling 

units within the PCGC property. The Multifamily Residential Project is proposed as an 

affordable housing development of 79 units. This is 16% of the total dwelling units 

anticipated for the site, which exceeds Placer County’s goal identified in its Housing 
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Element Policy B-14 to “consider requiring 10 percent affordable units, payment of an 

in-lieu fee, or comparable affordable housing measure(s) acceptable to the County, for 

any General Plan amendment that increases residential density.”  

The Draft EIR concludes that the proposed PCGC Master Plan Update would have a less-

than-significant impact associated with impairing Placer County’s ability to meet 

Regional Housing Needs Allocation targets or increasing demand for affordable housing 

(Impact 6-2). As discussed in Response to Comment E-4, the Draft EIR also concludes 

that the proposed PCGC Master Plan Update would have a less-than-significant 

contribution to cumulative impacts associated with affordable housing (Impact 6-4). 

Thus, the project would not result in a significant adverse environmental effect that could 

be reduced by increasing the amount of affordable housing provided on site.  

E-6 The comment states that Placer County should explain why it’s not complying with the 

Surplus Land Act, and provides a brief summary of the Surplus Land Act. 

Consideration of how the Surplus Land Act may apply to the proposed PCGC Master 

Plan Update and individual projects undertaken in implementation of the Master Plan 

Update does not address the project’s potential to result in physical environmental 

effects, and thus is not relevant to the analysis required under the California 

Environmental Quality Act. The County will consider whether the Surplus Land Act is 

applicable to individual projects undertaken in implementation of the proposed Master 

Plan Update at the time that each project is proposed. This consideration will reflect the 

nature and specific terms of potential future land-related transactions, if any, including 

considering the applicability of AB 1943 (Chappie 1978) to such transactions. 

E-7 The comment states that the Placer Community Foundation is pleased that Placer 

County is replacing the affordable housing units that were provided in the Bell Gardens 

apartments that were previously located on site, but that 79 units are not enough. The 

comment references comments made in 2016 requesting that at least 20% (20 acres) of 

the site be designated for residential uses, which would allow 400 units at a density of 

20 units per acre. 

As discussed in Response to Comment E-4, the proposed PCGC Master Plan Update 

would accommodate development of more affordable housing units than the Placer 

County Housing Element estimated would be placed within the site. Further, the 

proposed project would increase the allowable residential density from the current 15 

dwelling units per acre to 30 units per acre. This provides the potential for additional 

affordable housing, and for workforce housing to be developed in the Multifamily 

Residential Thematic Area and the Mixed Use Thematic Area. As shown in Response 

to Comment E-4, these areas would provide a total of 38 acres where multifamily 

residential land uses would be permitted. 
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E-8 The comment states that “multifamily” does not mean “affordable,” and that the 

number of affordable units should be clarified. The comment also questions who will 

own and manage the rental units. 

As stated in the Draft EIR on page 3-26, “The Multifamily Residential project located 

at 1st Street and B Avenue is currently proposed to include 79 dwelling units, although 

this EIR evaluates a maximum development of up to 100 dwelling units at this 

location.” There is no commitment for any of the other residential units constructed 

within the PCGC property to include affordable housing. Ownership and management 

of the rental units is an important consideration for Placer County’s housing program, 

but does not relate to the physical environmental effects of the proposed project. Thus, 

these details are not necessary to include in the EIR.  

E-9 The comment recommends two mitigation measures regarding the capacity of sewer 

and water infrastructure: where capacity is limited, affordable housing should receive 

priority over other non-governmental uses, and funding sources for off-site 

infrastructure serving affordable housing should be identified and reserved so that 

affordable housing projects are not delayed or burdened by the costs for construction 

or infrastructure improvements. 

The suggested mitigation measures address financial aspects of affordable housing 

development. There are no significant adverse environmental effects that these measures 

would reduce or offset thus the suggestions are not appropriate mitigation measures to 

include in the EIR. The Placer County General Plan Housing Element includes several 

policies and programs related to providing financial incentives and assistance for the 

development of affordable housing that the County will continue to implement.  

E-10 The comment questions whether or not the 141 new Health and Human Services 

employees were included in the overall governmental jobs increase of 450 employees. 

The comment also questions how many jobs the hotel will generate. 

Draft EIR page 3-25 states that there are 435 existing Health and Human Services 

employees, and this is projected to increase to 577 by 2035. This reflects an increase 

of 142 jobs. Text on page 18-23 stating there would be potentially 141 new Health and 

Human Services employees has been corrected. 

Text on page 6-17 reports that Placer County employment projections were derived from 

the facility needs assessment conducted as part of the proposed PCGC Master Plan Update, 

which documents the existing and projected employment levels for each Placer County 

division and department. The employment projections indicate that the PCGC campus 

could reach 2,102 County employees at full build-out (2037), which is an increase of 410 
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employees compared to current staffing levels. This is inclusive of all departments housed 

at the PCGC property, including the 142 new Health and Human Services employees.  

The same page of the Draft EIR provides a range of estimated new non-governmental 

employment based on the total square footage of commercial and office space. This 

includes the hotel. A separate estimate of employment specific to the hotel was not 

developed because the Draft EIR provides a programmatic analysis of the overall 

PCGC Master Plan Update.  
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Response to Comment Letter F 

Ramona Brockman 

January 2, 2019 

F-1 The comment expresses gratitude for the opportunity to comment, and outlines the 

structure of the comment letter. The comment also requests clarification on the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements regarding Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) recirculation. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 directs that a Draft EIR must be recirculated if 

“significant new information” is added. Significant new information is information that 

changes the EIR “in a way that deprives the public of meaningful opportunity to 

comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible 

way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative that is 

considerably different that those previously analyzed) that the project’s proponents 

have declined to implement.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5a provides examples 

of what constitutes significant new information, and Section 15088.5b states, 

“recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely 

clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.” None 

of the responses to comments or text revisions made to the Draft EIR constitute 

significant new information, thus recirculation is not required. 

F-2 The comment expresses disagreement with the conclusion in Draft EIR Chapter 1 that the 

Placer County Government Center (PCGC) Master Plan Update and the Health and Human 

Services building would have no significant land use impacts. The comment states that 

both would conflict with the goals and policies of the Placer County General Plan and the 

Auburn/Bowman Community Plan in terms of treatment of historic resources and 

buildings, specifically General Plan Goal 5D and Policies 1.O.6 and 1.O.7.  

The comment is correct that the Placer County General Plan policies indicate 

preference for retaining historic buildings and using them as focal points in community 

design. However, the policies do not mandate that all historic buildings must be 

retained. They state that the County of Placer (County) should protect historic resources 

and preserve historic structures. Use of the word “should” is generally understood to 

be a recommendation but not prescriptive.  

In considering whether a project would result in adverse impacts related to land use 

and planning, CEQA requires a lead agency to consider whether the project is 

inconsistent with the provisions of the general plan that relate to avoiding or mitigating 

environmental effects based on the analysis of a project’s environmental effects. The 

role of the lead agency’s decision-making bodies with regard to interpretation of a 
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general plan in relation to determining if a project is consistent with that plan has been 

the subject of litigation, and the decisions of the courts provide guidance in this regard, 

as follows:  

 “A general plan must try to accommodate a wide range of competing interests—

including those of developers, neighboring homeowners, prospective 

homebuyers, environmentalists, current and prospective business owners, 

jobseekers, taxpayers, and providers and recipients of all types of city-provided 

services—and to present a clear and comprehensive set of principles to guide 

development decisions. Once a general plan is in place, it is the province of 

elected city officials to examine the specifics of a proposed project to determine 

whether it would be ‘in harmony’ with the policies stated in the plan” (Sequoyah 

Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland [1993] 23 Cal.App.4th 704, 719-

720 [Sequoyah Hills]). 

 “An action, program, or project is consistent with the general plan if, 

considering all of its aspects, it will further the objectives and policies of the 

general plan and not obstruct their attainment. State law does not require perfect 

conformity between a proposed project and the applicable general plan” 

(Friends of Lagoon Valley v. City of Vacaville [2007] 154 Cal.App.4th 807, 

817, internal quotations and citations omitted).  

 “In other words, ‘it is nearly, if not absolutely, impossible for a project to be 

found in perfect conformity with each and every policy set forth in the 

applicable plan.’” (Pfeiffer v. City of Sunnyvale City Council [2011] 200 

Cal.App.4h 1552, 1563, quoting Sierra Club v. County of Napa (2004) 121 

Cal.App.4th 1490, 1511).  

Thus, under CEQA, the consideration of general plan consistency may take into 

account the degree to which policies relate to avoiding or mitigating environmental 

effects and a balancing of the competing interests represented by the plan as a whole.  

Placer County General Plan Policies 1.O.6 and 1.O7 are found in the Land Use 

Element under the subheading “Development Form and Design” under “Goal 1.O: 

To promote and enhance the quality and aesthetics of development in Placer County.” 

Thus, the policies may be understood to primarily address issues of aesthetics and 

community character. Policy 1.O.7 provides additional direction regarding focal 

points, stating “Examples of focal points include civic centers, parks, fountains, 

monuments, and street vistas. On-site natural features, such as wetlands and streams, 

can also function as focal points.” The proposed PCGC Master Plan Update would 

create a central focal point with its Community/Events Center and Community Green 

in the Community Thematic Area (refer to Draft EIR Figures 3-7 and 3-8). The 
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project would also retain the chapel and four of the patient ward buildings adjacent 

to the Community Thematic Area, extending the central focal point to the northeast. 

Further, the proposed project includes Development Standards and Design Guidelines 

to ensure that a high level of design that reflects key design elements of existing 

buildings within the project site is attained with each individual project undertaken 

during implementation of the Master Plan Update. The project is considered 

consistent with the Placer County General Plan goals and policies related to aesthetics 

and community character because it would create a central focal point, would 

establish regulations and guidelines that control development quality and aesthetics, 

and would create a mixed-use community with a consistent design theme and 

character that is compatible with existing buildings at the site.  

Additional guidance regarding the County’s preference to prioritize protection of 

historic resources is found in the Placer County General Plan Recreation and Cultural 

Resources Element, including Goal 5.D and Policies 5.D.6, 5.D.7, and 5.D.9. Policy 

5.D.7 specifically recognizes that not all cultural resources (including historic 

resources) can be protected. It states, “The County shall require that discretionary 

development projects are designed to avoid potential impacts to significant 

paleontological or cultural resources whenever possible. Unavoidable impacts, 

whenever possible, shall be reduced to a less than significant level and/or shall be 

mitigated by extracting maximum recoverable data. Determinations of impacts, 

significance, and mitigation shall be made by qualified archaeological (in consultation 

with recognized local Native American groups), historical, or paleontological 

consultants, depending on the type of resource in question.” The proposed demolition 

of buildings within the DeWitt General Hospital Historic District is not in conflict with 

the Placer County General Plan. 

Finally, the determination that the proposed project is in harmony with the referenced 

Placer County General Plan policies is consistent with the County’s prior interpretation 

of its General Plan. Policies 1.O.6, 1.O7, 5.D.6, 5.D7, and 5.D9 were included in the 

General Plan at the time that the prior master plan for the PCGC property was adopted, 

in largely the same form as they exist currently. As discussed in the Draft EIR on page 

3-16, the prior master plan anticipated demolition of several buildings that were part of 

the DeWitt General Hospital. The EIR for the prior master plan found that the project 

was consistent with the General Plan, stating the following: 

Building and facility demolition included in the proposed project 

includes demolition of several structures of historical and architectural 

significance. Mitigation measures include a program of documentation 

and recordation. Additionally, it is important to note that individual 

structures by themselves are not architecturally significant, it is the 
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identified “district” that is significant. While future demolition of 

additional structures within the historic district is anticipated, it is also 

anticipated that representative samples of the buildings will be 

preserved. Through implementation of mitigation measures and ultimate 

preservation of some portion of the historic district, the intent of this 

policy will be met, although building demolition will remain a significant 

impact with respect to the provisions of CEQA.  

F-3 The comment identifies Auburn/Bowman Community Plan goals and policies related 

to preservation of historic resources and states that the Draft EIR analysis of land use 

and compatibility with the Auburn/Bowman Community Plan should acknowledge that 

the Auburn/Bowman Community Plan was completed before the DeWitt General 

Hospital buildings were determined to comprise a historic district. The comment states 

that the sections of the Auburn/Bowman Community Plan that address land use within 

the PCGC property and treatment of DeWitt General Hospital structures should be 

interpreted or updated based on the historic district determination. 

 The goals and policies referenced in this comment are similar to the Placer County 

General Plan goals and policies discussed in Response to Comment F-2. These goals 

and policies indicate a preference for protection of historic resources, but do not 

preclude demolition of buildings within a historic district. Specifically, subsection (e) 

of the cited policy (Policy IV.E.3.e) states, “protection of significant cultural resources 

is a priority over recordation and/or destruction.” Additionally, Auburn/Bowman 

Community Plan policy IV.E.5.e also recognizes that it may not be possible to retain 

all historic resources.  

 The comment is correct that at the time the Auburn/Bowman Community Plan was 

prepared, the historic district had not yet been identified. However, it was known that 

the buildings were originally constructed as part of the DeWitt General Hospital. The 

Auburn/Bowman Community Plan notes that the age and condition of many of the 

buildings provides an opportunity for redevelopment of the site. Because the 

Community Plan goals and policies do not preclude demolition of buildings within a 

historic district, there is no inherent inconsistency between the goals and policies and 

the development vision for the PCGC property.  

F-4 The comment questions how the planned demolition of the 35 historical features is not 

in conflict with the adopted policies of the Placer County General Plan or the 

Auburn/Bowman Community Plan. 

 As discussed in Responses to Comments F-2 and F-3, the Placer County General Plan 

and Auburn/Bowman Community Plan do not preclude demolition of buildings within 

a historic district, and the project is consistent with the Development Vision for the 
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PCGC property. Note that the historic resource within the project site is a historic 

district; none of the existing buildings has been determined to be a historic resource 

independently. Thus, the buildings are not considered historic structures; rather, they 

are contributing features to a historic district. Page 5-24 of the project’s Draft EIR 

states, “the project is consistent with the County’s policies regarding historic resources 

because all of the existing structures within the site have already been identified and 

documented, the proposed PCGC Master Plan Update would implement the 

Development Vision enumerated in the Community Plan, and the proposed project 

includes retention of 15 of the contributing features within the historic district.” 

 Although the proposed demolition would not be inconsistent with the Placer County 

General Plan or Auburn/Bowman Community Plan, Draft EIR Chapter 8, Cultural 

Resources, found that the demolition of 35 features (including 34 buildings and the 

swimming pool) within the historic district would be a significant and unavoidable impact. 

F-5 The comment questions why the Historic Building Codes for rehabilitation are not 

noted in Mitigation Measure 8a, and why there are no feasible mitigation measures 

available for the Health and Human Services building when Alternative 3 shows a 

different location for the Health and Human Services building to avoid demolition of 

historic structures. The comment states that there is no analysis or discussion of why 

Alternative 3 was not selected, and that the EIR should include a mitigation measure 

requiring the County to encourage and consider adaptive reuse projects for all historic 

DeWitt General Hospital buildings as a priority over demolition.  

The California Historic Building Code establishes engineering and construction 

standards for rehabilitation of historic buildings. It does not establish criteria that can 

be used to determine whether a specific set of building improvements would impair the 

historic significance of the resource. Rather, it is a tool that allows variation from the 

International Building Code standards to better fit with the context of a historic 

building. For example, certain design elements of a historic building may not meet 

current building codes related to seismic safety. The California Historic Building Code 

helps bridge the need to provide for an appropriate level of seismic safety while 

retaining the character-defining visual and structural elements of a historic building or 

resource. Mitigation Measure 8a refers to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 

Rehabilitation, the Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings, and the Guidelines 

on Sustainability for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings because these documents 

provide metrics for determining whether a particular building improvement would 

detract from a resource’s historic significance. These documents provide the 

information the County would need to consider to minimize or avoid reducing historic 

significance when making modifications to the retained buildings within the DeWitt 

General Hospital Historic District. However, text has been added to Mitigation 
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Measure 8a to refer to the County’s ability to rely on the California Historic Building 

Code for future building modifications.  

Relocating the Health and Human Services building to avoid demolishing structures 

within the historic district would require substantial changes to the overall conceptual 

land use plan. Due to the extent of changes in the proposed project that would result, 

this is not considered a feasible mitigation measure. Text has been added to Draft EIR 

page 8-28 to elaborate on the determination that there is no feasible mitigation for the 

impacts of the proposed Health and Human Services building to historic resources. As 

discussed in Chapter 20 of the Draft EIR, Alternative 3 proposes a different building 

footprint as part of an alternative conceptual land use plan for the project site. 

Alternative 3 would reduce the impact to historical resources by retaining a greater 

number of the buildings within the historic district, but would still result in a significant 

and unavoidable impact because it would alter the historic district through building 

demolition. Chapter 20 identifies Alternative 3 as the environmentally superior 

alternative. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) states, “The lead agency is 

responsible for selecting a range of project alternatives for examination and must 

publicly disclose its reasoning for selecting those alternatives.” CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15126(c) states, “The EIR should briefly describe the rationale for selecting the 

alternatives to be discussed.” The discussion of why an alternative was not selected 

over other alternatives is presented in the CEQA Findings of Fact, rather than the EIR, 

as described in CEQA Guidelines Section 15091.  

F-6 Referring to Impact 8-5, which addresses cumulative impacts to cultural resources, the 

comment questions why there are no feasible mitigation measures for the historic 

buildings identified for demolition. The comment states that circumstances surrounding 

anticipated development can change over the anticipated 20-year buildout, and 

recommends that demolition of historic buildings should be avoided until new projects 

are approved. The comment suggests that the EIR include a mitigation measure 

preventing physical deterioration and premature demolition of these buildings until 

new projects are approved, such as mandatory routine maintenance and repair, 

prevention of historic building demolition prior to 60 days of the start of construction, 

and ensuring that all currently vacant DeWitt General Hospital buildings be occupied. 

It is expected that buildings would be demolished as part of development of individual 

future projects. However, there may be circumstances when demolition of buildings 

outside the footprint of a new development project would occur prior to approval of 

new construction in that location. Further, the suggested mitigation measure would not 

substantially reduce or avoid the significant and unavoidable impact resulting from 

alterations to the historic district; thus, it is not required to be incorporated into the EIR. 
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F-7 The comment states that a specific time frame for all of the anticipated demolition be 

provided, as was done in the 2003 DeWitt Government Center Facility Plan EIR. 

 The Draft EIR provides a programmatic analysis of the PCGC Master Plan Update 

based on the proposed conceptual land use plan, tiering plan, a set of reasonable 

development projections for the project site, and the proposed land use and 

development regulations and guidelines presented in the PCGC Master Plan Update 

and accompanying documents. The actual mix of land uses that would be developed at 

the PCGC property and the specific timing for each individual future project are not 

known at this time. Providing a detailed demolition schedule for the program-level 

impact analysis is not required because it would involve speculation (CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15145 provides that speculation is not required in preparation of an EIR). 

Further, the level of detail regarding long-term buildout of the proposed PCGC Master 

Plan Update is consistent with the requirements in CEQA Guidelines Section 15146 

regarding the degree of specificity required in an EIR. As noted in Response to 

Comment F-6, it is anticipated that demolition of the historical buildings would occur 

as part of the development of each individual project, however this is not a requirement 

of the project and there may be circumstances where demolition occurs before an 

individual project is approved. These projects would occur in the phases described in 

Draft EIR Chapter 3 and shown in Draft EIR Figure 3-8, which provide a general 

timeline of the planned demolition of the historic buildings. Finally, altering the timing 

of demolition would not alter the EIR conclusion that the project would result in a 

significant and unavoidable impact resulting from alterations to the historic district and 

would not substantially reduce the impact, thus it is not necessary for the EIR to include 

the suggested mitigation measure.  

F-8 The comment states that the project descriptions of the two projects (the Health and 

Human Services building and Multifamily Residential project) are vague and that a 

project-level analysis should include more specific site plan detail and evaluation, 

consideration of site location and alternatives, parking and circulation analysis, and 

renderings of site plans and building elevations. The comment questions whether the 

information and analysis presented in the Draft EIR are sufficient. 

 The comment is correct that many project-level EIRs include more specific site plan 

details, but this level of detail is not required by CEQA. The Draft EIR defines the 

development assumptions for the two individual projects, including total building 

size, footprint area, maximum height, and the number of parking spaces required. 

The approximate building footprints and parking areas are indicated on the 

conceptual land use plan for the full project site provided in Draft EIR Figure 3-7. 

Building elevations and rendered site plans are not necessary to the analysis of the 

project’s environmental effects. As described in the Draft EIR on page 9-21, the 
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building design for each individual project undertaken in implementation of the 

PCGC Master Plan Update must be consistent with the proposed Development 

Standards and Design Guidelines. Thus, those documents provide the performance 

standards that future project design, including the Health and Human Services 

building and the Multifamily Residential project, must attain. Each environmental 

impact analysis section of the Draft EIR includes a detailed description of the 

environmental effects of the two individual projects and the overall Master Plan 

Update. This includes Chapter 10, Transportation. The Transportation Impact Study 

(Draft EIR Appendix E) provides detailed trip generation and distribution 

assumptions, traffic volumes and level of service modeling and calculations, and 

mitigation measures for each of the two individual projects. Thus, the descriptions 

and analysis of these two projects meet the requirements in the CEQA Guidelines 

regarding adequate level of detail and degree of specificity (CEQA Section 15146). 

F-9 The comment quotes text from page 3-7 of the Draft EIR and states that the statements 

are misleading because the County should not have relied on the 2004 State Historic 

Preservation Officer letter to justify demolition of additional DeWitt General Hospital 

buildings beyond those identified in the 2003 DeWitt Government Center Facility Plan 

EIR. The comment states that the criteria for determining if a property is a historical 

resource for purposes of CEQA are broader than that for the National Register of 

Historic Places (NRHP), thus the use of the letter as justification for CEQA clearance 

is not sufficient. 

Pages 12-9 and 12-10 of the 2003 DeWitt Government Center Facility Plan EIR states 

that “the DeWitt General Hospital Historic District appears to be eligible as a historic 

district for the NRHP under Criteria A and C,” and that the “DeWitt General Hospital 

also appears to be eligible for the California Register of Historical Resources under 

Criteria 1 and 3 for the same reasons as those stated for the National Register.” This 

information was available to the SHPO at the time the 2004 determination was made 

that the property was not eligible for listing as a historic district. Thus, the County’s 

understanding of the 2004 letter as determining that the property was not eligible for 

listing either at the state or federal level was reasonable, appropriate, and based on 

substantial evidence.  

CEQA requires that an EIR evaluate a proposed project in comparison to the existing 

physical environment. The EIR is not required to attempt to define or evaluate impacts 

associated with past activities at the project site, other than as those activities and 

impacts may relate to the cumulative impacts analysis. Thus, the validity of the 

County’s past reliance on the 2004 determination by the State Historic Preservation 

Officer is not a required component of the impact analysis for the proposed PCGC 

Master Plan Update. No further response is required.  
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F-10 The comment states there should be more detailed information in Chapter 3, Project 

Description, regarding the magnitude of the proposed demolition, similar to the level 

of detail found in Chapter 8.  

Although adequate detail regarding the magnitude of the proposed demolition is 

contained within the Draft EIR, additional details regarding the amount of demolition 

anticipated under the proposed PCGC Master Plan Update and as reflected in Draft EIR 

Figure 3-7, Conceptual Land Use Plan, has been added to Section 3.4.  

F-11 The comment states that the proposed demolition of 35 of the 50 historical buildings 

does not comply with the adaptive reuse principle of the PCGC Master Plan Update. 

 The proposed PCGC Master Plan Update identifies adaptive reuse as one of its many 

guiding principles. This statement does not indicate a targeted amount of buildings or 

proportion of the historic district to retain for adaptive reuse. The proposed project 

would retain and provide for adaptive reuse of 15 of the buildings within the historic 

district. Further, there are several wide-ranging project objectives. The proposed PCGC 

Master Plan Update responds to each of them by finding a balance between competing 

ideas within the objectives. For example, the project includes the following four 

objectives, which each would be better supported with the construction of new 

buildings than by adaptive reuse of the existing structures due to factors such as 

efficient use of space, and modern requirements for functionality and sustainable 

resource use: 

 Creates a vibrant community and campus by incorporating a diversity of land 

uses across the campus that include retail, multifamily housing, office, and 

mixed-use opportunities. 

 Consolidates government departments to provide efficient delivery of 

public services. 

 Establishes best practices for sustainable design, improves energy efficiency, 

and reduces average water consumption rates within the site. 

 Provides office space that offers the amenities necessary to support employee 

functionality, productivity, and collaboration. 

F-12 The comment states that the location of many of the proposed-to-be-demolished 

historical buildings is proposed for private development and questions how the County 

can justify the significant and unavoidable impact of the demolition of County-owned 

historical buildings for the benefit of private development, and that recommending 

demolition of these buildings seems premature given the anticipated 20-year buildout 

of the master plan.  
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 Accommodating private development within the PCGC property is a key component 

of the project’s objectives, which include the following: 

 Identifies opportunities for development to maximize the value of the site. 

 Identifies potential for public-private development opportunities at the site, best 

use being the PCGC commercially zoned areas. 

 Whether a project’s adverse environmental impacts would be caused by private or 

public development activities does not change the level of significance of those 

impacts, and is not relevant per the requirements of CEQA.  

F-13 The comment questions the timeframe for the proposed demolition, and the County’s 

plans for the treatment of the historic DeWitt General Hospital buildings; the comment 

recommends the inclusion of specific information on timing and phasing of the project, 

as was done in the 2003 DeWitt Government Center Facility Plan EIR.  

As noted in Response to Comment F-6, it is anticipated that demolition of buildings 

within the historic district would generally occur as part of the development of each 

individual project. These projects would occur in the described phases, which gives a 

general timeline of the planned demolition of the historic buildings. As stated in 

Response to Comment F-7, the level of detail regarding long-term buildout of the 

proposed PCGC Master Plan Update is consistent with the requirements in CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15146 regarding the degree of specificity provided in EIRs.  

F-14 The comment states that no rationale is given regarding the land use designation or 

zoning changes requested for the PCGC Master Plan Update, and questions why the 

designations identified in the Auburn/Bowman Community Plan are no longer 

sufficient to justify the proposed change. 

CEQA does not require that the rationale for a proposed change in land use designation be 

provided. Rather, it requires an analysis of the physical environmental effects of a proposed 

project and identification of mitigation measures and alternatives that could reduce or avoid 

such impacts. In this case, the proposed PCGC Master Plan Update defines the land use 

vision for the project site, and identifies the proposed land use and zoning designations that 

would accommodate the anticipated types and levels of development. The Draft EIR 

properly evaluates the physical environmental effects that could result from development 

under the proposed land use and zoning designations in relation to the existing conditions 

rather than the conditions that could exist under the existing land use and zoning 

requirements. CEQA does not require that the Draft EIR explain why the project could not 

be developed under the existing land use and zoning designations. Additionally, use of a 

land use designation that identifies the project site as a Master Plan area is consistent with 
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the County’s treatment of other large-scale planning projects throughout the County, such 

as many of the County-adopted specific plans. 

F-15 The comment states that discussion or explanation of the non-applicability of the 

Surplus Land Act is missing from the Draft EIR (page 5-1). 

Refer to Response to Comment E-6, which states that the requirements of the Surplus 

Land Act are not relevant to the analysis of the project’s potential physical 

environmental effects and thus compliance with the Surplus Land Act is not evaluated 

in this EIR. 

F-16 The comment questions why goals and policies from the Placer County General Plan 

and Auburn/Bowman Community Plan related to cultural resources are listed in 

Chapter 8 but are not listed on pages 5-8 through 5-10. 

 The lists of Placer County General Plan and Auburn/Bowman Community Plan goals 

and policies on pages 5-8 through 5-10 identify those goal and policies that directly 

relate to land use and planning considerations. It is not appropriate or necessary to list 

the goals and policies related to cultural resources in the Land Use section. 

F-17 The comment states that the relevant Placer County General Plan policies were not 

listed in either Chapter 5 or Chapter 8, specifically, Policies 1.O.6, 1.O.7, 5.D.2, and 

5.D.9. Additionally, the proposed demolition of 35 historical features is not in 

compliance with any of the policies in the Placer County General Plan or 

Auburn/Bowman Community Plan that pertain to the treatment of historic resources; 

thus, the land use impacts may be more than “no impact.” 

The policies listed in this comment have been added to the “Regulatory Framework” 

section of Chapter 8, Cultural Resources. Refer to Response to Comment F-2 regarding 

the project’s consistency with these policies. 

F-18 The comment states that the Draft EIR analysis of land use compatibility and 

conformity/conflict with the Auburn/Bowman Community Plan on pages 5-24 and 5-25 

should take into account that the Auburn/Bowman Community Plan was written well 

before the DeWitt General Hospital structures were determined to be a historic resource. 

Refer to Response to Comment F-3 regarding the project’s consistency with the 

Auburn/Bowman Community Plan. 

F-19 The comment states that the DeWitt General Hospital buildings are incorrectly referred 

to as “semi-permanent,” whereas the NRHP nomination references a primary source 

from the War Department identifying DeWitt General Hospital as having only 

permanent buildings. 
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 The Draft EIR references an additional source (Brosin undated) that identifies the 

DeWitt General Hospital as one of 12 hospitals constructed in the “Semipermanent 

Type A” plan. This source reviews the history of the various construction types for 

military hospitals constructed in the 1940s and differentiates the permanent and 

semipermanent construction types. It states, “During 1942, pressure from the Veterans’ 

Administration to build hospitals which could be converted to postwar use, thereby 

avoiding another World War I error, and civilian pressure from makers of brick and 

tile, materials proposed as substitutes for lumber, which was becoming scarce, caused 

the War Department to authorize a third type of hospital, a one-storied semipermanent 

type known as Type A.” This is summarized in Draft EIR pages 8-6 and 8-7.  

F-20 The comment states that the Draft EIR does not include the importance of the hospital and 

its relation to Tarmo Pasto and Martin Ramirez, as documented in its NRHP nomination. 

 Tarmo Pasto is discussed on page 8-15 of Chapter 8, Cultural Resources; the section 

discusses his work as an art and psychology professor and his association with Martin 

Ramirez. Similarly, Martin Ramirez is discussed on page 8-15 of Chapter 8; the section 

discusses his contribution to Latinos in the arts and his residence at DeWitt State 

Hospital. The period of significance for the DeWitt State Hospital’s association with 

Ramirez is 1948 to 1963. No further response is required.  

F-21 The comment states that there is a problematic use of the 2004 State Historic 

Preservation Officer letter as environmental clearance for the demolition of historic 

DeWitt General Hospital buildings. 

Refer to Response to Comment F-9 regarding prior building demolition within the 

PCGC property. 

F-22 The comment states that page 8-12 is incorrect regarding the percentage (50%) of brick 

hospital structures remaining, since the NRHP nomination clearly states that 

approximately 60% of the DeWitt General Hospital structures remain. The comment 

states that there are a number of incorrect statements regarding the hospital; the 

comment corrects this by stating that the NRHP nomination indicates that the DeWitt 

General Hospital is significant under Criteria A in the area of health/medicine during 

its use as an Army General Hospital and as a state mental hospital; Dr. Norman 

Freeman pioneered vascular surgical techniques while stationed at DeWitt General 

Hospital; its association with Tarmo Pasto, a notable early pioneer in the study of 

artistic expression and psychology theory whose research was important to the 

establishment of art therapy as a treatment for mental illness; operation of the DeWitt 

General Hospital was locally significant, since its construction and operation as a 

World War II Army general hospital and later as a state mental hospital constituted the 

Auburn area’s driving economic force and the community’s largest employer from the 
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period 1943 to 1972; and the correct periods of significance for DeWitt General 

Hospital under Criteria A are 1943–1945 and 1946–1963.  

Text has been added to Draft EIR page 8-15 to recognize the significance of the DeWitt 

General Hospital under Criterion A associated with its use as a state mental hospital 

and its association with Dr. Norman Freeman and with Tarmo Pasto. 

F-23 The comment states that no discussion or rationale is provided in the Draft EIR for why 

the theater, adjoining patient wards, auditorium, and gym cannot be retained and 

adaptively reused, although Notice of Preparation (NOP) comments requested this. 

 Draft EIR page 8-1 recognizes that comments on the NOP requested that Placer County 

consider retention and adaptive reuse of several existing buildings within the property. The 

Draft EIR evaluates the project as proposed. The Draft EIR states on page 8-26 that the 

project proposes to demolish several of the contributing and non-contributing features of 

the historic district to allow for construction of new facilities. This is in support of the 

project objectives as defined in Draft EIR Section 3.3. The analysis of Alternative 2 and 

Alternative 3 provides consideration of alternative project designs that would 

accommodate retention of the theater and adjoining patient wards and the degree to which 

these alternatives may alter the environmental effects of the proposed project.  

F-24 The comment states that the NOP comments noted the need for compliance with local 

regulations, but there is no discussion in Chapter 8 regarding compliance with the 

Auburn/Bowman Community Plan or the Placer County General Plan regarding these 

plans’ goals and policies for retaining historic structures.  

 Compliance with local regulations and the goals and policies of the Auburn/Bowman 

Community Plan and Placer County General Plan are analyzed in Chapter 5, Land Use, 

under Impact 5-2, which found the following relating to cultural resources: “The Placer 

County General Plan and Auburn/Bowman Community Plan both encourage 

preservation of historic resources. The Community Plan includes a policy requiring that 

‘structures of historic or architectural significance shall be identified and documented, 

and efforts shall be made to preserve them and use them as a focal point in community 

design.’ … The project is consistent with the County’s policies regarding historic 

resources because all of the existing structures within the site have already been 

identified and documented, the proposed PCGC Master Plan Update would implement 

the Development Vision enumerated in the Community Plan, and the proposed project 

includes retention of 15 of the contributing features within the historic district.” As 

such, Impact 5-2 was found to be less than significant. Refer to Responses to Comments 

F-2 and F-3 for additional discussion of the project’s consistency with the Placer 

County General Plan and Auburn/Bowman Community Plan. 
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F-25 The comment summarizes language from Draft EIR page 8-33 and states that the 

swimming pool was filled in after completion of the photographic recordation of the 

DeWitt General Hospital campus. The comment questions how the loss of this historic 

DeWitt General Hospital structure would be mitigated. 

The swimming pool was included in the photographic recordation of the campus. As 

discussed previously, individual structures by themselves are not architecturally 

significant; it is the identified “district” that is significant. Thus, it is not necessary for 

the impact analysis or mitigation measures to address individual structures. The loss of 

the swimming pool is considered part of the overall changes to the historic district. The 

Draft EIR concludes that the anticipated changes to the historic district, including loss 

of the pool structure, would result in a significant and unavoidable impact, and there is 

no feasible mitigation that would avoid or substantially reduce this impact. 

F-26 The comment states that the Historic American Buildings Survey standard 

documentation is considered a last-resort mitigation measure, would be unacceptable 

according to the Auburn/Bowman Community Plan, and should not necessarily be the 

default mitigation measure for the currently proposed project. 

As discussed in Response to Comment F-3, Auburn/Bowman Community Plan Policy 

IV.E.3.e states, “protection of significant cultural resources is a priority over 

recordation and/or destruction.” This language does not prohibit recordation, such as 

Historic American Buildings Survey photographic recordation. Thus, reliance on the 

prior photographic recordation is not unacceptable according to the Auburn/Bowman 

Community Plan. In fact, recordation is the industry-standard mitigation strategy when 

significant changes to a historic resource cannot be avoided. However, as recognized 

in the Draft EIR, recordation is not considered sufficient mitigation to reduce an impact 

to less than significant. The Draft EIR correctly concludes that the impacts to the 

DeWitt General Hospital Historic District would be significant and unavoidable. 

F-27 The comment states that the Draft EIR indicates that the theater and adjoining patient 

ward buildings retain a greater degree of original construction than other buildings 

within the project site. The comment questions the justification of the demolition of 

these buildings, stating that they are key iconic buildings. The comment states that 

Draft EIR page 20-4 provides deceptive information in stating that the majority of these 

buildings have been vacant for many years, when they were occupied as late as 

2014/2015 and were vacated because the County did not renew leases for the building 

occupants in anticipation of a Costco store being constructed on the site. The comment 

refers to the building facilities assessment (Appendix A), which rates the buildings as 

fair and questions if they provide an accurate assessment given the fact that the DeWitt 

General Hospital buildings qualify for the California Historic Building Code. 
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 Additional text has been added to Draft EIR page 20-4 to elaborate on the existing 

conditions of buildings within the 300 ramp. In summary, the condition assessment was 

completed to provide an inventory of the existing buildings. It does not consider 

whether the buildings are suitable for adaptive reuse; thus, the provisions of the 

California Historic Building Code were not relevant to the assessment.  

The comment does not provide evidence or analysis to support the statement that these 

buildings are iconic. However, the Draft EIR recognizes that the buildings are 

considered contributing features to the DeWitt General Hospital Historic District.  

F-28 The comment states that the DeWitt General Hospital buildings qualify for compliance 

with the California Historic Building Code as opposed to using current building code 

requirements, but the Draft EIR states that the DeWitt General Hospital buildings 

would need extensive improvements to meet California Building Code requirements. 

 The comment is correct that the buildings would qualify for compliance with the 

California Historic Building Code. Text on Draft EIR page 20-4 has been revised to 

refer to the California Historic Building Code. However, even under the California 

Historic Building Code, substantial modifications and improvements to the existing 

buildings would be necessary to make them viable for adaptive reuse and to provide an 

adequate level of life/safety protection.  

F-29 The comment states that the Draft EIR incorrectly states that the DeWitt General 

Hospital buildings are/were a semi-permanent construction when the NRHP 

nomination references a primary source from the War Department identifying DeWitt 

General Hospital as a permanent facility. 

Refer to the Response to Comment F-19 regarding the difference between permanent and 

semipermanent construction and the reference materials relied upon for the Draft EIR. 

F-30 The comment questions if the number of housing units in Alternative 2 can be reduced 

in order to make it a viable alternative, noting that it would retain the theater and its 

adjoining patient wards. 

Alternative 2 was developed to increase the intensity of residential land uses within the 

project site such that the County’s project objectives could be attained while reducing the 

amount of demolition that would occur within the DeWitt General Hospital Historic 

District. As discussed in Response to Comment F-23, the configuration of existing 

buildings in the 300 ramp is not conducive to non-residential uses, thus, the additional 

buildings retained under Alternative 2 were assumed to be converted to residential uses. 

This led to the increase in the total number of dwelling units within the project site. In this 
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way, Alternative 2 also responds to the public comments on the NOP for this EIR that 

requested that the County increase the number of dwelling units for the proposed project.  

Alternative 2 was not chosen as the environmentally preferred alternative because land 

use impacts would be increased compared to the proposed project, although they would 

remain less than significant, and because Alternative 2 would not avoid any of the 

project’s significant and unavoidable impacts. However, these conclusions do not 

indicate that Alternative 2 is not viable. Further, the Draft EIR does not state that the 

increased land use impact under Alternative 2 would result from the increased number 

of dwelling units. Rather, as stated on page 20-22, the increased land use impact was 

identified as a result of the increased residential building height (up to five stories) and 

introduction of structured parking in the southeastern portion of the project site. These 

factors could lead to, among other things, land use conflicts with the neighboring 

single-family residential subdivision.  

All of the project alternatives will be presented to the Board of Supervisors, along with 

the proposed project, for consideration. The Board of Supervisors may determine to 

deny the project, approve the proposed project, or approve one of the project 

alternatives. Consistent with CEQA requirements for consideration of project 

alternatives, the Draft EIR analysis of project alternatives is not presented at the same 

level of detail as the analysis of the proposed project. Thus adoption of one of the 

project alternatives may require additional environmental analysis.  

F-31 The comment questions why Alternative 3 is not the preferred alternative, noting that 

this alternative lessens cultural, air quality, and greenhouse gases impacts. The 

comment states that the Draft EIR does not explain why the proposed project is the 

preferred alternative. 

 Draft EIR Section 20.5 does identify Alternative 3, Greater Historic District Retention 

through Increased Non-Residential Intensity, as the environmentally superior 

alternative for the reasons mentioned in this comment. This is different from the 

identification of a preferred alternative. The proposed PCGC Master Plan Update 

conceptual land use plan was developed to meet the specific project objectives 

identified in Draft EIR Chapter 3. As discussed in Response to Comment F-30, the 

selection of the preferred alternative would be made by the Board of Supervisors at the 

time that they consider approval of the proposed project or one of the project 

alternatives. CEQA requires that if the Board of Supervisors selects the proposed 

project rather than the environmentally superior alternative, the CEQA Findings of Fact 

and Statement of Overriding Considerations must document the reasons why the 

environmentally superior alternative was not selected. This explanation is not required 

to be presented in the EIR. 
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 F-32 The comment questions why Alternative 3 needs two parking structures when it has 

44,915 square feet less than the proposed project. 

 Although the total number of required parking spaces would be reduced under 

Alternative 3, there would be less land area available for surface parking near the 

new and retained buildings. If parking structures were not incorporated into the land 

use plan for Alternative 3, there would be an increase in the overall development 

footprint and a decrease in the amount of open space and landscaped areas within 

the campus. This would not meet the basic project objectives of creating a vibrant 

mixed-use community and creating design that “promotes healthy, safe, productive, 

and comfortable indoor and outdoor environments” and identifying “opportunities 

for development to maximize the value of the site” because surface parking lots 

would consume some of the site’s development potential. Further, if parking is not 

provided sufficient proximate to buildings that the public must access to obtain 

County services, this would not meet the basic project objective of “provid[ing] 

efficient delivery of public services.” 

F-33 The comment requests clarification regarding why Alternative 3 is referred to as 

“increased non-residential intensity” when the total building square footage of 775,162 

square feet is less than the 820,077 square feet of the proposed project. 

Alternative 3 was developed by increasing the intensity of some individual buildings 

to accommodate the projected space needs for County departments in a reduced 

footprint such that more of the existing buildings could be retained for adaptive reuse. 

Although the development intensity would be reduced across the entire project site, the 

intensity within the County service thematic areas would be increased compared to the 

proposed PCGC Master Plan Update. 
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Response to Comment Letter G 

Victoria Connolly 

December 25, 2018 

G-1 The comment states that the Draft EIR does not discuss the requirement that 

government land be first considered for affordable housing and that the multifamily 

housing units are not designated affordable. The comment requests that the Draft EIR 

address the in lieu fees in association with the Government Code. Finally, the comment 

states that there should be dedicated workforce housing and for people with disabilities 

and older adults.  

Refer to Response to Comment E-6, which states that the requirements of the Surplus 

Land Act are not relevant to the analysis of the project’s potential physical 

environmental effects and thus compliance with the Surplus Land Act is not evaluated 

in this EIR. The 79 units currently planned for the Multifamily Residential project 

would be designated as affordable housing. The comment is correct that there is no 

commitment for any of the other multifamily residential units to be affordable for 

specific household income levels. However, by increasing the maximum allowable 

residential density to 30 dwelling units per acre, the proposed PCGC Master Plan 

Update allows for, encourages, and streamlines future housing development. Whether 

a project includes any units that would be designated as affordable housing would be 

evaluated at the time that specific project applications are submitted. It is expected that 

based on the size and characteristics of the dwelling units, the price points would be 

lower than single-family homes and thus would offer greater affordability for many 

segments of the population. This could include workforce housing. However, there are 

no commitments for housing to be targeted to specific groups. The suggestion in this 

comment that the project should have dedicated workforce housing and for people with 

disabilities and older adults addresses social issues rather than the physical 

environmental effects of the project. As provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, 

“economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 

environment.” Thus it is not necessary for the EIR to evaluate the need for housing to 

be dedicated to serve certain segments of the population.  
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Response to Comment Letter H 

Charlene Daniels 

December 31, 2018 

H-1 The comment states that the EIR must acknowledge that the Notice of Preparation 

(NOP) stated that the project site would remain under the mixed-use land use 

designation, but the project has changed to include creating a new land use designation 

and combining zone district that would increase the maximum density within the 

project site from 15 units per acre to 30 units per acre. 

Text has been added to Chapter 2, Introduction, regarding the proposed change in land use 

designations relative to the statements in the NOP. The project intensity and design are 

largely consistent with the project description provided in the NOP. The existing and 

proposed maximum allowable residential density is also stated on Draft EIR page 5-22.  

H-2 The comment states that the project description should include the proposed 

Auburn/Bowman Community Plan amendment regarding maximum density, noting 

that the Placer County Government Center (PCGC) property would have the highest 

density in Placer County.  

The requested entitlements and necessary permits to support approval and 

implementation of the proposed PCGC Master Plan Update (project) are listed in the 

Draft EIR in Section 1.7 of the Executive Summary in Table 1-1, and Section 3.6 of 

the Project Description. These sections include brief descriptions of the proposed 

Placer County General Plan, Auburn/Bowman Community Plan, and Zoning 

Ordinance amendments; the full text of the proposed Placer County General Plan and 

Auburn/Bowman Community Plan amendments are provided in Draft EIR Appendix 

B. Text has been added to Draft EIR pages 1-4 and 3-15 to provide more details of the 

proposed amendment related to the maximum allowable residential density under the 

proposed project. 

H-3 The comment states that the objectives fail to mention that Placer County desires to 

double the residential density in the county. 

 As directed by CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b), the project objectives define the 

underlying purpose of the project. Doubling the residential density is not one of the 

County’s objectives for the proposed project. Rather, as stated in Draft EIR Section 

3.3, the central objective is to develop a vibrant mixed-use community that includes 

multifamily residential, governmental offices, commercial, and retail land uses. The 

proposed increase in residential density is a mechanism to support the project 
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objectives and to support the County’s goals for development of affordable and 

workforce housing.  

H-4 The comment states that the project description should include a detailed account of 

the buildings that are proposed to be demolished, as was clearly noted in the 2003 

DeWitt Government Center Facility Master Plan EIR. 

 The 2003 DeWitt Government Center Facility Master Plan, which was the project 

evaluated in the 2003 EIR, was a much smaller planning effort than the currently 

proposed PCGC Master Plan Update. It documented the County’s plans for four new 

construction projects and a series of sequential building demolitions. In contrast, the 

currently proposed project establishes land use, zoning, development standards, and 

design guidelines for the campus that future development projects must meet. The 

County intends that private developers would design and construct the non-

governmental land uses envisioned in the PCGC Master Plan Update. Although the 

project defines generally anticipated phasing of development in four tiers, as shown in 

Draft EIR Figure 3-9, the actual timeline for buildout of the campus would be 

dependent on the real estate market and the interests of private developers. Thus, it is 

not possible to specifically define a building demolition schedule, because demolition 

would generally occur in association with individually approved development projects 

undertaken with implementation of the PCGC Master Plan Update. 

H-5 The comment asks if the proposed 100-unit project on the 3-acre parcel exceeds the 

proposed density of 30 dwelling units per acre, and states that the project description 

should include the net acreage. 

The comment is correct that, at a maximum density of 30 dwelling units per acre, a 

3-acre site would support a maximum of 90 dwelling units. However, state law allows 

a local agency to approve a density bonus for development of affordable housing. To 

ensure that the impact analysis did not understate the impacts from the upper range of 

possible development on the site, the development projections assumed that 100 units 

would be constructed. As stated in the Draft EIR on page 3-26, “The Multifamily 

Residential project located at 1st Street and B Avenue is currently proposed to include 

79 dwelling units, although this EIR evaluates a maximum development of up to 100 

dwelling units at this location.”  

H-6 The comment states that the contents of Appendix B (General Plan, Community Plan, 

and Zoning Amendment) should be included in the project description for transparency, 

and that the major entitlements Community Plan Amendment and Zoning Amendment 

are not presented in a straightforward manner and should appear earlier than pages 3-

16 and 5-22 of the Draft EIR. 
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As discussed in Response to Comment H-2, text has been added to Draft EIR pages 1-4 

and 3-15 to provide more details of the proposed General Plan, Community Plan, and 

Zoning Ordinance amendments. The organization of the Draft EIR is described in 

Section 2.5. Chapter 1 presents an Executive Summary of the Draft EIR and is 

intentionally less-detailed than other chapters of the Draft EIR. Thus, it is appropriate 

that the descriptions of requested entitlements and necessary permits and approvals are 

brief. Chapter 2 presents a general introduction to the Draft EIR and does not discuss 

any of the details of the proposed project. Chapter 3, Project Description, begins with 

a detailed description of the existing setting and conditions within the project site and 

in the project vicinity, then presents the project objectives. The detailed description of 

the proposed PCGC Master Plan Update begins on page 3-14. It is appropriate that the 

information regarding the proposed General Plan, Community Plan, and Zoning 

Ordinance amendments appears in this portion of the Draft EIR.  

H-7 The comment states that more detailed information is needed in the project description 

for the two project-level EIRs and notes that stating that a project will comply with 

adopted standards/guidelines without demonstrating compliance is deferred mitigation.  

 The Draft EIR includes sufficient information about the two individual projects to 

allow for meaningful and comprehensive environmental review. The proposed PCGC 

Master Plan Update and development standards identify specific performance 

standards that the individual projects must attain. Particularly with a development plan 

such as a Master Plan, specific details of subsequent projects may not be available, and 

mitigation measures may be developed to address these circumstances. Mitigation is 

not deferred if the lead agency (the County) commits itself to the mitigation, and adopts 

specific performance standards the mitigation will achieve. In this case, the County has 

committed to the mitigation, and identified the relevant adopted regulatory standards 

that must be achieved. The County has provided information regarding the subsequent 

projects, and there is no substantial evidence that the subsequent projects would not 

achieve the required standards. Refer to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)(B), 

Rialto Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City of Rialto (2012) 208 Cal.App.4th 899; 

and Defend the Bay v. City of Irvine (2004) 119 Cal.App.4th 1261.  

H-8 The comment states that the plans for the  Multifamily Residential project need to 

include a bedroom breakdown to determine parking requirements, state whether 

subterranean parking is provided as it appears that in the grading plan there are stalls 

located under three buildings, a detailed site plan with compliant parking lot, building 

elevations, lighting plan, landscape plan, number of affordable units and how long they 

will remain affordable, and if the remaining 21 affordable units will be required in 

future projects.  
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 The final design of the Multifamily Residential project would be reviewed by the 

County through the design/site review process, as noted in Draft EIR Section 3.6. In 

addition, the County will review the project details to ensure conformance with the 

development standards adopted for the PCGC Master Plan Update, similar to the 

process for review of future individual development projects described in Draft EIR 

Sections 2.2 and 3.5. The design/site review process would include verifying that the 

parking lot includes sufficient parking spaces and landscaping to meet the parking 

standards identified in the proposed PCGC Master Plan Update and associated 

development standards. As discussed in Response to Comment H-7, reliance on a 

future review to verify that the project meets the adopted development standards does 

not constitute deferred mitigation. Further, the development standards provide 

sufficient information on which to base the environmental impact analysis. 

The comment is correct that some parking stalls are anticipated to be placed below a 

portion of the building. The spaces would not be below grade. Rather they would be 

tucked under the second story of the building. The grading plan includes approximate 

volumes of cut-and-fill necessary to construct the proposed buildings, parking lot, and 

other site amenities. This information provides a sufficient level of detail to evaluate 

the environmental effects associated with grading.  

Similar to the parking lot design, the County will review building elevations, lighting, 

and landscaping as part of the design/site review process to ensure they comply with 

the PCGC Master Plan Update development standards and design guidelines. For 

example, the development standards establish a maximum building height of 50 feet. 

The County will verify that the buildings meet this standard before approving the site 

improvement plans and issuing building permits. 

The PCGC Master Plan Update does not include a commitment to construct 100 

affordable housing dwelling units. As noted in Response to Comment H-5, the estimate 

of 100 units was used for planning and impact analysis purposes. Current plans for the 

Multifamily Residential project propose construction of 79 units of affordable housing. 

There is no commitment to construct an additional 21 units of affordable housing. As 

discussed in Response to Comment E-5, this would constitute 16% of the total dwelling 

units projected to be constructed within the PCGC property, which exceeds the 

County’s requirement for projects that include a General Plan amendment to increase 

residential density to provide for construction of affordable housing dwelling units 

equal to a minimum of 10% of the total units constructed.  

H-9 The comment states that the plans for the Health and Human Services project need to 

include detailed site plans with compliant parking lots, building elevations, lighting 

plan, and landscape plan, and to clarify the phasing plan. 
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Similar to the discussion of the Multifamily Residential project in Response to 

Comment H-8, the Draft EIR contains sufficient information about the Health and 

Human Services building on which to base the environmental impact analysis. The 

County will review the site plan, building elevations, lighting plan, and landscaping 

plan as part of the site/design review process before approving the improvement plan 

and issuing a building permit. As discussed in Response to Comment H-7, reliance on 

a future review to verify that the project meets the adopted development standards does 

not constitute deferred mitigation. The Health and Human Services building is expected 

to be constructed in a single phase; thus, there is no phasing plan for that project. 

H-10 The comment states that the Draft EIR should state whether or not the Health and Human 

Services building or Multifamily Residential project will need exemptions from the 

proposed development standards and design guidelines, noting that it appears that the 

parking lot design does not comply with requirements for parking islands or shading. 

The grading plans shown on Draft EIR Figures 14-4 and 14-5 provide the general 

layout of the parking lots, but do not include landscaping or other associated site 

improvements. As discussed in Responses to Comments H-8 and H-9, the final parking 

lot designs would be reviewed by the County as part of the site/design review process. 

No exemptions from the PCGC Master Plan Update development standards and design 

guidelines are anticipated to be required.  

H-11 The comment states that the Draft EIR should only be a programmatic EIR if it lacks 

sufficient detail to evaluate the proposed Health and Human Services building and 

Multifamily Residential project.  

 As discussed in Responses to Comments H-8 and H-9, the Draft EIR contains sufficient 

details of the two individual projects and the associated environmental impacts to meet 

the CEQA Guidelines requirements for a project-level analysis. The Draft EIR includes 

all of the required contents of an EIR as described in CEQA Guidelines Article 9, and 

provides quantitative analysis, where applicable, of the potential impacts associated 

with each of the individual projects.  

H-12 The comment states that pages 3-2 through 3-7 should include a statement recognizing 

that the County demolished 92 residential units in the Bell Garden Apartments. 

Text has been added to Draft EIR Table 3-2, on page 3-7, indicating the last use of 

buildings that were demolished between 2004 and 2014. This information does not 

affect the environmental impact analysis or conclusions reached in the Draft EIR.  
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H-13 The comment states that the project description should include minimum density, and 

Figures 3-5 and 3-6 should include the density ranges to be consistent with other 

County land use and zoning maps. 

The project does not propose to establish a minimum allowable density for residential 

uses. The intent of Figures 3-5 and 3-6 is to identify the specific boundaries of the 

proposed land use and zoning designations for the project site. It is not necessary to 

identify the allowable residential density ranges in these figures, and it is not necessary 

for the figures to be consistent with other County land use or zoning maps. The lack of 

density information on these figures does not affect the environmental impact analysis 

or conclusions reached in the Draft EIR.  

H-14 The comment states that page 3-25 is misleading because it suggests that the current 

zoning designation for the project site allows one dwelling unit per 2,000 square feet. 

The comment states that the Draft EIR should be revised to state that this density would 

only be allowed if the proposed land use designation allows it. 

Section 17.20.010 of the Placer County Code defines the allowable land uses and 

development standards within the Commercial Planned Development zone district. 

Section 17.20.010.E states, “Residential Density. Allowed density for multifamily 

residential development shall be one unit for each two thousand (2,000) square feet of 

site area.” However, the comment is correct that the maximum allowable density under 

the land use designation for the project site must also be considered. The 

Auburn/Bowman Community Plan designates the site as Mixed Use and states that 

residential development under this land use designation should have a density ranging 

from 6 to 15 dwelling units per acre. Text on Draft EIR page 3-25 has been revised to 

reflect the allowable maximum density under the Mixed Use land use designation. The 

existing and proposed maximum residential density is also stated correctly on Draft 

EIR page 5-22. 

H-15 The comment states that the proposed Town Center district is combining zoning and is 

not an overlay, and that the EIR discussion should be consistent with Zoning Ordinance 

terminology.  

 Text revisions have been made throughout the Draft EIR to change “zoning overlay” 

to “combining zoning district.” Revisions were made on the following pages: 3-15, 

3-26, 3-27, 5-1, 5-22, 5-23, and 12-22. This revision does not change the nature or 

extent of the anticipated development within the PCGC property, and does not affect 

the Draft EIR analysis or conclusions. 
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H-16 The comment states that the Surplus Land Use Act is not included in the Draft EIR, 

although it was requested in response to the NOP. The comment summarizes the 

Surplus Land Use Act, and questions why it is not applicable to the project.  

 Refer to Response to Comment E-6, which states that the requirements of the Surplus 

Land Act are not relevant to the analysis of the project’s potential physical 

environmental effects and thus compliance with the Surplus Land Act is not evaluated 

in this EIR. 

H-17 The comment states that General Plan Goal 5D and Policies 5.D.1, 5.D.2, 5.D.6, 5.D.7, 

and 5.D.12 and Auburn/Bowman Community Plan Cultural Resources Element Goal 

2A and Policies 3A and 3e should be included in the Land Use section of the Draft EIR. 

 As stated in Response to Comment F-16, the Land Use section of the EIR lists the goals 

and policies that directly relate to land use and planning considerations. It is not 

appropriate or necessary to list goals and policies related to cultural resources in the 

Land Use section. 

H-18 The comment questions why 21 or 25 dwelling units per acre is not sufficient for 

affordable housing and states that the proposed land use density of 30 dwelling units 

per acre would be double the existing density and would be the highest in the County. 

The Draft EIR evaluates the environmental effects of the project as proposed. This 

includes consideration of the proposed maximum allowable density. The commenter is 

correct that there are no other locations in the County where 30 dwelling units per acre 

is allowed; however, this information does not pertain to the environmental effects of 

the proposed project. Consideration of whether a lower density could support 

affordable housing is also not relevant to the analysis of the proposed project’s 

environmental effects. No response is required.  

H-19 With regards to Impact 5-2, the comment notes that the Auburn/Bowman Community 

Plan was completed before the historical significance of the DeWitt General Hospital 

area was recognized, and this recognition changed the existing conditions; the previous 

mixed-use vision for the site did not include this change, and as such does not address 

preservation of the historic buildings. The goals and policies from the Cultural section 

of the Draft EIR should be incorporated into the Land Use section.  

Refer to Response to Comment F-3 regarding the project’s consistency with the 

Auburn/Bowman Community Plan, including with respect to the inclusion of the 

DeWitt General Hospital Historic District on the National Register of Historic Places. 

As stated in Response to Comment F-16, it is not appropriate or necessary to list goals 

and policies related to cultural resources in the Land Use section of the EIR. 
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H-20 The comment states that there are no detailed plans for the 100 multifamily housing 

units in the Draft EIR, and that it would provide a good indicator as to whether the area 

can support 30 dwelling units per acre. 

 Refer to Responses to Comments H-5 and H-8 regarding the available level of detail 

regarding the Multifamily Residential project. The comment does not identify specific 

concerns related to potential constraints of the project site in supporting the proposed 

density. The Draft EIR provides a comprehensive analysis of the physical 

environmental effects of the project, including consideration of the proposed maximum 

allowable density. Thus, the Draft EIR considers the ability of the project site to support 

the proposed density. 

H-21 The comment states that page 6-5 needs to be revised to include the six deed-restricted 

and 44 non-deed-restricted moderate-income households and the 289 above-moderate-

income households. 

Text on page 6-5 has been revised to correctly report the number of affordable housing 

units that were constructed or permitted in 2017. 

H-22 The comment states that the history of housing in DeWitt needs to include the 

affordable housing provided by Bell Gardens, especially since the Auburn/Bowman 

Community Plan acknowledges the need to replace the 92 units. 

The Draft EIR properly evaluates the impacts of the proposed project in relation to the 

existing conditions at the time that the environmental review began, as provided by 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(a). The background information regarding prior 

land uses at the project site is provided for context, but does not affect the 

environmental impact analysis or conclusions. As noted in Response to Comment 

H-12, text has been added to Draft EIR Table 3-2, on page 3-7, indicating the last use 

of the buildings that were demolished between 2004 and 2014.  

H-23 The comment states that the proposed maximum density on site is double the current 

density, and analysis is needed regarding this significant change for the immediate area 

and to reevaluate whether the conclusion is still less than significant. 

 The Draft EIR evaluates the density as proposed. The proposed increase in allowable 

density applies only within the project site and would not affect other parcels in the 

project region. The environmental effects associated with higher residential densities 

that could have adverse effects outside of the project site have been evaluated in the 

Draft EIR. For example, the Draft EIR evaluates the effects associated with increased 

traffic and noise volumes that may result from the proposed residential development.  
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H-24 With regards to Impact 6-2, the comment states that, based on the Auburn/Bowman 

Community Plan’s long-term affordable-housing impact finding of significant and 

unavoidable, the lack of affordable housing should be considered a significant and 

unavoidable impact in 2019. Additionally, the comment states that some actions 

impeded the County from meeting Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) 

obligations, including four single-family developments that were approved in 

multifamily zoning, the approval of which worsens the cumulative impact. 

Refer to Response to Comment E-3, which states that the PCGC Master Plan Update 

Draft EIR recognizes that there would be a significant cumulative impact associated 

with demand for affordable housing, and Response to Comment E-4, which 

demonstrates that the proposed PCGC Master Plan Update would not make a 

cumulatively considerable contribution to that impact. 

H-25 The comment states that Table A-1 of the 2013 Housing Element Background Report 

shows a required 78 affordable housing units in the Timberline development, but the 

Planning Department states that Timberline is not required to provide any deed-

restricted affordable housing units. The comment states that affordable housing in the 

Auburn/Bowman Community Plan area is limited. 

Refer to Response to Comment E-3, which states that the PCGC Master Plan Update 

Draft EIR recognizes that there would be a significant cumulative impact associated 

with demand for affordable housing. The Draft EIR conclusion is consistent with this 

comment, and reflects the limited extent of affordable housing in the Auburn/Bowman 

Community Plan Area. The obligations of the Timberline development regarding 

affordable housing are not relevant to the environmental impact analysis for the 

proposed PCGC Master Plan Update. 

H-26 The comment states that there is little available land outside of the PCGC campus and 

within the Auburn/Bowman Community Plan area and surrounding rural areas that 

could accommodate RHNA-qualifying housing. The comment states that discussions 

regarding the housing impacts and needs should be revised, especially if the PCGC 

Master Plan Update and/or the Health and Human Services building has the potential 

to increase the demand for affordable housing. 

Refer to Response to Comment E-4, which demonstrates that the Placer County Housing 

Element assumed development of five units of affordable housing within the PCGC 

property, and the proposed project would exceed that by constructing approximately 79 

units. Approximately 16% of the dwelling units constructed under the proposed project 

would be affordable housing, which exceeds the County’s requirement for private 

development to provide for affordable housing development at a minimum of 10% of the 

new units, whether through construction of those units or payment of in-lieu fees.  
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The Draft EIR evaluates the potential for the project to increase the demand for 

affordable housing in Impact 6-2. The potential number of new jobs that could be 

supported within the project site is evaluated on pages 6-17 and 6-18.  

H-27 The comment suggests the addition of a table based on the Annual Placer County 

Housing Element Progress Report comparing the number of units constructed versus 

the County’s allocation as a part of Section 6.3 regarding the County’s RHNA 

obligations. The comment states that there has been very little affordable housing built, 

with the exception of the Quartz Ridge apartments, and since then, the County has 

approved single-family housing within multifamily housing zoning. 

Considerations regarding the supply and demand for affordable housing throughout 

Placer County and specifically within the Auburn/Bowman Community Plan do not 

inform the analysis of the environmental effects of the proposed project. Refer to 

Response to Comment E-3, which states that the PCGC Master Plan Update Draft EIR 

recognizes that there would be a significant cumulative impact associated with demand 

for affordable housing, and Response to Comment E-4, which demonstrates that the 

proposed PCGC Master Plan Update would not make a cumulatively considerable 

contribution to that impact. 

H-28 The comment states that multifamily development is no longer synonymous with 

affordable housing, and the objectives should clarify the County’s meaning.  

Refer to Response to Comment E-8 which clarifies that the units within the Multifamily 

Residential project are the only ones that are committed to be constructed as affordable 

housing units. Some of the other multifamily units may meet the housing needs of other 

segments of the county’s population, such as workforce housing and housing affordable 

to young families and older adults.  

H-29 The comment questions whether the water and sewer system at the PCGC property 

would be upgraded to increase capacity, and if so, would those improvements be 

considered growth-inducing. 

The Draft EIR analysis of growth inducement recognizes that the on-site water and sewer 

infrastructure would be upgraded to ensure sufficient capacity to serve the project. Draft 

EIR page 21-5 states “The proposed PCGC Master Plan Update would not require 

extension of infrastructure to any undeveloped areas and would not increase the capacity 

of the public service and utility systems that serve the site. Infrastructure upgrades would 

be completed throughout the project site to improve service efficiency and serve the 

proposed new buildings on site. These upgrades would not increase the ability of service 

providers to serve currently undeveloped areas in the project region.” Section 21.4 of the 
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Draft EIR concludes that the project would not induce growth “that surpasses the regional 

projections or contravenes local land use plans and zoning designations.” 

H-30 The comment states that the statement in Impact 6-4 that the Housing Element does not 

assume any of the affordable housing demand would be within the PCGC campus 

should be deleted because the Auburn/Bowman Community Plan states that there is a 

need to replace the Bell Garden Apartments with new construction, and the County 

could ensure it happens by making land available; the Placer County Background 

Report (8/1/2013) states that the DeWitt Center is strategically located in the center of 

North Auburn and would be appropriate as an affordable housing location, and Table 

A-2 in the 2013 Housing Element Background Report lists three parcels associated with 

the PCGC Campus as sites for affordable housing. 

Refer to Response to Comment E-4, which demonstrates that the Placer County 

Housing Element assumed development of five units of affordable housing within the 

PCGC property, and the proposed project would exceed that by constructing 

approximately 79 units. Approximately 16% of the dwelling units constructed under 

the proposed project would be affordable housing, which exceeds the County’s 

requirement for private development to provide for affordable housing development at 

a minimum of 10% of the new units, whether through construction of those units or 

payment of in-lieu fees.  

H-31 The comment states that the Draft EIR is not clear about when the demolition of the 

historical resources will occur, and suggests that no demolition occur until a specific project 

has been approved and should be reflected in the appropriate mitigation measures.  

Refer to Response to Comment F-6 which explains that it is expected that, in general, 

buildings would be demolished as part of development of individual future projects, 

however this is not a requirement of the project and there may be circumstances where 

demolition occurs before an individual project is approved.  

H-32 The comment states that, as shown in the June 27, 2016, Facilities Services Director 

email attached to the comment letter, the pool is not damaged and the fill that was 

placed in the pool can be removed without destroying it. The comment suggests that 

the EIR discuss why the fill material in the pool was deemed to be reversible, and that 

the Recreation section needs to discuss the swimming pool and the long-term impact 

of the pool being demolished, as proposed in the Master Plan Update, and mitigation 

measures need to be included.  

 Fill was placed in the swimming pool before the environmental review of the proposed 

PCGC Master Plan Update commenced, and therefore represents an existing condition 

within the project site. At the time the pool was last available for use, it was operated 
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as part of the Courthouse Athletic Club, which was a private recreation facility. The 

pool was only available for use by members of Courthouse Athletic Club. This facility 

relocated to another site in the North Auburn area, but no longer has a swimming pool 

available to its members. Since the pool was not available for public recreation, 

demolition of this facility would not reduce the availability of public recreation 

facilities in the project area.  

The Draft EIR evaluates the potential for the PCGC Master Plan Update to result in 

adverse effects to public recreation in Impact 17-2. The analysis finds that the new 

residential population that would be accommodated by the proposed project would be 

expected to use off-site recreational facilities. On page 17-14, the Draft EIR states that 

all of the residential land uses within the PCGC campus would be constructed as part 

of individual private development projects, and each such project would be required to 

meet the Placer County General Plan requirement to either dedicate land and/or pay 

fees in accordance with state law to ensure funding for the acquisition and development 

of public recreation facilities. The Draft EIR concludes that compliance with the 

County General Plan requirements for land dedication and/or payment of in-lieu fees 

would be sufficient to ensure that there are adequate public recreation facilities to 

support the increased population. Thus, there is no significant impact that would be 

reduced by retention of the existing swimming pool. 

H-33 With regard to Impact 9-4 related to lighting, the comment states that there is limited 

discussion regarding the type of light fixtures proposed, as one major source of glare is 

non-cutoff light fixtures and there is a noticeable glare from the existing County 

complex. The comment suggests that a mitigation measure that requires the use of full 

cut-off light fixtures be included. 

Full cut-off light fixtures are required by the California Building Code, with which all 

new structures at the project site must comply. Additionally, the Development 

Standards address the need to use cut-off light fixtures. Thus it is not necessary for the 

EIR to include a mitigation measure requiring the proposed development standards to 

include this requirement.  

H-34 With regard to Impact 9-4 related to lighting, the comment states that the minimum 

requirement of 1 foot-candle average is high for a low-ambient lighting area, and 

questions how this standard was determined. 

The requirement to have a minimum of 1-foot-candle of light is an industry-standard 

requirement that provides for an adequate level of lighting to ensure safety and 

appropriate illumination of sidewalks and walkways. 
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H-35 The comment states that the Project Alternatives should include one in which 

maximum project density is evaluated at 21 units per acre and 25 units per acre.  

 CEQA requires that the alternatives selected for analysis be those that are considered 

feasible to implement and would obtain most of the basic project objectives while 

reducing or avoiding the proposed project’s significant environmental effects. An 

alternative that considers maximizing the residential density at the project site would 

not meet the County’s basic project objectives of providing a vibrant mixed-use 

community that allows the County to capitalize on private development opportunities.  

H-36 The comment states that all comments should appear verbatim in the Final EIR.  

 All of the comment letters received by the County in response to the Draft EIR appear 

in Chapter 2 of this Final EIR. The letters are printed with all of their original content; 

the only modification to the comment letters has been to add brackets and numbering 

to distinguish each individual comment, as described in Chapter 1 of this Final EIR. 

H-37 The comment states that the Draft EIR needs to be recirculated, since the project-level 

analysis is insufficient, the impact of affordable housing has been identified as 

significant and unavoidable based on the 1994 Auburn/Bowman Community Plan EIR, 

there is discrepancy between the project description in the NOP versus the EIR, and 

the project description in the EIR is incomplete. 

No significant new information has been added to the Draft EIR in response to the 

comments received. As discussed in Response to Comment F-1, recirculation of the 

Draft EIR is not warranted.  
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Response to Comment Letter I 

Kay Fegette 

January 1, 2019 

I-1 The comment expresses appreciation for the opportunity to comment, although 

acknowledges the inconvenience of the comment period over the holidays. The 

comment states that the EIR does not address the Surplus Land Act, and questions why 

the County of Placer (County) continues to ignore this law. The comment also attached 

a past “Letter to the Editor” outlining concerns regarding the Surplus Land Act, which 

summarizes the Surplus Land Act and states that the County failed to comply with the 

law twice when it entered into negotiations with Costco and leased land to Home Depot. 

 Refer to Response to Comment E-6, which states that the requirements of the Surplus 

Land Act are not relevant to the analysis of the project’s potential physical 

environmental effects and thus compliance with the Surplus Land Act is not evaluated 

in this EIR.  

I-2 The comment states that land is a precious resource and questions why the County did 

not first address basic community needs such as housing, senior welfare, and a 

community center before adding more commercial. 

Consistent with the project objectives listed in Draft EIR Section 3.3, the proposed 

Placer County Government Center (PCGC) Master Plan Update (project) provides for 

development of a mixed-use community that includes housing and commercial and 

office space. As discussed in Draft EIR pages 3-13 and 3-14, the proposed “mix of land 

uses reflects the square footage needed to support future County facility needs and the 

County’s ability to capitalize on likely market opportunities” and “the development 

projections for the PCGC property were determined based on a detailed assessment of 

the existing and future space needs for each County department located at the site as 

well as a local market analysis that considered the potential for the site to support 

private commercial and residential uses” [citations deleted from original quotation]. 

Further, development of a mixed-use community is consistent with the planning 

principles expressed in the Auburn/Bowman Community Plan, which include 

encouraging mixed-use “development on the larger developable parcels of land and 

within designated areas where redevelopment may occur. A balance of compatible 

commercial, industrial, residential, civic uses, enjoyable public places, and parks will 

enhance the communities sense of identity and interaction, as well as address traffic 

congestion, air quality, and affordable housing issues.” 

The project would include an Community/Events Center within the proposed 

Community Thematic Area. The Community/Events Center land use is intended to 
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serve as a community center. Text has been added to Draft EIR page 3-17 explaining 

the expected uses of the Community/Events Center. Thus, the proposed project 

addresses the community needs mentioned in this comment while also addressing other 

community needs as expressed in the project objectives.  

I-3 The comment states that the County’s discussions with Costco were premature due to 

public policies, and that the lease agreement derailed the normal planning process.  

 The County’s discussions with Costco occurred several years before the proposed PCGC 

Master Plan Update was initiated and are unrelated to the currently proposed project. The 

comment does not address the environmental effects of the proposed project or identify 

any inadequacies or inaccuracies in the Draft EIR. No response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter J 

Elizabeth Johnson 

January 1, 2019 

J-1 The comment provides introductory remarks. The comment states that the comment 

period over the holidays gives the appearance that comprehensive public response is 

not wanted and states that the comment period should be extended. 

The Draft EIR was circulated for 45 days, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 

15105. The review began November 19, 2018, and ended January 2, 2019. The County 

of Placer (County) welcomes public comments on the proposed project and Draft EIR.  

J-2 The comment states that all 100 affordable units should be developed as opposed to 

past instances when other developers have built fewer affordable units than promised. 

The Placer County Government Center (PCGC) Master Plan Update (project) includes 

one approximately 3-acre site that is proposed to support affordable housing and 

accommodate development of multifamily housing at a maximum density of 30 

dwelling units per acre within the Multifamily Residential Thematic Area, which 

includes 24 acres, and the Mixed Use Thematic Area, which includes 17 acres. Because 

the specific details of the affordable housing development were not available at the 

time the Draft EIR analysis commenced, the analysis assumed a maximum unit count 

of 100 dwelling units within the affordable housing component, referred to in the Draft 

EIR as the Multifamily Residential Project. However, the Draft EIR also states multiple 

times (for example, refer to page 3-22) that the current planning for this project 

indicates that 79 units would be constructed. As discussed in Response to Comment 

E-5, construction of 79 units of affordable housing represents 16% of the total dwelling 

units anticipated to be constructed on site. This would exceed the County’s goal 

identified in the Placer County Housing Element Policy B-14 to “consider requiring 10 

percent affordable units, payment of an in-lieu fee, or comparable affordable housing 

measure(s) acceptable to the County, for any General Plan amendment that increases 

residential density.”  

J-3 The comment states that the theater, barracks, and any other historical buildings should 

not be demolished unless a public-approved plan is in place to avoid unnecessarily 

displacing existing building occupants. 

As discussed in Response to Comment F-6, it is expected that buildings would be 

demolished as part of the development of individual future projects. However, there 

may be circumstances when demolition of buildings outside the footprint of a new 

development project would need to be removed prior to approval of new construction 
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in that location. This would not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR regarding the 

significant and unavoidable impact to the DeWitt General Hospital Historic District. 

J-4 The comment states that DeWitt General Hospital would be a better location for a 

community center, because it would be proximate to senior and low-income housing, 

along with County offices and businesses.  

 Refer to Response to Comment I-2, which states that the Community/Events Center 

proposed within the Community Thematic Area is intended to serve as a community 

center and that additional text has been added to Draft EIR page 3-17 to elaborate on 

the expected uses of the Community/Events Center. 
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Response to Comment Letter K 

Elinor Petusky 

January 2, 2019 

K-1 The comment expresses gratitude for the opportunity to comment, but notes the 

inconvenience of the comment period occurring during the holidays. 

As stated in Response to Comment I-1, the Draft EIR was circulated for 45 days, 

consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15105. The review began November 19, 

2018, and ended January 2, 2019.  

K-2 The comment states that all 100 affordable units should be developed as opposed to 

past instances when other developers have built fewer homes than promised. 

Additionally, affordable housing would help to alleviate the affordability issues and 

homeless problems. 

Refer to Response to Comment J-2, which summarizes the amount of affordable 

housing anticipated to be constructed within the project site. As noted in Draft EIR 

page 3-22, although the Draft EIR analysis considers development of a maximum of 

100 dwelling units within the Multifamily Residential project, it is currently expected 

that the site would accommodate 79 dwelling units. 

K-3 The comment states that DeWitt General Hospital would be the perfect spot for a 

community/senior center, and would be convenient for County employees, families in 

the multifamily housing, and seniors across Bell Road with close bus transportation. 

Finally, the comment suggests a swimming pool should be provided. 

 Refer to Response to Comment I-2, which states that the Community/Events Center 

proposed within the Community Thematic Area is intended to serve as a community 

center, and that additional text has been added to the EIR to elaborate on the expected 

uses of the Community/Event Centers. At this time, a swimming pool is not proposed. 

However, the Draft EIR concluded that impacts associated with recreation would be 

less than significant. Thus, there is no significant impact that would be reduced with 

the provision of a swimming pool, and it is not necessary to require that one be included 

in the proposed project to mitigate project impacts.  

K-4 The comment states that the theater should be preserved and used since it is still in good 

shape and still used for events. 

Refer to Response to Comment F-23 regarding the existing condition of the theater and 

the reasons why retaining the theater would hinder the County’s achievement of the 

basic project objectives.  
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K-5 The comment provides concluding remarks and emphasizes the importance of 

affordable housing. 

 Refer to Response to Comment K-2 regarding the proposal for provision of 

affordable housing. 

K-6 The comment states that historical buildings should not be demolished until there is a 

final plan because things change. 

No demolition would occur unless the proposed project is approved. As discussed in 

Response to Comment F-6, it is expected that buildings would be demolished as part 

of the development of individual future projects. However, there may be circumstances 

when demolition of buildings outside the footprint of a new development project would 

need to be removed prior to approval of new construction in that location. This would 

not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR regarding the significant and unavoidable 

impact to the DeWitt General Hospital Historic District. 
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Response to Comment Letter L 

James and Jean Piette 

November 28. 2018 

L-1 The comment identifies concern regarding increased traffic due to increased 

population, especially in conjunction with other approved developments. 

The Transportation Impact Study (Draft EIR Appendix E) and Chapter 10, 

Transportation, of the Draft EIR provide a detailed analysis of the degree to which 

traffic volumes would increase as a result of the overall Placer County Government 

Center Master Plan Update, as well as the specific increases in traffic expected as a 

result of the Health and Human Services Building and the Multifamily Residential 

project. The comment does not identify any deficiencies or inaccuracies in the 

Transportation Impact Study or the Draft EIR, thus, no response is required. All of the 

comments on the Draft EIR will be reviewed by the Placer County Planning 

Commission and Board of Supervisors in their consideration of the project. 
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