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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EDMUND G BROWN IR
Covernie

Comment Letter A

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH

<Y

Sow aex
Dagmos
Jaruery 3, 2049
s
-~
; =
Paul Brockennidge = -
Placer Coursy N e
2855 Sesond Sirect )
Asburn, CA 95603 =
Subject: Placer County Governement Centar Master Plan Update z
w -

SCH#: 2017092020

Dear Paul Breckenndye:

Tee State Cleannghouse ssbmitted the above named Draft EIR to solected state apencaes for review, The
review period closed on January 2, 2019, aod no steie agengics submittad comments by that date. Thay
letter ackoowledges that vou have complied with the Ssate CL b Toview req for draft

C L é 0 the California Environmental Quality Act.

F

Please call e Sute Clearinghowse at (916} 445-0513 if you huve any questions reganding the
envirotmental review grocess I you Bave o qoestion about the above-oamed project, pleses refer 1o the
ten-dige: Ste Clearinghouse mﬁm when comtacting this office.

Daectoe, Stare Clearmghouse

Sacerely,

1400 10th Seat PO.Bax 044 Sscramenta Caldrnia 95912-3044
1:316322.2318  FAX LG1A-5358-3 184 wawnwoge 3 gov
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Document Detalis Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH¥ 2017092020
Project Title  Flacer County Sovesnement Cener Mastar Plan Update
Lead Agency Placer County

Type EIR DraftEIR

Description  Placer coonty proposes 16 sdopt $w Placer County Govemment Cantar Mastar Plan Update 1o govern
damaison and new constructon al the PCGC for 3 macd 20 years, Tha plan arganizas the PCGS into
Tony 10 uee Ssiticts and avtcpotes devolooment of apprex 485 residences, 410,000 af of rew offcs
50068, 8 30,000 of evart conter, 182 £00 51 of niw commanial specs, 8nd & 101-160m hotel,

Load Agency Contact

Phone  530-880-8450 Fax

City Auburn State CA  Zip 85003

Lat/Long
Cross Stroets  Bol Re, Atwood Hd. Richardson Or
Parcai No.  waerandd

Township Range Section Base
Proximity to:
Highways 42
Airports  Aubum Munkcips
Ralways

Waterways Ophr Canal, Ceadman's Raving
Schools  Rock Creek ES
Land Use LU Muad use, cpon sopce; 7 Offce geofsssional Tis! plarred 4 L, heavy
comenircial, madium dansity reaidental, open space

Projectlssues  Aesthetic/Visual; Alr Quality; Archasdlogie-Histane; Biological Fesources; Econumes'Jobs Flood
PlalvFicoding: Forsal LanWFire Hazad, GeclogciSesmee; Nokss: PopufatioyHousing Balenca;
Putlic Senvices; RecrealionParks: SchootsUnhversitios; Sswer Capacity, Sod
Erosion'Compoction'Grading; Salid Waste; Tooc/Hazardous; Trafio Clrodation: Vegetascn; Water
Qualty: WetandRiparian; Water Scpply. Growth Induaing; Lancusa; Cumel. Effacts

Reviewing Resources Agency: Cenlral Valley Flood Prolscton Board, Department of Conservation: Decanmaent

Agencies  of Figh snd W idife, Ragion 2. Caf Fire; Office of Mistorlo Preservation: Degarmaent of Parks and
Recreation; Department of Water Rascurces; Calirans, Onvsion of Asronautics: Caitrans, District I N
Dupanment of Housisg and G 2y Dowsiop Nativw American Hafllage C e
Regionad Watse Quakty Contrul Bd., Region 5 (Secramecio] Stae Water Resources Control Scarg,
Division of Drinking Waler, Air Roscurces Boerd

Dato Rocolved 117142018 Start of Review 11122018 End of Review 01022019
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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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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 3

03 B STREET

MARYSVILLE, CA 0305}

PHONE (330) 14235 Ashing Conuration
FAX {330) 7¢14248 = Califarmis Wiew of Life
Y
www.dot co.gvidin S

January 2, 2019

GTS# 03-PLA-2018-00351
03-PLA-049 PM 6259
SCH# 2017092020

Shirles Herrington

Placer Covnty Community Development Resource Ageocy
3091 County Center Drive, Suite #1950

Aubum, CA 95603

Placer County Gover Center Master Plan Update
Dear Shirlee Herringlon:

l’hmk you I‘or mcludmg the California Depantment of Transportation (Caltrans} in the

envi lication review process for the project referenced shove. The mission of
Caltrans is to pmvul: a safe, sustuinable, integrated and efficient trmsportation system (o
enhance California’s cconoamy and livability. The Local Development-Intergovernmental
Review (LD-IGR) Program reviews land use projects and plans through 1he lenses of our mission
and state planning prioritics of infill, conservation, and travel-efficient development. To ensure o
safe and efficient transportation system, we encourage early consuhation and coordination with
locud juristictions and project proponenty on all develop projects that wilize the multimodal
transpovtation network.

The progect will update the 1993 Comprehensive Facilities Master Plan for the Placer County
Govemment Center (PCGC) and establish a Jong-tzrm vision and ongoing facilities-planning
guide for capital improvement projects at the PCGC campus with a 20-year planning horizoa
The project anea is Jocated west of State Route 49, south of Bell Road, and north of Atwood
Road in Auburn, CA. The following comments are based on the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) received,

Traffic Operations

Figure 21 shows 520 AM peak hour trips and 450 PM peak hour trips, This is not realisuic, as it
is anticipated that drivers will divert the Willow Creek Drive intersection after sitting through
multiple signal cycles, We recommend that the construction of northbound dusl lefi-tum lanes at
Willow Creek Drive should be included as & mitigation measure.

“Proviie « safe marsieede. ivirgraned avd et pRTEYEY e
A ewivaire Califermin s coomany wad fmal Ty
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Ms. Shirlee Herrington, Placer County Ce ity Developtment R Agency
January 2, 2019
Page 2

Mitigation Measure 1 - Widen SR 49 north of Bell Road 1o five Janes r
e The Aubum Creckside developinent is expected to widen the highway to three

narthbound lanes {plus an auxiliary lane) between Bell Rond and Rock Creek
Road. Currently, there is no funded project that will peovicie a third lane
southbound approaching Bell Road, A third southbound lane would extend from
Education Street to Bell Roed and would extend through the intersection to B-3
connect 1o the existing theee southbound Janes. A ble tength of southbound
right-turn lane would improve operations of the highway segment and the
intersection as an interim improverrent. Caltrans does ot have a specific standard
for fight-tumn volumes that require 2 right-turen lane, but the 200 VPH in the AM
peak bour shown in Figure 17 strongly suggests that one will be needed, in
addition 1o the third through lane. L

Mitigation Measure 4 - Optimize the signal timings at the SR 49/Kemper Road/New Asrport r
Road intersection
* Placer County has identified impeovements 1o this intersection in their B-4
improvement plan. Signal retiming can only do an mcrement of improvement. We
recommend the construct:on of a separate lefi-tum lane at the Kemper Road leg as

2 mitigation measure to significantly improve operations at this intersection.

Traffic Forecasting and Modeling .

As per the Transportation Impact Study, two components of the proposed Master Plan
Update are:

«  Construction of a 100-unit multifamily residential (MFR) development

« Construction of a new Health & Human Services (HHS) building. B-5

The trip generation appears sccurate for the 100-unit multifamily residentinl (MFR)

develogment, but for the new Health & Human Services (HHS) building with a proposed
net change at the PCGC campus of 267 employees (page 52), the trip generation reported
seems to be low during the PM peak hour, Please revise or provide explanation. L

Please provide our office with copics of any further actions regarding this project or I
future development of the property, We would appreciate the opportunity to review and
comment on any changes related to this development,

1f you have any question regarding these comments or require additional information,
please contact David Smith, Intergovemmental Review Coordinator for Placer County,
by phoee (530) 634-7799 or via email to david.j smith@xlot.ca gov, L

“Proviie & e sansueetve. singnomal end eficiest imespaniaize pan
35 erivivoe Californi s eoomony and Austeliay ™

PCGC Master Plan Update Final EIR 9635

February 2019 2-8



Responses to Comments

Ms, Shirlee Herrington, Placer County Community Development Resource Agency
January 2, 2019
Page 3

Sincerely, m—

= KEVIN YOUNT, Branch Chief
Office of Transportation Planning
Regional Planning Branch—East

“Provde o vofe. sasveineiVe. ntegroted ool 0oy stiporathn pafew
& ertvance Calfbonin 3 acomeens sad Dadiin
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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.

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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B-5

B-6

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 100. 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.

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, 10" 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, 10" Edition is as follows:

e 7.45 vehicle trip ends per employee per day

e 1.10 vehicle trip ends per employee during the AM peak hour (adjacent street
traffic between 7 and 9 a.m.)

e 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.

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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Places

AR PCLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT

N

Ertc C White, &r Foliution Control Othosr

December 31, 2018

Ms. Shirfee Herrington

Environmental Coordination Services

Placer County Community Development Resource Agency
3081 County Center Drive

Aubum, CA 95603

Subject: Review of the Draft Environmental impact Report for the Placer County Government

Center Master Plan Update

Dear Ms, Herrington

The Placer County Air Pollution Control District (District) thanks you for the opporunity to review
and comment on the Draft Envirenmental Impact Report (DEIR) prepared for the proposed
Placer County Government Center Master Plan Update, The District has the following
comments on the Project’s DEIR for your consideration

1.

The Local Ambient Air Quality section (page 12-7) ncomrectly states that PM.:is not
measured at the Aubum monitoring station, located at 11645 Atwood Road. PM, . is m fact
measured at this ste,

This section also ncorrectly states that the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management
District (SMAQMD) operates the Auburn monitonng station. Placer County Air Pallution
Control District operates this station, not SMAQMD.

. Page 12-14 of the DEIR incomrectly states that Table 12-5 includes District-recommended CO

thresholds. The District does not recommend any significance thresholds for CO emissions
and there are no such thresholds in Tabie 12-5.

The Distnct recommends that the folowng rules be included in the PCAPCD Rules and
Regulations section (page 12-16). These rules pertain to the allowable appiiances for
residential and commercial projects.

Rule 225 — Wood Buming Appliances: Rule 225 s intended lim#t emissions of particulate
matter entering the atmosphere from the operation of a wood buming appliance,

Rule 247 — Natural Gas-Fired Water Heaters. Small Boilers and Process Heatars: Rule
247 is intended to bmit the emissions of oxides of nérogen (NOx) from the use of natural
gas-fired water heaters, small bollers and process heaters

. Forthe purposes of determining net operational emissions for a new'replacement project, the

PCGC Master Plan Update Final EIR
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Ms. Shirlee Herrington
December 31, 2018
Page 20of 3

District recommends using the buildout year of the new/replacement project as the A
operational year for calculating the existing project’s operational emissions. In other words,
the Distnict recommends that the emissions of the proposed project be compared to what the
current project’'s emissions would be in the year the proposed project is estimated to be
completed, rather than to the current emissions. This aliows a fair comparison that takes into
account changes In net emissions that are independent of the proposed project, such as Cc-6
changing fuel and building standards Cont.

Specific to the proposed Placer County Government Center Master Plan Update, the District
recommends using the operational year of 2021 to calcuiate the cnteria pollutants emissians
for both the current and proposed Health and Human Services building. Currently, the year
2017 is used to calculate current emussions, and 2021 s used for the proposed emissions.

5. The Carbon Monaxide Hotspot secton (page 12-43) incorrectly relerences the District's g
recommendation for CO hotspot analysis The District's CEQA Air Qualty Handbook
recommends the following critena to determine a CO hotspots analysis s warmmanted:

When a project's CO emissions from vehicle operation are more than 550 bsiday and if a

project would degrade any intersection in the praject wicinity from an acceptable peak-hour
LOS to unacceptable LOS or if a preject would substantially worsen an already existing Cc-7
unacceptable LOS on any intersection in the project vicinity'

In addition, page 12-45 of the DEIR incorrectly references Table 12-18: CALINE4 Predicted
Carbon Monoxxde Concentrations as Table 12-17. The same sentence references the
maximum 1-hour CO concentration as 2 8ppm rather than 2 4ppm as shown in Table 12-18
and in the model output found in Appendix G The District recommends the following
changes:

“As shown in Table 12-18 maximum CO concentration predicted for the 1-hour averaging
penod would be 24 ppm, which s below the state 1-hour CO standard of 20 ppm ”

6. As discussed in the DEIR, the District recommends that the significance of greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions be determined basad upon a companson meeting either the efficiency
threshold of 27.3 MT CO.e per 1,000 square feet for nonresidental uses or 5.5 MT CO,e per
capita for residential uses

In the Operational Impacts section of the POGC Mater Plan Update for Impact 13-1 (page 13- C-8
33), square feet are used as the metric for caloulating the efficiency threshold However, the
“per capita” metric is used in the final calculation. The District recommends the following
changes:

P

1 Pacer County Air Pollution Comtrol Distriet CEQA Alr Quaity Handbook. Section 4.4 D ing Local CO Emission kmpact st
R y on”, page 37 ished i August 2017
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Ms. Shirlee Hermington
December 31, 2018
Page3of3

“For a mixed-used type project, the PCACPD recommends that significance is determined A
based upon a companson meeting either the efficiency threshold of 27.3 MT CO.e per 1,600
square feet for nonresidential uses or 55 MT CO;e per capita for residential uses (PCAPCD
2017). Based on the net operational GHG emissions attributable to the proposed project of C-8
8,168 CO.e per year and the total sguare footage of nonresidential land uses to be Cont
developed of 454 600 sguare feet, the proposed project would result in 18.0 MT CO,e per
1,000 square fest, which is below the efficiency threshold of 27.3 MT CO.e per 1,000
square feet recommended by the PCAPCD.” 4

7. The analysis of Impact 13-3: "Would the project make a cumulatively considerable T
contribution to emissions of greenhouse gases in the cumulative scenario?” compares the
estimated MT CO.e for the Health and Human Services (HHS) building and the Multifamily
Residential project to the District's recommended de minimis level for greenhouse gases
individually.

It is the District's recommendation that the impacts of the HHS bullding and the Multifamily
Residential project be considered cumwatively In comparison to the District's recommended
thresholds. This change would still result in a "less than significant” mpact, but would be a Cc-9
more accurate representation of the cumulative impacts of Phase 1 emissions, The District
suggests the following changes to the analysis found on page 13-43:

“Development of the Health and Human Services building and the Multifamily Residential
project would cumulatively result in 992 MT CO2e per year, which would not exceed the
1,100 MT CO.e per year threshold "

Thank you again for the opportunity to review and comment on the DEIR. If you have any
questions, please feel fee to contact me at 530-745-2376 or Imcore@placer ca gov. 4

Sincerely,

S . .
_fppreve f)Loet L

Lauren Moore
Air Poliution Control Specialist
Placer County Air Pollution Centrol District

Cc:  Yushuo Chang, Planning and Monitoring Section Manager
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C-1

C-2

C-3

C-4

C-5

C-6

Response to Comment Letter C

Placer County Air Pollution Control District
Lauren Moore, Air Pollution Control Specialist
December 31, 2018

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.

The comment states that the statement on page 12-7 (PM2s is not measured at the
Auburn monitoring station) is incorrect, since PM2s 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 PM2s monitoring data from the Auburn monitoring station.

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.

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.

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.

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

C-9

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.

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.

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.

PCGC Master Plan Update Final EIR 9635

February 2019

2-20



Responses to Comments

8 December 2018

Placer County CORA

Environmental Coordnation Services
3081 County Center Drive, Suite 1320
Aubumn. CA 85803

Re: Draft EIR Commants
Placer County Government Conter Master Plan

Thank for this opportunity to provide input an the Draft EIR for the County's Dewitt Center
Master Plan. We own APN 051-070-008-000 and the parcel has an entitled project known as
the "Atwood 80" Subdivision (PSUM20050417). Atwood 80 is an 80 acre 84 unt residential
project and lies on the North side of Atwood Road directly West of the subgact Placer County
Government Centar Mastor Plan The project was entitied into the Dowitt Sewer within SMO 1

Wa belicve the proposed Master Plan Is 3 good comprehensive plan and racommend its
approval with some minor clanfications, The plan shows new sewers neaded for the proposed
development within the Dewitt and Caballo Circle areas The "Atwood BO™ sawer connaction
was previously anticpated to connect North of Dewitt. due, in part, to hydraulic sewer
restrictions in that area. The proposed Master Plan slleviates those hydraulic restrictions.
Connacting “Atwood 80" along Atwood Road (as shown in the attached schematic) 1s much
more direct, requires less pumping and does not mwvolve upsizing exsting sewer lines along
Wilson Road comparad 10 routing the sewer around and North of the Dewitt Center. We are
currently working with the Piacer County Engineanng Staff to betier understand this option

While thes analysis s baing completed, we request that the Placer County Government Center
Master Plan acknowledge that the adjacent entitied properties like, Atwood 80, could connect
nto the new sewears If approved by Placer County Engmneering.

Thank you for your time and consideration

Jeft Dutra

Ron Meyer

Rep nting the Atwood 80 ownears
220 Sacramento Street

Auturn. 95603

of ddra@stogiobal net
ranmeyeri@pacbell net
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D-1

Atwood 80 Homeowners
Jeff Dutra and Ron Meyer
December 8, 2018

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.
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Decomber 28, 2018

Shirlee L Herrington

Environmental Coordination Services

Placer County Community Development Resource Agency
3091 County Center Drive, Suite #4190

Auburn, CA 95603

RE:  Placer County Government Center Master Plan
Draft EIR

Ms. Herrington:

Thank you for allowing the community to give comment to the Placer County
Government Center Master Plan EIR, Placer County lacks an adequate supply of
workforce and affordable housing. As itis needed for the community to grow
and prosper, we hope the need to meet the workforce and affordability
requirements are taken seriously.

Table 3-2 in the project description should be amended to identify the USE of all
of the bulldings that were demolished ~ please describe what were they used
for. We believe this information can be found in the August 2002 North Fork
Associates Existing Conditions Report.

The report needs to acknowledge the 1994 Auburn Bowman Community Plan EIR
that states affordable housing as a SIGNIFICANT impact (attached) because of a
limited amount of mult-family zoned property In the long term. The impact is
even greater than when this plan was adopted as much of the land zoned for
multi family was developed as single family. The DeWitt campus may be the only
viable option to provide affordable housing,

ny
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Impact 6-4 — we don't agree that It is less than signficant because the Auburn Bowman
Cammunity Plan already identified that the affordable housing ratlo is s significant and
unavoidable impact.

Given the low wage jobs already created in the Auburn Bowman plan area and the projections
for additional lower wage job creation In this report, 400 affordable units should be prioritized
above all non-governmental site development. Additional development should not occur until
the zffordable units are completed.

Thae intent of the surpius land act is VERY diear and the County should explain why its not
complying with the act. The Surpius Land Act says that when government does not need the
fand for Its own purposes, priority shall be given to development of the land to provide
affordable housing for lower income elderly or disabled persons or households, and other lower
income househoids.

Affordable housing needs 1o come first, We are pleased to see the County honor lts
commitment from 2001 to replace the units at Bell Gardens after it was torn down. But 79 units
sre not enaugh, As mentioned In our letter to you dated September 30, 2016, we would like to
see the County seize this extraordinary opportunity to designate at loast 20% of the site for
residential, Within this amount, at least 20 acres should be Identified as multi-family housing
with densities of 20 units per acre enabling a development of 400 units that could meet the
criterla for tax credit funding.

In today’s environment, reference to multi-family hausing no langer means “affordable
housing”. The number of affordable units should be clarified, The report references that all of
the multi-family housing will be rental housing. How will this be managed and who will own the
property?

Chapter 18 reports that this development will be served by the Highway 49 sewer ino where
there is capacity. But the other sewer ine has limited capacity and it is old.

Possible mitigation measures should include:

1, Where sewer or water capacity ts limited and improvements to incregse capacity are not
funded, Affordable Housing receives priority for capacity over other non-governmental
development on the PCGC site.

2. Additional affordable housing development shall not be delayed by, or burdened by the cost
of, imited sewer or water capacity, Funding sources for off-site infrastructure serving
affordable housing shall be Identified and reserved.
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Jobs Increase:

On pages 18-22 says that Bulld out would increase governmental staff by 450. 1t also says there

will be 141 new employees at HHS, but it is not dlear if the 450 Includes the 141, Where is the E-10
reference to how many employees the hotel would generate?

Thank you for allowing us to comment.

Sincerely,

778

Veronica Blake
Chief Executive Officer
Placer Community Foundation

VB/fd

Attachments
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PART | - POLICY DOCUMENT
PART Il - BACKGROUND REPORT

Public Hearing Draft

August1,2013
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Unavoidable Avoidable Avoidable

Signiticant
Impacts
Which Can be
Mitigatad
(Plan Alone)

Significant
Cumulative
Impacts

Which Can be
Mitigated

(City + County
Budldout)

Significent
Impacts which

Mitigated
(Pan Alone)

3. Summary

The Summary Tabla in this section ksls each potential Impact expocted as a result
of implementation of the Community Flan and the measures racommanded 10
mitigate them. These introductory paragraphs list the avoidable and unavoldable

Impacts and briefly describe areas of controversy and the issues yet to
be resotved, A full discussion of each impact can be found in the various sections

ol this EIR

The Impacts which may result fom Implementation of the Community Plan
within the unincarporated area sione which have the potential 1o be significantly
adverse but which can be avoided are listed balow,
HYDAROLOGY [ WATER QUALITY

impacts of racommended waler guality proteciion faciifties

impacts of detention facilities
BIOTIC RESOURCES
- Impacts 1o natural plant comenunitles

The significant impacts which may resull from combined bulldout of the up-
dated City of Aubum General Plan within axisting City limits with buildout of
the unincorporated area per the County Plan but which can be avoided ars listed
below.
HYDROLOGY / WATER QUALITY

impacts of recommended waler quallty protection faciites

Impacts of detention facilitios
BIOTIC RESOURCES
= Impacis 1o natwal plant communities

The impacts which may result from implomentation of the Community Plan within
the unincorporated area which will be signiicant and unmitigable are:

LAND USE

Growih inducing impacts
Aftordable housing ratio {long-term)

3-1
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Table 12

POTENTIAL JOBS/HOUSING RATE CITY + COUNTY AT BUILDOUT
Type City Acres Provided Joba/Acre’  Total Jobs in CRy
Mixed Use’ 105 acres x 25 = 2825
Commarcial 20 x2 = 10,500
Iredustirial 430 x\7 = 7410

City total jobs 20,435 10,013" aweling s
County Total J 5.119" gweling wnite

Area Total Jobs 52,349 jobs 25,132 unils

« 2.3 Jobs/housing/balance
'SOURGE: Recht Mausrath Study, January 1560
IAubum/Bowman Commanity Flan Hokding Capacity Spd Sht
ity of Auburn General Plan, Nov. 1650, p. IV-26. 50% Commatcial nssumed
“City of Aubum, Genesal Fian, Nav. 1903: p. IV-26°Se0 FEIR Table 10
Conclusion; Based on the Impact evakuation criteria and the
discuesion above, Impacis are expected 10 be

less than significant,

Land Use Mix Balance

The follawing sections mw::mbalu\ceoiwmprmww
the Community Pian.

IMPACT EVALUATION CRITERIA: Environmental impacts can result
from an inappropriate balance of lard use types. For instance, a
jobshauduhwanumnmh(nnﬂﬁdudwkldcmpxm
related traffic and alr quality impacis. As another example, an
inability to provide adequate affordable houzing sites conld result in
a labor force shortfall which could ultimately result in adverse Siscal
impacts and an associated inability 1o provide adeguate public
Sacitities.  Increased vehicle trips by out-of-area employees in
mnu&'agdallytojchlntkzmamldalmm&.

Thus, the impact evaluation eriteria are accepted land use mix
standands including published standardy as well as fargels to meel
county-wide needs which may be included in other County plans
such as the overall General Flan and the Connty-wide Housing
Element,

General Plans need to provide for a balance of land uses including
housing, employment gencrating land uses, parks/open space, and
public facilities. The odequacy of the Plan's housing mix is des-
cribed in 4, below. Employment acreage provided is discussed in
Impact 2, above. Agriculture and mineral resources are discussed In
4 and 5 of this section of the EIR. Parks/open space and public faci-

lity acreage is discussed in the Public Facilitics section of this EIR.

4-13
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4. Housing Land Uss Mix Balance - The Pian The final AuburvBowman
Community Flan creates the lfoiowing residantal use calegories which can
be combined in the following potantal price rangas:
Tabie 13
AUBURN/BOWMAN COMMUNITY PLAN
POTENTIAL NEW UNITS BY LAND USE PATTERN
Potential Percent Atordability Category'
Land Use Patiemn Price Range Units of Towal Rental Owner
e
M-y’ $ 70125000 435 87% Veey low - Low income +
come + sbove above
Townhome/smadl $100:180,000 3,450  A58% Low Income  Upper ard of ow
lon, singhe & atave oo + o
Singe tamily’ $186-280,000 1206  155% nfs Upper end of
medum +
above
Aura® $210-000,000 2482 9% nfa Abavo
moderate
Tolal 7,592 100%
'Bnodonwrwwumwdemm rwdmwprooonvnmw"ﬁwm
“MW‘YMW.JUMWJM.Q ]
* DA 60 8% of MU-Res
2 JADR, LMDA and 236.1% MU-Res
* LOR and RLDR.
* #R, RE and AG. SOUACE: Tol 3. Rocht Hawsrath Study, January 1993
Table 18
EXISTING AND POTENTIAL TOTAL UNITS (EXISTING & NEW) BY
LAND USE PATTERN
w of Afiordability Category
Land Use Pattern Total Units  Total Remal Owner
Mt Bamily” 1925 12.7% Very low Lo Income +
Income * above
above
vahm(mmllmmw 4395 257% Low Incoma  Upper end
" of low Income
4+ abovwa
Singla tamby* 5347 354% nfa Upper end of
med + above
Auny’ 3352 222% n/a Above
moderale
e
Total 15,119

' HOR 60.9% MU-Res, Aubum Graens

Y MDR, LMOR, 38.1% MU Res, MURSs Menn

LOR, RLDR, Ghaeistian Vallay, Saodicback, 1.

Luthor R ares, and Hakli & Sheridan FAoads, S
SOURCE

SRR, RE and AG.

4-14
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Capucty Sprasd Shesat

The Pracer County Housing Element (June 30, 1992) projects the numbar of
households by Income group expected by 1997 as woll as a target for new
units needed by affordability category by 1987,

Table 18
FAIR SHARE PROJECTION BY INCOME LEVEL
UNINCORPORATED PLACER COUNTY
Total Very Low Other Low Moderate Above Moderate
1967 Housshold'  20% 7% 21% ar
Projections
1990-1957 Target’  24% 5% 22% 6%
New Housing No
19G0-1997 Targer” 316 (24%) 2326 (18%) 263 (22%) 470 (35%)
Autum Bowman Area
New Housing Targsts

““Placer County Housing Elemant, June 1862, pp. 67.
*Based o0 Aubum/Bowman Communty Plan

Bmdonhumeaabavo,memmmsowmanﬁandoesm(hwoan
adequate provision of new mult-family units (at 6.1%) 1o mest the
unincorporated area County-wide projection of 20% total very low Income
housshoids at ullimate buldout. Provision for approxienately 1400 additional
multi-family units would be needed. The Plan notes that small homes on
small lots could fulfill part of this need as well as sllowed density bonuses
for rental, iow income, and seniar housing projects. Assuming that all new
multi-tamily projects racsive a 50% density bonus, a short-fall of mudti-family
designated land would etill bs soen, Additional very low income unlts may
be provided as accessory spariments or gecond residentlal units; howeves,
Mnumb«otmmboprwidedhvuydmxlo predict,

In additicn, the Recht Hausrath market study (January 1993) cancluded thm
because of the strong demand for larger iot single-famlly residential housing
in the Plan area, here could be a tendency for devalopers to construct
haui\qualmdonmymmprovidodbronmowadUumn. This
could further limit the supply of mullifamily designated fand. The Plan
includes & minimum density allowed In the higher dansity residential
categories to avart this trend.

Even for the e of the Plan (to 2010} only, the supply of mult-family land witt
be inadequate. The Community Plan projects a need for B85 new mulli-
family units by 2010 (ABCP Table 3) but ony provides for 435 new mulli-
familly units total (see EWR Table 13), The Aocht Hausrsth slucdy {Jancary
1883) notes that the Community Pran may actually provide an oversupply of
multifamily housing. Howevar, this cenclusion relates to market conditions
vmmwmmmwmmmummmmhnmam
types nat necessarily provided for by the market

4-15
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F'
!

PCGC Master Plan Update Final EIR

The other alfordabiity categories are appropriately provided for. However,
it shoutd be noted that the County-wide Mousing Elemant (June 30, 1852}
notes that County-wide an appropriate supply of each residential land use
type & avadable (which Includas the Aubum/Sowman area).

Supply of appropristely designated land is not the only measure of ability to
provide for affordable housing. The Commundy Plan as well as the County-
wide Housing Element Include policies which are intended 1o help facilitate
the retention and naw construction of affordable housing. This is particulany
impartant sincs the markat alone s not expected to provide the larget layel
of low and very low incoma rontal or for sale housing county-wide of in tho
Auburn/Bowman area (County-wide Housing Element, June 1892, p, 5§;
Aechit Hauseath Study, January 1983}, in the short-term, these policies could
assist in meating affordablity targeis and overcoming market consiraints,
panticulary thosa related spocifically to supply, The Cammunity Plan will also
assist in Implementing a8 number of supply.relatod county-wide Housing
Element programs, The Community Plan's method of implementing key
county-wide Mousing Element poficles |s outined In Yable 16. Table 17
quantifies the Auburn/Bowman Area share of low and very low income
affordabls housing targets for various county-wide howsing programs.

Table 16
PLACER COUNTY HOUSING ELEMENT
SUPPLY RELATED POUCIES
How Implemented by
Supply Related Policies A/B Community Plan

AS The county shell encourage ‘mixeduse® Mixed Usa
projects  whare  housing b provided In  designation in

function with pativle no idantiol A/B Commu-
uses. nity Plan
A12  A¥new housing projects of less than 100 unts  This 1s a Co-
on land that has rmceiod an incresse in  untywide po-
i 6 o Y gh & generadl plan  licy and is in
aey pan i re-  corporated In-

znu\lmor:o-c&plnr:swlunqumw o Housing
pay an Indleu foa of 1% of he 1ot entimated  recommenda-
land ard construction cost of the projoct. for  tion  In  the

120 in producing ad 9. A/B Commar-
nity Plan
A3 Inchsh y housing provisions shall be incos-  A/B Comnmu-
porated n aF new o updated commundy nity Flan
plahs. Houslng
Recommend
ation

Programs
1. As part of the Genorad Plan update, and as

part of each community plan uposte, the

4-16
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How Implemented by
Supply Relstad Policies A/B Community Plan
courty wil review land use pattomns, esting Coenpiloted In
donsities, the Jocation of job centers ard the  prepamation of
avallabiity of services to identify additional A8 Comira-
arca thal may be sukabie for higher denskty nity Flan
residential dovelopmert.

2. As part of the Gensral Plan update, the courty Pubiic Faclity
wil davelog & strategy for providing seevices poicies  and
and faciives for the areas designated for  programs
residertial developmeant,

16. It redeveiopment disticts are adopled, the
agencies shall utlize at Jeast 20% of all tax A8 Commu-
! i p ds for low housing, nity Fian calls
In acocedance with State law. Funhermore, a  for a Redavil-
portion of af units but in the redovelopment opment Area
arue shall be attordable to very low, law and
moderata incomn househoids, as required by
State w

Table 17
PLAN POLICIES/PROGRAMS IMPLEMENTATION TARGETS
LOW AND VERY LOW INCOME AFFORDASILITY
County Auburn/Bowman
Target Community Plan Esti-
County-Wide Program Category' 1987 mate of Units by 167"
Densty bonus & other Incentives 50 50
Sacond Units 0 25
Hardship moble homes 56 10
Mobde homes on ots 35 §
Rertnl density bonuses %0 0
Group housing 15 5
Mixed-use housng 0 20
Inciusionary zoring 150 75
Housing authority 250 65
Nonpeoft corporation 150 100
Redevelopmant 200 100
Privata market 6300 225
Autiurn,/Bowman
Community Pian Program <00
Small hames on small lots NA 200
Accessory spanmants 50
Land Banking NA o
Foo Waler NA o

' Dratt Macar County Housing slement, June 1982, p. 22
? Estimasted by Placer County Planning Dept.

Note: Ovatiag axiats shon Units May bw provided wiich 18 mors thas 0ne ceteQwy.
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Il these programs are vigorously implemenited, the shoat-term supply of vary
Jow and tow income housshold affordable unis should be adequata. I is
reasonably sssured that these measures will be implemenied because
spacific target numbers, dales, and yesdly progress monltorng are part of
the County-wide Housing Element, In addition, the Community Pian will be
reviewed for progress yoarly.

However, in the longlerm (afer the Year 2002). an adequato mulli-family
housing land supply may ot exist based on absorption rates in the Aecht
Hausrath study. The County did not choose 1o increase the supply of mulil-
family tand becausa of negative tratfic impacts which would result

Canclugion: Rasad on the kmpact avaluation criteris and the

diseussion above, short-tarm impacts are expected
1o be less than significant. Long-lerm impacts are
considered significant and unmitigable without an
Increase in muit-family designated land.

Housing Balancs Land Use Mix - Cumulative City plus County bulldout
combined. The City of Aubum s currently muelings its falr share allocation
1orwrylaw-ndlo«momhou‘hg. As a resul, the five year housing
aliocation plan in the City's Housing Element cais for only B unitsjyearly in
wmmamw“mhummmnwy. The
Chy's Punprovlduluawulo!m()wesdnwnmsny Resksentlal
designatlon, 137 acres undeveloped. As aresult, in the short-tarm, the City
wlbo.bhloptovldelormmmdaﬂordnbhhoushg.

Over the long-term, &t bulldod, the City's Plan {within axisting City limits)
provides for &pproximately 26% of st units in the mutti-lamily category:

Toble 178
msﬂucnnovomu.uuns-cmormum

Attoedabiity Category
Totst % of Towwl
Latd Uss Pasern [ 10370 et Ranal Owrasie
Muiple Famiy Units' 2727 23.2% Vary low Low Incama
units Incomo + « abovwe
above
Townhome/Small Lot, 2420 24.2% Low ncoma | Uppar end of
Singte Family’ units + obove Jow Income
- aboee
Far Share Targets:
Very Low Income  21%
Low [ncome _AT%
L

X NDm-dmﬂnDdu/ncm~demllscuxlu-

¥ MDR, LMDR, mmdmmﬁy.lmm.w“muw&
myuﬁ-quwmmmuumdzmmuw
low Income group and 174 for the low income group
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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.
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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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E-5

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.

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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E-6

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.

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.

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

E-9

E-10

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.

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.

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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Comment Letter F

From: Ramena Brockman < ramona brockmanitigmail.com >

Sent: Wednesday, January 02, 2019 10:54 AM

Tox Placer County Environmental Coordination Services

Subject: Attn: Shatee Herrington Re: PCGC Master Plan Update DEIR Comments

To: Shirlee Hemingion
Environmental Coordnation Senvices, Placer County Commursty Development Resources Agency

From Ramcna Brockoman. 4060 Ridge Dvive, Loomis, CA
Re. Public Comment for the POGC Master Plan Upgate (PLN18-00195) Drant EIR

Thank you for the opportundty to comment on the PCGC Master Plan Update Draft EIR (DEIR). | would Ike to submit the
foliowing comments and concemns regarding this DEIR. While my comments are organed In numeric order of chapter.
some comments made In & parscutar chapler can and are referenced 10 apply to other chapters threughout the DEIR as
much of the sfarmation presented in the DEIR Is repetitive  Considering the extensive list of my comments and concems F-1
for fis DEIR, n addtion 1o any comments submitied by other indwviduals and agendes, | would |ike to be advised on the
CEQA regulations requiring fe recirculation of a DEIR. ¥ a significant number of comments are received o substantial
Issues are commented on, would changes % the preject and DEIR need to be made and recrcutated for comment?

Chagter 1 — Summary of Froject impacts comments and concems: r

“Imapet Would the project substantialty contrbute 10 cumutative land use impacts, Induding dvding exsting
communities, creating land use incompatibikties, or creating conflicts with adopted planning documents?
Level of Significance: No significant cumulative impact for MPU & HHS®

| disagree that there is no signiicant impact. The proposed project does conflict with the goals and palides of the Placer
County General Flan end the Aubum/Sowman Community Plan in terms of treatment of historic resources and buldings.
The PCGC Master Flan Update specfies the demaiition of 35 of the 50 historic DeWitt General Hospital buildngs  How
can demalition of over haif of the bulldings in this histortc district not conflict with the General Plan and Auburm/Bowman
Community Plan? F-2

The Placer County Genersl Plan Goal 5D and its related policies indicate that the county should Tdentify, protect. and
erhance Placer County's important hstorical. archaeclogicel paleontological, and cultural sites and their contributing
emwvronment.” The Placer County General Plan also indicates in Policy 1.0.6 and 1.0.7 that "Historically or architecturally
signdicant buildings should be preserved and not be substantially changed in extenor appearance in ways that dimirish
their hestorcal character, unless dong 5o 1s necessary to avold or mitigate hazards, and other means of mitigation are
Infeasble. Such structures should be preserved and used as focal points of community design” and “The County shall
require thet mixed-use areas include commurdty focal points to serve as gathenng andlor destination points * Given these
paices, why does the proposed project identify the historic DeWitt Hospital theater and auditorium for demolition rather
heir preservation as focal ponts?

Senvlarty, the Aubum/Bowman Community Plan goals indicate to
‘PRESERVE AND ENHANCE SIGNIFICANT HSTORICAL, CULTURAL ANDYOR ARCHAEOLOGIC SITES AND THE
SURROUNDING ENVIRONMENT " and "ENCOURAGE THE CONTINUED PRCVISION OF A WIDE VARIETY OF
CULTURAL ACTIVITIES THAT CONTRIBUTE TO THE APPEAL OF THE AUBURN AREA * With related relevant
polices stating
2 Identify and protect from destruction and abuse & representative
and unigue historical, cultural, and archaedlogical sites and her immed|ate envirccnment
b. Encourage and promote exsting and proposed iegisiation for the F-3
protection of notable pre-historic and historic sites. artifacts, and visual site impact and fora ~
c Encourage the development of muttipurpose facilities which can
function as recreationa sites. open space areas and for histonc. cultural. and archaeociogical presenvaten.
d. Requre site speciic studes for archaeciogical or histoncal
sites within the federal govemment's definisen of "historical context® In afl instances where land development has the
potental 1o have a derimental impact on these sites

g \J
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& Protection of sgnificant cultural resource Is a prionty over
recordation andior destruction

1t Is very important to note that the DEIR analysis of land use compatibiity and the analysis of conformity or confiict with A
he AuburvBowman Community Flan should 1ake info account that te AubumBowman Communty Plan was written well

before the DA hospital structures were dotermined 10 be an historic resource. The AuburnvBowman Community Plan F-3
was written in 1994 with an update in 1939, but the DeVitt hospita buildings were not identfied as an historc resource
until 2003 in the DeWitt Govemment Center Facility Pian EIR  Thus. the sections of the Aubum/Bowman Community Cont.

Pian that refer 10 the land use of the DeWit Center and treasment of DeWMitt hospital structures should be mferpreted
andlor updated to take the historic determination of the DeVWit hospital buildngs inte account.

Again | guestion, how he proposed project's plan to demalah 35 historic buildings does not conflict with the adopted IF_4
polides of the Pracer County General Flan and the Aubum/Bowman Community Flan®

“Impact: Would the project cause & substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource? T
Level of Significance: MPLL. Significant, HHS . Significant Misgation Measure({s): Mitgation Measure 3a: At the ime that
building maimtenance and repar needs are identfied for any busiding within the project side that is identified 25 a
contributing feature 10 the DeWitt General Hospital Historic District, e County of Placer shall implement all applicable
and feasible provisions of the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabfitation. codifed as

36 Code of Federal Regulations Part 67, and shal review and Implement any appropniate Guidelines for Rehablitating
Historic Buiklings and Guidelines on Sustainability for Rehabiltating Histonc Buildngs.

HHS! No feasible mitigation availsble”

Why is the utszation of Histonc Building Codes for rehadilitaion not noted i mitigason measure £a? F-5

Why are there no feasible mitigation measures availabie for the HHS project? Alternasve 3 shows a different location for
the HHS buliding 1o avold demolition of historic structures However, there IS no analyss or discussion of Altemative 3 n
the DEIR that states why this altemative was not selected as the preferred plan. The DEIR is supposed 1o explain why
the proposed project was selected over other alternatives. At the very least. one possible mitigation measure wouwld be fo
require that fre County shall encourage and consider agaptive reuse projects for all hestonic DeWitt Geneval Hospital
buildings &8s a priority over demoalbon. This mitigation measure would be a mitgation measure supporting the Master Plan
Update guidng princple of adaptve reuses. 1

‘Impact: Would the project contribute to substantial adverse changes in histoncal, archealogical, or ribal resources In the
cumulatve scanano?

Level of Significance. MPU: Significant. HHS Significant Misgation Measure{s) MPLU. No feasible mitigation svaiable.
HHS: No Feasible mitigation available”

In considerabon of the phasing and long Sme penod of the projected 20-year project bulld out. | question that there 5 no
feasibie mibgation messures for the historic bulldngs identified for demalition. As is pointed cut in the DEIR, F-6
dreumstances sumoundang anticipated development can, and are likely to change over a 20-year time frame. |1 would
stand to reason then. that the demaoiison of histone bulldngs can and should be avoidable until new project(s) are
approved  Thus. reasonable mitigation measures for he historic DeV\itt Hospital busldings would be to pravent the
physical deferioration and premature demoition of these buildngs. For instance, such mitigation measures should
Inchude mandatory routing maintenance and repair of all hestonic DeWMit bulldings and the prevention of histerc dusding
demaolition prior %o 60 days of the stert of construcion for an approved project  Occupancy end use of all vacant historic
Dot bulldngs would aiso be a feasble mitigation measure consdering the 20-year build out ime fame

11 Is also important to note that the 2003 Devtt Govemment Center Fadlity Plan EIR was quite spedfic about the time E-7
frame of when histonc bulldings would be removed. [t would seem equally important %o requre such specifcs for bullding 5
demalition in the Master Plan Lpdate EIR

Chapter 2 - Infroduction comments and concems

Page 2-2 states thet the PCGC Master Pian Update EIR is 1o be a program leved and a project level EIR for two speafic

projects, a Health and Hurnan Services Bullding and a Mullifamily Residensal project VWhile the Health and Human

Senvices Buildng and the Mutifam ity Residential projects are discussad throughout the DEIR, very iittie detatled F-8
Informaton and analysis s provided for these projects  The project descriphons for these buildings are vague and only

grading plans are provided. | would think that a project level EfR would require more specific site pian detad and

evaluation, consigeration of sife locabon and aitematives, parking and dreulation anafysis, renderings of site plans and
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F-8
bullding elevations, etc. |s the mformation and analysss presented In his DEIR suficent at the project level for these two Cont
projects? A

Chapler 3 - Project Desaription comments and CONcems.

Page 3-7 States hat the State Histonc Preservation Office issued a defermination that the PCGC campus did not quakfy
8s & historic distict or support any historc buildings (Mikesell 2004) The County refied on this determnation to demolish
additional structures (beyond those identified for removal In the 2003 Facility Flan EIR ). with no need for further
envronmental analysis.” These statements are problemasc and misieading  These statements refer 10 a letter written In
2004 by the acting State Histonc Preservation Officer fo the Army Corps of Engineers as part of a Section 106 review for F9
e purposes of the County obiaining a Section 404 Ciean Water Act Permit

The use of this letter to justity the demoiition of additional DelMtt Hospital bulldngs beyond those identified in the 2003
EIR was an over reach m County authonty that did not comply with CEQA. According to the State Historic Preservation
Office. the critena for determining if a property 15 a historical resource for purposes of CEQA are more broad and different
man the criteria for listing in the National Register. Thus, the County's use of the 2004 letter justifying enviranmental
dearance for demaiibon was in eror as this letter was not sufficient to detemne If the bulldngs were historic resources
for he purposes of CEQA. y

Page 3-8 States that the PCGC Master Plan Update proposes 1o demolish porticns of the DelMit Historic district, but dces
not provide any detal on how much demolizon, The amount of demoition is 35 of the F-10
50 tustoric DoWitt Hospital district structures, which is found in chapter 8 Detailed information on the magnitude of the

propoased demolition should be induded in his section as the demaiition is 2 significant impact 1o a hiskric resource that
Is isted in the National Register of Historic Flaces. ’

Page 3-12, as well as other secions of the DEIR, states that adaptive reuse I5 ong of the guding principles of he PCGC
Master Plan Update

However, the Master Plan Update calls for the demokition of 35 of he F-11
50 hestonc DeWitt Hospital distnct structures.  This massive amount of demolibon does not seem to support this guiding
peinciple very well, -

Furthermore, many of the DeWitt Hospital buligings siated for demoliton are located in areas ientified In the Master Plan T
Update on land 1o be used for private development. How can the County justfy demoldion of historic structures owned by
the County on government land hat is earmarked for private development when accommadating fis private development F-12
will resust in such a large significant and unavolgabie impact, especially with an anticipated buld out of 20 years?
Recommending demoition of these bulldngs seems premature. =

Considering the 20-year build out iméframe. what is the timeframe for the proposed demolfion? What are the County's
pians for the treatment of the histonc DeVit Hospital buldings Identifed for demoliton? Simétar to the 2003 EIR the
Master Plan Update DEIR should indude specific mformation on timing and phasing of the project. includng the treatment F-13
of historic resources and any proposed demoliton. As noted earier in Chapter 1 comments, premature removal of
histone structures should be incuded as a mitigasion measure and specifically addressed in ®ie project's timing and
phasing

Page 3-15 References that the POGC Master Plan Update proposes fo change the land use designation and zoning. The
proposed land use designation for the entre 200 acre site wousd be changed to Placer County Govermment Center Master
Plan. No rationale for this land use change Is provided  What |s the ratonaie for the iand use designation change for the F-14
ontire sto, especially for he areas of the side that are identified for non-governmental uses? Wy are the land use
designations identified in the Aubum/Bowman Community Plan no longer sufficent fo justify the propased change? No
additional nformation regarding this fand use designasen change Is found In Chapter 5

Chapter 4 - Land Use and Planning comments and concems are as follows

Page 5.1 States hat the Surplus Land At is not applicabie 10 this project and no discussion or expianation is provided IF_15
despite that discussion of comphance with thes Act was requesied in Notice of Preparaton comments.

On pages 5-8 10 510 here is a listng of Placer County General Plan Goals andg Pdlicies, However. Goal 50 and its

redated polices intended “To identify, profect and enhance Placer County's impertant historical, archaediogical,

palaontclogical, and cuttural sdes and their contributing environment.” is not listed. Goal 50 and its related palicies are F-16
however, ksted m Chapter 8. Simianty, the goals and palicies of the Aubum/Bowman Community Plan pertaining o =
histone resources are also absent from this section, but are ksted i Chapter 8 Wy are these pertinent General Plan

and Aubum/Bowman Plan policies not listed or addressed In this section?

k|
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Furthermore, relevant Placer County General Plan policies were not listed in either Chapter 5 or Chapler 8 Why were the [
following 4 General Plan policies not Bsted as pertinent pokcies in the DEIR?

Policy 1.0.6 Hstoncally or architecturaily signicant bulldngs should be preserved and not be substantialy changed in
extence appearance in ways hat dminish their historcal character, unless doing o is necessary 10 avold or mitigate
hazerds. and cther means of mitigation are Infeasibie. Such structures should be preserved and used as focal points of
community design

Palicy 1.0.7 The County shall require that mixed-use areas incluede community focal points {o serve as gathering andior
destination pants. Examples of focal paints hclude civic centers, parks, fountains. monuments, and street wstas. On-site
natural features, such as wetlands and streams. can also function as focal points. FA7
Palicy 5.0 2 The County shall soiidt the cooperation of he awners of culturat end paleontological resources. encourage
those owners 10 treat these resowrces as assets rather than labdities, and encourage the support of the general public for
e preservation and enhancament of these resources

Policy 5.0 9 The County shall use the State Histaric Bullding Code to encourage the preservation of hiskonc structures.

The proposad project's recommended demoltion of 35 of e 50 histonc DeVMtt General Hospital bulldings does not seem
o be in comphkance with the any of the policies in the Placer County General Plan and Aubum/Bowman Community Plan
that pertain 1o the Yealment of histone resources.  Thus | quéestion e determnation in the DEIR that there s no Impact In
terms of land use as the proposed project conflicts with appicable land use plans and policies with junsdiction over the
project L

Furthermare, it is very important to note that the DEIR analysis of land use compatibdity and the analysis of confarmity o -
conflict with the Auburm/Bowman Cemmunsty Plan should take into acceunt that the Aubum/Bowmean Community Plan
was written well before the DeWitt hospital structures were determined to be an histonc resource.  The Album/Bowman
Community Plan was wiitten in 1994 with an update n 1989, bul the DeWitt hospital buildings were not identfied as an
historc resource until 2003 in the Dewitt Governmen! Center Fadlity Pran EIR. Thus, the sections of the
Aubum/Bowman Community Plan that refer to the land use of the DeWMit Center and treatment of Deiitt hospital
structures should be interpreted andior updated to take the histonc determination of the DeVMit hospital buidings into F-18
account. 1
For example. on page 524 to 5-25_the DEIR dismsses both General Plan and AuburmyBowman Community Plan polides
caling for the presarvation of historic resources because he Auburm/Bowman Plan notes the replacement of Dewitt
‘varrack” style bulldings  However, thes literal analysis does not take into account that the DeWitt hospital buikdings were
not yet known to be histone when the Aubum/Bowman Flan was writlen

Chapter 8 - Cultural Resources comments and concems are as follows: 4

On Page 8-6 and throughout the DEIR. the DeViitt General Hospital builldings are incorectly referred to as “sem-
permanent” The Nafons Register namination references a pimary source from the War Depariment identifying Deitt I F-19
General Hospital as having only permanent bulldngs.

Page 8-9 The historical summary of the DeVitt Hospital s a stale mental hospital is lackng detsl. The Natonal Register

nomnation for the DeWilt General Mospital detals he importance of the hospital and its relation to Tarmo Paste and

Martin Ramirez  Thes additional historical information shouid be added as the DeWitt Hospital Is ksted on the National F-20
Regster for both its signiicance as a WWII hospital and during iis years as 2 state mental hospitad.

Page 8.11 This section again references e problematic use of the

2004 State Historic Preservation Officer |etter as environmental clearance for e demoition of histortc DeVvtt Hospital F.21
buildings. =
As noted by eadier, #1¢ use of this letier for environmental dearance was non-campliant with CEQA See my previous

comments for Page 3-7

Page 3-12 incorrectly states that about hatf of the brick hospial structures remain. The National Register nomnation
dearty states thet approximelely 60% of the DeWit! Hospital struchures remain

The statements on this page ralated to the listing of e Dev\tit General Hospital on the Natonal Regsster are also not F-22

completely accurate. While itis corectly noted that the DeWWit! Hospital 1s likely one of the most intact remaining
examples of a Type A general hospital. this is not the sole reason for its listing on the National Register of Histone Places

4
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under Critena A The National Register nominaton Ingicates that the DebMitt Hospatal ts significant under Critena A in the A
area of healthimedane during its use as an Army General Hospital and as a state mental hospital  During W1, Or
Norman Freeman ploneered vascufar surgical techniques while stationed at DeWitt General Hospital. In addition. De\vitt
Hosprtal 15 ssgnificant for ds asscaation with Tarmo Pasto. a notabie early pioneer m the stdy of arsstic expression and F-22
ology theory whose research was Important to the establsnment of an therapy as a treatment for mental iiness Cont.
Additionally. the operation of the DaVMtt Hospital was localy significant as its construction and operation as a World War ||
Army general hospital and kater as & state mental hospital constuted the Aubum aree's diving econcmic force and he
community’s largest empioyer from the pered 1943 1o 1972,
Furthermore, the correct penods of sigreficance for DeVMitt Hospital under Cntena A are 1943-1945 and 1946-1963. ‘

Page 8.25 siates that the PCGC Master Flan Update would retain 15 of the DeWitt Hospital structures, with all other r
stuclures 10 be demokshed. Whie it is noted that Notce of Preparalion comments réquested other key hospital F-23
structures. such as the heater, adjoining patient wards, auddorium and gym be refained, no discussion or raionale is =z
provided in the DEIR for why these sructures cannot be retaned and adaptively reused 4

In adason, Notice of Preparation comments aiso noted e need for compliance with local requiations. but no dscussion 1
was provided in this chapter regardng hie projects complance with the Aubum/Bowman Flan and Placer County General F-24
Fian In regards fo these plans’ goals and pelicies for retaining historic structures 4

Page 8-33 States that 35 of Tie 50 historic DelMtt sTuctures are Identifed for demolizon with an impact that would be .
significant and unavoidable. It is also stated that HABS standarg photographic decumentation as a mitigation measure
has akeady been completed F-25
However, since hen, the DMt swimming pool has been flled i How will e [oss of tis histordc DeVtt Hospital
structure be mitigatea? .

Furthermare, It is important to point out that while HABS standard documentation was a mitigation measure required in r
the 2002 DWWt Govemment Canter Faclity Plan EIR, this should not necessarly be the defaull “akeady completed”
mitigation measure for the Master Plan Update EIR. HABS standard documentation is considered a last resort mitigation F-26
measure. and would be unacceptable according to the Auburn/Bowman Community Plan policy that states protecton of
historic resources is a prionty over recorcason and/or destuction 1

Chepter 20 — Alternatives commenss and concerns are as follows

Page 20-4 Incicates that the DeVtt Hospital heater and the adjaning patent ward buddings. refered to as the *300s r
ramp" retain a greater degree of original construction. Vwhat is the jusication for the proposed demaiition of these
buildings &s they are key iconic buldings associated with fie historic DeVtt General Hospital and Type A hospitad
design? Furthermore, this page provides deceplive informason stating that the majority of hese buidings have been
vacant for many years  County records indicate that meny of hese buidings were occupled by tenants through 2014-
2015 and were only vacated because te County did not want to renew leases for fiese busdings in anticpation of a
Cosico store being constructed on the site. Exsting building condifions of hese buldings are rated as fair and can be F-27
found on pp. 27-30 of the Draft PCGC Master Plan Update and detailed bullding fadlifes assessments are found in
Appendix A which shows that most of the historic DeWtt hospital bulldngs. Including vacant bulldings, rate as having
foundations and rcofs n good condition and URM walkis in fair conditon, Considening that the DevWit Hospital bulldngs
qualify for California Historic Bulding Codes. do the existing building evaluations found in the Craft PCGC Master Flan
Update provide an accurate assassment of the DeWitt Hospital bulldngs? In 2014 the heater tenants had an
Ingependent inspaction of the bulldng concluding that the theater was structuraty sound L

Additionally, it 1s noted on ®is page. and n other sections of the DEIR, that the DeWwitt Hospital buldings would need [
extensive Improvements 1o meet Caifomia SBullding Code requirements, In accorgance with the Secretary of the Intenor F-28
Standards for Historic Bulldngs. This language is confusing. The historic DeVitt Hospital bulldings quadty for compliance
with special California Historic Buildng Codes as opposed to using current building code requirements d

Furthermore, on this page and throughout the DEIR. the DeWitt Hospital bulidings are mcorrectly referred to as semi- [
permanent construction. F-29
The National Register nommation references a primary source from the Wear Depariment [dentifying DeViitt General
Hospital & permanent faciity -

Summary of Alternatives comments and concams include: .

The DEIR notes that Allemative 2 lessens the sgnificant impact of demalishing historic DeVMT Hospital buldings by F-30
retaning the “300s ramp” theater and Its adjoning patent wards Interestingly, this altemative also adds the construction
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of over 200 agdiional apariment units.  These additonal aparment unis are given as the reason that Allemative 2 is F-30
rejected as viable. Concem over housng supply s stated as the rationae for the additional 200 apartment units.

However, housing supply Is not ientifed as a significant impact. Can the number of additional units be lessened to make Cont.
his altémative feasibie?

buiidings. This alternative also lessens the impact of air quality and greenhouse gases, but yet thes alternative was not
selected 5 the preferred plan. However, the DEIR does not describe why Altemative 3 was not selected as the preferred

The DEIR aiso states that Ademative 3 would lessen the significant impact of demolishing histonc Devit Hospital
F-31
plan. Accordng % the comparison tabie on p. 20-35, Altemative 3 clearfy would cause the |east negative Impacts

Furthemore, Altemative 3 shows he addson of two parking structures, Why are these parking struciures needed If the

total bullding spece Is 44 915 square feet less than the proposed project and the propased praject does not indude I F-32
parking structures?

Finalty, why 15 Alternasve 3 referred to as "Increased nonresidential intensity” when the total bulding square footage of I F-33
775,162 & 15 less than the 820,077 sf of he proposed project?

Thank you for yeur atténtion to ese CoNcems and questions

Sncerely,
Ramona Brockman
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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 1.0.6 and 1.0.7.

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:

e “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]).

e “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).

e “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 1.0.6 and 1.07 are found in the Land Use
Element under the subheading “Development Form and Design” under “Goal 1.0:
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 1.0.7 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 1.0.6, 1.07, 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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F-4

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.

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.

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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F-5

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.

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

PCGC Master Plan Update Final EIR 9635

February 2019

2-55



Responses to Comments

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.

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

F-8

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.

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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F-9

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).

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:

e 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.

e Consolidates government departments to provide efficient delivery of
public services.

e Establishes best practices for sustainable design, improves energy efficiency,
and reduces average water consumption rates within the site.

e 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:

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

e 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

PCGC Master Plan Update Final EIR 9635

February 2019 2-60



Responses to Comments

F-15

F-16

F-17

F-18

F-19

the County’s treatment of other large-scale planning projects throughout the County, such
as many of the County-adopted specific plans.

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.

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.

The comment states that the relevant Placer County General Plan policies were not
listed in either Chapter 5 or Chapter 8, specifically, Policies 1.0.6, 1.0.7, 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.

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.

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.

PCGC Master Plan Update Final EIR 9635

February 2019

2-61



Responses to Comments

F-20

F-21

F-22

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 | 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.

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.

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.

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 Il 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
accommaodate 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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F-31

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.

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

F-33

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.”

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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Comment Letter G

——0Onginy Message—

From® Tor Connally [mailto veoanolbprodiay nef]

Sent Tuesday, December 25, 2018 535 PM

To: Paul Breckenridge

Subject Dewlitt Master Plan Public Comment Pericd 1

Please include this with public comments

Relatlve to the residential portion of the project. no comment or SCussion 1S made regarding he requirement that
govemment land be frst considered for affordable housing Piease comment what consideration was given to affordable
housing. These multfamdy units are not designated affordable. Placer has 8 homeless problem not unlike everywhere in
Calfornia, due to lack of affordability. Please address fees in liey in assodation with the Government Code section below
How will we be assured fees In lieu will not be applied. We need dedicated housing 1o accommaodate workforce and
disabled and elderty on fixed low income G-1

54220, (a} The Legislature reaffirms its declaration that housing is of vital statewide importance to the heaith. safaty, and
weilfare of e residents of 1his state and that provision of 2 decant home and & sultable living environment for every
Californian Is a prionty of the highest order. The Legistature further declares that there is a shortage of sites avaiable for
housing for persans and families of low and moderate Income and that surplus govemment land, price 10 disposiion,
should be made available for that purpose 4

Thark you,
\ictona Connaily
223 Dairy Rd
Auburn, Ca 56603
Sent from my (Pad
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G-1

Response to Comment Letter G

Victoria Connolly
December 25, 2018

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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December 31, 2018

Shirlee Herrington
3091 County Center Drive
Auburm, Ca

Subject: Draft EIR for the Placer County Government Center Master Plan
Dear Ms Herringron:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR for the Placer County Government Center
Master Plan. The following are my comments:

Notice of Pregaration

1) The EIR needs to acknowledge that the NOP stated that the DeWitt mixed-use area would be
retalned for the Master Plan and even enlarged slightly, The project has been revised with a new land
use desigmation mdnmmhhdngmnedmlmthewnjmwmchwudouhluhnitz‘sdcmityhy
increasing the maximum density fram 15 units per acre 1o 30 units per acre. The EIR nesds o
nhwwhdgeuiscﬁmgemlbemmumxeukmnfﬂnsmsmhnmemumwmmy, NOP
outreach, and scope of EIR analysls, A full disclosure of this change needs to be made in the
prominent sections of the EIR.

Project Description

2) The Project Description summary (pages 3-13 and 14) needs to include that the proposed
Auvburm/Bowman Community Plan (A/BCP) Amendment will double the maximum density from 15
units/acve 1o 30 units per acre, Since this density increase will result in the PCGC as having the highest
permitted density in Placer County, the project description should acknowledge this fact. The EIR
medswdhdowdwmahdlﬂamubﬁmndnu&hgmdmowdlmdm

mCourly'wbjmlwslaﬂmacknwledpdqumy’sd&nmdmhhthmﬂdmﬂaldmhynd
establish the PCGC a8 having the highest residential density in the Coury.

3) The Project Description summary (pages 3-13 snd 14) newdls to include a detailed accounting of the
hhmrlcbulldlngsmuwmbeumm!d,intludingmephmgofmdenxﬂiﬁonohhemﬂmlrbdldm
as it was so clearly noted in the 2003 DeWint EIR. This is a very Important aspect of the County’s
mmmmAMumsmmmuuMdemmﬂwﬂcmm
unavoidable impact,

4) 1f 2 100 unit project is proposed on a 3 acre parcel, does the proposed project exceed the proposed
density of 30 units per acre? The project description should include the net acreage for this parcel.

5) 'The General Plan, Community Plan and Zoning Amendment that are carrently located in Appendix
Bshwldbeinunedlmnd!projmdcscﬁpﬂmwlﬂwlnrumsparmqmdlulldihckmulhlsb

critical Information pertaining to the POGC Master Plan Update. Typically, appendices are used for the
technical studies,

A Community Plan Amendment and Zoning smendments are major entitlements. Yet, this information

In not presented in a clear and straight forward manner. This information is not disclosed until it
appears In the middle of 3 discassion on pages 3-16 and 5-22 of the EIR,
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b) More detailed information is needed in the project description for the Multi-Family Residential T
projects, since this a project level EIR for the 79 and 100 uni multi-family projects and the HHS
building. Thetypeofm(mmmlnnnq:ﬂmdfoupmjec:ElRisdkctmedonpagez—aonheElR. A
project specific EIR needs to contain sufficient details to ensure that the proposed projects can still be
sccommodated on the three acre parcel, Please note that simply stating a project will comply with H-7
adopted standards/guidelines without demonsirating the compliance could considered as “deferred
mitigation” and does not provide an adequate analysis, It appears the only plans provided for the 79
uni(nunu-familymdﬂﬂsbuﬂdhmsmungmdlngplmmdduslmplam.lmdscapeplm,ac.am
not provided, There are no such plans provided for the 100 unit multi-family project. At a minimum,
the following needs to be included: o

Multi-Family Projects T

. 'Ihebedmombmkdownforthe?&)amllmmltpmjeusmcrdertodemmlnepakh)g
requirements.

* State whether subterranean parking is provided for either project? It appears on the grading
plan that there are parking stalls located under three bufidings. Or, are these existing stalls the
wmbemnaved?hlsvuydlfﬂmhhomlookluganheMspunwdemuﬂnemcﬂywhn
the project will look like.

* Detailed site plans that demonstrate whether the parking areas comply with parking lot design
standards for both the 79 and 100 unit project. H-8
Building elevations for the 79 and 100 unit projects.

Lighting plan with details on building and freestanding lights for both projects.
Landscape plans for both projects.
Tbemlmbcrofmﬁtsﬂmwillbexﬂordableweﬂold:efollowimincmbmmholds(wry
low, low, and moderate), how long the units will remain affordable, and what mechanisms will
be use 1o guarantee affordability for both projects.

. lfdn?Bmﬂtprojectbmmd.willthenma!nlnngaﬂmdabkunhsbemquh'edlndle

subsequent multi-family projects? 4

HHS building T
® Detailed site plans that demonstrate the parking sreas comply with parking lot design standards
® Building elevations,
¢ Lighting plan with details on bullding and freestanding lights for both projects,

Landscape plans for both projects,

Clarify the phasing plan. ko

Since this Is a project level EIR, the EIR should state whether these projects will need exemptions for
the standards and guidelines that will be adopted for the Master Plan. For example, it appears that the IH-‘IO
parking lot design does not comply with parking islands or shading requirements.

lltheaddidomllnﬁomaﬁmisnotpmvidcd,dnmduduﬁEIRslmldonlybeapmgmnEmsinccu IH_11
lacks sufficient detail fo evaluate the projects.
7 PagaJ-ZmB—?slnﬂdexpmdmedm'lhlsmtybystatingﬂ)eCmmtynlﬁmatelydcnohshedﬂz H-12
residential units in the Bell Garden Apartments, .
P
PCGC Master Plan Update Final EIR 9635

February 2019 2-74



Responses to Comments

8) It appears that the project description does not mention a minimum density, This informatlon needs
to be included and evaloated. The density ranges should also be included on Figures 3-5 and 3-6 s0 as
10 be consistent with other County land use and zoning maps.

9) On page 3-25 - the discussion of the Commercial Planned Development (CPD) Zone District is
misleading because It gives the impression that the density at DeWitt wosld allow foe one resklential
unit per 2,000 Square fees of site area undes the current land use designation. The discussion needs to
be revised to ensure the CPD designation would only allow for this density if the proposed land use
designation allows for that denslty.

10) The proposed Town Center is a comblning zoning district. The discussions in the EIR refers to the
Town Center as an overday, The discussion In the EIR should be consistent with the Zoning Ordinance
terminology and it should be refereed 10 as a combing district in the EIR 1o avoid confusion.

Land Use

11) The Surplus Land Act (34000-54233) is not mentioned under the Regulatory section of the EIR as
requested in the Notice of Preparation. The intent of the Surplas Land Act is that there Is 2 shortage of
sites available for persons and families of low and moderate income as well as park and recreational
sites. Government surplus land, prior to disposition, should be made available for these purposes.  [If
the County has determined that this act does not apply to the project, a detailed explanation for this
determination s required. For instance, is the County relying on a loophole in the law or has the
proposed project been revised in such a manner that this law is not applicable?

12) Placer County General Plan Goal 5.0 *To identify, protect, and enhance Placer County’s
important historical, archaeatogical, palesntological, and cultvral sites and their contributing
environment.” has beea omitted from the listing of general plan palicies applicable to the project o the
Land Use section. The following cultural policies should also be listed: 5D.1,5.D.2, 5D.6,5.D.7,
5.D.12. Since DeWitt has a historic designation, this goal and policies are applicable 10 the praject and
should be listed in chapter 5 since the removal of most of these buildings Is considered a Significant
and Unavoidable impact.

13) A/BCP Cultural Resource Element Goal 2(a) “Preserve and enhance significant historical. coltural,
and/or archeclogical sites and the surrounding area bas been omitted from the Jisting of general plan
policies applicable 1o the project as well as policies 3(a) and 3{e) have not been included in the land use
section. Since DeWitt bas a historic designation, this goal and policies are applicable to the project and
should be listed in chapter 5 since the removal of most of these buildings is comsidered & significant and
unavaidable impact.

14) Impact 5-2- The discussica on the propesed land use change from & maximum of 15 units/ac to 30
units per acres needs additional analysis. The current maximum density in the PCGP Is 21 unlts per
acre with the exception of the regional University Specific plan which is 25 anits per acre, The
proposed change will result In the PCGC as having the highest density in the County. It is
acknowledge that a density of moce than 15 units/acre ks necessary to provide affordable bousing for
the community, but why Is a density of 21unirs‘acre or 25 units/acre not adequate? There needs to be a
discussion as to why these densities were not adequate in order 1o achieve the County’s objectives.

15) Impact 5-2 ~ Tt is critical to note that at the time the A/BCP was prepared, the historic
significance of the DeWitt Center had not been recognized.  [n 2015, the DeWlit center was

3
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recognized as a historic districr. This historic recognition changed the existing conditions at
DeWitt. The land use discussion in the EIR needs to recognize this fact and not assume that
because the DeWitt mixed-use development vision does not address the preservation of historic
buildings, it means that the need to preserve historic buildings should be minimized. For this
reason, it is important 1o incorporate the goals and polices from the Cultural Resource Element into the
land use analysis. The existing DeWirt Center Mixed-use discussion is now inadequate when it comes
to historic preservation,

16) As previously noted, there are no detailed plans for the 100 unit multi-family project in the EIR.
Once the plans have been incorporated into the EIR and evaluated, it will provide a good indicator as to
whesher the County property can suppart a density of 30 units/acre,

Population snd Housing

17) On page 6-5, last paragraph, the numbess from the 2017 Housing Element Repont should be
changed to reflect a total of 6 deed restricted and 44 non-deed restricted moderate income households
and 289 shove moderate income houscholds,

18) The housing discussion on the history of DeWitl needs to acknowledge that the Bell Garden
Apartments provided affordable housing to the community until the County removed all 92 units over
an extended period of time,

19) Although the Bell Garden Apartments were remnoved several years ago and is not considered as
part of the existing conditions for the EIR, the DeWint Center Mixed-Use discussion n the A/BCP
states: “There is a need to replace the Bell Garden Apartments with new construction, yet akso with low
cost umits. The County could ensure that his happens by making land available and assisting in the
construction of necessary infrastructure”™. The County appears (0 be making a commitment to replace
these affordable units.

20) Impact 61 Induce Substantial Population Growth (pg 6-13)- The proposed Land use change not
anly doubles the residential dendity proposed for the DeWitt Center, it sets a precedent by creating the
highest density permitied in Placer County. The current maximum density permitted by the Placers
County Genersl Plan 1s 21 units per acre and the maximam density permitted by the Reghonal
Unlversity Specific Plan is 25 unlts per acre. The discassion for this impact needs to ar least
acknowledge this is a significant change for the immediate area and reevaluate whether the conclusion
that the impact is bess than significant is still warranted,

21) Impact 5-2 "Impairs the County’s ability to meet the RHNA targets or increase demand for
affordable housing”,  The Auburn/Bowman Comununity Plan EIR, on pages 3-1 and 4-18,
identified the “long-term affordable housing ratio as a Significant and Unavoidable impact
without an increase in multi-family designated land™. It has 25 years since the County determined
thit the affordable housing ratio would result In a Significant and Unavoldable lmpact In the long tenm.
Based an this finding, the Jack of affordable housing should, in 2019, be considered a Significant and
Unavoldable Impact. It should be noted that after the A/BCP was adopted In 1994, some actions by the
County further Impeded the County from meeting lis RHNA numbers such as:

* The following single family subdivisions were approved on land zoned for multi-family:
Stonebrock, Atwood 11, Olympus Village, and Atwood 1L With the exception of 15 affordable
units required for Atwood 111, none of these units were sold at a price affordable 1o very-low,
low, or moderate income households.  The cumulative impact of the County approving these

“
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devdopm:nsm is that the significant and unavoidable impact has only been made more

significant.

* In Table A-1 of the 2013 Placer County Housing Element Background Report (planned and
approved project with affordable hoasing uniss), it shows the Timberline development as
requiring 78 low-income housing units. However, according to the Planning Department,
Timberline is not requlred to provide any deed-restricted affordable bousing units, It is not
know at this the why this discrepancy exists,. However, with the exception of Quanz Ridge
Apartments, the list of potential projects providing affordable housing for the A/BCP area is
very limitad.

An argument that can be made about how this project may impact the RHNA numbers is that there is
very little opportunity in the A/BCP area to provide affordable units. There is limited avallable land
located outside the averflight zone, that is also near shopping and employment opportunities, and also
where urban services (water, sewer, eic) can readily be provided, In a way, the PCGC is ane of the few
areas left where affordable housing can be provided in not only the A/BCP ares, but the larger
surrounding rural areas. Therefore, the discussions on the various housing impacts needs 1o be revised
since affordable housing is considered 1o be 4 Significant and Unavoidable impact, based on the 1994
A/BCP EIR. In addition, If the PCGC Master Plan andd/or the HHS has the potential to incresse the
demand far affordable housing, this increase could be considered a significant and unavoidable impact.

22) In section 6.3, a criterion for sigoificance s whether the project will impact the County’s ability w
meet its RHNA's obligations. As part of the discussion on this issue, it would beneficial if the EIR
Included a table based on the Annual Placer County Housing Element Progress Reparts submitted to
HCD showing the number of affordable housing units constructed in the last eight years or so and
compare this with the County RHNA' allocation, With the exception of the Quartz Ridge aparments,
thete has been very limited affordable howsing development in not ondy the A/BCP area, but also In the
County. Since the County has approved several single-family howséng projects on Multi-family zaned
land, the amount of land available 1o support affordable housing is very limited. This may impact the
County's ability to meet its RHNA numbers.

23) It should be acknowledged that multi-family development is not longer synonymous with
affordable housing, as was the situation In 1994 when the A/BCP was adopted. However, In 2019, that
is no longer the situation. One of the County's objective is to provide multi-family housing. It should
be clarified whether this objective Includes affordable housing,

23) Wil the water and the sewer system at the POGC be upgraded o increase capacity? These
systems are old and may not have been designed for the Intensity of the proposed development. If the
systems are being upgraded, would this be considered growth inducing?

24) [mpact 6-4 -The discussion for this tnspact makes an inaccurate statement that the Housng
Element does not assume that any of the County's affordable housing demand would be met within the
PCGC campus, This statement needs to be removed from the document. The following are examples
that support the argument that the County always intended affordable housing would he provided ar the
PCGC:

* In the DeWitt Center Mixed-Use discussion in the A/BCP, it states: “There Is & need to replace
the Bell Garden Apartments with bew construction, yet also with Jow cost units. The County
could ensure that his happens by making Lid available and assisting in the conszuction of
necessary infrastructure®,

5
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= Onpage b4 of the Placer County Background report dated 8/1/2013 states that “The County-

owned DeWln Center is strategically located in the center of North Auburn and is considered an A

appropriate affordable housing location. The County has identified sites appropriate for higher

density and mixed-use development”. H-30
« Table A-2 in the 2013 Housing Element Background Report list the {ollowing inventory of Cont.

vacant parcels with higher Density residential uses that could provide affordable hausing:
Parcels 051-120-064, 065, and 067, Three of the seven parcels noted in the Project location
discussion on page 3-2 have been identified in the 2013 PC Housing Element as being sites for
affordable housing.

Cultural Resources

25) The EIR has identified the removal of the hismorle structures as a Significant and Unavoidable and [
yet it ks not clear from the project description as to when the stuctures will be removed. It would seem
that historic building should nu¢ be removed until a specific project has been approved and ks ready
be constructed. Otherwise, untll an approved project is ready to be constructed, the impact would H-31
would certainly be considered “avoidable®, 1t is important that the mitigation measures for cultural
resources consider the timing s to whei the structures are to be demolished, especlally when the
Master Plan covers a 20-year period.

Recreation

26) The discussion on Recreation needs to Include the swimming pool as an existing recreational
amenity, According to an email from the Facility Services Director dated June 27, 2016 (attached), the
County placed fill material in the pool as a safety precsution and guaranteed that the County did not
damage the pool. The email further states that “In the future when and if a final determination on the
pool is made, the material can be removed and the pool renovated, demolished or whiatever course of
action is eventually decided™. Although the pool may appear to be damaged, it ks not. Otherwise, the
County would have been responsible for destroying an historic amenity without obtaining the proper
approvals.

« Since the pool was not destreyed by the fill material, the EIR should discuss how the short term
Imgpact of placing fill material in the pool was deemed to be reversible and the existing
conditians of recreational amenities at the PCGC needs to Include the swimming pool.

« The Recreation sectbon peeds to discuss the long term impact of the pool being demolished as is
proposed by the proposed project. Mitigation measures foc the removal of the pool need 10 be
identified for the destruction of the pool. The Joss of & pool In the Aubum area, where the
summer temperatures often exceed 100 degrees, Is an unfortunate loss. L

H-32

Lighting impacts
27) Impact 84 Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. Here are some comments on thixs impict
o There is limited discusslon on the type of light fixtures proposed in the EIR and the Master plan
documents, One of the major sources of glare are the use of non cutoff light fixtures, There is H-33
noticeable glare in the existing County complex related to the use of non cut-off Hght fixrures,
particular with building lights. A simple mitigation messure 10 reduce the source of glare is to
require the use of full cut-off light fixtures, |
*  On page 44 of the Development Standards, 2 one (1) footcandle average minimu is required. l
H-34

This seerms like & high minlmoam stsndard for an area with relatively low ambient lighting. This
standard seems more typical of o laxge wban area. Since appropriate lighting levels are relative

b
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to the surrounding area, a standard that warks for one environment may not work in another.
How was this lighting level determined? Was a study done on the amblent light Ievels ln the
PCGC area to determine that this minimum lighting level would nor be significanty brighter
than the surrounding area? Determining appropriate lghting levels can be very complicated, It
is important to know how this minimum lighting level was determined.

Project Altematives

28) The analysis of the project alternatives should include an evaluation of a maximum project density
of 21 units per acre (based on the maximum permitted by the Placer County General Plan) and 25 units
per acre (based on the maximum permitted in the Reglonal University Specific Plan). Since the
changes to land use occurred after the NOP was processed, there was no oppormanity o request this
analysis.

General comments
29) All comments submitted on the EIR should appear verbatim In the Final EIR.

30) The Draft EIR needs 10 be recirculated, or at lease the portions that need to be substantially revised
based on section 150885 of the government code because;

* The project level analysis required for the HHS bullding end the 79 and 100 unit multi-family
projects lacks sufficient detall 1o be considered a project EIR,

* The impact to affordable housing has already been identified as significant and unavoidable
based on the 1994 A/BCP and the popalation and housing section. The Population and Housing
section needs to be revised to reflect the significant and unavoidable impact.

* The discrepancy between project as described in the NOP and the project description in the EIR
should be clarified and disclosed that there was a significant change.

* The project description is incomplete at the beginning of the document, A detailed description
is needed so it can be clearly understood what the ks entalled for the Master Plan, HHS, and the
multi-family projects. This information should not be parceied into the varions sections of the
EIR or failed to be presented.

Sincerely

Charlene Daniets

Auachments
Emall from the Facllity Services Director dated June 27, 2016

ref: PCGC Master EIR commenis
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——Ongnal Massage——
From: Ken Grehm <KGrehm@piacer ca gov>
To Way Fegene' onm>

Ca: Laurie Morse <LMorse@piacer.cs gov>
Sent: Mon, Jun 27, 2018 832 am

Subject: RE: Public Records Act Request B/16/18
Hi Ms Fegette

I pasted in your questions from your first email 50 | could reply 10 all your questions in coe email. We
have placed soil within the pool to prevent sayvne from being injured in and around the pool wes.
Members of the public were bypassing the fince and utilizing the poo? ares. upy by for eoner

The pool i in place and was ot hroken up, Ins the futizre when and if a final determination on the pool is
made, the material can he removed and the pool resovited, demolished ar whatgyer conrse of sction i
eventually decidod.

Ken Grehm

I noticed that o leye amount of fill material has been placed i the DeWitt pool. 1w requesting the following
mformation:

1) Wit permits (ie. grading permit) were bussod for the 1) material? %y permies ware semed or sought. Maserisl
s prlaced it ponl s prevent 8 potential peblic hamnd

2) Wha type of eavionmental chearance was done 8o allow the flll materisl 10 e ploced? | do s comsiler tie
temporary placonent of maserisi u peoject and ou chemance woe sought,

3] What reports were prep fixe thils projece? We do not der |t 0 progect. Thees s no peemasent chanyge and

4) Can you provide umy comespondence between the County and the Office of Historic Preservition on this matter
here would be 20 corespondmas with SHPO ther | am swars

Thank you for your smenticn to this matier
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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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H-5

H-6

objectives and to support the County’s goals for development of affordable and
workforce housing.

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.

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.”

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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H-7

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.

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.

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.

PCGC Master Plan Update Final EIR 9635

February 2019

2-84



Responses to Comments

H-10

H-11

H-12

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.

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.

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.

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

H-17

H-18

H-19

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.

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.

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.

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

H-21

H-22

H-23

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.

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.

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.

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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H-30

H-31

H-32

Draft EIR concludes that the project would not induce growth “that surpasses the regional
projections or contravenes local land use plans and zoning designations.”

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.

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.

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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H-33

H-34

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.

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.

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

H-36

H-37

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.

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.

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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Comment Letter

From: Kay Fegatte <kayhf@aolcom>
Sent Tuesday, Jaruary 01, 2019 7:56 PM
Tox Shirlee Herrington

Subject: ER - Surplus Land Act

Ms Herrington:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the EIR. Unfortunately, | have had not had time to
adequately review the EIR as | have been in taly for the hobiday season with my family However |
did notice that the EIR did not discuss the Surplus Land Act and since the County pians on using
surplus land for non governmental uses, the EIR needs to address this important law. Why the
County continues to feel this faw can be ignored should aiso be explained. | have attached a letter to
the editor | submitted several years ago to the Auburn Journal about the County's refuctance to follow
this law. These comments are as a valid today as they were then,

The Surplus Land Act requeredd that, prior 1o dasposmg of public property, the county must make & written offer
to sell or lease the property for the purposes of developing affordable housing, park or reareation uses, school -1
conatruction or other purposes contamed i Government code section 54222 The intent of the Surplus Land Act
15 10 use surplus government property to provide for inderserved community nesds.

Why 15"t the county following an suportant state law? The county evicted the very uses that are supported by
this law meluding @ semor center, a theater and arts acedenty, an adult school and a gym. The county also
removed the Bell Garden apartavents with & proenise that they would be replaced Tt has not happened yet asd
the plams presented at the DeW itt Mater Plan meeting indicate that only & portion of the workforee housing may
be replaced. How did this happen? Why did the county fuil to comply with this law twice when if entered mto
lease nogotiations with Costeo? Did the county comply with this law when Home Depot was proposed?

Kevin Hanley ( Another View: “Seizing North Aubum’s opportunity,”™ Sept. 2) s corvect i hus recent article
about DeWitt Master Plan update n that “they are not making anymore land ™ The county has a precious
resonzee with the public lands wnder thewr purview. Why did the county not first sddress basic commumty needs -2
such as bowsing, senior welfare and a community center before adding more commercial to what already seems
like an overly commercialized North Aubum?

The county’s discussions with Costco were always premature in Tight of all the public policy 1ssues that needed
1o first be addressed. Unfortunately, the lease agreement betweent the Coateo and the county net only derasked

the normal plamning process, but also prevented Costeo from secking more approgriate locations sich as being -3
near the freewsy where such a high talfic generating use should be located m the first place

Sincerely
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Response to Comment Letter |

Kay Fegette
January 1, 2019

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.

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.

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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From: Liz Johnson <bookduz@hotmalcom>

Sent: Tuesday, January 01, 201§ 526 PM

To: Placer County Environmertal Coordination Seryices
Ce Jim Holmes

Subject: Antn Shirlee Hernngton Re Master Plan

Hello,

| am writing with my concerns\thoughts about the Plscer County Master Plan DEIR. T

17 and foremost, | think it is wrong to have the public comment period over a holiday when people are cut of town J-1
and\or are busy with family and holiday activities. This makes it seem as though you are not really interested in getting
comprehensive public comments. Please corsider extending the comment period. J

2" it is vital that you keep ALL 100 affordable housing units and even add more if at all possible. I'm sure you are well T
aware of the housing crisis In Placer County (and all of California) = and your department’s history of allowing developers
to renege on their affordable housing commitments AFTER the public comment is despicable. By my estimation — there
are literally hundreds, If not thousands, of familles who have been denied affordable housing over the past many years J-2
because of your shady past practices. Whenever you see a homeless person — | hope you will wonder if that person

might be housed if it wasn't for your own immoral and deceptive practices. In summary, affordable housing MUST be

the #1 priority, :

3" | do not think you should demalish the theatre, the barracks or any other existing\historical buildings until if and I
J-3

when there is a good, public approved plan in place. You've already displaced a number of community organizations and
businesses (i.e. people) by jumping the gun in past, Let's keep our historical buildings i pessible,

4711 believe DeWitt is a better location for the Community Center, This puts it near senior and low-income housing, as
well as county offices and many businesses. This woudd seem to me the natural place for community to be able to
congregate.

J-4

L —

Maost Sincerely,
Elizabeth Johnson
Pacer County resident and concerned citizen.

Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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J-1

J-2

J-3

Response to Comment Letter J

Elizabeth Johnson
January 1, 2019

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.

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.”

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.

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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January 2, 2019 = g J
Shirlee Herragton Wi

3091 County Center Drive L} A2
Auburn CA

Subject: Draft £IR for the Placer County Government Center Master Plan
Dear Ms. Hertington:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment of the Dralt EIR for the Piacer County Government
Center Master Plan, | do feel that the Planning Department did not take into account the
convenience for the public, setting a very short timeframe to respond and that the responsa
pericd fell over the Christmas Holidays. | know it has made it difficult for me. At the same
time, 1 am delighted to see this project moving forward. It has the potential of addressing a
great many needs of the Auburn community as well as centralizing more services that the
county provides to Placer County’s residents,

| am concermed about a number of Issues:

AFFORDABLE HOUSING - the plan calls out for around 100 much needed affordable housing
units, Placer County has a history of showing affordaiile housing In a number of big
davelopments, but that number Is reduced or disappears by the time the development s
actually built. 1t Is my understanding the developers have been afowed to give a denation to
some pregram or charity in lieu of constructing thase houses. We have an affordable housing
crisis in this county and | have heard a Jot of talk but a lack of fokow thru on the part of the
Planning Department and our Board of Supervisors. Affordabie housing provides the
opportunity for people {teachers, nurses, lirefighters, police officers, small business owners,
start up tech companies, our kids who have gotten a degree or some type of vocational
expertise) to bulid a future in cur town, Home ownership allows people to ivest in their future
and potentially have something to pass on to theirs iids. This sham poficy has got to stop. it is
Immeoral and fails to prowde one of the basic neads of the very people in our ¢ ity that
serve us every day, Bottom line, | want to see all 100 AFFORDABLE HOUSING UNITS at Dewitt
built.

COMMUNITY CENTER - Based on the input from the planning meetings with the public, the
DewWitt property was the number one chawe loe the Community/Senior Center. This will be
convenient to county employees, the famdies that will live in the 100 units mentioned above,
the seniors who will be kving In the big new development across Bell Road and the generad
public of the Auburn area, Bus transportation Is available, How nice is that!! | do not like the
idea of 3 Community Center built adjacent to a big church, DeWitt was a great location for the
farmer Senior Center which was prematurely evicted and should be the home of the future
Community/Senior Center. | would suggest 3 swimming pool as a much needed addition,
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DEWITT THEATER —{ would like to see the theater preserved and used, The building is in good ] K-4
shape. It is a great venue for the arts (local schools can use), lectures, plays, graduations,
concerts etc. Itis a historical building of the WWII era with some good stories. -

These are the few thoughts | could put together in this short review time during the holidays. |
did attend the recent DEIR meeting at the Planning Department on December 13th. | will be K-5
following this project as it unfolds. Remember...affordable housing, affordable housing,
affordable housing!!l Thank you.

Sincerely,

Elinor Petuskey

Newcastle CA

Cc Supervisor Holmes

Supervisor Montgomery
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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

K-6

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.

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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Comment Letter L

From: Jean Plette <jeandy petteétgmall com=

Sent: Wednesday, November 28, 2018 8:19 PM

To: Placer County Emaronmental Coordination Serices

Subject: Master Plan on Developing Dewitt area

Please be advised we are concerned about the initial report including an extensive increase in the

potential population and in the traffic on the arca streets. We already have added developments and ther I L-1
impact not vet felt, but, it 1s more than our community needs.

Respectively submutted,

James G. and Jean Piette

5495 Bell Road, Aubumn 95602
530 888 1340
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L-1

Response to Comment Letter L

James and Jean Piette
November 28. 2018

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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