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Scenic Corridor). 

ASSESOR'S PARCEL NUMBERS: 052-102-012, -013, -017, -053 and -056 

STAFF PLANNER: Gerry Haas - Associate Planner 

LOCATION: The site is located on the east side of State Route 49, just north and east of 
the intersection of State Route 49 and Luther Road, in the North Auburn area. 

APPLICANT: Bohemia Properties, LLC 

PROPOSAL: The applicant is requesting approval of a Conditional Use Permit to allow for the 
construction and operation of a 155,000 square-foot retail commercial building and an 
accessory nine-pump fueling station with kiosk. The applicant is also requesting approval of a 
Minor Use Permit to allow for the construction of an off-site freestanding sign to direct traffic 
from State Route 49 to the project site. 

CEQA COMPLIANCE: An Environmental Impact Report has been prepared for this project 
consistent with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act. The Draft EIR 
was released for a 45-day public comment period that started on January 14, 2010 and 
ended on March 1,2010. Copies of the Draft EIR were made available for public review at 
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the Planning Department, the Auburn Library and on the County's website. The Planning 
Commission conducted a public hearing to receive comments on the Bohemia Retail Project 
Draft EIR on February 25,2010. 

A Final EIR was completed and distributed for a ten-day review period from June 16, 2010 
through June 25, 2010. The Planning Commission will be required to certify the Final EIR 
(which includes an Erratum), and adopt the Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding 
Considerations (Attachment G) for the approval of the Conditional Use Permit. 

The Minor Use Permit for the off-site sign is categorically exempt from the provisions of 
CEQA per Section 18.36.050 (Class 3 - New Construction or Conversion of Small 
Structures) of the Placer County Environmental Review Ordinance. 

PUBLIC NOTICES AND REFERRAL FOR COMMENTS: 
Public notices were mailed to property owners of record witlJin 300 feet of the project site. 
Community Development Resource Agency staff, the Department of Environmental Health, 
the Air Pollution Control District, the City of Auburn, and the Placer County Transportation 
Planning Agency were transmitted copies of the project plans and application for review and 
comment. All County comments have been addressed and conditions have been 
incorporated into the staff report. Public Comments received on this project are included 
with this staff report (Attachment H). Staff has reviewed all comments included as 
Attachment H and has determined that none of the comments raise issues related to 
environmental impacts that have not been addressed in the EIR. 

The proposed project was presented to the North Auburn Municipal Advisory Council on 
June 29,2010 as an Action Item. The MAC took action (4-1, two absent) to recommend that 
the Planning Commission approve the project as proposed (Attachment I). 

SITE CHARACTERISTICS: 
The project site is presently undeveloped and is the former site of the Bohemia Lumber 
Company. All buildings and equipment previously associated with the lumber company 
operations have been removed; however, evidence of the prior use still exists on-site, 
including concrete slab foundations, retaining walls, paved and gravel surfaces and bridges 
across the Wise and Fiddler Green canals. The natural topography of the project site slopes 
downhill from the east to the southwest (toward State Route 49). Past clearing, grading, and 
leveling of the site has resulted in a series of relatively level terraces separated by the two 
on-site canals. Vegetation on the project site includes volunteer grasses and brush, as well 
as berry bushes, brambles, and native oaks, willows and pines. 

EXISTING LAND USE AND ZONING: 

LAND USE ZONING 
SITE Vacant/Undeveloped CPO-Dc, INP-Dc (Commercial Planned 

Development, combining Design Scenic Corridor 
and Industrial Park, combining Design Scenic 
Corridor) 

NORTH Single-Family Residential RS-AG (Residential Single-Family, . combining 
Agriculture) 
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SOUTH Industrial INP-Dc (Industrial Park, combining Design Scenic 
Corridor) 

EAST Single-Family Residential RS-AG (Residential Single-Family, combining 
Agriculture) 

WEST Commercial/Industrial CPO-Dc (Commercial Planned . Development, 
combining Design Scenic Corridor) 

The project site is bound on the north by Union Pacific Railroad tracks, the Fiddler Green 
Canal (PCWA), and single-family residences. The site is bound on the east by single-family 
residences, on the south by a PG&E corporation yard, and on the west by the Wise Canal 
with the California Hardwood site and The Plaza commercial center beyond. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
The applicant is requesting approval of a Conditional Use Permit to construct a 155,000 
square-foot retail building, which would occupy the majority of the eastern portion of the 
project site (Site Plan, Attachment B) and a nine-pump fueling station with a detached 
service kiosk is proposed in the southwest portion of the site. These facilities would be 
surrounded by parking, circulation and landscaped areas. The 780-space parking lot would 
be designed to direct stormwater runoff into an underground detention facility at the 
northwestern tip of the site. A combination of retaining walls, soundwalls and fences for 
security and screening would be constructed along at least four of the project boundaries. 
Underground utilities are proposed to provide services to the project. 

Access to the site would be provided by a private access easement that connects the 
western border of the site to State Route 49 through Hulbert Way (a recently constructed 
signalized intersection). A new bridge crossing the Wise Canal would replace the existing 
bridge, which is considered undersized as a primary access for this level of commercial 
activity. An emergency/pedestrian access is proposed at Canal Street, approximately 120-
feet south of the Erin prive intersection. No vehicular access, other than for emergency 
vehicles, is proposed for Canal Street. 

Because the project site has no frontage on State Route 49, which is proposed as the only 
access location for the project, the applicant is also requesting approval of a Minor Use 
Permit to allow for the construction of an off-site sign, which would be located on APN 052-
102-056, adjacent to State Route 49. The freestanding monument sign would direct traffic 
eastward onto Hulbert Way and up to the project site. 

The subject parcel is located within Compatibility Zone 0 of the Auburn Municipal Airport, as 
depicted in the Placer County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (PCALUCP), which 
requires that the project be reviewed by the Placer County Airport Land Use Commission for 
safety and compatibility issues. The proposed project has been reviewed by the Placer 
County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC), and the ALUC has found the project to be 
compatible with the PCALUCP. 

No tenant for this project has been determined at this time, but would be explored pending 
project approval. The proposed project has the potential for a range of retail uses and the 
tenant (or tenants) could include a discount club store, a discount superstore, a home 
improvement center or a general retailer. The project could potentially allow for a portion of 
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the site to be used as an outdoor garden center, lumberyard or home improvement outdoor 
storage area. 

BACKGROUND: 
The project site was initially developed during World War II, as the Cal-Ida Lumber Mill, 
which produced crates for fruits and vegetables shipped through the Central Valley. Cal-Ida 
was sold to the DeGeorgio Corporation in 1969 and later sold to the Bohemia Lumber 
company in 1978. The western portion of the Bohemia Lumber Mill included a planer 
building, drying kilns, boiler, dry chain building, rail spur and lumber storage. Lumber mill 
operations ceased in 1983, and all structures were demolished by 1984. The site has 
remained vacant since 1984, when the current owner purchased the properties. 

The industrial uses on the site were in operation in 1963, when the County's first zoning 
overlay was developed. The initial zoning assigned to the site was MP (Industrial Park), 
which allowed for both commercial and industrial uses. 

In 1989, an EIR was prepared for the Bohemia Project (also known as Hilltop), which 
consisted of a total of a 48,000 square-foot home improvement center, 54,500 square-feet of 
additional retail space, an office/warehouse component and a 150-unit apartment complex 
on a 28-acre site that also included this project site and the existing 10-acre Plaza shopping 
center. The Planning Commission approved the 1989 project, but the entitlement was not 
exercised and the project approval expired two years later. 

In 1991, the residential component of the 1989 project was changed to include 49 detached 
single-family residences in place of the apartment complex and the commercial component 
was modified to allow a 75,000 square-foot Mervyn's (or similar tenant) and an additional 
31,000 square..:feet of retail space. A Supplemental EIR (SEIR) was prepared to evaluate 
issues which were not addressed in the original EIR and to update existing information. In 
1993, the Planning Commission certified the SEIR and approved the proposal comprising a 
total of 101,000 square-feet of retail space on the 10-acre site adjacent to State Route 49. 
As with the 1989 proposal, the entitlement was not exercised and the project approval 
expired. 

In 1992, a Wal-Mart store was proposed on the 18-acre site, replacing the office, warehouse 
and residential components of the previously approved project. The Planning Commission 
adopted the SEIR that was prepared for the project and approved the Wal-Mart project in 
1993. Neighboring groups appealed this decision to the Board of Supervisors, asserting that 
the SEIR was inadequate. In 1993, the Board of Supervisors upheld the neighbor's appeal 
and denied the project. 

The Auburn-Bowman Community Plan was adopted in 1994. Specific to this project site, the 
land use designation was changed from industrial to commercial, with a corresponding 
change in the underlying zoning from MP (Industrial Park) to CPD-Dc (Commercial Planned 
Development, combining DeSign Scenic Corridor). During the discussions of the Community 
Development Element for the Plan, the Board of Supervisors provided an opinion that large­
scale commercial development would be appropriate for the site. 
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In July 1995, the applicant submitted a revised Wal-Mart project that: eliminated the 
previously proposed auto center; modified the Canal Street access to allow for 
emergency/pedestrian uses only; increased site landscaping; and reduced the maximum 
height of the free-standing parking lot lights from 42 to 20 feet. The Planning Commission 
approved the project. Neighboring groups appealed the approval to the Board of 
Supervisors. The Board upheld the Planning Commission's approval. In 1996, following a 
civil suit challenging the adequacy of the SEIR, the applicant withdrew plans for 
construction. 

On May 24, 2007, the Planning Commission considered an application from Mr. Conkey to 
amend the Community Plan and rezone the site from CPD-Dc to RS (Residential Single­
Family) to allow for the development of a 114-unit residential subdivision. The Commission 
took action to recommend approval of the EIR and the Community Plan/rezone 
modifications to the Board of Supervisors. The residential project was never heard by the 
Board of Supervisors because, as stated by the applicant, the housing market crash of 2007 
reduced residential property values to the point that the project would not have been 
economically feasible. The application was withdrawn by the applicant. 

On March 25, 2008, the applicant submitted an Initial Project Application for the Bohemia 
Retail Project for a 155,000 square-foot retail building with an accessory fueling station. The 
project originally proposed a primary access to the site at Hulbert Way and State Route 49 
and a secondary access at Canal Street. The Initial Study was completed on April 24, 2008, 
concluding that the project would result in potentially significant adverse environmental 
impacts and that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) would be required. The County 
contracted with a consultant on September 16, 2008 to prepare the EIR for the project and 
the State Clearinghouse posted the Notice of Preparation for the EIR in December 2008. 
The Draft EIR (DEIR) was completed on January 19, 2010 and the Planning Commission 
held a public hearing to take comments on the document on February 25, 2010. 

Following that hearing, and based on internal discussion of the project, staff directed the 
consultant to revise the Alternatives section of the DEIR in order to expand the discussion of 
the No Canal Street Access Alternative to provide additional environmental analysiS that 
would allow for the adoption of that alternative in lieu of the proposed project. The new No 
Canal Street Access Alternative section in the Final EIR (FEIR) contains a more 
comprehensive evaluation of the project impacts, and concludes that restricting all but 
emergency, bicycle and pedestrian access on Canal Street would result in no new impacts 
and, therefore, no new mitigation measures. 

On May 5, 2010, the applicant submitted a letter (Attachment C) proposing to change the 
project description to allow only an emergency/pedestrian access at Canal Street. All other 
elements of the project remain unchanged. 

The FEIR was published on June 16, 2010 and the public review period ran from that date 
until June 26, 2010. However, during the public review period, it was noticed that nine 
comments received on the DEIR had been inadvertently omitted from the FEIR. An Erratum 
was prepared that included responses to each of the comments. The Erratum was 
published and made available for public review from June 25,2010 until July 6,2010. 
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DISCUSSION OF ISSUES: 
The previous land use applications on this site generated a great deal of discussion and 
controversy within the community. Mindful of the history, and because this project proposes 
a similar type of development to the previously considered large-scale retail building, the EIR 
addressed all previously identified issues of discussion and also considers new impacts 
relative to current State and local laws that have been adopted since the original Wal-Mart 
proposal was considered. 

Environmental Analysis 
Consistent with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act, an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was prepared for the proposed project. The EIR 
concludes that, prior to the implementation of mitigation measures, the project could result in 
significant or potentially significant impacts in the following areas: 

• Noise 
• Visual Resources 
• Land Use 
• Biological Resources 
• Public Services and Utilities 
• Transportation and Circulation 
• Air Quality 
• Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
• Geology and Soils 
• Hydrology and Water Quality 
• Cultural Resources 
• Socio-economics 
• Mineral Resources 

The EIR concluded that the implementation of the mitigation measures described in the EIR 
would reduce most of these identified impacts to less than significant levels. The EIR 
concludes that after the implementation of mitigation, some impacts would still remain 
significant and unavoidable in the following areas: 

Project-Level Air Quality Impacts: 

• The project construction would result in a short-term significant and unavoidable 
impact related to a temporary increase in NOx emissions. 

• The project would result in cumulative impacts associated with regional air quality and 
the production of greenhouse gasses. 

The discussion of Transportation and Circulation, as presented in Chapter 8 (project-level) of 
the project EIR, identified the following as significant and unavoidable impacts: 

Project-Level Traffic Impacts: 

• The proposed project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to 
lane queuing under the Short Term Plus Project Conditions scenario for northbound 
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left turns at the intersection of State Route 49/0ry Creek Road, as identified in Impact 
Statement 8-6. 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) recognizes and authorizes the approval of 
projects where not all adverse impacts can be fully lessened or avoided. A Statement of 
Overriding Consideration (Attachment G) has been prepared for this project and must be 
adopted as part of the project approval. 

Noise 
The project site is located in an urban setting near State Route 49 and the primary existing 
ambient noise sources in the project vicinity include' vehicular traffic on State Route 49, Union 
Pacific Railroad (UPRR) train operations north of the project site, activities at the Pacific Gas & 
Electric (PG&E) construction yard to the south, and the operations of the California Hardwoods 
business and The Plaza shopping center to the west. 

The Noise chapter of the DEIR is based on an environmental noise assessment performed 
by Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. The analysis describes the existing noise 
environment in the project vicinity and identifies potential impacts and mitigation measures 
related to the construction and operation of the proposed project. 

The construction noise related to site preparation and development activities could 
potentially impact noise sensitive land uses in the immediate vicinity of the project. These 
impacts are considered short-term as they occur only during periods of construction and 
would be mitigated by limiting construction activities to specific hours and days and by 
ensuring that construction equipment is properly maintained and equipped with factory 
installed muffling devices. 

The noise analysis predicted that the noise generated by loading dock activities would 
exceed the County's noise standards, as measured from the project's east property line on 
Canal Street, and recommended the installation of a noise barrier along this project frontage 
to reduce the noise levels to at or below County standards. Mitigation Measure 10-3(a) 
requires the construction of a six to eight-foot soundwall along Canal Street, and the 
installation of this soundwall would reduce identified impacts to less than significant levels. 
The sound wall would be constructed along the north property line, to mitigate noise impact 
to adjacent residences along Dyer Court. 

Visual Resources 
The site is visible from adjacent residential uses, from Canal Street and partially from State 
Route 49. Although the site has been previously disturbed and retains evidence of the prior 
use of the site as a lumber mill, portions of the site, specifically along the canals and the 
south property lines, contain small groves of native oak trees and other vegetation. The 
proposed development of the site and the construction of a large commercial building would 
alter this landscape in a manner consistent with the existing commercial development in the 
area. While the character of the site would be altered through construction of the project as 
proposed, the project would include construction of a masonry block wall along Canal Street 
and dense trees and landscaping would be planted along all property lines, as well as 
throughout the site. The landscaping would increase the aesthetic quality of the project, and 
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would reduce the impacts the project would have on the conversion of the site to an urban 
setting. 

In addition to standard development requirements set forth the in the Auburn/Bowman 
Community Plan and the Placer County Zoning Ordinance, the project site is located within a 
Design Scenic Corridor and is therefore subject to review and approval by the Design/Site 
Review Committee. A Design/Site Review Agreement (DSA) must be approved prior to 
submittal of Improvement Plans and the DSA will ensure project consistency with the Placer 
County Design Guidelines. Within the Design Guidelines, there is a section specific to the 
development of big-box retail in the North Auburn area, which recommends that that big-box 
retail be designed and constructed in such a way that the monotony of a large big-box 
structure be broken up This aesthetic enhancement is achieved though the incorporation of 
varied building materials, roof heights and types and vertical cmd horizontal building 
articulation. This project would be consistent with the design criteria set forth in this and 
other applicable sections of the Design Guidelines. 

The retail building would range between 30 and 35 feet in height, with the entrance feature 
at the southwest corner extending to just over 39 feet. The maximum permitted height for 
structures in the CPO zone district is 50 feet. Nonetheless, staff has received comments 
expressing concern about the visual impact of such a large structure on the residences on 
Dyer Court to the north and Canal Street to the east that adjoin to the project site. 

As shown on the site plan, the finished floor elevation of the retail building would be 1,451 
feet. This is approximately 16 feet lower than the residence furthest west on Dyer Court and 
approximately 29 feet lower than the residence furthest east. The height of the building 
would be about 19 to 24 feet above the backyard elevations of these lots, as compared to 
the actual 30 to 35 foot height of the building. In addition to the difference in elevation, the 
building would be constructed 125 feet from the north property line, a separation that would 
reduce the visual mass of the building from the residences on Dyer Court. 

The project proposes replacing the existing six-foot wood fence and constructing a new 
soundwall along the south property line of the affected residences along Oyer Court, and 
planting extensive landscaping, including evergreen trees and shrubs, along the hillside that 
separates the project from the back yards of the homes on Oyer Court. Within a short time, 
this "green" screen would gradually reduce the view of the top of the structure from 
residences along Dyer Court. 

The view of the proposed structure from Canal Street was extensively discussed in the 
Visual Resources section (Chapter 7) of the DEIR. As noted in this section, a six- to eight­
foot-high masonry block soundwall would be required along the entire length of Canal Street, 
with the exception of the emergency access location south of Erin Drive. Rows of trees, as 
well as vines and shrubs would be planted along both sides of the sound wall. Within five 
years, residents and travelers along Canal Street would have a view of the landscaping in 
front of the masonry-block wall. Above the wall, the upper portion of the building would be 
partially visible through the limited areas where proposed landscaping does not form a 
continuous screen. 
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Light and Glare 
Consistent with the Placer County Design Guidelines, all exterior lighting on the proposed 
structures will be directed downward and would consist of a full cut-off design, meaning the 
bottom of the light fixtures are flat, the bulbs are recessed, focusing the light downward and 
not outward or upward. This form of lighting protects nearby residences by eliminating any 
glare or light spillage across property lines. In addition, the maximum height for building 
lighting would not exceed 18 feet. 

The parking lot lights would also be full cut-off deSign, and would not exceed 14-feet in 
height along the north and east property lines, adjacent to residential development, and 18-
feet in height within the parking lot and along the south and west property lines, adjacent to 
existing commercial and industrial uses. 

A photometric plan has been prepared for the project which depicts the lighting intensities 
across the project site. The photometric plan concludes that virtually no spillover light from 
the project would impact adjacent sensitive receptors (i.e., residences) to the north and east. 
Only a few locations show light intensity values above 0.0 foot-candle (fc) [A foot-candle is 
approximated as the light a person would see within a six-inch radius around a candle lit in a 
dark room or area]. For instance, at the Canal Street emergency access driveway, the light 
intenSity value would be 0.2 fc at the property line. 

Land Use/Community Plan Consistency 
The project site is designated Commercial in the Auburn Bowman Community Plan, with the 
exception of a small triangle of land in the southeast corner of the project site that is 
designated Industrial. Correspondingly, the majority of the project site is zoned CPD-DC-AO 
(Commercial Planned Development, combining Design Scenic Corridor, combining Aircraft 
Overflight) with the triangle in the southeast corner zoned INP-DC (Industrial Park, 
combining Design Scenic Corridor). 

The proposed commercial use of the site is consistent with the site zoning and with the 
Placer County General Plan and the Auburn/Bowman Community Plan, which designate the 
project site for commercial development. The Auburn/Bowman Community Plan includes 
various policies that are intended to reduce a project's land use impacts, both to the project 
site and to surrounding uses. The project would comply with the Auburn/Bowman 
Community Plan policies regarding the physical aspects of land development. 

Presently, the project site is fenced, and public access across the site is restricted. As 
proposed, the project would provide pedestrian and bicycle access through the site, 
connecting the Country Club Estates residential subdivision to The Plaza shopping center 
and ultimately to the commercial corridor of State Route 49. This connectivity is important in 
providing safe and easy access for pedestrians and bicyclists. Additionally, the project would 
provide a minimum of 500 square feet of outdoor public use area. This public use area 
would be a landscaped portion of the site that would be improved with, picnic tables and 
benches. 

Overall, the project is designed to minimize the typical impacts associated with retail 
development, while providing amenities for the public benefit. Staff has determined that the 
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project, as proposed, would be compatible with surrounding development and would not be 
contrary to orderly development. 

Biological Resources 
Oak Woodland 
The development of the Bohemia Retail project would result in the loss of five large oak 
trees and the conversion of approximately 2.07 acres of on-site oak woodland in the 
northeastern portion of the project site, primarily along the current alignment of the Fiddler 
Green Canal. Oak woodlands, as well as individual large trees within those woodlands, are 
protected by a variety of State and local ordinances and poliCies, including the CEQA Oak 
Woodlands Conservation Law (SB 1334) and the Placer County Tree Preservation 
Ordinance. 

Mitigation for impacts to the oak woodlands on the project site consist of the payment of fees 
for off-site oak woodland preservation on an acre-for-acre basis, and a payment of fees for 
the removal of larger (over 24-inches diameter at breast height) oaks on the site. The DEIR 
includes Mitigation Measure 5-5, requiring the applicant to submit to the Placer County Tree 
Preservation Fund payment in the amount of $65,180 for impacts to oak woodlands and to 
large oak trees within those woodlands. This payment must be received prior. to any site 
disturbance. 

Seasonal Wetland 
The construction of the project would result in the loss of a 0.05-acre jurisdictional seasonal 
wetland. Consistent with the Auburn/Bowman Community Plan goal of "no net loss" of 
wetland areas (Auburn/Bowman Community Plan - Environmental Resources Management 
Element - Goal 3, Policy 4), the applicant will coordinate with the United States Army Corps 
of Engineers for an in-lieu fee program to mitigate for impacts to the seasonal wetland. 

Wildlife Species 
Although the project site provides suitable habitat for some special-status plant or animal 
species, none were observed on the project site during field review, the Draft EIR includes 
Mitigation Measures 5-2 and 5-3(a) and (b) to ensure that project construction activities do 
not result in adverse impacts to nesting raptors and other migratory birds and burrowing owl, 
respectively, should they be found to occur on-site prior to construction. Similarly, pre­
construction surveys are required to insure that no other plant or animal species of concern 
exist on the site. Should any species of concern be found on the project site during pre­
construction surveys, several mitigation measures require that the California Department of 
Fish and Game (CDFG) shall be consulted and the applicant will coordinate with the CDFG 
for regulatory guidance and further action. 

Public Services and Utilities 
The Public Services and Utilities chapter of the DEIR describes the public service systems 
and facilities within the project area and the associated potential impacts resulting from the 
proposed project. The following public services are considered in the analysis: water; 
wastewater; solid waste; gas and electricity/telephone/cable; fire protection and emergency 
medical services; and law enforcement. 
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Mitigation measures include off-site improvements to sewer and water transmission lines in 
the vicinity. Off-site improvements would serve to upgrade the sewer collection system 
currently serving the Country Club Estates residential subdivision and efficiently transfer the 
flows to a connector line located along New Airport Road. Additionally, water flow to the 
project site would be increased through the construction of approximately 1,650 feet of new 
off-site water lines. This improvement would ensure that the project provides adequate 
water for daily use in addition to meeting minimum fire protection flow rates. Mitigation 
Measure 13-1 requires a water availability letter from the Placer County Water Agency 
(PCWA) prior to approval of Improvement Plans. If approved, the applicant shall fund and 
construct all necessary water system improvements needed for the project and would 
comply with PCWA requirements and standards. 

Transportation and Circulation 
Development of the Bohemia Retail project would generate new vehicle trips, which would 
affect traffic operations at intersections within the immediate vicinity of the proposed project, 
both during construction and after occupancy of the commercial building. A detailed traffic 
study was conducted as part of the environmental review to analyze roadway and 
intersection operating conditions associated with development of the proposed project under 
existing, short term and cumulative scenarios. 

During construction of the Bohemia Retail project, new vehicle trips would include 
construction workers, delivery of construction materials and movement of construction 
equipment. Once fully built out, the number of vehicle trips that are expected to be 
generated by the proposed development is estimated at: 

• 6,024 daily trips for a Discount Club (589 p.m. peak hour trips) 
• 7,334 daily trips for a Discount Superstore (627 p.m. peak hour trips) 
• 4,482 daily trips for the Mixed-Use alternative (420 p.m. peak hour trips) 

Under existing plus project conditions, combining project-generated trips with current traffic, 
the intersection of Bell Road and New Airport Road was found to operate at an unacceptable 
Level of Service (LOS). To mitigate project impacts to this intersection, the project would be 
required to construct intersection improvements to provide for dedicated northbound, right­
and left-turn lanes in addition to modifying the signal. 

Many of the public comments received during circulation of the Draft EIR focused on traffic, 
impacts at the intersection of Luther Road and Canal Street. The traffic study prepared for 
the project did not identify an impact at this intersection with construction of the project. 
Impact was, however, identified in the Short Term and Cumulative scenarios. The proposed 
project would be required to mitigate impacts associated with Short Term and Cumulative 
Conditions at this intersection through payment of Capital Improvement Program (CIP) fees. 
This would ultimately fund the future construction of this signal when determined to be 
warranted. The need for this future improvement would be required with or without the Canal 
Street access to the project site. 

Under Short Term and Cumulative Conditions, the following intersections and segments 
were identified as operating at an unacceptable LOS. The project would be required to pay 
fees towards the CIP if the mitigation improvement is indentified in the CIP. For intersections 
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and/or segments that are not within the CIP, a fair-share fee towards improvements would 
be required. 

• Luther Road/Canal Street 
• SR 49 between Bell Road and Willow Creek Drive 
• SR 49 between Marguerite Mine Road and Edgewood 
• SR 49/Dry Creek Road 
• SR 49/Nevada Street/Marguerite Mine Road 
• Bell Road/New Airport Drive 
• Undercrossing Road/l-80 EB Ramps 
• Luther Road/Canal Street 
• Luther Road/Bowman Road 
• SR 49/Bell Road 
• SR 49IWiliow Creek Drive 

The Environmental Impact Report prepared in conjunction with the development of the 
current Auburn Bowman Community Plan in 1994 identified increased traffic congestion as a 
cumulatively significant and unmitigable impact. The Board of Supervisors recognized this 
finding with the certification of the EIR and adoption of the Community Plan in 1994. The 
proposed project has been found to be consistent with the land use assumptions identified at 
the time of development of this plan and therefore, traffic associated with such a 
development has been foreseen within the Community Plan area. 

Air Quality 
The DEIR concludes that construction of the project would result in a short-term increase in 
regional air emissions, including fugitive dust and particulate matter emissions that can have 
an impact on local air quality. Mitigation measures were identified in order to reduce air 
quality impacts; however, the implementation of any feasible mitigation would not reduce the 
project's short-term emissions below the Placer County Air Pollution' Control District 
(PCAPCD) standards .. 

The project, as with almost any development on this project site, would result in significant 
and unavoidable cumulative impacts related to regional Air Quality. Placer County is 
classified as a severe non-attainment area for the federal ozone standards and in order to 
improve air quality and attain the health-based standards, measures to reduce emissions 
should be identified for projects located in a non-attainment area. Project operational 
emissions (ROG and NOx) would exceed the PCAPCD cumulative thresholds of 
significance. Mitigation measures, including participation in the PCAPCD off-site mitigation 
fee program, were identified in order to reduce air quality impacts; however, the 
implementation of any feasible mitigation would not reduce the project's long-term emissions 
below the PCAPCD cumulative-level threshold. 

Additionally, the DEIR identified significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts related to a 
the production of greenhouse gases. Mitigation measures were identified and include 
shaded landscaping designs, incorporation of solar energy, and installation of energy 
efficient lighting and appliances. The PCACPD has reviewed the mitigation measures and 
has determined that the measures comply with the Office of the California Attorney General 
Methods to Offset or Reduce Global Warming Impacts and the Office of Planning & 
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Research Office CEQA Guidelines which requires the analysis and mitigation of the effects 
of greenhouse gas emissions in draft CEQA documents (effective March 18,2010). 

The project also includes the construction of an 18-pump fueling station with underground 
storage tanks for the storage and dispensing of gasoline fuel. In compliance with Placer 
County Air Pollution Control District's (PCAPCD) Rule 501: General Permit Requirements, 
the applicant is required to obtain an Authority to Construct Permit prior to the construction 
of the station. A screening health risk assessment was prepared as part of the EIR for the 
Bohemia Retail project to analyze potential cancer risk impacts associated with the 
operation of the proposed fueling station. Based on a throughput of 9 million gallons, the 
DEIR concludes that the project would not result in an incremental individual cancer risk 
exceeding the PCAPCD's risk threshold. A detailed Health Risk Assessment would be 
required as part of the Authority to Construct Permit to ensure the potential risk resulting 
from the proposed annual throughput for the fueling station would not exceed the risk 
threshold of 10 in a million. 

Hazardous Materials and Hazards 
The Hazardous Materials and Hazards chapter describes existing and potentially occurring 
hazards and hazardous materials within the project area and the potential impacts posed by 
these hazards to the environment, as well as to workers, visitors, and residents within and 
adjacent to the pr~ject area. 

Past Use of Site 
Until 1984, a lumber mill operated on the site. Phase I and II Site Assessments, conducted 
in 2004 and 2006, respectively found elevated concentrations of cadmium and lead on the 
site and provided a plan to remediate this contamination. Contaminated soils were removed 
from the site and, in late 2007, the Department of Toxic Substances Control issues a No 
Further Action determination, finding that the site no longer represents a significant health 
hazard. 

Fueling Station 
The proposed project would include an on-site fueling station in the southwest corner of the 
project site. The station would also include a cc;:lnopy-covered kiosk that would sell 
automobile-related supplies (oils, batteries, antifreeze). Fuel would be stored in 
underground storage tanks (USTs), which would dispense fuels via nine multipurpose 
dispensers (18 fuel pumps). The underground storage of hazardous materials is subject to 
the provisions of the California Health and Safety Code and Title 23 of the California Code of 
Regulations. The USTs would be installed and operated under permit and inspection with 
Placer County Environmental Health Services and in compliance with California Health and 
Safety Code and Title 23 of the California Code of Regulations. 

Geology and Soils 
The Soils, Geology, and Seismicity chapter concluded that risks associated with structural 
damage from expansive soils is the only potentially significant impact to geology and soils as 
a result of the project. Implementation of the mitigation measures included in the DEIR 
would reduce this impact to a less than significant level. 
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Hydrology and Water Quality 
The Hydrology and Water Quality chapter of the DEIR identified the following impacts as 
potentially significant: project impacts to the existing drainage pattern and surface runoff, 
construction-related impacts to surface water quality, operational water quality degradation 
associated with urban runoff from the project site, and impacts to groundwater quality. 
However, implementation of the mitigation measures included in the DEIR would reduce the 
impacts to a less than significant level. 

Cultural Resources 
The Cultural Resources chapter of the DEIR concluded that impacts related to the 
disturbance or destruction of historical resources on the project site would be less than 
significant. Disturbance or destruction of previously unknown archaeological and 
paleontological resources on the project site would be mitigated as proposed in the DEIR 
and consistent with County policy related to discovery of previously unknown archaeological 
resources. 

Socio-Economics 
The Socio-Economics chapter describes whether the proposed project would result in 
Significant adverse physical deterioration of properties or structures, or urban decay, due to 
the project's potential economic impacts to existing businesses. As stated in the urban 
decay and fiscal impact analysis, the proposed project, whether developed as a club store, a 
discount superstore or a home improvement center, is not likely to cause blight or urban 
decay for the following reasons: 

• The new retail demand would exceed the retail sales volumes in 2020 (or within ten 
years from the project becoming operational) for all scenarios in most all retail 
categories. The dates in the report are "years forward" - the number of years that 
pass once the business opens. Some existing retailers would be unable to compete 
with the proposed project, but the projected unmet retail demand in the area means 
that there are opportunities for new tenants to compete effectively against the new 
store in other retail categories. 

• The Auburn area has historically seen periods of declines in sales, which is a 
particular type of spending shift, and this has not led to urban decay in the area. 

• The new store would create shopping opportunities which would attract trade area 
residents outside of the immediate vicinity who are currently traveling to places like 
Rocklin or Roseville to shop at club and discount stores. This may have a positive 
spillover effect on other area retailers as a result of the added consumer traffic. 

The Socio-Economicschapter concluded that impacts related to the proposed project's 
contribution to physical deterioration and urban decay to Placer County's businesses would 
be less than Significant. 

Mineral Resources 
The Mineral Resources chapter of the DEIR concluded that impacts related to potential loss 
of availability of a known State, regional, and/or locally valuable mineral resource would be 
less than significant. 
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Alternatives 
The DEIR considered the following three alternatives considered for the proposed project: 

• No Project Alternative; 
• No Canal Street Access Alternative; and 
• Mixed Use Alternative. 

The following summary provides brief descriptions of the three alternatives to the proposed 
project that are evaluated in this Draft EI R. For a more thorough discussion of project 
alternatives, please refer to Chapter 17, Alternatives. 

No Project Alternative 
The No Project Alternative is defined in this chapter as the continuation of the existing 
condition of the project site, which is currently vacant. The No Project - No Build Alternative 
would allow the project site to continue in the site's existing state, which is vacant, with some 
paved areas, as well as oak trees and non-native grasslands. It should be noted that the No 
Project Alternative would not meet any of the proposed project objectives. 

No Canal Street Access Alternative 
The No Canal Street Access Alternative includes the same general development as the 
proposed project, with the exception of public access from Canal Street. The access would 
be constructed, but utilized only for emergency vehicle purposes. The No Canal Street 
Access Alternative would increase traffic congestion at the Hulbert Way access, resulting in 
increased emissions and a greater impact to air quality. 

Mixed Use Alternative 
The Mixed-Use Alternative includes an approximate 35 percent reduction in square footage 
as compared to the proposed project. Furthermore, the alternative would include two 
separate retail buildings - one 64,300-square-foot building and one 35,700-square-foot 
building, rather than one 155,OOO-square-foot building as proposed for the project. The 
Mixed-Use Alternative would eliminate the proposed fueling station and relocate the 
proposed parking areas to the northwest portion of the site. The Mixed Use Alternative 
would have fewer impacts to visual resources, public services and utilities, and hazardous 
materials and hazards as compared to the proposed project. 

Environm£?ntal/y Superior Alternative 
The Mixed Use Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative to the proposed project 
because this alternative would result in a reduction in some impacts while achieving the 
majority of the proposed project's objectives. 

No Canal Street Access Alternative 
As stated above, the overwhelming public sentiment against the full secondary access on 
Canal Street prompted the applicant to modify the project description to eliminate vehicular 
access at Canal Street. Following completion of the FEIR, it is clear that the No Canal 
Street Access Alternative would meet all of the project objectives but would result in no net 
traffic increase for Canal Street, thus significantly reducing potential traffic impacts to 
neighboring residents. 
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In addition, the elimination of project traffic on Canal Street and the restriction of the project 
access on Canal Street to emergency vehicles significantly reduces perceived compatibility 
issues related to commercial development adjacent to a residential· area. Staff supports the 
No Canal Street Alternative because the potential air quality impacts associated with this 
alternative would be offs.et by the reduction in traffic impacts to the adjacent neighborhood. 

Potential End-User 

During the comment period for the DEIR, staff received comments regarding the need to 
clarify the distinction between potential end-users and the need to address those distinctions 
in order to ensure that the final end-user is the best fit for the community. Based upon this 
public concern, staff has prepared the following matrix which identifies the level of impacts 
that would result from each of the potential end-users. 

It is important to note that, from a land use perspective the County does not regulate or 
dictate the end-users that may locate on this property. As previously stated in this report, 
this analYSis has focused on the development of this site with a retail commercial land use. 
While impacts may vary with the different commercial retail uses, it is important to note that 
each of the analyzed retail commercial uses is a permitted use on the project site, subject to 
approval of a Conditional Use Permit. 

Discount Club Store (Option 1) Discount Super Store Home Improvement 
(Option 2) Store 

Net New Daily 6,024 7,334 4,482 
Trips 
Traffic Delay at 5.5 sec (am) / 22.9 sec (pm) 7.1 sec (am) 1 24.5 sec N/A 
Primary Access (pm) 
Intersection 1 No Canal Access Alt: 5.7 sec No Canal Access Alt 7.3 

(am) 1 24 sec (pm) (am) / 25.7 (pm) 

Project-level Existing Plus Project Same impacts under N/A 
Intersection • Bell Road/New Airport Road Option 1 
Impacts 

Short Term Plus Project 

• Luther Road/Canal Street 

Cumulative • Bell Road/New Airport Same four impacts under N/A 
Intersection Road; Option 1 plus an 
Impacts • Undercrossing Road/I-80 additional significant 

EB Ramps; impact at: 

• Luther Road/Canal Street; 
and • SR 49/Bell Road 

• Luther Road/Bowman 
Road. 

Net Tax $848,000 ($453,000)2 $587,000 ($324,000)2 $415,000 ($238,000)2 
Revenue 

1 It is important to note that neither Option 1 (Club Store) nor Option 2 (Super Store) would have significant 
impacts to the Primary Access. These delays are simply presented here for comparison purposes. 
2( ) Parenthetical numbers represent worst-case assumption whereby 50% of new Project sales represent 
shifts in sales from existing outlets within the County rather than new retail demand. 
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The FEIR assumes the worst-case scenario for all potential impacts, and concludes that any 
significant and unavoidable impacts as a result of the project would exist regardless of which 
end-user occupies the site. Similarly, impacts that can be reduced to a less than significant 
level through proposed mitigation measures do not have the potential to be substantially 
lessened or increased based on the occupation of the site by a given end-user. 

Minor Use Permit for Off-Site Sign . 
Because the project site is almost land-locked with no street frontage on State Route 49, 
the applicant proposes the construction of a monument sign at the northeast corner of 
State Route 49 and Hulbert Way (APN 052-102-056), to identify the proposed Bohemia 
Retail Project and direct motorists on State Route 49 to Hulbert Way and the project site. 
Off-site signs are only permitted in Placer County with approval of a Minor Use Permit. 

The proposed sign is consistent with Section 17.54.190 (C) of the Zoning Ordinance, 
which allows for commercial complex signs to be constructed off-site provided that they do 
not exceed 50 square feet in size, and that a Minor Use Permit is obtained. The sign 
would not exceed eight feet in height (the height limit established in the Auburn/Bowman 
Community Plan and the Placer County Design Guidelines for North Auburn) 

The Bohemia Retail project location includes several parcels which have no direct access 
to State Route 49 and the store itself would eventually be constructed a minimum of 750 
feet from the highway. The applicants state that the location shown on the site plan is the 
optimal location for a sign to be viewed by motorists traveling up and down State Route 
49, and would afford motorists the best opportunity to safely and effectively direct traffic to 
their site. 

Because the project site only has street frontage on Canal Street, and because in 
response to concerns raised by adjacent residents, the property owner has elected to 
prohibit access from Canal Street, staff has concluded that it is appropriated to support the 
request for the off-site sign. By allowing for a monument sign along State Route 49, 
motorists will be directed away from Canal Street, thereby focusing the access into and 
out of the project site from State Route 49 (which is desired by the existing residents in the 
project area). 

RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends the Planning Commission take action to certify the Final Environmental 
Impact Report and approve the Conditional Use Permit for the Bohemia Retail Project, 
based on the Findings and subject to the Conditions of Approval included in this report. 
Additionally, staff recommends approval of the Minor Use Permit to allow for an off-site sign 
along State Route 49, based on the Findings and subject to the Conditions of Approval 
included in this report. 
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I. FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL OF CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT (PCPA20080157): 

A. Certify the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Bohemia Retail Project (SCH No. 
2001042086) and adopt the Statement of Findings and the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations as attached as Attachment A, and approve the Mitigation Monitoring Plan as 
included in the Final Environmental Impact Report. 

B. Adopt the following findings and approve Conditional Use Permit PCPA20080157, 
subject to and including Conditions of Approval Nos. 1-136, attached as Attachment 0: 

1. The Conditional Use Permit is consistent with the Placer County Zoning Ordinance 
(Section 17.20.010). 

2. The proposed use is consistent with applicable policies and requirements of the Placer 
County general plan, and the Auburn/Bowman Community Plan, and the Placer County 
General Plan. 

3. The establishment, maintenance or operation of the proposed use or building will not, 
under the circumstances of the particular case, be detrimental to the health, safety, 
peace, comfort and general welfare of people residing or working in the neighborhood of 
the proposed use, or be detrimental or injurious to property or improvements in the 
neighborhood or to the general welfare of the county; except that a proposed use may 
be approved contrary to this finding where the granting authority determines that 
extenuating circumstances justify approval and enable the making of specific overriding 
findings. 

4. The commercial activities of the proposed project will be screened from the residences 
to the north and east by sound walls and vegetative screening, and will therefore be 
consistent with the character of the immediate neighborhood and will not be contrary to 
its orderly development. 

5. The proposed project will not generate a volume of traffic beyond the design capacity of 
all roads providing access to the project, either those existing or those to be improved 
with the project unless a specific design deficiency is acknowledged and approved in 
conjunction with the adoption of a community plan applicable to the area in question. 

II. FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL OF MINOR USE PERMIT (PMPC20100058): 

A. Find the approval of the off-site sign is categorically exempt from the provisions of 
CEQA per Section 18.36.050 of the Placer County Code and CEQA Guidelines 
section 15303 (Class 3). 

B. Adopt the following findings and approve Minor Use Permit PMPA20100058, subject to 
and including Conditions of Approval Nos. 1-7, attached as Attachment E: 

1. The proposed off-site sign is consistent with the objectives, policies, general land uses 
and programs as specified in the Placer County General Plan, the Auburn Bowman 
Community Plan and the Design Guidelines. 
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2. The proposed Minor Use Permit is consistent with the Placer County Zoning 
Ordinance (Section 17.20.010). 

3. The proposed use will be consistent with the character of the immediate area, which is 
commercial retail, and will not be contrary to its orderly development. 

4. The off-site sign as proposed will not be detrimental to the health, safety, and general 
welfare of people residing in the neighborhood, and will not be detrimental or injurious 
to property or improvements in the neighborhood or the general welfare of the 
County. To the contrary, the provision of an off-site sign will facilitate vehicular 
access from State Route 49, thereby reducing impacts to existing residents in the 
vicinity. 

R~:SUb~ 
Gerry Haas '1 
Associate PIJnner 

GH:KH 

A IT ACHMENTS: 
Attachment A - Vicinity Map 
Attachment B - Site Plan 
Attachment C - Revised Project Description Letter 
Attachment D - Conditions of Approval (PCPA20080157) 
Attachment E - Conditions of Approval (PMPC20100058) 
Attachment F - Erratum to Final EIR / Final EIR (provided under separate cover) 
Attachment G - Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations for the EIR 
Attachment H - Comments and Correspondence 
Attachment I - North Auburn MAC letter of recommendation dated June 30, 2010 
cc: Applicant - Jim Conkey, Conkey Development, Inc. 

Auburn Plaza, LLC - Owner of adjacent property for off-site sign 
Sarah Gillmore - Engineering and Surveying Department 
Stephanie Holloway - Department of Public Works 
Janelle Heinzler - Special Districts 
Vicki Ramsey - Environmental Health Services 
Andy Fisher - Placer County Parks Division 
Angel Rinker- Air Pollution Control District 
Brad Albertazzi - Placer County Fire/CDF 
Scott Finley - County Counsel's Office 
Michael Johnson - CORA Director 
Paul Thompson - Deputy Planning Director 
Michael Wells - Supervising Planner 
Subject file 
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ilA+SGI 
engineers planners surveyors 

a Joint Venture 
Doucet & Associates, Inc. + Surveyors Group, Inc. 

May, 5,2010 

Mr. Gerry Haas - Senior Planner 
Placer County Planning Department 
3091 County Center Drive 
Auburn, CA 95603 

RE: Bohemia Retail Project Description 

Dear Gerry: 

Per Chapter 17 of the DEIR for the Bohemia Retail Project a "No Canal Access 
Alternative" was discussed. Upon further discussion with neighbors, staff: and potential 
users we would like to change the project description to limit the Canal Street access to 
emergency vehicle, pedestrian and bicycle traffic only. The required additional studies 
were completed and are a part of the EIR, which allows for this closure. We also 
understand the hearings schedule will not be changed. 

Attached is a revised project descripJion with this change. If the assumptions are correct 
please take this letter as a request to restrict the Canal Street access as identified above. 

Sincerely, 

f:~u~~~ 
Doucet SGl - Vice President 

900 I Foothills Blvd., Suite 150 • Roseville, CA 95747 • P 916.789.0822 • P 916.780.2005 • f 916.789.0824 
. www.doucet-sgi.com 
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General Information 

BOHEMIA RETAIL PROJECT 

Project Description 
October 27, 2008 

The project site is located approximately two and one-quarter miles north of the City of Auburn on the 
east side of Hwy 49 north of Luther Road. APN numbers for the site are 052-102-012, 103,017, and 053. 
The site is bound by Wise Canal on the west, a single family residential neighborhood to the north, Canal 
Street on the east, and the PG&E Rock Creek Corporation Yard to the south. The topography slopes from 
Canal Street, 1480 feet above mean seal level (msl), to about 1,428 feet msl at the southwest comer of the 
site. APN numbers 052-102-012, 013, and 017 are designated under the General Plan as Commercial and 
are zoned CPD-Dc-AO, Commercial Planned Development-Design Review within the Aircraft Overflight 
zone. APN number 052-102-053 is designated as Industrial and is zoned INP-Dc-AO, Industrial Park­
Design Review within the Aircraft Overflight zone. 

Proposed Use 
The redevelopment of the former Bohemia Lumber Company site is proposed to be constructed as a 
single phase retail development consisting of 155,000 square feet of retail space in a single building. A 
tenant for the building is not presently identified; however, the building could contain one or more 
tenants. The tenant(s) could be selected during or after the improvements to the site. The project site 
plan shows an area that could be configured as an outdoor garden center, material storage, or lumber yard 
as typical of a home improvement retail use. 

The project has the potential for a range of products and services for the retail consumer. The user(s) 
could be a home improvement center, discount club store, discount superstore or general retailer. Products 
could vary from those provided at a home improvement center to clothing, electronics, furniture or 
groceries. A snack bar could be included in the use. A typical feature of a discount club store is a tire and 
automotive service center performing minor maintenance duties such as oil and fluid changes. Some -of 
the items sold and stored at such facilities include tires, automotive and marine batteries, antifreeze, motor 
oil, and lubricants. A Hazardous Materials Business Plan that complies with Chapter 6.7 of the California 
Health and Safety Code and Chapter 8 of the Placer County Code would be prepared for any hazardous 
items in the tire center including any potentially hazardous materials for sale in any proposed garden 
center. 

The improvements would include new underground utilities, paving, parking, lighting and landscaping. 
The proposed parking design requirements, circulation and landscaping will conform to Placer County 
standards as contained in the Placer County Design Guidelines Manual and the Auburn/Bowman 
Community Plan. There are 717 standard parking stalls, 17 HC accessible spaces including two van 
accessible stalls. Cart corrals will be used in the parking lot. 

The proposed fueling site would have a typical canopy with a kiosk, approximately nine multi purpose 
dispensers and underground storage tanks. A mini-mart is not proposed. Access to the dispensers is 
provided from the west side of the canopy location which is south and west of the retail building in the 
parking field. Motor vehicle access is proposed via the same access serving the retail store. 

There are' two access points proposed to the development. The primary access for the project will be 
through the private access easement extending off Highway 49, from the southwest. This access point 
will be the only vehicular access to the project. The secondary access will be off Canal Street from the 
southeast and will only be available to pedestrian, bicycle, and emergency vehicles. 



Perimeter fencing will be installed for public safety. The portions of the site adjacent to the existing 
railroad, canals, and the PG&E corporation yard, will be either walled or fenced. A new wood fence will 
be constructed on the property I ine along the existing residential lots "to the north and along Canal Street 
to the east. There will be a fenced detention pond area in the northwest portion of the site. 

Acreage to be Developed 
The combined parcels for the project site consist of 18.62 acres of land. The entire site is expected to be 

disturbed for project development. The PCW A owned Fiddler Green Canal currently enters the site from 
the north then heads east to an existing culvert under Canal Street. The canal would be piped 
underground, re-routed through the site and around the proposed ret~il building and connected back to the 
culvert in Canal Street. New easements would be created and existing ones would be abandoned for this 
work. 

Offsite and Utility Work 
A new driveway, curb, gutter, sidewalk, and landscape improvements are proposed for Canal Street which 
will provide the secondary access to the site. PCW A will serve the site with domestic and fire water 
service. An existing sewer main in Canal Street will serve the site. The project will also take 18 cubic 
feet per second of storm drainage from Country Club Estates through the site in a previous agreement 
with Placer County. A new bridge is planned to replace the existing one across Wise Canal. The new 
bridge will require the approval of PG&E, the owner of Wise Canal. 

The project will require significant grading that will cause the export of material from the site. Some 
retaining walls will be required. 

Number of Lots 
The site consists of four Assessor's parcels. The number of legal parcels will determine if a request for a 
Voluntary Lot Merger will be required. 

Number of Employees 
The project anticipates providing management and retail positions of approximately 200 full and part time 
employees. 

Hours of Operation 
Hours of operation are anticipated to be from 6 am to 12 am, seven days a week. The proposed store will 
have one loading dock area at the southeast comer of the building, which will be accessed by roll-up 
doors. It is anticipated that approximately six tractor-trailer trucks may deliver merchandise to the store 
seven days a week throughout the day, two to three of which will include refrigeration units. In addition, 
six smaller vendor trucks may make deliveries five days a week. 

Development Standards 
Building Setbacks: 

Front, Side and Rear: As required by the CUP 
Watercourse Setback: There will be a 100' building setback required from the centerlines of both 
Fiddler Green Canal and Wise Canal. 

Site Coverage: 50 percent maximum of total site area that may be covered by buildings or structures 
Building Height: 30' maximum 

Requested Entitlements 
We request the review and approval of the following entitlements: 

I. Conditional Use Permit 



2. Design Review 



ERRATUM TO THE BOHEMIA RETAIL FINAL EIR 

Two public comment letters and seven additional petitions on the Bohemia Retail Draft 
EIR were inadvertently omitted from the Bohemia Retail Final EIR released to the public 
on June 16, 2010. As a result, the County has prepared responses to these additional 
comments concerning the Bohemia Retail Draft ElR. Given that the Bohemia Retail Final 
EIR includes a total of 119 comment letters, which includes the minutes for the comment 
hearing on the Draft EIR as Letter 119, the two additional comment letters and 7 petitions 
are hereby presented in this erratum and incorporated by reference into the Bohemia 
Retail Final ElR as Letters 120 through 128, with the additional inclusion of the standard 
letter from the State Clearinghouse as Letter 129, indicating the County's compliance 
with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental documents, 
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. 'v 

As is demonstrated below, nearly all of the comments presented in the two additional 
letters (120 and 126) have already been addressed in the Final EIR responses to 
comments (see· Chapter 3 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR). In addition, the seven 
additional petitions included in this Erratum are duplicates of those already included in 
Chapter 3 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR (see Letters 45 through 104), with the 
exception of a few individual comments provided in the "Additional Comments" section 
of the petitions. However, as demonstrated below, these "Additional Comments" are 
already addressed throughout the previously released Final ElR for Bohemia Retail. 

The "list of commenters" table included in Chapter 1 of the Bohemia Retail Final ElR 
has been reproduced below for convenience with the necessary modifications made to. 
account for Letters 120 through 129. 

~"':'.~':'.:{ .. :;:\:: .. :., .,::, 'lNDIVI.DUAfi'MEMBERs.:"OF THE PUBLIC 
# Name Date Received 
1 Carol Arvay 3/4/10 
2 Carol Arvay 2/25/10 
3 Robert Bartley 2/18/10 
4 Tom and Maren Baxman 3/4110 
5 Arnold Celick 2/18110 
6 Jan Coleman 3/4/10 
7 Jan Colman 2/25/10 
8 Victoria Connolly 3/211 0 
)~'.' ; .. ;.\,(,·:';.:UIDIVIDUALMEMBERS'OF THE.PUBLIC, .:';"., .. 
9 Cynthia Davis 1/1/10 
10 Travis Eichorn 3/4/10 
11 Kissane Ferguson 3/2/10 
12 Loys and Janice Fielder 2/28/10 
13 Ken and Nancie Goodnough 2/22/10 
14 Gene Hartman 2/28/10 
15 Terri and Brian Hesser 2/22/10 
16 Terri and Brian Hesser 2/22/10 
17 Allan and Joan Lovan 2/25/10 
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64 Gene Hartman 
65 Beverly Hayduk 
66 Donna and Clifford Hendricks 
67 Ann Kearny 
68 Donald Lacson 
69 Violet Lacson 
70 Don and Ellen Lewis 
71 Jeff and Vickie Linsley 
72 Lee Lively 
73 Leslie Lohse 
74 Nicole Lopez 
75 Eric Lopez 
76 Willis and Christine Ludlow 
77 Lisa Manauelis and Rafael Jimenez 
78 JoeMarman 2/23/10 
79 Aida Meade 
80 W. Neil Morefield and Kathryn Morefield 
81 Jamie Nave 
82 Charles and Pamela Nickrenz 2/25/10 
83 Carl and Janis Ortega 2/25/10 
84 David and Kimber Peres 
85 Bob and Suzanne Peterson 2/25/10 
86 Ken, Jan, Juanita, and Gene Preble 
87 M. Rettalack 
88 Elizabeth and Annando Sacalxot 
89 James and Catherine Sandy 
90 Gary L. Sinz 
91 Cliff Slocum 
92 Sharon and Brent Smith 
93 Ruth Snelson 
94 Greg and O. Tagge 
95 Adam and Elizabeth Talbott 
96 Sandi Thys 
97 Bee and Gordon Toomey 
98 Marlene Unthank 

I'Y!;::',' . ~"»;/'; , ;<:{,:, .' 'PltTITIQN: SIGNATQRIES .' ' 
99 Toivo and Hilma Valtatie 
100 Linda van Vierzen 
101 Barry and Crispen Walton 
102 Matilda Wenger 
103 Stephen and Linda Whipple 
104 Sheila Zisko and Paul Anderson 

t'<J:!5'~'ii:':;:;i'\ai~:;~:;: ... ·.p':;· ':,' .'::: ':;::·;T:~·>;/~;6t{~~nt)N.s<; ;<: . J;!<'" i '.,.:. ';:,':';" .' 
# Name Date 
105 Lee Lively, Fiddler Green Homeowners Association 3/4/10 
106 Richard D. McClellan, Mountain Shadow Homeowners 2112/10 

Association 
107 Jess Torres, National Association of Retired Federal 3/2110 

Employees 

III 



109 Aaron Cabaccang 3/4/10 

110 Ken Gregory 2/17110 

111 Rick Helman 3/4110 

112 Angel Rinker Placer County Air 3/4110 
Pollution Control District 

113 Katy Sanchez Native American Heritage 1/28/10 
Commission 

114 Kim Schwab California Regional Water 2/24/10 
Control Board 

115 Stan Tidman 2112/10 

IV Z1 
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Letter 120 

FINAL ElR 
BOHEMIA RETAIL 

JUNE 2010 

Maywan Krach 
Environmental Coordination Services 
Placer County 
Community Development Resource Agency 
3091 County Center Drive, Suite 190 
Auburn, CA 95603 

RE: Bohemia Retail Project (pEIR 12008Ol35 / State Clearinghouse NlOOl042086) 

Placer County Planning Commission Members: 

March 1,2010 

We have several questions concerning the following statements in the Executive Summary of the Draft EIR (hereinafter 
referred to as "EIR"). 

Under Land Use, the EIR states: 
1. The Auburn/Bowman Community Plan - (lterti1lajtu ",med ro /J$ "ABCP") - includes various policies _ 

that are intended to reduce a projea'sland use impacts, both to the project site itself and to su"ounding 
uses. 

2. The project would comply with the ABCP policies related to physical aspects of land use considerations, and 
impacts were found to be less-than-significant. 

The impacts we have examined in the BIR are "very significant and unavoidable," not only to residents in the surrounding 
neighborhoods, but to many of the small businesses in Auburn. 

The following EXAMPLES illustrate how the Bohemia Retail Project does not comport with the goals and policies found in 
the ABCP: 

EXAMPLEl 

Under Section ill - COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT ELEMENT, the ABCP states: 

Section B - Land Use / General Development (s.) 
EnCOW'age /and uses that accommodate commercial services • ... while at the same time acknowledging that site 
constraints, design guidelines, and other land use considerations may limit the development of 'regioMI mails, ' 
'power centers, ' very large commercial baxes or similar types of development. 

Chapter 3, Item 3.4 - Project Objectives, the BIR states: 
Design and construct a retail building that 'Will provide a buffer between the residential neighborhoods to the 
north and east and more intensive commercial/industrial uses to the south and west, with the DId goal of a 
retail projed that Is not Ollly compatible on all fronts with /Is adjoining lUes, but conJributes to IlR overaU 
sense of cOm1llllnlly In flu aretl/emphasb addedJ. (page 3-4) 

Under SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES, the EIR states: 
1. No Mitigation Measures are required because the Proposed Project 'Would include services that would 

compete with existing businesses, including general retailers and groceries, in Placer County to the 
extent that those businesses would close and the resultant vacancies would contribute to phySical 
deterioration and urban decay. (Page 2-58) 

2. No Mitigation Measures are neCessary for cumulative socia-economic impacts of the proposed project. 
(Page 2-72) 

CHAPTER 3 - RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
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I. Statements I and 2 in the EIR contradict one another; so how do these statements comply with the ABCP1 

2. The map included in the EIR shows the location of the retail building in the northeast portion of the project 
site property, with the north side of the retail building directly behind the residents' homes along the IOUth side 
of Dyer Court, and east side of the retail building 45-feet from the west side of Canal Street, intruding directly 
into the Fiddler Green subdivision and the Country Club Estates private park. Parldng lots are located in the 
IOUth and west area of the site. How does the description of the retail building's location in the EIR comply 
with its own project objective? 

EXAMPLE 1 

Under Section n -A. GENERAL COMMUNITY GOALS, the ABCP goal states: 
The Plan must recognize that clean air and water are ea3ential resources for maintaining a high quality of 
In.ing, and ensure that these resources are maintained at IICCepttlble /neb /emphtub lidded}. 

Under Section IV- B, item. #6-Air Quality, the ABCP states: 
Protect and improve air quality in the Auhwn area. 

Under SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES, the EIR states: 
1. Cumulative impacts concerning the production of greenhouse gases were determined to be Significant 

and lDI(IVoidable even with implementation of the required mitigation. (page 2·6) 

2. Because implementation of feasible mitigation would not reduce the project's short term Nitrogen Oxide 
emissions below the Placer County Air Pollution Control District's Significance threshold, the project 
would result in a Significant and unavoidable impact. (page 2·6) 

3. No mitigation measures are required to the impacts related to Carbon Monoxide emissions and impacts 
related to Long-Term increases of criteria air pollutants. (page 2-32) 

The EIR defines "criteria air pollutants" as: ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, and respirable particular 
matter. 

chapter 9 - Air Quality, Table 9·1 of the EIR entitled "Effects of Major Criteria Pollutants" lists the following effects of 
eriterta air pollutants (emphasis added): 

. Health effects of Ozone: 
• Breatmng difficulties 
• Lung tissue damage 
• Damage to rubber and some plastics 
• Eye and skin irritation 

Health effects of Carbon Monoxide: 
• Chest pain in heart patients 
• Headaches and nausea 
• Reduced mental alertness 
• High concentration can result in deaJh 

Health effects of Nitrogen Dioxide: 
• Lwig irritation and damage 
• Reacts in the atmosphere to form ozone and rain and acid rain 

CHAPTER 3 - RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
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Health effecls ofSulfin Dioxide: 
• Increased IIIIIg disease and breathing problems for asthmatics 
• Reacls in the atmosphere to form acid rain 

Health effecls of Particulate Matter: 
• Increased respiratory disease 
• Lung damage 
• Premahlre deaJh 
• Reduced vuihi/ity 
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Under Chapter 9 - AIR QUALITY, 9.2 ENVIRONMENTAL SE1TING, "Sensitive Receptors," the EIR states: 
Residents located to the north and east areas of the proposed project location are elderly, which the EIR. states 
"are more sensitive to air pollution because they tend to be at home for e:aended periods of time reslliting in 
sustained exposure to any pollutants present. " 

Questions 
1. How does the proposed Bohemia Retail Project comply with these ABCP goals? 

2. How will the Proposed Project mitigate this added risk to the nearby elderly residents? - & no mitigating measures 
are found in the BIR. 

EXAMPLE 3 

Under Section 1-B. Description of the Study Area, the ABCP states: 
Auburn's attractivenes3 for resitlenu and vullors u in large part attributable to its Vitality and beauty of its 
nahlra] setting and environment. The open spaces SUTr01l1lding Auburn serve as a crucial urban junction as 
well. They separate the highly developed areas from the working landscape andfrom other urban areas. 

Under Chapter 3 - Project Description - Page 3-4, the EIR states: 
Design and consfnlct a retail building that will pruvide a buffer between the residential neighborhoods to the 
north and east and more intensive commerclaUindJJStrial uses to the aarah and west, !/11th tile etrd goal of a 
maU p1O)«t that U lUll Olf/y compatible 011 aU fronts with lis adjoining ustI, bllt co'lflribllfes to tllI overall 
unse of cotn1JUI1Ilty in the fIntI{emplltIJJu tul4edj. 

No mitigation measures are requiredfor the impact on compatibility with existing adjacent land uses. (page 
2-13) 

Question 
How is a 155,000 square foot commercial bUllding being squeezed into a residential area with access off Canal Street • a two­
lane residential street that is the only main entrance to several housing developments - being compatible with the "adjacent 
land uses"? 

EXAMPLE" 

Under Section m - F. Noise, the ABCP goalslpolicies state: 
J. To protect Community Plan Area residents from the harmful and annoying effects of exposure to excessive 

noue [empllasls 1lIldLdJ-

2. To preune the ",rtII1JOlse e1fIIuonmmt {empwla tuldedJ oj the Community Plan area and surrounding 
areas. 

r"" 

3. R.e&JiJenIw tuld other nol# ,em/IhIe IIm4 USts tllId co1lllllercllllltndllrtrlJllilmd uses create ln1Ierent/y 
dJjfe1'tllJ 1I0ue /!llvironmenta owing to the tlJffeTe1ICU in necenary attlvitia {emplluls added]. When such 
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illC()mpatible l13es come closely Into contact, residents may complain and otherwise mab It difficult for 
commerciaVtndustrial1l3es to conduct their bll3i1W8. 

Under SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES, the EIRstates: 
I. No mitigation meOSW'es are requiredfor traffic-related noise impacts t13 a result of project imp/ementaJion. 

(Page2-3S) 

2. No mitigation meosW'es are required for impacts associated with new sources of light and glare. (page 2-19) 

3. No mitigation meOSW'es are required for the impact of cumulative increaae in project vicinity noise levels. 
(page 2-70) 

Question 
How does the "Delivery 1'ruck and Loading Dock Activity limited to 6:00AM until 12: 00 AM," - 1 0-3(b) of the Executive 
Summary EIR - and "On-site operaJional activities that would potentially exceed County noise levels and therefore result in a 
potentially Significant impact including truck circulation, loading dock activity, and parking lot sweeper activity" - &n: Yu 
an Imp on the adjacent residents and existing sensitive receptors mentioned in the EIR to the north and east of tile Projected 
Project site? 

EXAMPLES 

Under Section I-C. TIlE REGIONAL SETTING AND CONTEXT. the ABCP states: 
Air quality Is a regional i3sue since regional trojJic is reaponsiblefor much of tire deterioration of the local 
air quality and becauae air pollution moves out of tire more densely developed areas into Placer County and 
to the east. 

. Chapter 2 of the EIR Executive Summary states: 
1. Cumulative impacts associated with regional air quality would be significant and, even with the 

implementation of mitigation meaaW'es, cumulative impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 
(Page 2-6) 

2. Approximately 15 % of trojJic associated with tire proposed project would utilize tire Canal Street access - 1615 
cars per day - while the remaining 85% would l13e the project's Primary Access - SR 49 and Hulbert Way. 
Therefore under the No Canal Street Access Alternative, the Primary Access location could expect a 15% Increase 
in trips ... BecQll3e the No Canal Street Alternative Access is proposed tel increaae traffIC congestion at the Primary 
Access, and C02 emwions are directly related to traffic congestion, ... this Alternative would have a greater 
Jmpact- in regard to air quality - than the Proposed project. (Pages 17-9, 17-10) 

3. Becauae the No Canal Street Access Alternative is projected to increase traffic congestion aJ the Primary Access, 
and Carbon Monoxide emissions are directly related to traffic congestion, the No Canal Street Access Alternative 
would have a greater impact aa compared to the proposed Project. (page 17-10) 

QuestloD 
How is the EIR compliant with this ABCP goal? 

EXAMPLE 6 

Under Section V-D. Level of Service, the ABCP states: 
The level of service (LOS) minimum standardfor roadways and intersections throughout the Plan area shall 
generally be LOS "C". 

Chapter 8, page 8-7. the EIRdefines Level Of Service (LOS) as: 
Roadway operllting conditions which is a qualitative measure of the effect of a number of factors, including 
speed and travel time, traffic interruptions, freedom to maneuver, safety driving comfort and convenience, 

CHAPTER 3 - RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
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delay, and operating costs. An "LOS" is designated a single letter reference, between "An through uF," which 
represents the best to worst service range traffic operations that could occur. 

Aceordlnll to Table 8-1 or the EIR. Daile 8-12. the LOS Criteria defines "A" throuP "F" IS: 

LevelorServiu Description 
(LOS) 

Very low control delay. MOlt vehicles do not stop at aIL Most vehicles arrive during 
A the green light. 

Generally ocellrs with good prograslon. More vehicles stop thaD with LOS "A" 
B causing bJgher levels or Iverage delay. 

Delays from fair proaression, longer cycle lengths or both. The number ofveblcles 
C .toPplllll.s .tanlflcant at this level, though many still pau throup the Intersection 

without stopplna-

Congestion becomes more noticeable. Longer delays result from unfavorable 
D congestion. Many vehicles .top, and the proportion ofvehicies not stopping declines. 

E High delays and generally poor progression. 

Thil level, considered to be UDlcuptable to most drivers, often occurs with 
F oversaturatlon, that I.s, when arrival flow rates uued the capacity of the 

Intersect.ion. 

nie ABCP.#V: Traffic Circulation Element- Table 17 shows the exception to the LOS "c" standard for the SR 491 Luther 
Road intersection to be an "E." 

Table 8-15, page 8-43, in the EIR states: 

For tile DlscolUlt Club_- projected to be a Costco or Sam's Club, 
• The LOS projected conditions for the SR 491Luther Road intersection will be a "D" during peak PM hours. 

• The WS projected conditions for lhe Luther Road I Canal Street intersection will be an "E" during peak PM 
hours. 

Table 8-7, page 8-25, in the EIR states: 
The Total "Unadjusted" Proposed Project External Trips to be 9,076. 
'Unadjusted External Trips includes Pass-by Trips' 

Table 8·16, page 8-45, in the EIR states: 

For the DlscOIUIt Suposlore - projected to be a Walmart; • 
• The WS projected conditions for the SR 49/ Luther Road intersection. will be a "D" during peak PM hours. 

• The LOS projected conditiona for the Luther Road I Canal Street intersection will be an "E" during PM peak 
hours. 

Table 8-8, page 8-27, in the EIR states: 
The Total "Unadjusted" Proposed Project External Trips to be ] 0, 773. 
'Unadjusted Extemal Trips Includes Pass-by Trips' 
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Page 8-51 which addresses the Christmas Season Conditwns states: 
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The Short Term Plus Project with Chris1rnas Season Conditions would cause the Luther Road / Canal Street 
interseaion to operate at an unacceptable LOS. Also Implementation of the proposed project would resuh in 
the lack of available storage length at several intersections. In addition, project construction activities could 
have a significant impact on circulation in the vicinity of the project. 

Table 8-17 and 8-18. pages 8-46 & 8-4,7 in the ElR states: 
Roadway conditions for both the Discount Club store and the Discount Stqlerstore to be level "C" for 
Northbormd traffic at SR 49/ Hulbert Way interseCllon, and level "D" for Southbound traffic at SR 49/ 
Hulbert Way mtenection - during PM peale lwurs. 

Question 
With all the projected new daily vehicle trips and the "LOS" projections for the affected main intersections associated with this 
proposed project, how does the proposed project comply with the ABCP? 

EXAMPLE 7 

Under ill - COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, D. # 5, Public Protection, the ABCP states: 
Provide public projection services which are appropriate for the urban and rural development proposed by 
the Community Plan, increasing the level of services OJ development occurs. In addition, traffic enforcement 
and accident i1flleJtigations are provided by the CAlifornia Highway Patrol 

Under SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES, the EIR states: 
Many Mitigation Measures exist for impacts to surrounding intersections, including signalizing the Luther Road I 
Canal Street Intersection - which is the Secondary Access for the Proposed Project site. 

Question 
Due to "The LOS projected conditions for the Luther Road / Canal Street interseCllon will be an "En during peale PM 
hours - which is only 0.1 miles from tho only ingress and egress to a multi-resident senior trailer-park, how will those 
senior residents safely pull out on cast bound or west bound Luther Road when the intersection 0.1 mile away -
Intersection #18 - will be projected to be at an "Unacceptable Level of Service?" 

EXAMPLES 

Under n - GENERAL COMMUNITY GOALS AND PLANNING PRINCIPLES, Section B-3, the ABCP states: 
A mixed use concept should be sought for new 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 community's sense ofideIitity and 
interaction, u well as address trafrlC cOJlleStlon. air quaUty.lemphasis added) and affordable housing 
issues. 

Reference is made in the Executive SUIlllllaI}' of the EIR to a "Mixed Use Altemative"- which would include a 35% reduction 
in square footage and would include two separate retail buildings - one 64,300 sq. ft. building and one 35,700 sq. ft. building, 
and states: 

The Mixed Use Alternative would have fewer impacts to visual resources, public services and lltilities, and 
hazardous materials and hazards OJ compared to the proposed project 

In Chapter 17, - "Alternatives" under "Transportation and Circulation," the EIR states: 
1. Impacts related to transportation and circulation would be less with The Mixed Use Alternative as compared 

to the proposed project. 

2. Under the Mixed Use AlternatIYe, vehicle trips would not be reduced as compared to the proposed project 
and ccngestion would generally be the same at the two access locations. 

CHAPTER 3 - RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
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1. Implementation 0/ the proposed project would result in significant impacts in regard fa air quality. 
Construction activities associated with the proposed project would generate PMIO emi.fSions at a level that 
would exceed Placer County Air PollJltion Control District (PCAPCD) 3ignificance threshold 0/82 pounds 
per day. In addition, the project would be located In an area of Placer County that pottltlilJJly /emp/lasis 
added} contains naturally occurring asbestos (NOA) and construction of the project could result in the 
release 0/ NOA into the air. 

2. Both the propased project and the No Canal Street Access Alternative could result in the release of NOA into 
the air. If on-site rocks contain asbestos. grading and construction activitie3 could release asbestos fibers 
into the environment.· 

3. Because air quality impacts are directly related to construction activities and land disturbance area. the 
MIXed Use Alternative would be expected to have a ,Jimilar impact during coml1'Uction operations as 
compaJ'ed to the proposed project. 

Questions 
1. How do the Proposed Project, the No Canal Street Access Alternative, and the Mixed Use Alternative comply with the 

ABCP policy? 

2. Wby are the Transportation and Circulation statements contradictory? 

3. In reference to the November 4. 2008 Department ofConservatUJn California Geological Survey. the ''NOA Hazard 
Map of the North Auburn Vicinity" indicates details of the likelihood of1he presence of NO A in North Auburn and 
surrounding vicinities. This reference directly contradicts the EIR statement that this ·area of Placer County could 
"potentially" contain NOA. The scale for the presence of NO A is as follows: 

• Areas MOST likely to contain NOA 
• Areas MODERATELY likely to contain .NOA 
• Areas LEAST likely to contain areas of NO A 
• Areas of Faultlng or Shearing: which adds to the likelihood of NO A 

According to this map and scale, the proposed project is located in the area "MOST' likely to contain NOA and 
contains Areas of"Faultin, and Shearing." 

4. This "NOA Hazard Map of the North Auburn Vicinity" was easily accessible online. Wby then the contradiction in 
the EIR statement? 

EXAMPLE 9 

Under n -GENERAL COMMUNITY GOALS AND PLANNING PRINCIPLES, the ABCP states: 
The protection 0/ the environment within the Plan area is necessary in order to maintain the most important 
attributes that attract people here in the first place and keep long-term residents from mOVing away. 

Under SUMMARY OF IMP Acrs AND MITIGATION MEASURES, the EIR states: 
1. No Mitigation Measures are requiredfor the Impact of this Proposed Project that would inclutk services 

that would compete with existing bll3inesses, including general retailers and grocerie.J, in Placer County 
to the extent that those businesses would close and the resultant vacancies would contrtbuJe to physical 
deterioration and IO'ban tkcay. 

2. No Mitigation Measures are necessary/or cumulative socio-economic impacts of the proposed projecL 
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How will this project protect and maintain the most attractive attributes that attracted people here. in the first place? - One 
being the sense of a small-town community, where local, smaller businesses are kept intact. 

EXAMPLE 10 

Under III· COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT ELEMENT HC - Community Design, the ABCP states: 
Maintain the present character of established residential areas. Discourage the appearance of creating 
wailed-off communitieJ such as is done with the use ojsound walls along roadways that do not contribute to 
the sense ujthe community desiredfor the area. 

Under SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGA nON MEASURES, the EIR states: 
A noise barrier 6--8 fut in height would be required to reduce future Delivery Movements and Loading Dock 
Activity noise levels. Barriers could take the form of earth berms, solid walla, or a combination of the two. 

Question 
How do these mitigations maintain the character of residential areas and comply with the ABCP? 

EXAMPLE 11 

Under III· COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT ELEMENT,#C-{b.)- Commercial, the ABCP states: 
Night lighting. visible /rom the exterior of a building and the projects boundaries should be limited to that 
necessary for security, safety, and Identification. Night lighting should also be screened /rom adjacent, 
residential areas and not be directed in an upward manner. 

Under III • COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT ELEMENT #B-(i.}-Genera1 Development, the ABCP states: 
Intensity and use of Individual parcels and buildings should be gaverned by considerations of health and 
safety Impacts on adjoining properties due to noise, traffic, night lighting or other distvrbing conditions, and 
protection of natvralland characteristics. 

Under SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES, the EIR states: 
The Mitigation Measure for the impacts of on-site noise sources of Loading and Delivery Activities would be 
to limit these activities between '6AM and 12AM.' 

Question 
How is this mitigation compliant with this ABCP? 

EXAMPLE 11 

Under V • TRAFFIC CIRCULATION ELEMENT, the ABCP states: 
L03S of 'Peace and Quiet' are often complaints /rom nlral residents as areas build out, particularly when 
vehtcular traffic increases near homes. 

Under SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES, the EIR states: 
1. No mitigation measures are requiredfor traffic related noise impacts as a result of the project 

implementation. . 

2. No mitigation measures are required due to cumulative increases in project vicinity noise levels. 

~es&D _ 
How is the projected 10,773 new daily car trips to the project and the ClItimated 1615 new daily car trips on Canal Street alone, 
NOT contributing to excess vehicle noise? 
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EXAMPLE 13 

Under V - TRAFFIC CIRCULATION ELEMENT, the ABCP states: 
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'Through' traffic which must pass through this Plan area shall be accommodated in a manner which will not 
encourage the use of neighborhood roadways. This 'through traffic' shall be directed to appropriate routes 
in order to maintain public safety &: local quality oflife. 

Under SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES, the EIR. states: 
1. No mitigation measures are required for impacJJ related to vehicular safety from design features or 

incompatible uses. 

2. No mitigation meOsures are required for impacts related to emergency vehicle aCC/l3.f. 

Questiolls 
1. How will the developer prevent the use of neighborhood roads being used to reach the retail site? 

2. With the estimated 161S new cars per day on Canal Street - with little or no "roadway shoulder" - how will the project 
comply with access for emergency vehicles, since Canal Street is the main access to several neighborhoods? 

EXAMPLE 14 

Under V - TRAFFIC CIRCULATION ELEMENT, the ABCP states: 
Provide safe and efficient Transportation S)lSte11U for residenta of the Plan area and others who use the 
systems. 

Under SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGA nON MEASURES, the EIR. states: 
The consideration of traffic impacts on roadway capacity concluded that impacJJ would be 'less-than­
significant. ' 

QUestion 
How is the projected 10,773 new daily car trips to the project and the estimated 1615 new daily car trips on Canal Street 
considered "less-than-signiticant?" 

EXAMPLE 15 

Under ill - COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT ELEMENT, B - LAND USE, the ABCP states: 
Preserve and maintain the rural character and quality of the outlying areas. Factors that contribute to this 
rural character include the predominance of native vegetation. 

Under SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGA nON MEASURES, the EIR states: 
The mitigation measures for the 'Impacts to Protected Trees' would be to Submit to the Placer County Tree 
Preservation Fund, payment in the amount of$65, J 80 for impacts to woodland oaks. 

Questioa 
How wiD "clear-cutting" existing native oak trees on the Bohemia Property preserve this rural character? 

The Developer claims these oak trees are "sick and need to be removed." 
I would advocate these mature native oak trees not be removed before they are examined by a licensed certified arborist before 
determining their worth or demise. The three sources Mr. Conkey mentions as specialists are not licensed, certified arborlsts. 

Bruce D. Barnett is an Enviromnental Consulting & Regulatory Compliance Service; 
Glbton & Sitordal is a Wetland Consulting Finn; and 
Yamuaki Landscape Architecture PlaDDlna & ConstruetloD is a Landscape Construction Business 
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After reviewing the EIR and ABCP, in OUI' opinion this project bas many inconsistencies regarding its compliance with the 
ABCP goals and policies and some of its own goals. 

TIDS PROJECT SHOULD NOT: 
Contribute to deterioration of air quality; 

THIS PROJECT SHOULD NOT: 
Contribute to physical deterioration and urban decay of the area; 

THIS PROJECT SHOULD NOT: 
Contribute to increased disturbing conditions to adjacent properties; 

THIS PROJECT SHOULD NOT; 
Increase traffic patterns to the extent !hat they will invade surrounding residential areas; 

nus PROJECT SHOULD NOT: 
Contribute more traffic congestion to an already congested section of the Hwy49 corridor; 

TIllS PROJECT SHOULD NOT: 
Eliminate existing, mature native oak trees not examined by a licensed certified arl>orist before determining their werth or 
demise. 

Our first option is to support the "Mhed Use Alternative, with NO CANAL Street Access. 

If we, - as a community· fail to convince the Decision Makers that this project is "just Dot the right fit" for the area, then we 
would urge the Decision Makers to approve the "NO CANAL Street Access Alternative." 

We can understand the Developer's desire to develop this property so he can "just move on." 

We would hope that he understands how the surrounding property owners' will suffer the long-term. Impacts of this project, 
and will not be able to just "move-on" due to the financial hardship of relocating. . 

Thank you for considering our comments and concerns. 

Lari L. Knede~ BSN, RN 
13180 Erin Drive 
Auburn, CA 95603 
53().888·6465 

Cc: North Auburn MAC Members 
Placer County Board of Supervisors 
Old Town Auburn Business Assoc. 
Think Auburn First Board Members 

Terre A. Davis, BSA 
13180 Erin Drive 
Auburn, CA 95603 
530-888-6465 
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The commenter's #1 listed under "Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures" 
reiterates verbatim Impact Statement 16-1 of the Socio-Economic Chapter of the Draft 
EIR, which is presented in full on pages 16-15 to 16-31 of the Draft EIR. The commenter 
failed to notice that within the adjacent column in the same row of Table 2-1 on page 2-
58, it is clearly stated that the project would have a less-than-significant (LS) impact 
concerning urban decay. This fact is demonstrated in the detailed discussion included 
under Impact 16-1, on pages 16-15 to 16-31 of the Draft EIR. As is clear, the 
commenter's concerns. are already adequately addressed in the Draft EIR and 
subsequently summarized in the Final EIR -- see Response to Comment 34-4 of the Final 
EIR for further discussion. Therefore, no contradiction exists within the Draft EIR 
concerning the urban decay discussions. 

Response to Comment 120-2 

The commenter's concerns are already adequately addressed in the Draft EIR and 
subsequently summarized in the Final EIR. Response to Comment 34-1 of the Final EIR 
states that, as noted in the discussion for Impact 4-1 of the Draft EIR, starting on page 4-
14 of Chapter 4, Land Use, of the Draft EIR, the proposed project is consistent with the 
PCGP and ABCP land use designations for the site, as well as the current zoning 
designations for the site. The ABCP currently designates the project site as Commercial 
and Industrial. The majority of the project site currently has a zoning designation of 
Commercial Planned Development, Combining Design Scenic Corridor, with Aircraft 
Over-flight (CPD-Dc-AO). In addition, the southeast portion of the site (APN 052-102-
053) is zoned Industrial Park, Combining Design Scenic Corridor, with Aircraft Over­
flight (INP-Dc-AO). As further stated on page 4-15 of the Draft EIR, 

The 155,OOO-square-foot retail building, the tenant(s) of which could include a discount 
club store, a discount superstore, or a general retailer, in addition to a fueling station, 
would be more compatible with the surrounding residential development than other uses 
that could potentially be developed under the CPD-DC-AO zoning designation. 
Allowable uses under the CPD-DC-AO zoning designation include, but are not limited to, 
the following: manufacturing and processing uses, automotive sales, storage services, 
heliports, and transit stations and terminals. It should be noted that these types of uses 
could potentially create greater impacts to adjacent sensitive receptors in comparison to 
the proposed project - especially impacts related to air quality and noise. 

As also stated in Response to Comment 12-1 of the Final EIR, it should be noted that 
some industrial uses are currently located immediately adjacent to the western border of 
the project site, west of Wise Canal. As such, the proposed project in compliance with 
Goal 2, Policy 8, listed by the commenter, would provide a buffer, albeit a developed 
one, of commercial uses between the existing industrial and residential uses. 
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As also stated in Response to Comment 35-2 of the Final EIR, the Draft EIR included the 
following measures: 1) Mitigation Measure 10-3(a), requiring a noise barrier along Canal 
Street six to eight feet in height to reduce future delivery movements and loading dock 
activity noise levels at the nearest sensitive receptors below the Placer County standards; 

.« and 2) Mitigation Measure 10-3(b), requiring that loading and delivery activities be 
limited to the following hours: 6:00 AM to 12:00 AM. These requirements shall be 
clearly indicated in all contracts between the property owner and truck delivery vendors. 

Furthermore, as discussed in the Staff Report to the Planning Commission, Staff is 
recommending approval of the No Canal Street Access Alternative, which precludes 
secondary vehicle access to Canal Street. 

Response to Comment 120-3 

The section of Chapter 9, Air Quality, of the Draft ErR concerning sensitive receptors 
that the commenter appears to be referencing is located on page 9-8, which states the 
following: 

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to air pollution than others, due to the types 
of population groups or activities involved. Residential areas are considered to be 
sensitive to air pollution because residents (including children and the elderly) tend to be 
at home for extended periods of time, resulting in sustained exposure to any pollutants 
present. Although exposure periods are generally short, exercising places a high demand 
on respiratory functions, which can be impaired by air pollution. The project site is 
located in an area characterized by existing residential land uses, and residences surround 
the project site on the north and east sides. In addition, a private park is located to the east 
of the project site. Development activities associated with implementation could expose 
existing residents to increased air pollutant levels. 

A point of clarification is that the Draft ErR does not state that "elderly" people are 
located north and east of the project site. Notwithstanding this, the Draft ErR does 
consider residential areas as being sensitive receptor locations because, as noted above, 
residents tend to be at horne for extended periods of time, resulting in sustained exposure 
to any pollutants present. 

The commenter's air quality concerns are already adequately addressed in the Draft EIR 
(Chapter 9) and subsequently summarized in the Final EIR. Response to Comment 1-14 
of the Final ErR states that, per Table -9-10 on page 9-20 of the Draft ErR, the estimated 
new regional emissions for both the Discount Club Store and Discount Superstore are all 
below the Placer County Air Pollution Control District's (PCAPCD's) threshold of 
significance and are therefore less-than-significant. 

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) Air Quality and Land Use Handbao!! 
contains recommendations regarding the siting of new sensitive land uses near diesel 

1 California Air Resources Board, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Prospective, 
April 2005. 
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particulate emitting sources such as distribution centers. According to the CARB 
Handbook, distribution centers of a size requiring avoidance are those that accommodate 
more than 100 trucks per day. As stated on page 3-8 of the Draft ElR, the proposed 
project would result in a maximum of approximately 12 deliveries per day (six tractor­
trailer trucks and six smaller vendor trucks), which is well below the identified amount 
that would require additional analysis. In addition, proposed loading docks are located 
approximately 140 feet from the park and approximately 240 feet from the nearest 
residence. This setback distance would consist of Canal Street, the proposed landscaping 
along the west side of Canal Street, the project sound wall, and the landscaped berm 
adjacent to the proposed loading dock area. Prevailing winds are from the south and 
southwest, which would effectively extend the setback distance because the closest 
downwind portion of the park is approximately 230 feet and approximately 300 feet to 
the nearest residence. Furthermore, Section 2485 of Title 13, California Code of 
Regulations, limits idling-time for large trucks to five minutes. Therefore, given the 
relatively small amount of truck trips, provided buffers, and idle-time restrictive laws, the 
impact from the loading dock area was determined to not be a potentially significant 
impact warranting further analysis. It should be noted that a Health Risk Screening 
Analysis was performed for the potential impacts of the proposed gas station, which 
concluded that the impact would be less-than-significant with implementation of 
mitigation. 

Notwithstanding the above, while most air quality impacts resulting from the project 
would either be less-than-significant or less-than-significant with implementation of the 
required mitigation measures, three impacts are identified as significant and unavoidable 
on page 18-68. It should be noted that in order for the decision-makers to approve the 
proposed project, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, the decision-makers will need to 
make one or more written findings for each of those significant effects, accompanied by a 
brief explanation ofthe rationale for each finding. The possible findings are: 

(1) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project 
which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as 
identified in the final ElR. 

(2) Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of 
another public agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes 
have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be adopted by such 
other agency. 

(3) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, 
including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, 
make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in 
the final ElR. 

In addition, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, CEQA requires the decision-making 
agency to balance, as applicable, the economic, legal, social, technological, or other 
benefits, including region-wide or statewide environmental benefits, of a proposed 
project against its unavoidable environmental risks when determining whether to approve 
the project. If the specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits, 
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including region-wide or statewide environmental benefits, of a proposed project 
outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the adverse environmental 
effects may be considered "acceptable." 

When the lead agency approves a project which will result in the occurrence of 
significant effects which are identified in the final ErR but are not avoided or 
substantially lessened, the agency shall state in writing the specific reasons to support its 
action based on the [mal ErR and/or other information in the record. The statement of 
overriding considerations shall be supported by substantial evidence in the record. 

Lastly, it should be noted that the commenter is incorrect in stating that no mitigating 
measures are found in the ErR. The Draft ErR includes several mitigation measures 
aimed at reducing the project's air quality emissions to the extent feasible. See Mitigation 
Measures 9-1(a) through (h); 9-2(a) through (g); 9-5, as well as the mitigation measures 
for cumulative impacts, found in Chapter 18 of the Draft ErR. 

Response to Comment 120-4 

The commenter references page 2-13 of the Draft ErR, which includes a few rows of 
Table 2-1, Summary ofImpacts and Mitigation Measures. Specifically, the commenter is 
referring to Impact 4-1 regarding compatibility with surrounding land uses, as notes that 
the DEIR does not include mitigation measures for this impact. While specific mitigation 
measures are not listed for Impact 4-1, the discussion under Impact 4-1 refers to certain 
mitigation measures included throughout the Draft EIR to ensure incompatibilities do not 
exist between the proposed project and surrounding uses. For example, page 4-15 of the 

. Draft ErR notes that: 

Aesthetic impacts to adjacent residences to the north would be reduced via the inclusion 
of a soundwall along the northern border of the project site as required in the noise 
mitigation measures set forth in this DEIR. The soundwall would be six feet in height and 
would not be visible above the existing fence that runs along the backyards of the 
residences. Deodar cedars, evergreen pear trees, and Chinese pistache trees would be. 
planted along the opposite side of the soundwall. The noise associated with loading dock 
activities and other components of the retail store (i.e., rooftop equipment) is addressed in 
detail in Chapter 10, Noise, of this EIR. 

Compatibility between one land use and another is really a function of any potential 
physical impacts resulting from such juxtaposition. These physical impacts could include 
noise, air quality, traffic, light, etc. Where necessary, mitigation measures for these issues 
are included throughout the body of the Draft ErR and summarized in Table 2-1 of the 
Executive Summary Chapter. 

Furthermore, as discussed in the Staff Report to the Planning Commission, Staff is 
recommending approval of the No Canal Street Access Alternative, which precludes 
secondary vehicle access to Canal Street. 
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The commenter's noise concerns are already adequately addressed in the Draft EIR 
(Chapter 10) and subsequently summarized in the Final ElR. Response to Comment 18-2 
of the Final EIR states that, Chapter 10, Noise, of the Draft ElR, page 10-21 states that 
the results of the environmental noise assessment (included as Appendix M of the Draft 
ElR) for the closest sensitive receptors to the east (approximately 175 feet from center of 
proposed loading docks area) is estimated to be 53 dB Leq and 69 dB Lmax, for worst-case 
daytime hours, and 50 dB Leq and 68 dB Lmax for worst-case nighttime hours. The 
predicted loading dock noise exposure levels for both daytime and nighttime activities 
would exceed the County standards presented in Table 10-4 of the Draft ElR. Therefore, 
the Draft ElR included Mitigation Measure 10-3(a), requiring a noise barrier along Canal 
Street six to eight feet in height to reduce future delivery movements and loading dock 
activity noise levels at the nearest sensitive receptors to below the Placer County 
standards. Therefore, noise impacts from the proposed project would be reduced to a less­
than-significant level with the implementation of the required mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment 120-6 

See Response to Comment 120-3 above. Furthermore, as discussed in the Staff Report to 
the Planning Commission, Staff is recommending approval of the No Canal Street Access 
Alternative, which precludes secondary vehicle access to Canal Street. 

Response to Comment 120-7 

The LOS standards identified in the ABCP determine which levels of service are 
considered acceptable and unacceptable. The LOS standards do not state that a project 
cannot have significant traffic impacts; rather they are intended to provide practitioners 
and decision-makers with a rule as to how to determine significant traffic impacts. For 
impacts determined to be significant per the LOS thresholds set forth in the ABCP, 
mitigation measures must be set forth ,to reduce impacts to the extent feasible. Should 
feasible mitigation measures not exist, an impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

As summarized in Response to Comment 35-15 of the Final ElR, Chapter 8, 
Transportation and Circulation, and Chapter 18, Cumulative Impacts and Other CEQA 
Sections, of the Draft EIR, demonstrate that the majority of traffic impacts resulting from 
the proposed project's contribution of traffic to the surrounding roadway network would 
be less-than-significant with implementation of the mitigation measures required in the 
Draft ElR. However, as noted in Chapter 18, certain traffic impacts would remain 
significant and unavoidable, as follows: 
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• The proposed project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact 
related to lane queuing under the Short Term Plus Project Conditions scenario 
for northbound left turns at the intersection of SR 49IDry Creek' Road, as 
identified in Impact Statement 8-6. 

Cumulative Traffic Impacts 

• The proposed project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact 
related to the SR 49IBell Road intersection under the Cumulative Plus Project 
Conditions scenario, as identified in Impact Statement 18-5. 

• The proposed project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact 
related to arterial segments under the Cumulative Plus Project Conditions 
scenario identified in Impact Statement 18-6. 

• The proposed project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact 
related to lane queuing under the Cumulative Plus Project Conditions scenario 
identified in Impact Statement 18-8. 

The reasons for which these impacts would remain significant and unavoidable are set 
forth in the respective sections of the Draft EIR. Generally, the reasons are centered on 
the fact that the roadway improvements needed to mitigate the project's impact would 
result in impacts to existing properties/businesses. In order for the decision-makers to 
approve the proposed project, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, the decision-makers 
will need to make one or more written findings for each of those significant effects, 
accompanied by a brief explanation of the rationale for each finding. The possible 
findings are: 

(1) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project 
which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as 
identified in the final EIR. 

(2) Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of 
another public agency and not the agency making,the finding. Such changes 
have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be adopted by such 
other agency. 

(3) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, 
including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, 
make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in 
the final EIR. 

In addition, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, CEQA requires the decision-making 
agency to balance, as applicable, the economic, legal,' social, technological, or other 
benefits, including region-wide or statewide environmental benefits, of a proposed 
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projeCt against its unavoidable environmental risks when detennining whether to approve 
the project. If the specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits, 
including region-wide or statewide environmental benefits, of a proposed project 
outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the adverse environmental 
effects may be considered "acceptable." 

When the lead agency approves a project which will result in the occurrence of 
significant effects which are identified in the final EIR but are not avoided or 
substantially lessened, the agency shall state in writing the specific reasons to support its 
action based on the fmal EIR and/or other infonnation in the record. The statement of 
overriding considerations shall be supported by substantial evidence in the record. 

It is important to note that significant traffic impacts identified in the Draft EIR are not 
necessarily indicative of conditions that would be considered a safety hazard. In fact, 
according to County records, during the timeframe of January 2004 to December 2009, 
there were five reported accidents at or near Luther Road/Canal Street intersection. One 
of the five was at the intersection of Canal Street and Luther Road. The other four 
occurred east of the intersection and were unrelated to the existing intersection operation. 
During the same timeframe there were zero reported traffic collisions along the Luther 
Road segment between the Luther Road/SR 49 intersection and the Luther Road/Canal 
Street intersection. It was detennined during the Draft EIR analysis that this data did not 
support the need for a potentially significant finding related to vehicular safety. 

Response to Comment 120-8 

The commenter's concerns are already adequately addressed in the Draft EIR and 
subsequently summarized in the Final EIR. Response to Comment 1-3 of the Final EIR 
states that, the Luther Road/Canal Street intersection would operate acceptably under the 
Existing Plus Project scenario, and while the addition of project traffic in the Short Tenn 
scenario would degrade the Luther Road/Canal Street intersection from acceptable LOS 
C in the PM to unacceptable LOS E, the proposed project is required to mitigate impacts 
associated with Short Tenn and Cumulative Conditions at this intersection through 
payment of applicable Capital Improvement Program (CIP) fees, which will ultimately 
fund the construction of this sighal when appropriate. Furthennore, the signalization of 
the Luther Road/Canal Street intersection will include design of appropriate "signal 
ahead" signs consistent with standards recommended within the Placer County and 
Manual of Unifonn Traffic Control Design (MUTCD). The MUTCD is a document 
issued by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) of the United States Department 
of Transportation (USDOT) to specify the standards by which traffic signs, road 
markings (see lane), and signals are designed, installed, and used. With the future 
signalization improvements, the intersection of Luther Road/Canal Street is projected to 
operate at LOS A (Highway Capacity Manual defmes LOS A as turning movements are 
easily made, and nearly all drivers fmd freedom of operation). As such, the intersection 
of Luther Road/Canal Street will not be congested. It is also important to note that the 
signalization of the Luther Road/Canal Street intersection will entail interconnection with 
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the existing SR 49ILuther Road signal to prevent back ups from Luther Road interfering 
with southbound left-turn traffic from SR 49. 

In addition, accident history along Canal Street was analyzed with the project EIR 
preparation. During the timeframe of January 2004 to December 2009, there were four 
reported accidents along the Canal Street segment north of Luther Road. One of the three 
was at the intersection of Canal Street and Luther Road. The other three occurred north of 
the intersection with Luther Road. It was determined during the EIR preparation that this 
data did not support the need for a potentially significant finding related to vehicular 
and! or pedestrian safety. 

Response to Comment 120-9 

Alternatives are required by CEQA to avoid one or more significant environmental 
impacts resulting from the proposed project, while still meeting most of the basic 
objectives of the proposed project. Alternatives are not necessarily required to be 
consistent with every goal and policy in applicable land use planning documents if this 
would result in violation of CEQA requirements for alternatives. Furthermore, as noted 
by the commenter, the Draft EIR already includes an evaluation of a Mixed Use 
Alternative. 

As discussed in Response to Comment 24-11 of the Final EIR, the Draft EIR does not 
state that NOA occurs in on-site rock. In fact, page 9-14 of the Draft EIR states that: 

The geotechnical report prepared for the project site in 2004 indicates that, with the 
exception of a trace amount of chrysotile in one sample (less than one percent), NOA was 
not present on-site, and mineralogic analysis did not reveal the presence of NOA (See 
Appendix N). 

However, it is out of an abundance of caution that the Draft EIR concludes, "[ ... ] 
although unlikely, the potential still exists for airborne NOA to result in adverse impacts 
to sensitive receptors during construction activities." Rule 228, Fugitive Dust, enforced 
by the PCAPCD, contains measures to protect against exposure to airborne NOA. 
Compliance with this rule is required in Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 9-1 (a)(i). 

Response to Comment 120-10 

See Response to Comment 120-1 above. 

Response to Comment 120-11 

As noted on page 7-10 of Chapter 7, Visual Resources, of the Draft EIR, and Response to 
Comment 38-11 of the Final EIR, photo simulations of the site were prepared by a 
professional consultant. The simulations include existing and proposed future ( 5-Year 
and 10~Year) views with the project from four different locations (See Figures 7-7 
through 7-14 of Chapter 7). The photo simulations depict existing and proposed future 
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views with the project looking northeast, north, west, and southeast toward the project 
site. The landscaping illustrated in the proposed future views is based upon the details 
shown on the conceptual landscape plan for the project (See Figure 7-15 of Chapter 7). 

As depicted in Figures 7-13 and 7-14 of Chapter 7, from Canal Street at Erin Drive, 
residents and travelers along Canal Street currently have a mostly unobstructed view of 
the project site, with the exception of a few existing trees along the border of the project 
site. In addition, as evident in Figure 7-13, a few prominent oak trees on-site are visible 
to residents and travelers along Canal Stre~t. The figures also depict the views from 
Canal Street at Erin Drive with implementation of the proposed project, and generally 
illuStrate the change in character of the site from a largely undeveloped and open setting 
to a commercially developed sIte, albeit one screened with substantial landscaping. In 
five years, residents and travelers along Canal Street would have a view of the eight-foot­
tall masonry block wall that would be constructed as part of the project. Above the wall, 
the upper portion of the proposed building would be partially visible through the limited 
areas where proposed landscaping is not continuous. Consistent with the goals and 
policies in the PCGP and the ABCP, the wall would be set back 10 feet from Canal Street 
and dense landscaping would be provided within this 10-foot setback. In addition, vines 
would be planted along the face of the proposed wall for aesthetic purposes. Furthermore, 
Deodar cedars would be planted on the east side (Canal Street) of the wall. Deodar cedars 
are evergreen, which means that they retain their leaves throughout the year, thereby 
providing a consistent screen. London Plane trees would be planted on the opposite, or 
west, side of the wall in order to hide the upper portion of the proposed building. As 
indicated in Figure 7-14, in 10 years, the proposed trees would further hide the view of 
the proposed building. 

The Draft EIR also notes that the project design would be subject to the review and 
approval of the County's Design Review Committee. Design Review would include, but 
not be limited to, a review of building materials, finishes, and colors, as well as a review 
of on-site landscaping, exterior lighting, parking, circulation, and signage. The project 
applicant would be required to sign the resulting Design Review Agreement prior to 
submittal of improvement plans for the project. Therefore, because the project would be 
consistent with the goals and policies found in the PCGP and the ABCP for commercial 
development, and because the project would be subject to a Design Review Agreement, 
impacts to the existing visual character or quality of the site and the site's surroundings 
would be less-than-signijicant. 

Response to Comment 120-12 

As stated in Response to Comment 120-5 above, the commenter's noise concerns are 
already adequately addressed in the Draft EIR (Chapter 10) and subsequently 
summarized in the Final EIR. Response to Comment 18-2 of the Final EIR states that, 
Chapter 10, Noise, of the Draft EIR, page 10-21 states that the results of the 
environmental noise assessment (included as Appendix M of the Draft EIR) for the 
closest sensitive receptors to the east (approximately 175 feet from center of proposed 
loading docks area) is estimated to be 53 dB Leq and 69 dB Lmax, for worst-case daytime 
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hours, and 50 dB Leq and 68 dB Lmax for worst-case nighttime hours. The predicted 
loading dock noise exposure levels for both. daytime and nighttime activities would 
exceed the County standards presented in Table 10-4 of the Draft EIR. Therefore, the 
Draft EIR inclu~ed Mitigation Measure 10-3(a), requiring a noise barrier along Canal 
Street six to eight feet in height to reduce future delivery movements and loading dock 
activity noise levels at the nearest sensitive receptors to below the Placer. County 
standards. Therefore, noise impacts from the proposed project would be reduced to a less­
than-significant level with the implementation of the required mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment 120-13 

While the Draft EIR acknowledges the project will result in an increase in noise levels . 
along surrounding roadways, the Draft EIR must, in accordance with CEQA directives, 
determine whether these noise level increases would be considered significant, using the 
lead agency's relevant thresholds of significance. As discussed in Impact 10-2 of the 
Draft EIR, 

Option 1 - Discount Club 

As shown in Table 10-9, the majority of the predicted project-related traffic noise level 
increases would not result in any overall change to the existing ambient noise levels. 
However, four roadway segments would experience slight increases to the existing 
transportation-related ambient noise levels with project implementation under 
development Option 1. The roadway segments and corresponding thresholds (based on 
existing noise levels) for the four segments predicted to have project-related increases 
are: 

• The existing noise level for Luther Road between Dairy Road and Bowman Road 
is between 60 and 65 dB, which has Ii corresponding noise increase threshold of 
3 dB (Table 10-7). The predicted 1 dB increase for the roadway segment would 
not exceed the +3 dB threshold. 

• The existing noise level for Canal Street, north of the project driveway is less 
than 60 dB, which has a corresponding noise increase threshold of 5 dB (Table 
10-7). The predicted +3 dB increase for the roadway segment would not exceed 
the +5 dB threshold. 

• The existing noise level for Canal Street between the project driveway and 
Luther Road is less than 60 dB, which has a corresponding noise increase 
threshold of 5 dB (Table 10-7). The predicted +2 dB noise increase would not 
exceed the +5 dB threshold. 

• The existing noise level for Edgewood Road, west of SR 49 is less than 60 dB, 
which has a corresponding noise increase threshold of 5 dB (Table 10-7). The 
predicted + 1 dB increase would not exceed the +5 dB threshold. 

As none of the predicted traffic-related noise increases would exceed the applicable noise 
increase threshold standards, development of Option 1 would result in less-than-
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significant impacts related to potential increases to the ambient noise environment from 
project-related increases in traffic operations. 

Option 2 - Discount Superstore 

As presented in Table 10-10, the majority of the project-related predicted traffic noise 
increases under Option 2 would result in five roadway segments with a slight increase in 
the existing transportation-related ambient noise levels. The roadway segments and 
corresponding thresholds (based on existing noise levels) for the four segments predicted 
to have project-related increases are: 

• The existing noise level for Luther Road between SR 49 and Canal Street is 
between 60 and 65 dB, which has a corresponding noise increase threshold of 3 
dB (Table 10-7). The predicted + 1 dB noise increase would not exceed the +3 dB 
threshold. 

• The existing noise level for Luther Road between Dairy Road and Bowman Road 
is between 60 and 65 dB, which has a corresponding noise increase threshold of 
3 dB (Table 10-7). The predicted + I dB noise increase would not exceed the +3 
dB threshold. 

• The existing noise level for Canal Street, north of the project driveway is less 
than 60 dB, which has a corresponding noise increase threshold of 5 dB (Table 
10-7). The predicted +4 dB noise increase would not exceed the +5 dB threshold. 

• The existing noise level for Canal Street between the project driveway and 
Luther Road is less than 60 dB, which has a corresponding noise increase 
threshold of 60 dB (Table 10-7). The predicted +2 dB noise increase would not 
exceed the +5 dB threshold. 

• The existing noise level for Edgewood Road, west of SR 49 is less than 60 dB, 
which has a corresponding noise increase threshold of 5 dB (Table 10-7). The 
predicted + 1 dB noise increase would not exceed the +5 dB threshold. 

As with Option 1, development of Option 2 would not result in traffic-related noise 
increases that would exceed the applicable thresholds. Therefore, the development of 
either Options 1 or 2 would result in less-than-significant impacts related to potential 
increases to the ambient noise environment from project-related increases in traffic 
operations. 

Furthennore, as discussed in the Staff Report to the Planning Commission, Staff is 
recommending approval of the No Canal Street Access Alternative, which precludes 
secondary vehicle access to Canal Street. 

Response to Comment 120-14 

As noted in Response to Comment 1-1 of the Final EIR, the Luther Road/Canal Street 
intersection would operate acceptably under the Existing Plus Project scenario, and while 
the addition of project traffic in the Short Tenn scenario would degrade the Luther 
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Road/Canal Street intersection from acceptable LOS C in the PM to lllacceptable LOS E, 
the future signal installation required in Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 8-3(b) would 
improve operations to an acceptable LOS. With the future signalization improvements, 
the intersection of Luther Road/Canal Street is projected to operate at LOS A (Highway 
Capacity Manual defines LOS A as turning movements are easily made, and nearly all 
drivers find freedom of operation). As such, the intersection Luther Road/Canal Street 
will not be congested. Furthermore, an intersection is typically the "control point" in the 
roadway system, as failures at intersections typically lead to failures in the roadway 
system. Since the "control point" in this instance (the intersection of Luther Road/Canal 
Street) is not projected to be congested, Canal Street would operate acceptably. 
Therefore, improvements to Canal Street are not required. 

In addition, accident history along Canal Street was analyzed with the project ErR 
preparation. During the timeframe of January 2004 to December 2009, there were four 
reported accidents along the Canal Street segment north of Luther Road. One of the three 
was at the intersection of Canal Street and Luther Road. The other three occurred north of 
the intersection with Luther Road. It was determined during the EIR preparation that this 
data did not support the need for a potentially significant finding related to vehicular 
and/or pedestrian safety. 

Since the release of the Draft ErR for public review, a travel time study was completed 
by Omni-Means for the alleged alternate route consisting of Oak Ridge Road, Hyde Park, 
Erin Drive and Canal Street. A summary of the travel time flillS is provided as Appendix 
A to this Final ErR. The study indicated that the travel time for this alternate route will 
exceed the travel time for the Luther Road and Canal Street route by more than two and 
half minutes. 

Traffic delays associated with future increases in traffic attributed to both the project and 
other development projects within the study area were ascertained using the traffic 
model. A total of approximately 30 seconds of additional east/west travel delays are 
estimated on Luther Road and Canal Street. Taking these future delay increases into 
accolllt, the alternate route would still add an additional two minutes of travel time in the 
future. While some drivers may take this alternate route, given the significant travel time 
differences it is reasonably concluded that only an insignificant amolllt of traffic would 
use this route. 

Furthermore, as discussed in the Staff Report to the Planning Commission, Staff is 
recommending approval of the No Canal Street Access Alternative, which precludes 
secondary vehicle access to Canal Street. 

Response to Comment 120-15 

The comment is lllclear and lacks specificity. Please see the traffic-related responses 
above. 
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Response to Comment 120-16 

FINAL ElR 
BOHEMIA RETAIL 

JUNE 2010 

The commenter's concerns are already adequately addressed in the Draft EIR and 
subsequently summarized in the Final ElR. Response to Comment 34-1 of the Final EIR 
states that, as noted in the discussion for hnpact 4-1 of the Draft EIR, starting on page 4-
14 of Chapter 4, Land Use, of the Draft EIR, the proposed project is consistent with the 
PCGP and ABCP land use designations for the site, as well as the current zoning 
designations for the site. The ABCP currently designates the project site as Commercial 
and Industrial. The majority of the project site currently has a zoning designation of 
Commercial Planned Development, Combining Design Scenic Corridor, with Aircraft 
Over-flight (CPD-Dc-AO). In addition, the southeast portion of the site (APN 052-102-
053) is zoned Industrial Park, Combining Design Scenic Corridor, with Aircraft Over­
flight (INP-Dc-AO). As further stated on page 4-15 of the Draft ElR, 

The 155,OOO-square-foot retail building, the tenant(s) of which could include a discount 
club store, a discount superstote, or a general retailer, in addition to a fueling station, 
would be more compatible with the surrounding residential development than other uses 
that could potentially be developed under the CPD-DC-AO zoning designation. 
Allowable uses under the CPD-DC-AO zoning designation include, but are not limited to, 
the following: manufacturing and processing uses, automotive sales, storage services, 
heliports, and transit stations and terminals. It should be noted that these types of uses 
could potentially create greater impacts to adjacent sensitive receptors in comparison to 
the proposed project - especially impacts related to air quality and noise. 

Therefore, the project site is currently designated for commercial development, and 
contrary to the assertions made by the commenter, the project site is not located in an 
outlying area. 

Regarding trees, as discussed Under Impact 5-5 of the Draft EIR, the development of the 
Bohemia Retail project would result in the conversion of approximately 2.07 acres of 
contiguous on-site oak woodland in the northeastern portion of the project site, primarily 
along the current alignment of the Fiddler Green Canal. Other small clumps of oaks exist 
elsewhere on-site; these oaks would be removed to enable development of the project. 
Based upon the plans submitted; a number of the oaks on the project site would be 
impacted as a result of site development activities within the drip-line (e.g., parking lot 
grading and paving, undergrounding of Fiddler Green Canal, and the grading and 
trenching required for the installation of roadways and utilities). Regardless of any 
statements made to the commenter by the developer, the Draft ElR does not state that on­
site oak trees are "sick and need to be removed." The reason for removal specified in the 
Draft EIR is in order to accommodate the proposed project. As a result, the developer is 
required to mitigate the loss of oak trees per the County's Tree Preservation Ordinance. 

Response to Comment 120-17 

See the above Responses to Comments. 
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Response to Comment 120-18 

FINAL ElR 
BOHEMIA RETAIL 

.JUNE 2010 

The EIR is not intended to make a judgment on whether or not the project, as proposed 
by the applicant, should be approved or denied. The purpose of the ErR, according to 
CEQA Guidelines, is to evaluate and identify the potential physical environmental 
impacts resulting from construction and operation of the proposed project, and 
subsequently identify feasible mitigation measures to avoid or reduce impacts. The 
decision to approve or deny the proposed project is the responsibility of the County 
decision-makers. The No Canal Street Access Alternative has been enhanced in the 
Introduction and List of Commenters Chapter of this Final EIR to provide more detailed 
discussion of the potential physical impacts associated with the implementation of this 
Alternative. The No Canal Street Access Alternative analysis contained in Chapter 17, 
Alternatives, of the Draft EIR, as further enhanced in the Introduction and List of 
Commenters Chapter of the Final EIR, provides sufficient detail to enable the County 
decision-makers to approve the No Canal Street Access Alternative, should they elect to 
do so. The commenter's opinions regarding the proposed project have been forwarded to 
the decision-makers for their consideration. 

Furthermore, as discussed in the Staff Report to the Planning Commission, Staff is 
recommending approval of the No Canal Street Access Alternative, which precludes 
secondary vehicle access to Canal Street. 
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121-1 

121-2 

121-3 

121-4 

121-5 

Maywan Krach 
Environmental Coordination Services 
Placer County Community Development Resource Agency 
3091 County Center Drive, Suite 190 
Auburn, CA 95603 

Letter 121 

RE: BOHEMIA RETAil PROJECT (PEIR T20080235/ State Clearinghouse# 2001042086) 

Dear Maywan Krach: 

FINAL ElR 
BOHEMIA RETAIL 

.JUNE 2010 

@Ne the undersigned oppose the BohemIa Retail Project and therefore endorse the OptIO~, No Project­

No Build Alternative.JThe negative impact on the neighboring communities in the already worst­

congested area of Hwy 49 is unreasonable and unacceptable for the Auburn lifestyle. The addition of 

traffic, automobiles and semi trucks, will Increase air and noise pollution. ThIs alone will affect our 

health and peaceful existence in our wonderful community. A big box store has no business being In the 

backyard of a neighborhood.lfspecially intolerable is any entrance and exit from the parking area onto a 

small neighboring street that will create a traffic situation for which there is no good solution, certainly 

not a stoplight at Canal Street and Luther Road, where It already bottlenecks and where to the lack of 

visibility produces a danger of accidents coming down the hill toward Highway 49. A light at this 
proposed entrance could bring hundreds of vehicles looking for an alternate route through the various 

developments from Oak Ridge Road.IThe project Is across from a park where children play and swim and 

they should continue to do so in a safe and clean environment There Is a potential increase of crime 

especIally If the store Is a Walmart, where there Is proof of a rise of crime In those areas by 5-15%. The 

completion of this project would result In destroylng~our quality of life. I Hundreds of home values 

will decrease as the desirability to live in this area will diminish. Please do not allow this project to 

proceed. Thank you for considering the welfare of the citizens who enjoy living In Auburn, Placer County. 

lAte.-! l. ti-J£h£L 

~~/~ 
Sign name(s) 1::f-

/8/ €O ER.AtJ D(L. h.oT 7~ 
Address 

Additional Comments: ) 

1----. -J ~ vd.4 -~-
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Letter 121: Knedel Lari L., Resident (petition) 

FINAL E1R 
BOHEMIA RETAIL 

JUNE 2010 

As stated above, this additional petition is a duplicate of those already included in 
Chapter 3 of the Bohemia Retail Final ErR (see Letters 45 through 104). 

Response to Comment 121-1 

See Response to Comment 45-1 of the Bohemia Retail Final ElR. 

Response to Comment 121-2 

See Response to Comment 45-2 of the Bohemia Retail Final ElR. 

Response to Comment 121-3 

See Response to Comment 45-3 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR. 

Response to Comment 121-4 

See Response to Comment 45-4 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR. 

Response to Comment 121-5 

See Response to Comment 45-5 of the Bohemia Retail Final ErR. 
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122-1 

122-2 

122-3 

122-4 

122-5 

122-6 

122-7 

Maywan Krach 
Environmental Coordination Services 
Placer County Community Development Resource Agency 
3091 County Center Drive, Suite 190 
Auburn, CA 95603 

Letter 122 

RE: BOHEMIA RETAil PROJECT (PEIR T20080235 I State Clearinghouse# 2001042086) 

Dear Maywan Krach: 

FrNAL E1R 
BOHEMIA RETAIL 

JUNE 2010 

().Ne the undersigned oppose the Bohemia Retail Pro Ed and therefore endorse the 0 ion, No Pro ect­

No Build Alternative. The negative Impact on the neighboring communities in the already worst­

congested area of Hwy 49 is unreasonable and unacceptable for the Auburn lifestyle. The addition of 

traffic, automobiles and semi trucks, will increase air and noise pollution. This alone will affect our 

small neighboring street that will create a traffic situation for which there is no good solution, certainly 

, not a stoplight at Canal Street and Luther Road, where it already bottlenecks and where to the lack of 

visibility produces a danger of accidents coming down the hili toward Highway 49. A light at this 

proposed entrance could bring hundreds of vehicles lookln for an alternate route throu h the various 

develo ments from Oak Rid e Road. e project is acr055 from a park where children play and swim and 

they should continue to do so in a safe and clean environment. There is a potential Increase of crime 

especially If the store Is a Walmart, where there Is proof of a rise of crime In those areas by 5-15%. The 

will decrease as the desirability to live In this area will diminish. Please do not allow this project to 

proceed. Thank you for considering the welfare of the citizens who enjoy living in Auburn, Placer County. 

Wa 4tvi~ 
Print name(s) \ 

\J..uu.,..a~ 
Sign name(s) 

/3/80€Yu~tVu. MUUJ 
Address 

Additional Comments; 

, r ~/ 

iA= #211/ IM/Ki,;; ~zf(e 4dt{I"ulZt tHtd'YUNMI/It lrtlSlMAi IUtA netpli.w" 
.p.g,1'l41.t j,um 44tkIIJ? 4nd6)U~i ",,.(,6441LJ4,-. ~&tld 1$ 4/~r 
I. t"I1"/1ed ~4 )4S./I,r,*lJcun~ ~~..u~,,;,~II"d& 'h-IIt.~ 
/(J~' «<$ a/~~ /RZ *,Ie J;f 6t~It-.s (};te{~A HI ~,uad. 
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Letter 122: Davis, Terre, Resident (Petition) 

FINAL ElR 

BOHEMIA RETAIL 
JUNE 2010 

As noted above, this additional petition is a duplicate of those already included in 
Chapter 3 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR (see Letters 45 through 104), with the 
exception of a few individual comments provided in the "Additional Comments" section 
of the petitions. However, as demonstrated below in Responses to Comments 122-6 and 
122-7, these "Additional Comments" are already addressed throughout the previously 
released Final EIR for Bohemia Retail. 

Response to Comment 122-1 

See Response to Comment 45-1 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR. 

Response to Comment 122-2 

See Response to Comment 45-2 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR. 

Response to Comment 122-3 

See Response to Comment 45-3 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR. 

Response to Comment 122-4 

See Response to Comment 45-4 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR. 

Response to Comment 122-5 

See Response to Comment 45-5 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR. 

Response to Comment 122-6 

As discussed in the Staff Report to the Planning Commission, Staff is recommending 
approval of the No Canal Street Access Alternative, which precludes secondary vehicle 
access to Canal Street. 

Response to Comment 122-7 

The commenter's concerns are already adequately addressed in the Draft EIR and 
subsequently summarized in the Final EIR. Response to Comment 1-3 of the Final EIR 
states that, the Luther Road/Canal Street intersection would operate acceptably under the 
Existing Plus Project scenario, and while the addition of project traffic in the Short Term 
scenario would degrade the Luther Road/Canal Street intersection from acceptable LOS 
C in the PM to unacceptable LOS E, the proposed project is required to mitigate impacts 
associated with Short Term and Cumulative Conditions at this intersection through 
payment of applicable Capital Improvement Program (eIP) fees, which will ultimately 
fund the construction of this signal when appropriate. Furthermore, the signalization of 
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FINAL E1R 
BOHEMIA RETAIL 

JUNE 2010 

the Luther Road/Canal Street intersection will include design of appropriate "signal 
ahead" signs consistent with standards recommended within the Placer County and 
Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Design (MUTCD). The MUTCD is a document 
issued by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) of the United States Department 
of Transportation (USDOT) to specify -the standards by which traffic signs, road 
markings (see lane), and signals are designed, installed, and used. With the future 
signalization improvements, the intersection of Luther Road/Canal Street is projected to 
operate at LOS A (Highway Capacity Manual defmes LOS A as turning movements are 
easily made, and nearly all drivers find freedom of operation). As such, the intersection 
of Luther Road/Canal Street will not be congested. It is also important to note that the 
signalization of the Luther Road/Canal Street intersection will entail interconnection with 
the existing SR 49ILuther Road signal to prevent back ups from Luther Road interfering 
with southbound left-turn traffic from SR 49. _ 
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123-1 

123-2 

123-3 

123-4 

123-5 

123-6 

Maywan Krach 
Environmental Coordination servlces 
Placer County Community Development Resource Acencv 
3091 County Center Drive, Suite 190 
Auburn, CA 95603 

Letter 123 

AI: BOHEMtA RETAIL PROJECT IPEI~ 120080235 I State OeariftChouse# 2001042(86) 

Dear Maywan Krath; 

FINAL E1R 
BOHEMIA RETAIL 

JUNE 2010 

I/We the undersigned oppose the Bohemia Retail Pfoject and therefore endorse the option, No ProJect­
No BuIld Alternative. ~ nepti\le Impact on the nefshborins communities In the already worst­
conaested area of Hwy 49 Is unreasonable and unacceptabte for the Aubum Ilfestyfe. The addition of 
traffic::, automobiles and semi truclc$, will Inaeese air and noise pollution. This aIon. wIJt affect our 
health and peaceful ewJstence In our wonderful commu • A bOx stcft has no buSIness bel" In the 
backyard of a neithborhoocl. pedelly Intolerable Is any entrance and exit from the plrklns area onto a 
small neighboring street that will create a trafIIc sltuatlOn for which there Is no gaod solution, certainly 
not a stopllaht It Canal SttHt and Luther Road, where It alrudy botdenecb and where to the lade of 
visibility produces a danpi' of accidents comlnl down the hili toward Highway 49. A If&ht ~ this 
proposed entrance could bring hundreds of vehicles looIdns for an alternate route throuah the various 
developments from Oak RI Road. project Is across from a part where children play and swim and 
they should continue to do so In a safe and dean environment. T11ere Is a potentlallncreue of crime 
especlallv If the store Is a Walmart, where there Is proof of a rtse of crime In those arees 5-15%. The 

com letfon of ttlls ect would result In our ual of life. Hundreds of home values 
win decreue as the desirability to Itve In this area will diminish. Please do not allow thl. project to 
proceed. Thank you for conslderin. the welfare of the cItlzens who enjoy living In Auburn, Placer County. 

t(X\Y\'1 4(\~ 
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Letter 123: King, Kenny, Resident (petition) 

FINAL ElR 
BOHEMIA RETAIL 

JUNE 2010 

As noted above, this additional petition is a duplicate of those already included in 
Chapter 3 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR (see Letters 45 through 104), with the 
exception of a few individual comments provided in the "Additional Comments" section 
of the petitions. However, as demonstrated below in Response to Comment 123-6, these 
"Additional Comments" are already addressed throughout the previously released Final 
EIR for Bohemia Retail. 

Response to Comment 123-1 

See Response to Comment 45-1 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR. 

Response to Comment 123-2 

See Response to Comment 45-2 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR. 

Response to Comment 123-3 

See Response to Comment 45-3 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR. 

Response to Comment 123-4 

See Response to Comment 45-4 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR. 

Response to Comment 123-5 

See Response to Comment 45-5 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR. 

Response to Comment 123-6 

As discussed in the Staff Report to the Planning Commission, Staff is recommending 
approval of the No Canal Street Access Alternative, which precludes secondary vehicle 
access to Canal Street. 

Regarding the commenter's concerns about oak trees and owls, Response to Comment 
40-9 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR states: 

The project's impact to oak trees is addressed in Impact 5-5 of Chapter 5, Biological 
Resources, of the Draft EIR. As discussed, the development of the Bohemia Retail 
project would result in the conversion of approximately 2.07 acres of contiguous on-site 
oak woodland in the northeastern portion of the project site, primarily along the current 
alignment of the Fiddler Green Canal. Other small clumps of oaks exist elsewhere on­
site; these oaks would be removed to enable development of the project. Based upon the 
plans submitted, a number of the oaks on the project site would be impacted as a result of 
site development activities within the drip-line (e.g., parking lot grading and paving, 
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BOHEMIA RETAIL 
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undergrounding of Fiddler Green Canal, and the grading and trenching required for the 
installation of roadways and utilities). 

The County has determined that implementation of the following measures, either 
singularly or in combination, would provide mitigation consistent with the requirements 
of the CEQA Guidelines Section 21083.4: 

• Submit payment of fees for oak woodland conservation at a 2: 1 ratio consistent 
with Chapter 12.16.080 (C) Placer County Tree Preservation Ordinance­
Replacement Programs and Penalties. These fees shall be calculated based upon 
the current market value for similar oak woodland acreage preservation and an 
endowment to maintain the land in perpetuity; 

• Purchase off~site conservation easements at a location approved by Placer 
County to mitigate the loss of oak woodlands at a 2: 1 ratio; 

• Provide for a combination of payment to the Tree Preservation Fund and 
creation of an off~site Oak Preservation Easement; 

• Plant and maintain an appropriate number of trees in restoration of an approved 
former oak woodland (tree planting is limited to half the mitigation 
requirement); and/or 

• Single trunk trees within the project impact area that are greater than 24 inches 
dbh shall be mitigated for at an inch for inch basis. Multi~stemmed trees with 
trunks less than 12 inches dbh shall not be included in this calculation. 

The County's Oak Woodland Policy recommends payment of $24,000 per acre of 
woodland impacted to be deposited into the Placer County Tree Preservation Fund. The 
Fund will be used for the purchase of conservation easements within the County where 
existing oak woodlands that form a contiguous habitat can be permanently set aside. This 
method of conservation is consistent with the provisions of Senate Bill 1334 and with 
requirements of the CEQA Guidelines Section 21083.4. 

County policy also requires that any protected trees 24 inches or greater dbh that could be 
impacted by project activity be mitigated above and beyond the standard acreage 
payment. Oaks of this size are considered "Significant Trees" due to the length of time 
required for them to reach their size. Mitigation for these trees is set at $100 per inch dbh. 
In total, there are five trees on site that meet this standard. Combined, they total 155 
inches dbh, so mitigation for the loss or impact to these trees would be $15,500. 
Therefore, the mitigation figure to offset the impacts to oaks and oak woodlands in 
conjunction with the proposed project would be $65,180. The Draft EIR includes 
Mitigation Measure 5~5, requiring the applicant to submit to the Placer County Tree 
Preservation Fund payment in the amount of $65,180 for impacts to oak woodlands. This 
payment must be received prior to any site disturbance. 

[ ... ] 

Regarding bird species, the Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measures 5~2 and 5~3(a) and 
(b) to ensure that project construction activities do not result in adverse impacts to nesting 
raptors and other migratory birds and burrowing owl, respectively, should they be found 
to occur on-site prior to construction. 
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124-1 

124-2 

124-3 

124-4 

124-5 

124-6 

FINAL ElR 
BOHEMIA RETAIL 

JUNE 2010 

Maywln Krach 
Environmental COOrdination servIces 
Placer County Community Development Resource Aaencv 
3091 County Center Drive, Suite 190 
Auburn, CA 95603 

Letter 124 

AE: BOHEMIA RETAIl PROJECT (PEIR T2008023S I State Clearlnghouse# 2001042086} 

Dear Maywan Krach: 

I/We the undersiJned oppose the Bohemia Retail and therefore endorse the , No Pro act­
No Build Altematlve. The neptlve Impact on the nefchborIns communities In the already worst­
congested area of Hwy 49 Is unreesonable and unacceptable for the Auburn '\restyle. The addition of 
traffic, auton'lObtlas and semi tnICks~ will Increase air and noise pollution. This alone will affect our 
health and peaceful existence In our wonderful comm • A b box store has no business bel In the 
backyard of I nefthborhood. &peclaUy fntotlrabll" Iny Intrance and exit from the parkl.,. area onto a 
small nelghborlna street that wIU create a trafflc situation for whkh mere Is no good solution, certainly 
not a stopIl8ht It Canal Snet and Luther RoId, wht" It almdy bottlenecks and where to the lade of 

visibility produces a dInaer of accidents coml,. down the hln toward Hfgtlway 49. A lfabt at thIs 
proposed entrance could brina hundreds of vehfdes t for an altematt route th the variOllS 
developments from oak RI Road. 111e proJed: IS across from a part where children play and swim and 
they should continue to do so In a safe and dean envIronmM'll There Is a potenttallncrease of crime 

e~lIv If the store Is a Wilma", where there Is proof of a rise of crime In those areas 5-15"- The 
completion of this project would result In destroying my/our QUIIlty of life. Hundreds rJ home values 
wfll decrease as the dalrabillty to live In thIl area will diminish. Please do not allow this project to 

proceed. Thank you for conslderfnc the welfare of the citizens who enjoy Ilvina In Auburn, Placer County. 

ctOZAbD J) ~ 'M~ 
Print name(s} 

~>./~· 
~) 
'23loS ~Lsm LAUE: 

Address 

Additional COmments: 
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Letter 124: King, Gerald, D., Resident (Petition) 

FINAL ElR 
BOHEMIA RETAIL 

JUNE 2010 

As noted above, this additional petition is a duplicate of those already included in 
Chapter 3 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR (see Letters 45 through 104), with the 
exception of a few individual comments provided in the "Additional Comments" section 
of the petitions. However, as demonstrated below in Response to Comment 124-6, these 
"Additional Comments" are already addressed throughout the previously released Final 
EIR for Bohemia Retail. 

Response to Comment 124-1 

See Response to Comment 45-1 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR. 

Response to Comment 124-2 

See Response to Comment 45-2 of the Bohemia Retail Final ElR. 

Response to Comment 124-3 

See Response to Comment 45-3 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR. 

Response to Comment 124-4 

See Response to Corriment 45-4 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR. 

Response to Comment 124-5 

See Response to Comment 45-5 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR. 

Response to Comment 124-6 

As discussed in the Staff Report to the Planning Commission, Staff is recommending 
approval of the No Canal Street Access Alternative, which precludes secondary vehicle 
access to Canal Street. 
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125-1 

125-2 

125-3 

125-4 

125-5 

125-6 

Maywan Krach 
Environmental Coordination Services 
Placer County Community Development Resource Agency 
3091 County Center Drive, Suite 190 
Auburn, CA 95603 

FINAL ElR 
BOHEMIA RETAIL 

JUNE 2010 

Letter 125 

RE: BOHEMIA RETAIL PROJEct' (PEIR T20080235 I State CJearinghouse# 2001042086) 

Dear Maywan Krach: 

I/We the undersigned oppose the Bohemia Retail Project and therefore endorse the option, No Project­

No Build Alternatlve.IThe negative impact on the neighboring communities in the already worst­

congested area of HwV 49 is unreasonable and unacceptable for the Auburn lifestyle. The addition of 

traffic, automobiles and semi trucks, will Increase air and noise pollution. This alone will affect our 

health and peaceful existence in our wonderful community. A big box store has no business being in the 

backyard of a nelghborhood.1 Especially Intolerable is any entrance and exit from the parking area onto a 

small neighboring street that will create a traffic situation for which there Is no good solution, certainly 
not a stoplight at Canal Street and luther Road, where it already bottlenecks and where to the lack of 
visibility produces a danger of accidents coming down the hill toward Highway 49. A light at this 

proposed entrance could bring hundreds of vehicles looking for an alternate route through the various 

developments from Oak Ridge Road.[The project is across from a park where children play and swim and 

they should continue to do so In a safe and clean environment. There Is a potential increase of crime 
especially If the store Is a Walmart, where there Is proof of a rise of crime In those areas by 5-15%. The 

completion of this project would result in destroying my/our QualitY of IifeJHundreds of home values 

will decrease as the desirability to live In this area will diminish. Please do not allow this project to 

proceed. Thank you for considering the welfare of the citizens who enjoy living in Auburn, Placer County. 

¥-I ~(Q 

l LA.Jl-t. 
~~------~-----------Address 

AdditIonal Comments: 

r ~Ou) rT 15 \-iAIU) 10 L v'V\A..6 11J 8 W\h:10 L{OtJ 
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Letter 125: King, Christina, Resident (petition) 

FINAL E1R 
BOHEMIA RETAIL 

JUNE 2010 

As noted above, this additional petition is a duplicate of those already included in 
Chapter 3 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR (see Letters 45 through 104), with the 
exception of a few individual comments provided in the "Additional Comments" section 
of the petitions. However, as demonstrated below in Response to Comment 125-6, these 
"Additional Comments" are already addressed throughout the previously released Final 
EIR for Bohemia Retail. 

Response to Comment 125-1 

See Response to Comment 45-1 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR. 

Response to Comment 125-2 

See Response to Comment 45-2 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR. 

Response to Comment 125-3 

See Response to Comment 45-3 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR. 

Response to Comment 125-4 

See Response to Comment 45-4 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR. 

Response to Comment 125-5 

See Response to Comment 45-5 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR. 

Response to Comment 125-6 

As discussed in the Staff Report to the Planning Commission, Staff is recommending 
approval of the No Canal Street Access Alternative, which precludes secondary vehicle 
access to Canal Street. 
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February 25. 2010 
1712 Tracy Lane 
Auburn, Ca. 95603 

Placer County Planning Commission 
3091 County Center Drive, 
Auburn. Ca 95603 

RE: Bohemia Retail Project 

Members of the Placer County Planning Commission 

I have several concerns about the Draft EIR as written and the proposed project located on Canal 
Street They are: 

1. Lack of tenant specific EIR 

2. Canal Street Access to project 

126-1 3. Lack of consistency with AubumlBowman Community Plan Policy 12 

4. Visual resource destruction through loss of oak trees 

5. Noise: Request for limited delivery hours 

6. Request to restrict camping 

7. Construction of wall along Canal Street - request for graffiti resistant sUrface 

8. Request for undergrounding 3 power poles on Canal Street 

1. Lack oftelWlt sl*ifie EIR. By not specifying which tenant will occupy this 155,000 
square foot facility, it is difficult for members of the public to provide meaningful feedback and 
input regarding the environmental impacts of this project There are significant differences 

126-2 between the impacts ofCostco and Wal-Mart on a community. specifically one backed up to a 
residential neighborllood. Those differences include but are not limited to hours of operation, 
number of generated traffic trips, and significant differences in public safety responses. The 
Wal-Mart stores in Roseville generate 3 times the law enforcement activity than the Costco in 
the same city. Roseville Police Department responds to or takes action at each Wal-Mart on 
average more than two times a day for a wide variety of incidents. Moving forward without 
specifying the tenant robs the community of the opportunity to fully evaluate the potential 
impacts, as many persons hope for their favorite store, rather than research the impacts of an 
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actual designated tenant. This process seems to be a deviation from past practice involving such 
large projects in Placer County. 

1. Canal Street Aeeen is clearly the number one objection to the proj~1 as proposed. The draft 
EIR. on page 8-21 indicates there will be 10,173 extema11rips coming into the project. The draft 
EJR states that 15% of trips are expected to use Canal Street. That will be 1615 trips per day 
brought onto a residential street That simply is not reasonable. Canal Street is 26 feet wide or 
less at several points. There are no planned improvements to Canal Street itself. Yet the Canal 
Street driveway for this projellt, at its most narrow POint. will be 36 feet wide, or ten feet wider 
than the residential street that will serve the project IDd the adjoining neighborhood. 

The given reason for opening CanaI Street Access in the Draft EIR is that without it there will be 
increased cougestion on Ingbway 49 and thus there will be more air pollution. The Draft Em 
offers no caJculati.on of how much more this air pollution will be. There are several complicated 
calculations regarding air pollution in the document, but I found no calcu1atiollS that support this 
conclusionary statement. In fact bringing significant amounts of traffic down a residential street 
and putting in a stop light at Canal and Luther mther than using the multi-lane state Highway, 
would appear to create more congestion, or idling of vehicles, and thus create some incalculably 
small amount more air pollution than the no access option. The difference in air poJlution 
between these two options is insignificant If the amount of air pollution created by the No­
Canal Access option was that significant, then the tenant would actually matter, as the traffic trip 

126-3 generation differences between the different tenants is more than 15%. There is an 18% trip 
COWlt difference between Wal-Mart and Costco. 

While Canal Street level of service is poor now and gets worse with adding the 1600+ cars a day, 
the level of service at the Hulbert Way entr8II.i:e on Highway49 stays at nearly the same level of 
service if Canal is closed, due to substantially larger capacity of that intersection. From my 
undemanding the Hulbertl49 LOS doesn't drop below C and likely stays at B with Canal closed. 

Currently there is no stop sign at Erin Drive and Canal Street Traffic traveling west bound on 
. Erin and turning soUthbound on Canal Street will very quickly be faced with traffic making left 

turns into the project driveway or out of the project driveway_ This is effectively creates an 
tmaligned intersection which I understand increases the risk of traffic accidents. 

Many neighbors are concerned that an open access to the project will encourage shoppers to drop 
oft'their teenagers at the privately funded park at the corner of Canal and Erin while they shop. 
The neighbors are concerned this will limit the availability of the park facilities to homeowners, 
such as the basket ball court, and increase vandalism of the park which will in twn increase costs 
for members of the funding homeowner's ~iation. 

As a graduate of the FBI National Academy's class on community policing and as a 25 year local 
law enforcement officer I can assure you that bringing large numbers of non-resident traffic into 
a neighborhood does nothing positive for crime prevention. Limiting the number of ways in and 
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out of a neighborhood lowers the desirability for burglars and other criminals as they wish to be 
able to flee in any direction when necessary. Continuous exposure of a neighborhood to 
thousands of non-resident persons makes the neighbothood mote vulnerable to the criminal 
element 

At least one Placer County Planner bas told me personally that County traffic staff hope that 
neighborhood traffic will use the private parking lot of the project as a through street to access 
Highway 49 going north, rather than going out to Luther Road to access Highway 49. I believe 
this is an inappropriate use and in many jurisdictions such use is illegal. How unfortunate that 
we are designing to encourage this behavior. 

The project calls for a traffic light at Luther and Canal Street. This light will be one tenth of a 
mile from Highway 49 at Luther Rd. My understanding is that traffic lights are strongly 
discouraged from being closer than one quarter mile apart as a good practice. The light will 
cause traffic to stop both east and west bound on Luther Rd. The traffic will stop west bound 
Luther Rd and baclc up several car lengths. A local ClIP sergeant concurs with my opinion that 
west bound traffic will not see the smpped cars in time to stop as they crest the hill at the 
Woodside Mobile Home park. There will be an increase in rear end accidents at this location. 

Much bas made of the concept that local neighbors should have known when they purchased that 
this land was zoned cotnmel'Cial. That is true. But at least when I purc~ my house there was 
no access from Canal Street to the project lot Mr. Conkey purclIased that access from PG&E 
much mote recently. When many of the neighbors purcbased in this residential area, they knew 
of the potential for development of the property. But never did they believe that the County 
would encourage the largest retailer in the world to access their residential street for customer 

usc. 

Please restrict the Canal Access to a single fire truck size lane of approximately 15 feet Wide for 
emergency vehicle and pedestrian access only. Canal street lanes are 11 feet wide in places, 15 
feet is more than enough room for emergency access. 

3. Lack of conlisteaey with AuburnlBowman Community Plan PoUey 11. 

"Through" traffic which must pass through this Plan area shall be accommodated in a manner 
which will not encourage the use o/nelghborhood roadways. This through traffic shDll be 
directed to appropriate rouJes in order to maintain public sqfety and local quality o/life in 
outlying sections o/the Plan area. 

Connecting commercial traffic to a residential neighborhood appears to directly contradict this 
portion of the Community Plan found on page 8-21 of the Draft EIR. In fact the County appears 
to be deliberately encouraging the use of neighborhood roadways for through traffic. The 
appropriate routes are Highway 49 and Luther Rd. 
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There are several trees on the project lot All are slated to be removed. There is one tree 
specifically that provides significant visual benefit to all who drive west bound on Erin Drive. It 
is pictured above. It is requested that the driveway/parking for this project be built around this 
magnificent tree much like was done in the Safeway center on Bell Road. I know of no agency 

126-8 requiring the removal of this tree. It is a visual resource that cannot be replaced in five or ten 
years. 

Another large tree is located at the comer of the Dyer Court fence line and Canal Street. It 
appears the project developers intend to cut down this very large tree so they can tum aro\Dld and 
plant a small one in nearly the exact same place. This will force some neighbors to have a view 
of the box store building for years longer than necessary while waiting for the newly planted tree 
to grow. 

5. Noise - Delivery time ratridioa request. The noise section of the draft EIR appears to 
leave out references to the backup beepers on large delivery trucks. These trucks will use 

126-9 loading areas at the Canal Street side of the store. These beepers are rated at 97 decibels, far 
greater than Dwnbers I found referenced in the Draft EIR. These trucks will deliver at all hours 
if allowed. Please restrict these deliveries to normal waking hours for children of 8 am to 8 pm. 
Allowing later deliveries adjacent to this long established residential neighborhood is not 
reasonable. 

CHAPTER 3 - RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
3-450 



126-10 

126-11 

126-12 

126-13 

FINAL EfR 
BOHEMIA RETAIL 

JUNE 2010 

Letter 126 
Cont'd. 

6. Campial restridioa request. It is well known in the recreational vehicle world that Wal· 
Mart bas a standing company policy of allowing, if not encouraging, overnight camping in their 
parlting lots. This box store is not located alongside a freeway. It is located approximately 100 
feet from residential lots. While a box store is intrusive to a neighborhood please do not ask the 
neighborhood to endure a campground/truck stop as well. RV's bring their generators and other 
after hour noise that neighbors should not have accept. Please put as a condition on this 
development that the tenant is responsible for prohibiting and enforcing a no overnight camping 
provision. A3 a component of this enforcement appropriate signage should be required. 

7. Coaatnldion 01 waY along Canal Street. I understand there will be an eight foot wall built 
along Canal Street to hide this project and block sound from it Please require a combination of 
construction materials that are both aesthetically pleasing and graffiti resistant. Many walls are 
seen as a blank canvas for "taggerslt

• The adjacent neighborhood bas experienced several 
incidents of graffiti vandalism. While I am in favor of the wall being there, I request there be a 
condition on the tenant to be responsible for cleaning all graffiti in a very short period of time. 
Having the wall made out of appropriate materials would make this easier for the tenant to 
comply. Allowing graffiti to remain up encourages more graffiti. It must be removed as soon as 
possible. Since this wall will not be visible to 85% or more of the customers the tenant will have 
little incentive, outside of a requirement, to maintain the outside of the backside of their 
perimeter wall. 

8. Power Poles. There are three power poles along Canal Street at the project property. They 
are the only power poles in the neighborhood. Power is undergrounded throughout the adjacent 

neighborhood. Since there will be significant excavation for utilities, walls and the like please 
encourage the undergrounding of these poles. One can see how a recent traffic accident 
narrowly missed one of these power poles. (The adjacent fence still has not been repaired). 
Undergrounding these poles would improve the visual landscape of this project and improve the 
safety of those traveling the roadway. 

Thank you for your consideration of these matters. By far the most detrimental impact on the 
adjacent neighborllood will be open access onto Canal Street if allowed. Again please restrict 
that access to one lane emergency access only. 

Sincerely, 

9~j~ 
David Keyes 
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The comment is an introductory comment that gives an overview of the concerns 
addressed in more detail in the comments that follow in the letter. Please see Responses 
to Comments 126-2 through 126-13. 

Response to Comment 126-2 

As stated in Response to Comment 13-2 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR, Chapter 3 of 
the Draft EIR, Project Description, makes it clear that the Bohemia Retail Draft EIR 
evaluates, at an equal-level, the potential impacts resulting from implementation of two 
potential tenant types -- a discount club store and a discount superstore -- in order to 
evaluate the potential environmental impacts resulting from a range of uses. Impacts to 
law enforcement services are addressed in the Draft EIR, page 13-21. The Draft EIR 
concludes that a potentially significant impact would result regarding police services and 
provides mitigation that would reduce the identified impact to a less-than-significant 
level. Furthermore, as noted in Response to Comment 1-22 of the Final EIR, 

Regarding fire protection services, please refer to Response to Comment 2-2. Regarding 
police protection services, the Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measure 13-6, which 
requires proof of notification from the County Sherriffs Department that adequate police 
services can be provided. Further, the proposed project would generate property and sales 
tax, which would be used, in part, for needed law enforcement services. As discussed in 
the Urban Decay and Fiscal Analysis prepared for the project (see Appendix U to the 
Draft EIR) by Economic Research Associates (ERA), the Sheriffs Department 
conducted an impact evaluation for this project. The report addresses needs for sworn and 
support personnel, as well as equipment needed to provide police monitoring and 
protection for the project. The Sheriffs Department estimated the costs associated with 
this project to be $17,629, annually. As shown in Table 25 of the Urban Decay and Fiscal 
Analysis, ERA estimated annual public safety costs to the County for the proposed 
project at $24,800, using the adjusted Hausrath factors. This includes the Public Safety 
Fund cost estimates as well as the General Fund's Contribution to public safety. 
However, Tables B and B.l of the Urban Decay and Fiscal Analysis show surplus 
revenue of between approximately $403,150 and $847,577 after accounting for all 
County costs to serve the project (actual revenue amount will depend on amount of 
existing retail sales diverted by the project), which includes law enforcement services. 
Therefore, the project would generate substantially more than enough revenue to cover 
all of the County's costs to service the project. 

Response to Comment 126-3 

As discussed in the Staff Report to the Planning Commission, Staff is recommending 
approval of the No Canal Street Access Alternative, which precludes secondary vehicle 
access to Canal Street. 
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The commenter's concerns are already adequately addressed in the Draft EIR and 
subsequently summarized in the Final EIR. Response to Comment 1-3 of the Final EIR 
states that, the Luther Road/Canal Street intersection would operate acceptably under the 
Existing Plus Project scenario, and while the addition of project traffic in the Short Term 
scenario would degrade the Luther Road/Canal Street intersection from acceptable LOS 
C in the PM to unacceptable LOS E, the proposed project is required to mitigate impacts 
associated with Short Term and Cumulative Conditions at this intersection through 
payment of applicable Capital Improvement Program (CIP) fees, which will ultimately 
fund the construction of this signal when appropriate. Furthermore, the signalization of 
the Luther Road/Canal Street intersection will include design of appropriate "signal 
ahead" signs consistent with standards recommended within the Placer County and 
Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Design (MUTCD). The MUTCD is a document 
issued by the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) of the United States Department 
of Transportation (USDOT) to specify the standards by which traffic signs, road 
markings (see lane), and signals are designed, installed, and used. With the future 
signalization improvements, the intersection of Luther Road/Canal Street is projected to 
operate at LOS A (Highway Capacity Manual defines LOS A as turning movements are 
easily made) and nearly all drivers find freedom of operation). As such, the intersection 
of Luther Road/Canal Street will not be congested. It is also important to note that the 
signalization of the Luther Road/Canal Street intersection will entail interconnection with 
the existing SR 49ILuther Road signal to prevent back ups from Luther Road interfering 
with southbound left-turn traffic from SR 49. 

Response to Comment 126-5 

As discussed in the Staff Report to the Planning Commission, Staff is recommending 
approval of the No Canal Street Access Alternative, which precludes secondary vehicle 
access to Canal Street. 

Response to Comment 126-6 

As discussed in the Staff Report to the Planning Commission, Staff is recommending 
approval of the No Canal Street Access Alternative, which precludes secondary vehicle 
access to Canal Street. 

Response to Comment 126-7 

As discussed in the Staff Report to the Planning Commission, Staff is recommending 
approval of the No Canal Street Access Alternative, which precludes secondary vehicle 
access to Canal Street. 
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Please see Response to Comment 123-6 for a discussion of trees. In addition, as noted in 
Response to Comment 40-9 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR, the final project design is 
subject to the review and approval of the County's Design Review Committee. Design 
Review would include, but not be limited to, a review of building materials, finishes, and 
colors, as well as a review of exterior lighting, parking, circulation, signage, and on-site 
landscaping, including the feasibility of incorporating the existing on-site large oak trees 
into the overall project design. The project applicant would be required to sign the 
resulting Design Review Agreement prior to submittal of improvement plans for the 
project. 

Response to Comment 126-9 

As stated on page 10-14 of the Noise Chapter of the Bohemia Retail Draft EIR (Chapter 
10) concerning the methodology for measuring operational noise levels, including noise 
from stationary sources, such as the project's loading dock: 

Other Noise Measurements 

Data collected to represent truck delivery noise estimates were gathered by Bollard 
Acoustical Consultants, Inc. in June 2008 at a Sacramento area truck stop. Measurements 
of 20 tractor-trailer truck pass-bys were recorded, including six refrigeration trucks. 
Based on the gathered data, trucks en route to and from a loading dock are estimated to 
produce an average SEL and Lmax of approximately 83 dB and 75 dB, respectively (at a 
distance of 50 feet). 

Expected worse-case loading dock noise levels were recorded on August 16, 2008 at the 
Super Walmart store located in Citrus Heights, California as part of a long-term noise 
level survey (August 15-18, 2008), the loading dock measurements were recorded by 
Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. at the store's four loading dock bay, at a distance of 
100 feet. Measured loading dock operations were recorded at 58 dB Leq/74 dB Lmax and 
55 dB Leq/73 dB Lmax for worst-case daytime and nighttime conditions, respectively. 
The reference loading dock noise levels were adjusted by -5 dB to account for the 
increased spherical spreading loss (-6 dB per doubling of distance). In addition, it should 
be noted not more than two Walmart trucks used the facility during the heaviest use 
hours. Therefore, this measurement data is assumed to be applicable to worst-case 
operations associated with the proposed project's two-truck docks. Furthermore, Bollard 
Acoustical Consultants, Inc. estimated that not more than one of the proposed six daily 
truck deliveries could occur during the nighttime hours (6:00 AM to 7:00 AM or 10:00 
PM to 12:00 AM). 

The fact that these comparative noise level measurements accounted for back-up beepers 
is clear from page 13 of the Environmental Noise Assessment, which states in relevant 
part: 

CHAPTER 3 - RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
3-454· 

J3j 



Loading Docks 

FINAL ElR 
BOHEMIA RETAIL 

..JUNE 2010 

The proposed project loading docks will have a capacity of two trucks, and will be below 
the project building grade so that retail goods are unloaded at the building pad level. 
Primary nQise sources associated with the project loading dockS would include heavy 
trucks stopping (air brakes), backing into the docks (back-up alarm), refrigeration units 
for trucks carrying perishable food items ( at idle), and pulling out of the loading docks 
area (revving engine). Noise associated with the moving of merchandise from the trucks 
into the store would also contribute, but would be largely contained within the trucks and 
store structures. 

Expected worst-case loading docks noise levels were recorded on August 16, 2008 at the 
Citrus Heights Super Wal-Mart facility as part of a long-term noise level survey (August 
15-18, 2008). Measurements were taken at a distance of 100 feet from the center of the 
loading docks area. Measured noise exposure from loading docks operations was 58 dB 
Leq/74 dB Lmax and 55 dB Leq/73 dB Lmax for worst-case daytime and nighttime 
hours, respectively. It is assumed that this measurement data represents all loading docks 
activities, including the sources described above and truck movements to and from the 
docks. The Citrus Heights Super Wal-Mart loading docks facility has a four truck 
capacity, but it is assumed that no more than two Wal-Mart trucks used the facility during 
the heaviest use hours. Therefore, this measurement data is assumed to be applicable to . 
worst-case operations associated with the project's two-truck docks. 

On page 10-21 of the Noise Chapter, the Draft EIR concludes that: 

To determine potential loading dock noise levels associated with the proposed project, 
the technical noise assessment (included as Appendix M of the Draft EIR) utilized 
representative noise level measurements for various loading docks in the Sacramento 
region and applied them to the project site and vicinity. The results of the noise 
measurement analysis for the closest sensitive receptors to the east (approximately 175 
feet from center of proposed loading docks area) was estimated to be 53 dB Leq and 69 
dB Lmax, for worst-case daytime hours, and 50 dB Leq and 68 dB Lmax for worst-case 
nighttime hours. The predicted loading dock noise exposure levels for both daytime and 
nighttime activities would exceed the County standards presented in Table 10-4; 
therefore, loading dock activities associated with the proposed project are considered as a 
potentially significant impact. 

In order to specifically address this impact and reduce the impact to a less-than­
significant level, the Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measure 10-3(a): 

1 0-3 (a) Prior to the approval of improvement plans, a noise barrier shall be 
shown on the plans along the boundary of any residential property line 
(located to the north, northeast, and east) affected from increased noise 
levels determined in this Draft EIR (shown conceptually in Figure 10-1), 
for the review and approval of the Placer County Planning Department. 
A noise barrier six to eight feet in height would be required to reduce 
future delivery movements and loading dock activity noise levels below 
the Placer County standards. Barriers could take the form of earth 
berms, solid walls, or a combination of the two. Appropriate materials 
for noise Yl/alls include precast concrete or masonry block. Other 

CHAPTER 3 - RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
3-455 



FINAL E1R 
BOHEMIA RETAIL 

JUNE 2070 

materials may be acceptable provided they have a density of 
approximately four pounds per square foot. 

Response to Comment 126-10 

As noted in Response to Comment 1-21 of the Final EIR, a condition of approval for the 
proposed project will prohibit overnight camping. Outdoor parking lot tent sales are not 
proposed as part of the project but, would be considered by the County with an 
application for a Temporary Outdoor Event permit. 

Response to Comment 126-11 

The sound wall along Canal Street required per Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 10-3(a) 
will be screened with both vine and tree plantings, which will prevent vandalism from 
occurring to the bare face of the wall. As depicted in Figures 7-13 and 7-14 of the Draft 
EIR, the proposed wall would be set back 10 feet from Canal Street and dense 
landscaping would be provided within this 10-foot setback. In addition, vines would be 
planted along the face of the proposed wall for aesthetic purposes. Furthermore, Deodar 
cedars would be planted on the east side (Canal Street) of the wall. Deodar cedars are 
evergreen, which means that they retain their leaves throughout the year, thereby 
providing a consistent screen. 

Response to Comment 126-12 

As illustrated in Figures 7-13 and 7-14 of the Draft EIR, the above-ground power poles 
are proposed to remain along Canal Street. The figures also depict the views from Canal 
Street at Erin Drive with implementation of the proposed project, and generally illustrate 
the change in character of the site from a largely undeveloped and open setting to a 
commercially developed site, albeit one screened with substantial landscaping. In five 
years, residents and travelers along Canal Street would have a view of the eight-foot-tall 
masonry block wall that would be constructed as part of the project. Above the wall, the 
upper portion of the proposed building would be partially visible through the limited 
areas where proposed landscaping is not continuous, and the existing power lines would 
also be visible. Consistent with the goals andpolicies in the PCGP and the ABCP, the 
wall would be set back 10 feet from Canal Street and dense landscaping would be 
provided within this 10-foot setback. In addition, vines would be planted along the face 
of the proposed wall for aesthetic purposes. Furthermore, Deodar cedars would be 
planted on the east side (Canal Street) of the wall. Deodar cedars are evergreen, which 
means that they retain their leaves throughout the year, thereby providing a consistent 
screen. London Plane trees would be planted on the opposite, or west, side of the wall in 
order to hide the upper portion of the proposed building., These Deodar Cedar and 
London Plane trees would also serve the soften the appearance of the existiQg power lines 
given the vegetative background that would be provided behind the lines as opposed to 
the current unobstructed sky behind the power lines, which in many ambient conditions 
serves to provide a dark and light contrast with the existing power lines. 
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In summary, the Draft EIR concludes on page 7-21 that the proposed landscaping would 
be designed to be consistent with the goals and policies found in the PCGP and the 
ABCP, as well as the applicable design guidelines for the AubumIBowman community. 
It .should be noted that the project design would be subject to the review and approval of 
the County's Design Review Committee. Design Review would include, but not be 
limited to, a review of building materials, finishes, and colors, as well as a review of on­
site landscaping, exterior lighting, parking, circulation, and signage. The project applicant 
would be required to sign the resulting Design Review Agreement prior to submittal of 
improvement plans for the project. 

Therefore, because the project would be consistent with the goals and policies found in 
the PCGP and the ABCP for commercial development, and because the project would be 
subject to a Design Review Agreement, impacts to the existing visual character or quality 
of the site and the site's surroundings would be less-than-significant. 

Regarding the commenter's safety concerns with the existing power poles along Canal 
Street, it is noted that accident history along Canal Street was analyzed with the project 
EIR preparation. During the time frame of January 2004 to December 2009, there were 
four reported accidents along the Canal Street segment north of Luther Road. One of the 
three was at the intersection of Canal Street and Luther Road. The other three occurred 
north of the intersection with Luther Road. It was determined during the EIR preparation 
that this data did not support the need for a potentially significant finding related to 
vehicular and/or pedestrian safety. It is speculative, and beyond the scope of the EIR, to 
entertain the possibility that vehicles driving along Canal Street might engage in careless 
driving and subsequently crash into the existing power poles, which are located outside of 
the existing travel-way. 

Response to Comment 126-13 

As discussed in the Staff Report to the Planning Commission, Staff is recommending 
approval of the No Canal Street Access Alternative, which precludes secondary vehicle 
access to Canal Street. 
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I/We the undersigned oppose the Bohemia Retail Project and therefore endorse the option, No Project­

No Build Alternative. The negative Impact on the neighboring communities In the already worst­
congested area of Hwy 49 is unreasonable and unacceptable for the Auburn IlfestyJe. The addition of 

traffic, automobiles and semi trucks, will Increase air and noise pollution. This alone will affect our 

health and peaceful existence in our wonderful commun' . A bi box store has no business bel" in the 
backyard of a neighborhood. Especially intolerable Is any entrance and exit from the parking area onto a 

small neighboring street that will create a traffic situation for which there Is no good solution, certainly 
not a stoplight at canal Street and Luther Road, where it alreadv bottlenecks and where to the lack of 

visibility produces a danger of accidents coming down the hill toward Highway 49. A U.ht at this 
proposed entrance could bring hundreds of vehicles looking for an alternate route through the various 

developments from Oak Rid e Road. The project Is across from a park where children play and swim and 
they should continue to do so in a safe and clean environment. There is a potential Increase of crime 
especially If the store Is a walmart, where there Is proof of a rise of crime In those areas by 5-15%. The 

~~~~~~~a~~ 

) ~ 
AU6lHZ!\J /2220 DveR e1. 

Address 

Additional Comments: 
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As noted above, this additional petition is a duplicate of those already included in 
Chapter 3 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR (see Letters 45 through 104), with the 
exception of a few individual comments provided in the "Additional Comments" section 
of the petitions. However, as demonstrated below in Response to Comment 127-6 and 
127-7, these "Additional Comments" are already addressed throughout the previously 
released Final EIR for Bohemia Retail. 

Response to Comment 127-1 

See Response to Comment 45-1 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR. 

Response to Comment 127-2 

See Response to Comment 45-2 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR. 

Response to Comment 127-3 

See Response to Comment 45-3 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR. 

Response to Comment 127-4 

See Response to Comment 45-4 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR. 

Response to Comment 127-5 

See Response to Comment 45-5 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR. 

Response to Comment 127-6 

As noted throughout the previously released Bohemia Retail Final EIR, the EIR is not 
intended to make a judgment on whether or not the project should be approved or denied. 
The purpose of the EIR, according to CEQA Guidelines, is to evaluate and identify the 
potential physical environmental impacts resulting from construction and operation of the 
proposed project, and subsequently identify feasible mitigation measures to avoid or 
reduce impacts. The decision to approve or deny the proposed project is the responsibility 
of the County decision-makers. The No Canal Street Access Alternative has been 
enhanced in the Introduction and List of Commenters Chapter of this Final EIR to 
provide more detailed discussion of the potential physical impacts associated with the 
implementation of this Alternative. The No Canal Street Access Alternative analysis 
contained in Chapter 17, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR, as further enhanced in the 
Introduction and List of Commenters Chapter of the Final EIR, provides sufficient detail 
to enable the County decision-makers to approve the No Canal Street Access Alternative, 
should they elect to do so. The commenter's opinions regarding the proposed project 
have been forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
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Response to Comment 127-7 

FINAL E1R 
BOHEMIA RETAIL 

JUNE20rO 

As discussed in the Staff Report to the Planning Commission, Staff is recommending 
approval of the No- Canal Street Access Alternative, which precludes secondary vehicle 
access to Canal Street. 
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128-1 

128-2 

128-3 

128-4 

128-5 

MaW/an Krach 
Ernrironmental Coordlnatlon Services 
Placer County Community Development Resource Agency 
3091 County Center Drive, Suite 190 
Auburn, CA 95603 

Letter 128 

FINAL E1R 
BOHEMIA RETAIL 

JUNE 2070 

Received 
fEB 232010 

CDRA - Admin. 

HE: BOHEMIA RETAIL PROJEe'f' (PEIR T2oo80235/ State Clearinghouse" 2001042086) 

Dear Maywan Krach: 

!/We the undersigned 0 the Bohemia Retail Pr ect and therefore endorse the 0 on No Pro ect -
No Build Alternative. The negative Impact on the neighboring communities in the already wom­
congested area of Hwy 49 Is unreasonable and unacceptable for the Auburn lifestyle. The addition of 

traffic, automobiles and semi trucks, will Increase air and noise pollution. this alone will affect our 
health and peaceful existence in our wonderful commun • A bl box store has no business bein In the 
backyard of a nel hborhocd Especially intolerable Is any entrance and exit from the parking area onto a 
small neighboring street that Will create a traffic situation for which there Is no good solution, certainly 
not a stoplight at canal Street and luther Road, where It already bottlenecks and where to the lack of 

visibility produces a danger of accidents coming down the hili toward Highway 49. A light at this 
proposed entrance cOUld bring hundreds of vehicles Iookin for an alternate route throu h the various 

developments from Oak RId e Road. project i$ aaoss from a park where children play and swim and 
they shOUld continue to do so in a safe and dean environment. There is a potential increase of crime 
especially If the store Is a Wllmart, where there Is proof of a rise of crime In those areas b 5-15%. The 
completion of this project would result In destr i our ual of life. Hundreds of home values 
will decrease as the desirability to live in this area will diminish. Please do not allow this project to 

proceed. Thank you for considering the welfare of the citizens who enjoy living In Auburn, Placer County. 

Print name(s) 

rtffJJwO 1Ik~7.MrtdJ,; 
Slin narrie(s) 

lASS &ndas Ianf') 
Address A"ubuffll e..k 95""03 
Additional Comments: 
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Letter 128: Westsmith, Laurel, Resident (petition) 

FlNALEIR 
BOHEMIA RETAIL 

JUNE 2010 

As noted above, this additional petition is a duplicate of those already included in 
Chapter 3 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR (see Letters 45 through 104). 

Response to Comment 128-1 

See Response to Comment 45-1 of the Bohemia Retail Final BIR. 

Response to Comment 128-2 

See Response to Comment 45-2 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR. 

Response to Comment 128-3 

See Response to Comment 45-3 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR. 

Response to Comment 128-4 

See Response to Comment 45-4 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR. 

Response to Comment 128-5 

See Response to Comment 45-5 of the Bohemia Retail Final EIR. 
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Letter 129 

, STATE OF CALlFORNIA 

FINAL EIR 
BOHEMIA RETAIL 

..JUNE 2010 

GoVERNOR'S OFFICE O/PLANNING.AND REsEARCH 
STATE CiEAIuNGHOUSEAND PLANNING UNIT 

AIJIOLD8CIIWAIWInGaR 
00VBP0a 

March 9,2010 

129-1 

RECEIVED 
MAR Z ~ 2010 

Maywan Krach 
Placer County Community Development Resource Agency EtfMtf8TAI.~~EMlS 
3091 County Center Drive, Suite 190 . 
Aabum, CA.9S603 

Subject Bohemia R6tail Project 
SCHN: 2001042086 

'The State C1earinghouie submitted the above CJaJIlCd Draft BIR 10 :reJected Slate Aienciea for review. On 
tho enclosed Document Detllils Report please note that tbe ClcariD&house lw listed the I!tlItc agencies thaI 
rcviowCd yourdocuinr:nt. The review period closed on March 4, 2010, and the comments from the 
responding agency (iea) is (arc) encloaed. If this comment package is DOt in order, p\ea$o IIOlify the State 
Clcaringhoi:!,se immediately. Please refer to !be project'sten-dlgit State Clearinghouse number in future 
correspondeJU:£' 10 that we may respond promptly. 

Please I1Dte that Section Zl104(c) of the calif~ Public R.eaOlD'CCS Code states thaI: 

"A responsible or othcrpublic agelley shall only make ~ve comments regarding'those 
activities Involved In a project which arc within an area of cxpertiae of the agency or which are 
required to be carried out or approved by the agcoey. TIIosC con:uncnm shall be supported by , 
specific documentlllion." 

These. commcmt9 are forwarded for use in preparing your final environmental doI:WlICnL Should you need 
more infunnation or clarification of the euc:losedconimeuts, we nlCOII1IIJCOO that you contact the 
coJIllllC!lting agency dirc'f'Y. 
This Icum acknowledges that you have complied. with the State CJearinghouse review requirements for 
draft environmental docutmmts, pursuant to the california Environmental Quality AcL Pl_ conmct the 
State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any qucs1iOIl8 rcgardjDg the envirollnlentlll review 
process, 

~~. 
Scott Morgan 
Acting Director, State Clearinghouse 

Enclosures 
CC! Resources Agency 

14.00 10th Street P,O. Box 5044 Saaamento. Ca1ilornil 9S8U·3D« 
(916) W.Q6U PAX (916) 313-3018 www.opr.a.go'f 
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sCfflI 2001042086 
Project TItle iIOhentla Retail Project 

Lead Agency Placer County 

Type EIR Draft EIR 

Document Details Report 
State Clearinghouse Data 8ue 

FINALEIR 
BOHEMIA RETAIL 

JUNE 20 10 

Letter 129 
Cont'd. 

Description The proposed project would be constructed.as a slllgle-phaaa retaUdevelopmeot consisting of an 
a~ldmate'Y 155,000 SQuare-foot buRdIng on 18.82 acree. The project could Include an outdoor 
garden canter and fueing area cIe90ndng on the end ueer(s). The improYemanta would inClude new 
undafwound utDlIIes, paving, parking, IlghUng, and IandBcaplng. The propoead palIdng design 
requlremltlllS, clrcutatlon and landellaPino would conform to Placer County standards B8 conta1n~ in 
the Placer County Design GuldeUnflll Manual and the Aubum/BOwman CommllllHY Plan. Tile 
proposed perking lotwiluld Indude.111 standard parlling SlalIa, 17 Handicap (HC) accessIble spaces. 
8I1dtwo van BCC!IS3ibla stalls. Cart corrals would be u&ed In tha parldng tel For public safety 
purposes. the project Includes InstaDaIlDn of perimetar fencing. In addltlon. portionS of the !lie 
BdjBcent to the exl6Ung ~ad. canals. and Ihe PG&E corporation yard, wOl be elIhBr walled or 
fenced. A wood fence would be collSllUcl8d along the northern PfOI)8rty line, adjacent to existing 
reaidences, and a solid masonry wall would be constructed alOng the eastern boundary of the sites. 
adjacent to Canat Street. An underground d8tenti0n pond Is proposed In the northwestem portion of 
ttie sHe. 

lead Agency Contact 
Name Maywan Krach 

Agonoy Plilcer COUnty CommUnlly Development Resource Agilnciy 
Pilon. 530-745-3132 Fu 
email 

Addt&" 3091 County Center DrIve, Suite 190 
CIty Auburn Stala CA Zip 95603 

Project Location 
Count,y f'laQer 

CIt,y Auburn 
Region 

LBt/L0R9 38' 55' 54" N /121' 05' 10"W 
Cruss StnIets SR 49 and Luter ROad 
p~ Nc. ()52-102..()12. "()13, 017, -053 
Township 12N ~nllfl 8E 

Proximity to: 
Hlghtnp SR 49. 1-80 

Airports Auburn Municipal 
Rall'Nltys Union PacIfic 
Wu~Y. Rack Creek Lake. WI$e Canal 

SectIon 33 

Schools Legacy ChrIstIen,Chan8 H'lgh,Jack&JUI Pie.sctt.Rock Creek ES .... 
Land lJ$a PLU: Fonner lumber yard that is CUIT8nIIy vacant. ' 

ENs. MDB&M 

z:eommerclal Planned Davelopmef1t. Combining Design Scenic CorrIdor. with AIrport Over-flight. 
GPO:. General CommeteIaJ. 

Project. INII1/$ Air QuaUty: Archeeologla-HisioIIc: BIological RIISOUfC8S; OIainageiAbsorpllon: Economlc.slJobs; Fiscal 
Impacts: Flood PlalnlFloodlng: GeoIoglclSeismlc; Minerals; Norse; Public $eMus; Septic System: 
Sewer Cepaclty; Sol1 EfI)8IonICompactlonIGracIng; SOlid Wa&te: Toxlcn-tazardOua: TiafflclClrrulatJon: 
Vegetation; Weter Quality; Landuse: AesIhetk:Nl$Ual; WeUandlRlparten 

Not8: BIan\(s In dlIIa fields result from Insuffieient Information pmvldad by lead agency. 
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Document Details Report 
State Clearinghouse Data Base 

FiNALEIR 
BOHEMIA RETAIL 

JUNE 2010 

Letter 129 
Cont'd. 

Revlawlng R8aourcea Agency; Depariment ~ Conservafbn; DepadrnI!nt of Fish and Game. Region 2; C4I fire: 
Agern:les Oepaltment of PiIIM and RecreaIion; Department at Water R_; Office of Emergency 

Management ~ency. CalIfornia: CaItrans, DMsIOn of Ae/onauGc:a; C8lIIomIa HIghway palto~C8Ifran8. 
DisIrIcI3; Regional Water Quality Control8d.. Region 5 (Secramento): Department at TOlCic 
Substances Control; Native AmBrican Heritage Commls&lon: Public UtllltJes Comml88fon 

Daft Rot*Wd 01/1912010 Sflrt of Review 01/1912010 End of Review 03J04/2010 

Note: Blanks in data fields rewIt from fnsuflJdent i1formllfon provided by lead agency. 
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FINAL E1R 
BOHEMIA RETAIL 

JUNE 20 10 

Letter 129: Governor's Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse 

Response to Comment 129-1 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft ErR, but rather indicates the 
County's compliance with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft 
environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. 
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PLACER COUNTY 
AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION 

REQUEST FOR STAFF REVIEW 

PLACER COUNTY Date Received: 2.25.2010 

AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION (ALUC) 
299 Nevada Street Received From: 
Auburn, CA 95603 Placer County CDRA 

Phone: 530.823.4030 
Fax: 530.823.4036 

Airport Name: 
Auburn Municipal Airport 

ALUC Case No.: 2009/2010 --10 

Project Title: Bohemia Retail Minor Use Permit (T2010 0058) 

Project Description: 
Initial Project Application, Minor Use Permit, and Design Review for the construction of a 
155,000 SF retail building on 18.62-acres located on the east side of SR 49 near the 
intersection of SR 49 and Luther road (AP 052-102-012/-103/-017/-053) in north Aubum. 

Application for: [] Rezone [ ] General/Community Plan Amendment . [ x] Other 

Background 
Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) staff, based on Placer county requests, .have prepared a 
number of comments for the following environmental reviews and proposals. 

• Fiddlergreen Subdivision-EIR NOP (PSUBT2004 0773) - ALUC 2004/2005-26 (May 5, 2006) 
• Bohemia Subdivision - DEIR Comments - ALUC 2006/2007 - 15 (December 21, 2006) 
• Bohemia Subdivision (PSUBT2004 0773) - ALUC 2006/2007-15A (April 16, 2007) 
• Off-Site COSTCO Sign (PMPC T2008 0278) - ALUC 2007/2008 - 13 (June 11,2008) 

As noted in previous notes, the ALUC's mandatory responsibility is to review proposals for 
consistency with the Placer county Airport Land Use compatibility Plan (PCALUCP). Review of 
environmental documents such as DEIRs is not required. Comments on environemtnal 
documents were offered to facilitate formal ALUC reviews of the proposed project. The 
following is the formal PCALUCP consistency determination for the proposed project. 

ALUC Staff Comments 

The project site is approximately 1.5 miles from the Aubum Municipal Airport runway. The 
PCALUCP, illustrates that the site is in the in the airport's influence area boundary (see 

1 
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PLACER COUNTY 
AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION 

attached mapt One Compatibility Zone (Figure 3A and Compatibility Zone Boundary 
descriptions - pages 3-4/5) lies over the site. 

• Compatibility Zone D - the Other Airport Environs -- is sometimes overflown by aircraft 
arriving and departing the airport. Hazards to flight are usually the only compatibility 
concern. 

Primary Compatibility Criteria (Table 2A) summarizes maximum density/use intensity, prohibited 
uses, and other development conditions. Appendix D - Compatibility Guidelines for Specific 
Land Uses - cites that all retail uses and large shopping centers are generally compatible 
(Table 2A) in Compatibility Zone D. 

The PCALUCP requires that an ALUC consistency determination be completed on a proposed 
project before local agency approval. 

Note. State law requires each local agency with jurisdiction for land uses within an ALUC's 
planning area to modify its general plan and specific (community) plans to be consistent with an 
airport land us~ compatibility plan. To date, Placer County has not completed this requirement. 

ALUC Staff Evaluation 

1. Noise. The site is outside of the airport's noise contours. 

The proposal is consistent with PCALUCP noise provisions. 

2. Safety. Zone 0 has no commercial use intensity limits.2 According to the PCALUCP, land 
uses such as spectator-oriented sports stadiums, amphitheaters, and concert halls that attract 
very high concentrations of people in confined areas are generally prohibited. No use is to be 
prohibited in Zone 0 if its usage intensity is such that it would be permitted in Zone C2 (100 
people per acre average for the site and 300 people per single acre). 

To determine use intensity for the proposed project and the mixed use alternative, the following 
assumptions were made: 

• Retail Off-street parking 

• Gross acreage 

County Planning staff indicated 1 parking 
space per 300 SF gross floor area 

18.62 acres - no adjacent street frontages 

1 See PCTPA's web site (wWw.pctpa.net) for more on the PCALUCP. 

2 Use intensity is a general planning guideline to aid in determining the acceptability of proposed land 
uses. The PCALUCP specifies that use intensity in Unincorporated Placer County is to be calculated 
based on required off-street parking spaces (Primary Compatibility Criteria - Table 2A, appendix C, and 
appendix 0). In addition, a site's 'gross acreage' is used to determine use intensity. This gross acreage 
is the parcel area plus one half of fronting streets. 

2 
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PLACER COUNTY 
AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION 

were considered. 

Based on these assumptions, the proposed project (discount club/superstore) and the mixed 
use alternative would not exceed Zone C2 use intensity limits.3 

The proposal is consistent with PCALUCP safety provisions. 

3. Airspace Protection. Compatibility Zone 0 requires an airspace review by ALUC staff for 
structures greater than 150'-high. Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) notice may also be 
required. 

The proposal would be consistent with PCALUCP airspace protection provisions if no structures 
exceed 150'. 

4. Overflights. Overflight compatibility concerns encompass a combination of noise and safety 
issues. There are no overflight compatibility provisions for Compatibility Zone D. 

The proposal is consistent with PCALUCP overflight provisions. 

General Note: the ALUC staff recommends that anyone intending to offer land for sale or lease 
with the airport's influence area to disclose this· fact. California's Business and Professions 
Code (Section 11010) and Civil Code (Sections 1102.6, 1103.4, and 1353) specify required 
disclosure for certain actions. See www.leginfo.ca.gov/calaw (Find California Law). 

3 Proposed Project - Discount Club/Superstore 
155,000 SF building/ 300 SF (517 spaces x 1.5 people per space) 
776 people on site / 18.62 acres (no street frontages included) 

776 people on site /3.55 building footprint 

Mixed Use Alternative 
64,300 SF building / 300 SF (215 spaces x 1.5 people per space) 
35,700 SF building / 300 SF (119 spaces x 1.5 people per space) 
502 people on site / 18.62 acres 

323 people (64,300 SF building) / 1. 47 building footprint 
35,700 SF building footprint is less than one acre in area 

PLACER COUNTY CORA Bohemia Retail (T2010 0058) 

== 776 people 
=: 42 people per acre average for the site 

== 219 people per single acre. 

== 323 people 
== 179 people 
== 27 people per acre average for the site 

== 220 people per single acre. 
=: 179 people per single acre (building 

occupancy) 

3 
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PLACER COUNTY 
AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION 

Applicable ALUC Plan: 
Placer County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan - October 25, 2000 

Applicable ALUC Policy: [1 Noise [ I Safety [X I Airspace Protection [ I Overflight 

[ X I Compatible 

[ X] Compatible subject to Conditions (see ALUC staff comments) 

[1 Incompatible because of -
[1 Safety 
[] Noise 
[] Height 
[] Densityllntensity 

Reviewed by: Date: 

Stan Tidman, Sr. Planner -- TEL: 530.823.4033 March 8, 2010 

Copies: City of Auburn Bob Richardson, City Manager 
Will Wong, Community Development Director 
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Individual Alrporl Policies and Compatibility Maps I Chapter 3 

Legend 
Compatibility Zones 

Airpor: Influence Area Boundary 
c:J Zone A 
_ ZoneB1 

c::::J Zone 62 
c=:J Zonae1 
[==:J Zone C2 
c:::::J Zone 0 

Heighl Review Overlay ';one 

Boundary Lines 
- -- Airport Property Line 

__ - ___ AUDurn City Limits 
_ - - __ Auburn Sphere ollnllueHcf! 

Nole: long1ludi:1al cunensiO:1s measure 
trom end 01 primart suriat:6 2C(J tram 
ends 01 extended runway . 

i 
N 

3,000' - ___ =--_---=:1 
FEET 6,000' 

Source Shun Moen ASSOCiates (OciODa( 25. 2000) 

~~~ __ Figure 3A 

Compatibility Map 
Auburn Municipal Airport 
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