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Section 1
Introduction

1.1 BACKGROUND

A Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the City of Santa Rosa Transit-Oriented
Redevelopment project was completed and circulated for the required minimum 45 day public/agency
review and comment period on January 13, 2004. The review and comment period extended through
February 26, 2004. -

The Draft EIR informs decision-makers and the general public of the potential environmental impacts
that would occur through implementation of the Transit-Oriented Redevelopment project. The Draft
EIR also identifies mitigation measures to minimize the potentially significant impacts, and evaluates a
reasonable range of alternatives to the Transit-Oriented Redevelopment project.

On February 23, 2004, a public hearing to address the adequacy of the Draft EIR was held at the City
of Santa Rosa City Hall before the Redevelopment Agency of the City of Santa Rosa, at which time
oral and written comments were requested. Twelve speakers provided oral comments at the héaring
with several speakers submitting backup letters of comment.

Various letters of comment were submitted during the course of the public/agency review and comment
period. This Response to Comments document contains a summary of the verbal comments made at
the public hearing and all written comments on the Draft EIR submitted during the comment period. In
accordance with Section 15132 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, this
document brings together the comments and responses to the submitted comments.

This Response to Comments document, together with the Draft EIR, constitutes the Final EIR.
Responses are provided for significant environmental points raised in the Draft EIR review process,
focusing on issues that address the adequacy and content of the Draft EIR. Issues that address the
merits of the Transit-Oriented Redevelopment project, which will be heard before the Redevelopment
Agency of the City of Santa Rosa after EIR certification, are not required to be addressed in the Final

EIR. The City Council would adopt a resolution making findings based on consideration of the Final
EIR.

1.2 How TO USE THIS FINAL EIR

This document addresses substantive comments received during the Draft EIR public/agency review
and comment period and consists of four sections: 1) Introduction; 2) List of Commentors; 3) Verbal

Comments from the Public Hearing of February 23, 2004, with Responses; and 4) Letters of Comment
with Responses.

Santa Rosa Transit-Oriented Redevelopment Project EIR — Introduction ’ 1-1
P:\Projects - WP Only\10800-00 to 10900-00\10851-00 TORPA\FEIR\TORPA FEIR.doc



Those comments that require responses are numbered in the left hand margin of each letter of comment
as submitted. The responses are correlated with the comments by the numbers shown. Each letter of
comment is followed immediately by responses. For the most part, the responsés provide explanations
or additional discussion regarding the text of the Draft EIR. In some instances, the response
supersedes or supplements the text of the Draft EIR for accuracy or clarification. New text that has
been added to the Draft EIR is indicated with underlining. Text that has been deleted is indicated with
overstriking.

Santa Rosa Transit-Oriented Redevelopment Project EIR — Introduction . 1-2
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| Section 2
List of Commentors

Agencies, organizations and individuals submitting comments on the City of Santa Rosa Transit-
Oriented Redevelopment Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter referred to as the

~ Draft EIR) are identified in this section.

2.1 INDIVIDUALS PROVIDING VERBAL COMMENTS AT THE PUBLIC HEARING OF

FEBRUARY 23, 2004

Dexter Dawes, Santa Rosa Canners, LLC
Rick Divine, Santa Rosa Canners, LLC
Richard Carlile, Carlile Macy

Lionel Gambill

Cappie Garrett, President, Sonoma. County

Food & Wine Center

Lynda Angell, President, Historic Railroad
Square Association

Alan Thomas

Margo Warneke Merck, President, Community
Housing Development Corp.

Willard Richards
Bill Korum

Maureen Renfro, Executive Director, Santa
Rosa Convention and Visitors Bureau

Michelle Gervais, Santa Rosa Canners

2.2 AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS AND INDIVIDUALS SUBMITTING LETTERS OF

COMMENT

1. Sonoma County Water Agency, Anne Crealock, Environmental Specialist, February 4, 2004.

2, Willard Richards, February 12, 2004.

3. Sonoma County Food & Wine Center, Cappie Garret, President, February 20, 2004.

4. California Department of Transportation, Lisa Carbari for Timothy C. Sable, District Branch

Chief, February 23, 2004,

5. Margo Warnecke Merck February 23, 2004.

6. Sonoma County Transportation and Land Use Coalition, Willard Richards, February 23, 2004.

7. Historic Railroad Square Association, Lynda Trobetta Angell, President, February 23, 2004.

8. North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, (email), John Short, February 24, 2004.

9. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, (email message), Dave Wickers, February 24, 2004.

Santa Rosa Transit-Oriented Redevelopment Project EIR — List of Commentors 2-1
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10.

Lionel Gambill, Rx. February 26, 2004.

11. Santa Rosa Canners, LLC, John K. Steward and Richard J. Devine, Managing Partners,
February 26, 2004. ‘ ‘

12; Sonoma County Transportation & Land Use Coalition, Joel Woodhull, February 26, 2004..

13. Law Office of David Grabill, David Grabill, February 26, 2004.

14. California Regional Water Quality Control Board, (email), Joan Fleck, February 27, 2004.

15. Golden Gate Bridge Highway & Transportation District, Alan Zahradnik, Febrﬁary 27, 2004.

16. State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and
Planning Unit, February 27, 2004.

Santa Rosa Transit-Oriented Redevelopment Project EIR — List of Commentors 2-2
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Section 3
Verbal Comments from Public Hearing of
February 23, 2004, with Responses
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PUBLIC HEARING DRAFT - SUBJECT TO CHANGE

REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF THE CITY OF SANTA ROSA

REGULAR MEETING
Council Chamber, City Hall
100 Santa Rosa Avenue, Santa Rosa, California
February 23, 2004

MINUTES
Santa Rosa Players Actors Theater has merged to form 6" Street Playhouse.

Members of the 6" Street Playhouse requested this opportunity to share their
vision for the Sixth Street Warehouse, located at 52 West Sixth Street, with the

' Redevelopment Agency.

The Redevelopment Agency of the City of Santa Rosa met in regular session at
2:58 p.m. on the 23rd day of February, 2004, in the Council Chamber, City Hall,
100 Santa Rosa Avenue, Santa Rosa, California.

Present: Chairman Arnone, Agency Members Ours, Olsen, and Schneider. Mr.
Evans was absent. Also in attendance were Executive Director Stephen F.
Burke, Economic Development and Redevelopment Manager Jocelyn Lundgren,
Program Specialist Cassie Ellena, Legal Counsel Mike Casey, and Recording
Secretary Jan Harrison.

None
None.

None.

On motion made by Mr. Ours, seconded by Ms. Schneider, the minutes for the
meetings held December 15 and 22, 2003, and January 12, 2004 were
approved.

Ms. Ellena stated this issue is whether the Redevelopment Agency will hold a
public hearing and receive comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(EiR) for the Proposed Transient-Oriented Redevelopment Project Area, known
as TORPA. :

Ms. Ellena announced the Agency will not be taking any action on the Draft EIR
at this meeting. The purpose of this public hearing is to provide members of the
public an opportunity to give oral comments on the Draft EIR.

The area consists of 11.5 acres and is bounded by the railroad tracks on the
east, Santa Rosa Creek on the south and west, and West Sixth Street on the
north. It consists of eight parcels and four property owners.

On January 12, 2004, the Agency adopted Resolution No. 1523, accepting and
authorizing circulation of the Draft EIR for a 45-day public review period, which
ends February 27, 2004. At that time the Agency also directed staff to schedule
a public hearing for February 23, 2004. On February 12, 2004, the Planning
Commission considered the Proposed Redevelopment Plan and Draft EIR for the
TORPA. The Planning Commission then adopted a resolution finding the
Proposed Redevelopment Plan to be consistent with the City of Santa Rosa

3-2



DRAFT - SUBJECT TO CHANGE

General Plan and recommended its adoption. The Planning Commission also
made comments on the Draft EIR for consideration in the Final EIR.

All comments which are received during the 45-day public review period will be
responded to and considered in the Final EIR. The Final EIR will go before the
Agency and the City Council in May, 2004.

The Department of Housing and Redevelopment recommends that the
Redevelopment Agency hold a public hearing on the Draft Environmental Impact
Report for the Proposed Transient-Oriented Redevelopment Project. Ms. Ellena
introduced Ted Adams from EIP Associates, the consulting firm that has
prepared the Draft EIR. Mr. Adams will provide an overview and major findings
of the Draft EIR. ‘

Ted Adams, EIP, stated this project is located in the Historic Railroad District
between Santa Rosa Creek and the railroad tracks. This project is intended to
ensure that the area is revitalized with development that is pedestrian friendly
and includes the use of transportation. This includes potential development
collaboration with the Sonoma Marin Area Rail Transit (SMART) District which
controls about half of the project site. The General Plan retail and business
service designation for the site allows for retail and service enterprises with
offices and restaurants. The General Plan also encourages the production of
residential units in the downtown area. The EIR was essentially developed to
address the environmental impacts of a project built out at the maximum that
would generally be allowed under the General Plan. Toward this end, mixed use
development scenario was developed that supports transit uses of the SMART
parcel and includes development of up to about 280 residential units and
230,000 gross square feet of commercial space, together with the necessary
parking, landscape features, open space and a maximum building height of
approximately five stories. The land use scenario is considered flexible enough
to allow variations in the provisions of public open space and parking facilities,
depending on the mix of commercial, land uses and residential land uses
ultimately programmed for the development. A specific development plan has
not yet been prepared for the project. '

The project has been found to be generally consistent with the Santa Rosa 2020
General Plan. Where consistency is not confirmed, or partially confirmed,
mitigation measures are established to bring the project into consistency with the
General Plan.

Regarding land use, no adverse impacts were identified for the project as it is
currently proposed, and no land use mitigation measures are specifically noted.
No adverse population, employment or housing impacts are identified for the
project. It is noted that the project would allow continued economic growth and
jobs, and the provision of housing and expanded opportunities for commercial
development and transportation.

One of the important issues analyzed in the EIR was that of visual quality and
community character. The change in visual appearances would be expected to
be pretty significant in the project area. Planning and design of the project
should be in accordance with the provisions of the Railroad Square Plan and
confirm to the goals and guidelines of neighborhood and community design as

3-3
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DRAFT - SUBJECT TO CHANGE

contained within the City’s urban design guidelines, whose purpose is to
implement the urban design element of the General Plan.

The design objective, as noted in the EIR, should be to further development
within the project site is visually compatible with the scale, density and
architectural format with surrounding development, including the Westend
Preservation District and Railroad Square Preservation District.

Project development would generate an increased demand for police and fire
and emergency services. Given the limited resources of the Santa Rosa Police
and Fire Departments, this increased demand could adversely affect the City's
ability to provide some patrol functions, fire protection and emergency functions.
Considering that no substantial increase in services would be provided relative to
the project’s increased demand for these services, the impact was identified as
significant. '

Regarding utilities, no adverse utility impacts were identified and no utility
mitigation measures are specifically required, except outside the normal
requirements for conservation of resources as put forth by the utility companies
themselves.

Regarding hazardous materials, the site is currently being cleaned up by property
owners. During construction in the event further contamination is discovered,
additional investigations would be required to verify the extent of contaminated
soils, and any necessary remediation actions would have to be taken at that time.

Regarding historic resources, impacts to historic architectural resources on the
site could include demolition or substantial aiteration to four properties that are
recommended eligible for the California Register. Mitigation measures

~ recommended include adapted reuse of the buildings, which is also being sought

by the owners of the properties.

To reduce the risk associated with seismic ground shaking, it would be
necessary to take into consideration the location and type of sub-surface
materials when designing foundations and structures. Adherence to the Building
Code provisions as outlined in the EIR would also be necessary. Build out of the
site would increase the storm water runoff volume by over 50%, thus contributing
to potential overloading of the receiving infrastructure, the downstream areas.
This would require the storm water plan be developed so that the rate of storm
water leaving the site now is not any greater than existing conditions in the
future.

Mr. Adams discussed other items with Agency Members. -

Steve Coleman, Dowling Associates, commented he was the principal in charge
of the work that was done for EIP on traffic and transportation. He gave a quick
summary of the conclusions of their study. There were two key challenges in this
work. First was finding an appropriate reduction for the transient-oriented
development, which they tried to do by looking at the existing census data on -
transit usage in the Railroad Square area and some work they had done in
another community. :

34
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The second challenge was finding a way to evaluate a level of the service that
was appropriate in the downtown. The intersections under cumulative conditions
would all operate at level of service C or D or better during the peak hours. He
reported on any impacts on the surrounding residential streets.

Chairman Arnone opened the public hearing and asked for comments from the
audience.

Dexter Dawes, member of the Santa Rosa Canners, LLC, commented they had
three members present today as well as their consultant, Michelle Gervais. He
stated Chris Davies and Rick Devine will follow him.

Mr. Dawes showed Agency Members a site design sample and explained the
layout to Agency Members, stating it had been prepared by an architectural firm
in San Francisco. Negotiations between SMART and the City will turn on the
land use of the SMART property and how it will develop ridership and revenues
for SMART. That process will take a good deal of time and effort by them.- He
believes that residences that will provide riders for the transit will be a very
valuable use of that property and he would request that the alternatives, rather
than the one being recommended and, the other an alternate, that there be a
joint recommendation for an either/or, depending on how the SMART/City of
Santa Rosa lease negotiations turn out. The Santa Rosa Canners’ current plan
has 75 units in the old cannery building on Third Street, and the new Sixth Street
building (both adaptive reuses) will either be apartments or a culinary school. If
the buildings in the SMART area were allowed to be higher than the old historic
rehabs, it would obliterate the views of those old buildings and seem to be
counterproductive to what everyone is trying to deal with. They would like the
height limit to be the -existing height or the same as the SMART parcels. They
hope that comments in the EIR would indicate that pedestrians and bicycles
could be accommodated in the Fourth and Fifth Street crossings which would
add to the circulation to primarily the retail area to the east and the new

& construction in the transit-oriented development.

Rick Divine, one of the managing partners of the Santa Rosa Canners, LLC,
commented he would be speaking for himself and on behalf of Chris Davies. His
comments centered around the historic nature of the buildings. It has been
suggested that the north and south walls and the east walls of all of the
structures be retained. Although they intend to retain all of the significant walls,
both the north wall of the Third Street building and the south wall of the Sixth
Street building are walls that will not be retained. Where the buildings are joined
is also the location of a 20,000 gallon vault that stored diesel fuel which, in 2003,
they had pumped out; however there is still sludge retained in that tank and they
are under an abatement order by the Water Quality Control Board to remove that
particular vault. Removal will require the demolition of the south portion of the
Sixth Street building but will retain the portion of the facade where it says “Santa
Rosa Packing Company”, but some demolition will be required to reach at least
the 35 foot long vault; it may require also getting to other storage tanks which are
listed in old Sanborn maps that may or may not still be there. According to
testing, there doesn’t appear to be any leakage from the 35-foot long tank. Also,
the Santa Rosa Fire Department does have significant requirements regarding
how these things will be treated, including demolition of a portion of the building.
The Draft EIR also calls for retaining the roof elements. The roof elements on

y the Third Street building are not especially valuable, and there are plans to retain
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-4 the exterior facade and essentially build a new building within the existing

building. This would be the same situation with the Sixth Street building. They
are very mindful of the historic nature of these buildings and they have
commissioned a few reports in compliance with CEQA about how they should be
treated. They won’t be able to retain all of the walls as required in the Draft EIR.
They are asking that the Final EIR notice the fact that the principal walls will be
retained, but there will be a need to demolish, and not retain, some of the

& existing walls on the site.

Richard Carlile, Carlile & Macy, owner of the property adjacent to the project,
stated he agrees with a lot of what Mr. Dawes and Mr. Devine have said
regarding the Canners’ property, particularly at grade crossings for bicycles and
pedestrians. He thinks it will be essential for Fourth and Fifth Streets as they
interconnect the two sides of Railroad Square that were originaily conceptualized
in the Railroad Plan. He, like others, is anxious to get to a physical plan that
pulls all these things together. The site is evaluated as if it was a mall or large
project, and then the adjoining streets were evaluated based on that
development. He thinks strengthening of the grid that is part of the Railroad
Square Plan is important. In historic districts, that circulation grid was the key to
making things happen. We need to get some connection that connects Third
Street with Sixth Street which would strengthen and take trafficaway in a
north/south direction off of Wilson. He believes this to be critical. He thinks the
transit connection to the new platform and depot for SMART would be best
served just north of where the depot platform is; we need to get the circulation of
busses in there. He indicated he would include other comments in a letter form
and submit them.

Lionel Gambill, 801 Tupper Street, commented he has been involved in the
SMART process since the mid-80s. He asked if this is really a transit-oriented
development. He discussed what the project should accomplish. The Fourth
Street depot will be the most important station on the entire SMART corridor.
Each weekday 1,466 passengers will board or de-train from SMART {rains,
according to their ridership study. This does not include passengers on tourist
trains or intercity passenger trains which will be phased in at various points.
Transit orientation implies transit integration as the priority and attempts to
maximize non-automobile access to trains by maximizing bus connections as
well as bicycle storage and pedestrian friendly infrastructure. There is a need to
bring bicycles as close to train side as possible. Busses need to be brought in
close to the train depot. Every effort should be made to encourage people to
leave their cars at home. The Food and Wine Center needs to be pedestrian
friendly. We need to make Santa Rosa, as seen through the train windows, an
appealing place to be. The first impression people get will be from a train
window. We want them to have an impression of Santa Rosa that will motivate
them to come back to spend more time here. Parking is not transit. This project
is being built as a transit-oriented development and he wonders how it measures
up to that label. A prime example of a good transit connection to a train station is
the transit loop at University Avenue in Palo Alto. It is important to look
realistically at the future. Mr. Gambill urged a drastic reduction in the number of
parking spaces. He suggested working with Cal Trans to place as many parking
spaces as possible under the widened freeway structure; place the rest either
south of Third Street or underground; include a bus loop that enters at Third
Street that accesses bus space next to the platform and goes back out to Third
Street. It should be designed to accommodate most of the busses that are going
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to serve train connection in Santa Rosa; eliminate the Sixth Street turnout which
would negatively impact the Westend neighborhood, but keep the Third Street
turnout for some of the busses, along with a taxi stand; plan for bicycle lockers
on the train platforms, the number to be determined by studying other systems.
He mentioned several other amenities that could be added.

Cappie Garrett, Chairman of the Sonoma County Food and Wine Center, stated
she was pleased to be present for discussion concerning the EIR. She is
extremely grateful for the part the Agency has played in moving this forward.

She is impressed with the quick movement of the EIR. The Food and Wine
Center is being developed with the Santa Rosa Junior College, and they also will
most likely submit comments on the EIR. They ask that specifications of the
Food and Wine Center be included in the EIR. There will be a market place,
combining with the culinary art center of the Junior College. She explained what
their project would include. They believe their project does fit within the ranges
of the EIR. They echo that there be pedestrian, at-grade crossings at Fourth and
Fifth Streets; without them, they feel they may get another blockade similar to the
mall. They have been-cited as a priority of the City of Santa Rosa for the last five
years and have entered into a negotiation process with the City for an exclusive
right to negotiate on that property, along with the Junior College D|str|ct They
offered their assistance in any way possible.

Lynda Angell, President of Historic Railroad Square Association and a property
owner in Railroad Square, expressed appreciation on behalf of Railroad Square
for the Draft EIR and its emphasis on using the zoning policy statement in the
Railroad Square Plan as a guide for the development of the transit-oriented
redevelopment project. There are about three areas that are of great importance
to Railroad Square. Their top priority is that the Sonoma County Food and Wine
Center be developed as it is crucial to Railroad Square’s business district. Along
with that is the Santa Rosa Junior College Culinary Arts Program; this
development would be a major magnet to the community and to all of Sonoma
County. It would be a strong revenue base for the City, a cultural center, provide

-employment opportunities, support our local growers and producers, and

emphasize most importantly a sense of community. A parking garage is crucial
to the area for existing and future uses. The size and design would need to be
compatible with the historic character in Railroad Square. The Railroad Square
District has become an area of entertainment for locals and visitors and is
becoming-increasingly attractive with the variety of shops, restaurants, hotels,
conference centers and the California Welcome Center. With this, comes more
traffic. The streets in Railroad Square are narrow, and they ask that the EIR
address the fact that the grid should go out into the major roadways and certainly
not the narrow streets. She thanks the Agency for moving this project forward so
quickly and for taking the lead to revitalize a area such as the Railroad Square
District.

Allen Thomas, 138 West Eighth Street commented he is representing himself.
He understands this EIR will set things for how they will be in the future. He
reminded the Agency when passing along its comments that one of the biggest

impacts in his opinion is the historical nature of the buildings. He urged the

Agency to look closely at the EIR consultant’s work rather than suggestions
made by the owners of the buildings in the area. He urged that more information
be sought regarding the need to demolish any historic buildings in order to do
toxic remediation.
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Margo Warneke Merck, 13412 Chalk Hill Road in Healdsburg, President of
Community Housing Development Corporation of Santa Rosa, stated they
develop special needs housing. She stressed the importance of having
affordable and special needs housing in the Railroad Square Redevelopment
Area project. We need smart, accessible, transit-oriented developments where
residents of all income levels can live and work. She asked to go on record as
being in favor of the alternative mixed-use build-out scenario which would contain
a maximum of 380 residential units of integrated housing for all income levels,
and a commercial component of 130,000 square feet. This project would then
produce a total of 114 affordable units at 30 percent Redevelopment Area Law.
She asked that the Agency address how this project will meet the Americans with
Disabilities Act requirements. There needs to be mention of curb ramps and
accessible pedestrian walkways that this project is altering or creating. She asks
for inclusion of an analysis to incorporate the “accessibility requirement in any
temporary or emergency construction under Impact 3.4-8".

Willard Richards, 400 Highland Drive, representing the Sonoma County
Transportation and Land Use Coalition, commented he has had a long term
interest in the railroad property as well as the SMART project. He stated he
appreciated being able to purchase the EIR on a CD and has also learned it is
also available on the City’s website. He urged everyone to remember that this
11.5 acre project is only 7 percent of the area within a five-minute walk of the
proposed SMART station. Public transit can only be successful when densities
are high enough to support it. Even though this project is only a small part, we
need to be mindful that is right at the core of what we hope will be a dense area
of development around a new passenger rail station. He understands that
transportation projects that have a beneficial effect on land use will be favored for
future funding. As a programmed EIR, he understands it sets an umbrella under
which other projects can come forward. The most important thing he has found
has already been mentioned by the developers, and that is the building height
limit of five stories. He believes the five story building height limit places a
limitation on future development and is too restrictive. He would be pleased to
see the height limit increased.

Bill Kortum, 180 Ely Road in Petaluma, commented he has been following the rail
issues since 1989 because of its land use implications. He read an article from
the Los Angeles Times regarding transit-oriented development. He hopes the
Agency takes note of the fact that this will be the most important station of the
approximate 12 that will be developed with the two counties. Santa Rosa will be
showing the leadership of how to handle development around these stations, and
he feels it is very shortsighted to only deal with the first increment because it is
the station, and the station should demand very precise planning within the 1500
foot radius. He hope development of this area will not effect long range planning
and what can be done around the station. He praised Petaluma for the
outstanding job they are doing with 300 acres in its downtown area with the
station right in the middle of it. '

Maureén (Mo) Renfro, Executive Director of the Santa Rosa Convention and
Visitors Bureau, stated she is the caretaker of the depot building, which is now
the California Welcome Center. She spoke on a positive note on how they view
the importance of the Food and Wine Center and that it will be an authentic
representation of Sonoma County and Santa Rosa. She expressed her
appreciation and they will do their best to help promote it.

3-8



Adjournment
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DRAFT - SUBJECT TO CHANGES

Michelle Gervais, represented the Santa Rosa Canners, commented their
buildings are contributing buildings to the Historic District that is on the National
Trust. There is special attention given to conserving the contributing facades.
Using an overhead, she pointed out the areas about which they have had
discussions regarding preserving facades. They have come to an agreement to
save certain parts of buildings where there has been great sensitivity. They have
worked with the CEQA consultant and the neighborhood regarding protecting
facades.

The public hearing was closed.

There being no further business to come before the Redevelopment Agency,
Chairman Evans adjourned the meeting at 4:25 p.m.

Jan Harrison, Recording Secretary



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS PROVIDED AT THE PUBLIC HEARING OF
FEBRUARY 23, 2004

Dexter Dawes, Santa Rosa Canners, LLC

Response PH-1

Residences are included in the description of the project as noted in Section 2, Project Description,
pages 2-10 through 2-12. The alternative for an All Residential Project is discussed in Section 6,
Alternatives, pges 6-7 and 6-8. Other alternative prOJect land use combinations that include residential ‘
use are discussed on pages 6-8 through 6-11.

As explained on page 2-11 of the Draft EIR, the land use concept as described in the Draft EIR is

. conceptual in nature, comc1d1ng with the conceptual nature of the redevelopment project programs

outlined in the Draft EIR. Building heights as ultimately planned for the Transit-Oriented
Redevelopment project may vary from those as indicated in Table 2-1 (see also Table 6-1 on page 6-6
in Section 6, Alternatives which lists the height of the Canners parcel bulldmgs at a maximum of four
stories as compared to three stories in Table 2-1).

Please see Responses 2-1 and 2-2 for additional mformatlon regarding project design, building heights
and environmental review.

See also Response 3-3 regarding railroad crossings.

Rick Divine, Santa Rosa Canners, LLC

Response PH-2

To clarify, the north end of 60 W. Sixth Street should be retained, the south end of 3 W. Third Street
should be retained, and as much of the east-facing facades of these two buildings should be retained as
possible. As the two buildings are attached, the north-facing facade of 3 W. Third Street and the south-
facing fagade of 60 W. Sixth Street are mostly obscured from public view. The elimination of these
walls, as called for in the project plans, would not create a significant adverse impact on the historic
significance of the district, nor would removal of a small portion of the southern end of 60 W. Sixth

- Street to create a new 4™ Street promenade. ‘As mentioned in Mitigation Measure 3.9-3, reuse of old
bricks in the new north and south-facing walls of these two buildings is encouraged.

The “roof elements” are the clerestory windows found on the roof of the buildings at 3 W. Third Street |
- and 60 W. Sixth Street. Prior to the widespread use of electrical lighting in industrial settings, or to

minimize the expense of this relatively new invention, glazed clerestories were used to allow natural
light into the darker interiors of large industrial buildings. These orlgmal architectural elements are
clearly visible from within the Railroad Square Historic District, and are considered character-defining
features which contribute to the historic significance of the District. The Secretary of the Interior’s
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Standards call for the retention and preservation of such features. Adherence to the Standards would
minimize impacts under CEQA. As such, removal of the rooftop elements these elements would be
inconsistent with the Standards. '

~ While retention of all character-defining features of both buildings may not be possible, Mitigation
Measure 3.9-3 states that the finalized designs should be reviewed by the City of Santa Rosa Cultural
Heritage Board and Design Review Board for compliance with the Standards. Earlier historic resource
investigations for the project sponsors may have overlooked the importance of these rooftop elements
in their contribution to the historic setting of the District. In addition, earlier investigations may not
have been based on project plans to eliminate the roofs entirely and extend the height of these
buildings. s ’

Finally, the project sponsors should be aware that while the project would generally have a less-than-
signiﬁcant impact on the Railroad Square Historic District (if rooftop elements were retained), impacts
to the buildings as individual resources would remain significant because the alterations to them as
indicated in the comments would be substantial (see also Letter of Comment #11 from the Santa Rosa
Canners and Comments 11-8 and 11-9), and to the extent that they would no longer qualify for listing
in the CRHR individually. Removal of two out of four walls, elimination of their roofs and increasing
their height, and complete removal of all interior features would be a significant impact to these
buildings as individual resources, subject to the provisions of Mitigation Measures 3.9-2A and 3.9-3
which would reduce the impact to a less than significant level. V

Richard Carlile, Carlile Macy

Response PH-3

Please see Response 3-3 regarding railroad crossings. See also Response 2-1 and 22 regarding further
project design and environmental review.

Cappie Garrett, President, Sonoma County Food & Wine Center
Response PH-4

Please see Comment Letter #3 submitted by the speaker, and Comments and Responses 3-1 through 3-
3. - The expected extent of Food and Wine Center activities is contained in the document entitled
. Economic and Feasibi_lity Study, Sonoma County Food & Wine Market Place, Historic Railroad Square,
September 6, 2000, prepared by Market Ventures, Inc., which was submitted with the letter of
comment. This document is available for public review and is on file at the offices of the City of Santa
Rosa Department of Housing and Redevelopment, 90 Santa Rosa Avenue, Santa Rosa, California
95402. ‘

Response PH-5

Please see Response PH-3 regarding streets.
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Alan Thomas

Response PH-6

Please see Response PH-2 regarding historic resources. Hazardous materials remediation and the. need
for remediation is discussed in Section 3.8, Hazardous Materials, and reflects the latest 1nformat10n
available regarding this subject.

Margo Merck

Response PH-7

‘ Please see Comment Letter #5 submitted by the speaker, and Comments and Responses 5-2 regarding

accessibility requirements. Please see also Response 2-2 regarding project design and subsequent

environmental review.

Willard Richards

Response PH-8

| Please see Comment Letter #2 submitted by the speaker, and Comments and Responses 2-1 through

2-3 regarding building heights. Please see also Response 2-2 regarding project design and subsequent
environmental review. :
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Section 4

Letters of Comment with Responses

Written comment letters are reproduced in this section, followed immediately by responses. Discrete
comments from each letter are denoted by a vertical line and numbered. Responses follow each
comment letter or statement and are enumerated to correspond with the comment number. Response
2.1 for example, refers to the response for the first comment in Comment Letter #2.
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Responses to Letter of Comiiient #1: Sonoma County Water Agency, Anne Crealock,

* Environmental Specialist, February 4, 2004.

Response 1-1 _

As stated in the last sentence under the subheading Applicable Plans, Policies, and Regulations on
pages 3.11-4 and 3-11-5 of the Draft EIR in Section 3.11, Hydrology and Water Quality, “The Water
Agency reviews projects for conformance with the Agency’s Flood Control Design Criteria.” That
sentence is amended to read as follows.

“The Sonoma County Water Agency reviews projects for conformance with the Agency’s
Flood Control Design Criteria, and recommends site-specific improvements be in compli_ance
with those criteria.” ‘

Response 1-2

- As stated under the subheading Runoff Volume and Rate, Impact 3.11-1 on page 3.11-8 of the Draft
~ EIR, “Using a conservative estimate of about one cubic foot per second (1 cfs) of runoff for each

_impe_rvious acre, the rate of St_ormwater runoff from the site would increase fr_om about 6.6 cfs to about
10 cfs with maximum build out. The City’s Goals and Policies mentioned previously require that the
3.4 cfs difference in runoff rate be retained until the storm runoff peak had passed so it would be
possible to maintain the predevelopment runoff rate.” Mitigation Measure 3.11-1 on page 3.11-8 of

- the EIR recommends retaining or rerouting all stormwater generated by impervious surfaces so that the

rate of stormwater leaving the site is equal to or less than existing conditions and that all additional
runoff that is generated should be stored temporarily or infiltrated on or near the site using elements

such as sediment traps, gravél strips and/or trenches, concave planting areas (vegetated swales),

permeable substrate (pavement), stormwater infiltration basins, wet vaults, multi-chambered
separators, or other effective measures which may be déveloped in, and approved by, the City and the
Regional Water Quality Control Board. As indicated in the discussion of Cumulative Development on
page 3.11-14 of the Draft EIR, implementation of this mitigation measure would ensure that post-
development runoff rates would be equal to, or less than, existing conditions. They would not increase
cumulative off-site flooding conditions because the rate of runoff would be the same or lower than it is
now. '

Response 1-3 |

On page 3.11-9 of the EIR, Mitigation Measure 3.11-1 recommends vérification, through consultation
with the Sonoma County Water Agency, that the Transit-Oriented Redevelopment project site and its
individual development components are in compliance with the Agency’é Flood Control Design
Criteria and that the entire site is covered by a master drainage plan documenting that there is sufficient
capacity within the existing and planned storm drain systems to ensure stormwater generated from the
site would be accommodated by the receiving infrastructure. *Such consultation would, as a matter of
course, include provision of design plans for the Agency’s review, and application for appropriate
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Agency permits or licenses for access and construction in the Agénc;y’s property along Santa Rosa
Creek. ' '

See also Responses 2-1 and 2-2 regarding project design and subsequent environmental review:
Response 1-4

Water consumption is discussed in-Section 3.7-9 of the Draft EIR, Utilities. The study concludes that
development under the Transit-Oriented Redevelopment project would increase the demand for
domestic water, but not in excess of increased demand estimates in the Santa Rosa 2020 General Plan
or existing entitlements from the SCWA. The letters sent to the Agency’s water’ contractors,
customers, and water diverters under the Agency’s water rights as referenced in the comment are
provided on the following pages.

.M
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Responses to Letter of Comment #2: Willard Rlchards, February 12, 2004.

’ Response 2-1

As explained in Section 2 of the Draft EIR, Project Description, pages 2-10 through 2-12, the Transit-
Oriented Redevelopment‘project site is designated on the Santa Rosa General Plan Land Use Diagram
as Retail & Business Services. This designation allows for retail and. service enterprises, offices and
restaurants. In addition, General Plan Land Use Element Policy H-C-6 encourages the production of
residential units in any land use category in the downtown area. Therefore, for purposes of the EIR and
the evaluation of potential environmental impacts. ‘of development within the Transit-Oriented

: Redevelopment project site, project buildout has been defined as the maximum that would be allowed
‘under the General Plan designation of Retail & Business Service. A mixed use development scenario

that supports public transit use of the SMART parcel is envisioned for the redevelopment project. A
development scenario that includes up to 280 residential units and up to 230,000 gross square feet of
commercial space together with the necessary parking, circulation and public landscape/open space

- features are evaluated.

The land use intensities (number of residential units and square feet of commerc1a1 space) and building
helghts proposed for the various parcels as shown. in Table 2-1 of the Draft EIR are considered
maximums under the General Plan designation of Retail and Business Services based on parcel size and
what could reasonably be expected to occur under a mixed use development scenario in an urban
environment ‘that would not physically or visually dominate the e)('isting’setting. This development
scenario is considered flexible enough to allow variations in the provision of public open space and
parking facilities, depending on thé¢ mix of commercial land uses ultimately programmed for
development. The guiding principle is generally a floor area ratio of about 1.0 (bulldmg area on the
site divided by the total net area of the s1te)

- It is important to note that a detailed land use plan for the Transit-Oriented Redevelopment project had

not been prepared at the time of preparlng the Draft EIR. The land use concept as described in the
Draft EIR is therefore conceptual in nature coinciding with the conceptual nature of the redevelopment
project programs as listed on pages 2-9 and 2-10.

Response 2-2

The comment acknowledges that a five story building height limit may be appropriate north of Thlrd
Street, but may not be appropriate for the Berkowitz property south of Third Street. As indicated on
page 3.1-4 of the Draft EIR, recognizing the low development profile of structures within the Railroad
Square area with buildings one to four stories in height, a height limit of five stories is established in
the project proposal to avoid s1gn1ﬁcant d1screpanc1es in project building height, bulk and mass as
compared to existing structures in the adjoining neighborhoods. This would not exclude the possibility

of buildings taller than five stories ultimately being established on the Transit-Oriented Redevelopment

project site. As noted above in Response 2-1, the land use concept as described in the Draft EIR is
conceptual in nature coinciding with the conceptual nature of the redevelopment project programs as
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listed on pages 2-9 and 2-10. Any building of any height to be constructed on the project site would be
subject to the provisions of Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 as explained on pages 3 5-9 and 3.5-10 in Section
3.5 entitled Visual Quality and Community Character

Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 provides that planning and design of the project is to proceed in accordance
with the Goals and Guidelines for nelghborhood and commumty design as contained within the City of
Santa Rosa Design Guidelines whose purpose is to implement the Urban Design Element of the Clty s
General Plan. The Design Guidelines are intended to provide a clear set of design policies to project
sponsors and designers for project proposals to be considered by Department of Community
Development staff, boards, commissions and the City Council to evaluate project proposals.
Considerations include concepts of overall neighborhood design and structure; block and street
patterns; building heights and transitions in development densities between neighborhoods; off-street
- parking configurations; pedestrian-and bicycle circulation; building design variety, form, -colors and
materials; open space areas, civic spaces, landscaping and lighting; view corridors and landmark
features; and other components of community design. The Design Guidelines are intended to
supplement any project-specific guidelines or standards that may have been adopted in conjunctlon with
the approval of any plan such as a Policy Statement. A design objective is. to ensure that future
projects within the Transit-Oriented Redevelopment project site are visually compatible with the scale,
density and architectural format of surrounding development, including the West End Preservation
District and Railroad Square Preservation District.

As further information, and as explained on pages 1 and 2 of the Draft EIR Introduction, the Transit-
Oriented Redevelopment project EIR has been developed as a “Program” EIR. As a Program EIR,
the EIR evaluates the environmental impacts"assdciated 'with the’ redevelopment activities proposed to
occur based on the authority allowed under the redevelopment plan. The EIR can only be as specific
- as the project plan itself. As individual activities are carried out for the project, further consideration
under CEQA may be undertaken. Subsequent project development activities in the program may be
examined in the 1ight of the Program EIR to determine whether any additional _environmental
documentation must be prepared. If a later project activity or design feature would have effects that
were not examined in the Program EIR, a new Initial Study would need to be prepared leading to either

an EIR or Negative Declaration of environmental impact. If the Lead Agency finds that no new effects -

could occur or no new mitigation measures would be required, the Agency could approve the activity
(the project) as being within the scope of the project covered by the Program EIR and no new
environmental document would be required. Further, the Program EIR can provide the basis in an
Initial Study for determining whether the later activity would have any significant environmental
effects. The Program EIR may also focus subsequent environmental review on the project (or project
component), to perinit discussion solely of new effects which had not been considered before. The
trigger for subsequent environmental review under a Program EIR occurs when-a project of portion of
an overall project becomes defined in more detail than originally presented in.the Program EIR, or
subsequent development components within the project are expanded, altered, revised or otherwise
redefined as compared to the original proposal. The Program EIR is to identify those probable
environmental effects that can be identified. For those environmental effects that cannot be determined
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without speculation, the Lead Agency can defer specific analysis until later pomts in the project review

~ process.

. Response 2-3

Please see Response 2-2 regarding project design and building heights.
Response 2-4

The Transit-Oriented Redevelopment project represents a land use development and redevelopment
project. It would produce impacts on the transportation system, including highway, transit, and non-
motorized travel. However, most trips to and from the project area would still use motor vehicles.
Furthermore, most of the impacts on transit would be of a complementary nature, yielding less than
significant or beneficial impacts on transit. In contrast, many of the impacts on traffic and parkmg
have the potential to be other than beneficial. Although the section discusses all modes of travel, the
commenter is correct that much of the analysis and proposal of mitigations has been of traffic and
parking issues, because they are more likely to have potential negative impacts. '

Santa Rosa’s City Code 20.04.663 requires a minimum of 10 bicycle parking spaces for developments
with over 400 automobile parking spaces. Since the project will require a minimum of 1,088
automobile parking spaces, or 2.72 times as many spaces as the maximum number of spaces listed in -
the City code (400), the project should provide a minimum of 27 bicycle parking rack spaces on the
site.  Specific locations for these spaces shall be determined when a site design is developed and

" approved. See also Response 2-1 and Response 2-2.

Analysis of intersection levels of service has direct implications for transit levels of service since buses
and automobiles share the same road space in the project area. Therefore, any degradation of
intersection levels of service will also degrade transit’s service quality and attractiveness for riders.
The City is currently implementing a transit signal priority system for its bus routes,*which will
enhance transit services to and around the project area as well.!

In general, the project is assumed to be a net benefit with regard to transit impacts since its near-
downtown location and transit-oriented design compliments existing transit services there.
Furthermore, the orientation of the development to the planned SMART rail station would create
benefits for both the Transit-Oriented Redevelopment project (in terms of attracting multi-modal trips)
as'well as the SMART system, which would benefit from a transit-oriented development adjacent to the
station where it can be expected to attract riders. ‘

! Telephone conversation with Bruce Eisert, Transit Planner for the City of Santa Rosa, 3/11/04.
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- Responses to Letter of Comment #3: ‘Sonoma County Food & Wine Center, Cappie

Garret, President, February 20, 2004.
Response 31

It is acknowledged that the design of a Food and Wine Center (potential) component of the Transit-

Oriented Redevelopmént project h_aé not been determined. The expected extent of Food and Wine

Center activities as noted in the comment is contained in the document entitled Economic and

Feasibility Study, Sonoma County Food & Wine Market Place, Historic Railroad Square, September 6,

2000, prepared by Market Ventures, Inc., which was submitted with the letter of comment. This

document is available for public review and is on file at the offices of the City of Santa Rosa
Department of Housing and Redévelopment, 90 Santa Rosa Avenue, Santa Rosa, California 95402.

Response 32

Information regarding the status of planning for the Food and Wine Center is provided in Endnote #14
on page 2-7 in Section 2, Project Description, and is discussed further on pages 6-9 through 6-10 in -
Section 6, Alternatives. 1t is noted that at the time of preparing the Draft EIR, there was no
commitment on the part of the parties involved to secure entitlements to implement a Food and Wine

~Center on the Transit-Oriented Redevelopment project site, and the evolution of this alternative

continues. However, as a cultural/commercial component of the Transit-Oriented Redevelopment .
project as a whole, and if fully implemented, a Food and Wine Center as described in the comment
would be expected to fulfill a substantial portion of the commercial development component of the
project as evaluated in the body of the Draft EIR.

Response 3-3

There are important benefits to allowing pedestrian, bicyéle and auto traffic to cross the rail tracks at
one or more locations between 3" and 6™ Streets - particularly for non-auto modes. Such connections
would significantly improve accessibility for non-auto modes to and from the Transit-Oriented
Redevelopment project site, and would provide a more direct link between the project site, the SMART
rail station, and downtown. The SMART Authority staff indicates two pedestrian crossings at the
station platform locations are planned to be included when the system is built. Since these crossings
would be “owned” by the SMART system, they would not be subJect to PUC approvals.’

Nevertheless, relying on these connections as. a-primary pedestrian east-west connections between 3™
and 6™ has some potential pitfalls since the Transit-Oriented Redevelopment project may be completed
well in advance of the SMART rail system, and since SMART is not a fully-funded certainty as of the

. date of Final EIR preparation. If the SMART project is delayed or never built, these connections would

not be available for Transit-Oriented Redevelopment project patrons when the project development is
completed.  Approvals for additional crossings could be pursued to serve Transit-Oriented
Redevelopment project visitors and residents. However, it should be noted that PUC staff have stated

*  Telephone communication with Mike Strider, SMART Engineer, 3/10/04.
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that the PUC rarely approves requests to add new at-grade crossings.> ‘This is by no means meant to
imply that an effort to obtain approval for such crossings should not be undertaken. '

3 Telephone communication with David Stewart, PUC, 11/19/03.
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Responses to Letter of Comment #4: California Department of Transportation, Lisa

~ Carbari for Timothy C. Sable, District Branch Chief, February 23, 2004.

‘Response 4-1 and Response 4-2

Project volumes added to the SR 12 ramps at Dutton were found to be less than 50 per hour for each
ramp during the peak hour, and were thereby deemed to be insignificant. Similarly, volumes added by

 the project to the Morgan Street and Davis Street ramps from U.S. 101 were found to be less than 50

and are therefore not considered significant to require additional storage capacity. Cumulative
development traffic impact information may be found on pages 3.4-19 and 3.4-33 through 3.4-34 in
Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR, Traffic and Circulation. '
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Responses to Letter of Comment #5: Margo Warnecke Merck February 23, 2004.

Response 5-1

Affordable housing as required under Community Redevelopment Law'is discussed on page 3.1-6 in
Section 3.1, Relationship to Plans and Planning Policy, under General Plan Urban Design Policy. UD-

'B-2 which states: Encourage, promote, and assist in the development of housing units within

downtown for a mix of income levels and housing types, including integrating housing into existing
buildings as mixed use.

Response 5—2 .

Analysis of impacts regarding ADA accessibility measures for the project, both during and after
construction, would require a site design, and at the time of EIR preparation no site design has been
finalized. The project is expected to follow Federal ADA, State and City requirements for disabled
access. At the appropriate time, site designers and engineers may find the following reference useful
for guidance on meeting these requirements: Accessible Sidewalks and Street Crossings — An
Informational Guide, U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, FHWA-
SA-03-019. See also Responses 2-1 and 2-2 regarding a Program EIR, further prOJect design and

env1ronmental review.
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Responses to Letter of Comment #6: Sonoma County Transportation and Land Use
Coalition, Willard Richards, February 23, 2004.

Response 6-1

Please see Response 2-4 regarding traffic and circulation.
Response 6-2

Please see Response 2-2 regarding building heights.

Response 6-3

Please see Response 2-2 regarding building heights.
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Responses to Letter of Comment #7: Historic Railroad Square Association, Lynda
Trobetta Angell, President, February 23, 2004.

Response 7-1

Information regarding Railroad Square and the Transit-Oriented Redevelopment project’s relationship
to the provisions of the Railroad Square Plan are described in Draft EIR section 2, Project Description,
pages 2-1 through 2-10.

Response 7-2
Please see R_esponsé 7-1.
Response 7-3

The Historic Railroad Square Association would like to see the Sonoma County Food and Wine Center

proposal incorporated into the Transit-Oriented Redevelopment project. Information regarding the

status of planning for the Food and Wine Center is provided in Endnote #14 on page 2-7 in Section 2,

Project Description, and is discussed further on pages 6-9 through 6-10 in Section 6, Alternatives (see

also letter of comment #3 and Responses 3-1 through 3-3 regarding the Food and Wine Center). Asa
cultural/commercial component of the Transit-Oriented Redevelopment project as a whole, and if fully

implemented, a Food and Wine Center as described in the comment would be expected to fulfill a

substantial portion of the commercial development component of the project as evaluated in the body of

the Draft EIR.

Response 7-4

Please see Response 7-1. Traffic and parking requirements are discussed in Section 3.4 of the Draft
" EIR, Traffic and Circulation, pages 3.4-15 through 3.4-34. Also refer to Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 on
pages 3.5-9 and 3.5-10 in Section 3, Visual Quality and Community Character regarding project design
procedures and considerations with respect to the Railroad Square Plan and the City of Santa Rosa
Design Guidelines.

Response 7-5

Railroad Track crossings are discussed in Section 3.4, Traffic and Circulation, page 3.4-32. As noted,
new track crossings are rarely approved by the Public Utilities Commission unless they are created in
exchange for another crossing that is eliminated elsewhere. Grade-separated crossings are an option to
consider. See response to 3-3 regarding railroad track crossings.
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Response 7-6 |

)
1

Housing issues, including the provision of affordable housing as required under Community

Redevelopment Law. See pages 3.3-2 through 3.3-4 in Section 3.3, Population, Employment and
Housing. V

Response 7-7

The Draft EIR does not refer to the Transit-Oriented Redevelopment project as a park-and-ride
endeavor. Please refer to the discussion on pages 2-8 through 2-10 in Section 2 of the Draft EIR,
Project Description, regarding the objectives and programs for the project, and pages 2-13 and 2-14
regarding redevelopment and coordination with SMART for transit planning of the site.

ReSponse 7-8
Please see Response 7-regarding commercial use of the Transit-Oriented project site.
Response 7-9

The view corridor along Fourth Street as noted in the comment is discussed on pages 3.5-4 and 3.5-10
in Section 3.5, Visual Quality and Community Character. See also Figure 3.5-3A on page 3.5-6 which
shows the water tower within the Fourth Street view corridor.
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Responses to Letter of Comment #8: North Coast Regional Water Quality Control
Board, (emall), John Short, February 24, 2004.

' Response 8-1

The comment refers to the Draft EIR as being a project EIR. The Draft EIR is not a “project specific”
EIR but is formulated as a “Program” EIR. Under a Program EIR, as individual activities are carried
out for the project, further conmsideration under CEQA may be undertaken. Subsequent project
development activities in the program may be examined in the light of the Program EIR to determine
whether any additional environmental documentation must be prepared. If a later project activity or
design feature would have effects that were not examined in the Program EIR, a new Initial Study
would need.to be prepared leading to either an EIR or Negative Declaration of environmental impact.
If the Lead Agency finds that no new effects could occur or no new mitigation measures would be

: required, the Agency could approve the activity (the project) as being within the scope of the project

covered by the Program EIR and no new environmental document would be required. Further, the
Program EIR can provide the basis in an Initial Study for determining whether the later activity would
have any significant environmental effects. The Program EIR may also focus subsequent
environmental review on the project (or project component), to permit discussion solely of new effects
which had not been considered before. The trigger for subsequent environmental review under a

“Program EIR occurs when a project or portion of an overall project becomes defined in more detail

than originally presented in the Program EIR, or subsequent development components within the
project are expanded, altered, revised or otherwise redefined as compared to the original proposal.
The Program EIR is to identify those probable environmental effects that can be identified. For those
environmental effects that cannot be ‘determined without speculation, the Lead Agency can defer
specific analysis until later points in the project review process. :

Response 8-2

Individual perrnits as required by the Regional Water Quality Control Board are as noted in the
comment. Refer to additional discussion regarding regulations pertaining to stormwater dlscharges as
discussed on page 2-16 in Section 2, Project Description, Required Approvals.

Response 8-3

The various drainage conditions and mitigation measures as noted in the comment are discussed in
Section 3.11 of the Draft EIR, Hydrology and Water Quality.
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Responses to Letter of Comment #9: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, (emall message),
Dave Wickers, February 24, 2004

Response 9-1

As indicated on page 3.11-8 of the Draft EIR in Section 3.11, Hydrology and Water Quality, in the

" subsection Applicable Plans, - Policies, and Regulations, any significant alterations to existing

creeks/streams, including flood control projects, would be subject to review and permitting action by
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers which would need to issue a Section 404 Permit under the Clean

Water Act for any alterations to wetlands. This would include, among other things; outfalls and

discharges if they reshaped the bank of Santa Rosa Creek or caused any activity related to the Creek by
the project sponsor/developer or any other agency. ‘
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Respohses to Letter of Comment #10: Lionel Gambill, Rx February 26, 20()4.

FAU—

Response 10-1

It is not the purpose of the Draft EIR to support development of the project. The purpose of the EIR is
as described on page 1 in the Introduction section of the EIR. Parking as would be required for the
project in accordance with the zoning code is explained on pages 3.4-28 through 3.4-30 in Section 3.4,
Traffic and Circulation. See Responses 3-1 and 3-2 regarding the Food and Wine Center.

Response 10-2

See Response 10-1 regarding parking. The project is labeled “Transit-Oriented” because site
development (as a redevelopment project) is desired to be carried out in coordination with the goals and
objectives of SMART to develop a viable transit hub in the downtown area. Refer to pages 2-8-

~ through 2-18 in Section 2, Project Description, for additional information regarding transit

considerations of the project and coordination with SMART.

Response 10-3

The Draft EIR makes no intent to imply that automobile dependence would not be affected by

conditions in the fossil fuel/oil industry. The EIR notes on page 4-5 in Section 4, Growth Inducements,
that the Transit-Oriented Redevelopment project would appear to contribute to a more integrated

downtown, placing residents in closer proximity to a variety of employment, housing and potential

transportation opportunities, thus reducing pressures for out-commuting use of the single-occupant
automobile.

‘Response 10-4

It is not the purpose or intent of the EIR to develop detailed design features of the project, whether
these features would be for public transit or other purposes. The “project” as evaluated in the Draft
EIR is as described in Section 2, Project Description, and is consistent with the Santa Rosa General
Plan land use designations for the project site. Refer to the Introduction section which describes the
purpose of the EIR. See also Responses 2-1 and 2-2 regarding project design.
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Responises to Letter of Comment #11: Santa Rosa Canners, LLC, John K. Steward and
Richard J. Devme, Managmg Partners, February 26, 2004.

Response 11-1

The project development scenario as indicated in Table 2-1 on Page 2-11 is not a recommended
development scenario. The Draft EIR does not recommend a development scenario. Table 2-1
illustrates a mixed use development project that would be allowed under the General Plan designation
of Retail & Business Service. Residential use of the SMART parcel is further addressed in Section 6,
Alternatives, as noted in the comment. Further negotiations with SMART will be. required to
determine exactly what would be developed on the SMART parcel. This subject is discussed further
on pages 2-13 and 2-14 of the Draft EIR in Section 2, Project Description. See also Responses 2-1 and
2-2 regarding project design for additional information.

Response 11-2

’I_‘able 2-1 illustrates a mixed use development project that would be allowed under the General Plan
designation of Retail & Business Service. Table 2-1- does not necessarily directly reflect, but instead
exceeds, what the Santa Rosa Canners plan to build on the site. This is done as a worst-case scenario

- in order to evaluate the environmental 1mpacts of maximum development that realistically could be
accommodated on the project site.

Table 6-1"in Section 6, Alternatives, is intended to more directly reflect what the Santa Rosa Canners

plan to build on the project site. Table 6-1 indicates up to 99 residential units and approximately

11,100 gross square feet of commercial space could be constructed on the site, and this is recognized as

potentially exceeding what the Santa Rosa Canners would develop as indicated in the comment (75
residential units and 25 to 30 additional units or the Culinary Academy at up to about 12, 000 gross

square feet). This is further clarified on page 6-6 of the Draft EIR.

Response 11-3
Please see Respohse 2-2 regarding building heights.
Response il-_4

Please see Response 2-2 regarding project design‘consideratiohs and building heights. The Draft EIR -
does not “lock in” the Santa Rosa Canners to a pre-set development scehario to develop the site. As
stated previously, it is important to note that a detailed land use plan for the Transit-Oriented
Rcdevelopmént project had not been prepared at the time of preparing the Draft EIR. The land use
concept as described in the Draft EIR is therefore conceptual in nature coinciding with the conceptual
nature of the redevelopment project programs as listed on pages 2-9 and 2-10.
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Response 11-5

The parking demand calculations as well as the project and cumulative intersection analysis traffic
volumes (for future project scenarios) were adjusted (reduced) assuming a higher transit mode share
than the area currently has. The parking adjustments are documented in the Draft EIR on pages 3. 4-28
and 3.4-29 and the calculation results are shown in Table 3.4-15. Adjustments to the trip generation
estimates. that were used to determine the pro;ect’s vehicle trips as well as trips to and from other
future projects in the Transit-Oriented Redevelopment project area, are desenbed on page 3.4-17 of the
Draft EIR.

_As indicated in response 11-1, the project development scenario as indicated in Table 2-1 on Page 2-11
is not a recommended development scenario. The Draft EIR does not recommend a development
scenario. Table 2-1 illustrates a mixed-use development project that would be allowed under the
General Plan designation of Retail & Business Service.  Further negotiations with SMART would be
required to determine exactly what would be developed on the SMART: parcel, including access into
the site and the possibility of a north-south street through the site. This subject is discussed further on
pages 2-13 and 2-14 of the Draft EIR in Section 2, Project Descrzptton See also Responses 2-1 and 2-
2 regarding project design for additional information.

Response 11-6

Railroad crossings currently exist at West Sixth and Third Streets, and other streets in the downtown
area as well. The EIR does not profess to prohibit railroad track crossings at West Fourth and Fifth
Streets, but does note that new track crossirigs are rarely approved by the Public Utilities Commission
unless they are created in exchange for another crossing that is eliminated elsewhere. Grade-separated
crossings are an option to consider (see Section 3.4, Traffic and Circulation, page 3.4-32).

See Response 3-3 regarding continuous access along 4™ and 5" Streets and railroad crossings. '
Response 11-7 -

The -parking demand calculations accounted for an increased project trip transit mode share and
reduced the number of parking spaces accordingly. The parking demand calculations also included an
adjustment for sharing parking spaces between residential, retail, and office uses planned for the site.

Certainly, other measures could be used to reduce the net area given over to parking; tandem parkmg
does not decrease the number of spaces, but does reduce the area per vehicle. Tandem parkmg should
be considered where the same household has multiple parking spaces. Car sharmg programs show
great promise in dense, transit-rich environments. In San Francisco, two years of experience have
shown that residential parking requirement could be reduced by nearly 30 percent due to car sharing.*

With approximately one-quarter of the total peak parking demand arising from residential uses, "this'

could (potentially) reduce the peak parking demand by up to 75 spaces. However, it is not known at

4 Robert Cervero and Yu-Hsin Tsai. “San Francisco City CarShare: Travel-Demand Trends and Second-Year

Impacts,” Institute of Urban and Regional Development, UC Berkeley, Working Paper 2003-05, p. 5.
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this time how effective such progréms would be in communities like Santa Rosa. The EIR suggests a

worst case ceiling for parking impacts, which could be adjusted downward for residential projects if
project-specific mitigations (such as carsharing) are included as mitigations. In that case, a variance
from the parking requirements could be applied for.

Response 11-8 |

Please see Response PH-2 (public hearing response) regarding historic building resourcés.
Response 11-9 |

Please see Reéponse PH-2 (public hearing response) regarding historic building resources.
Response 11-10

As explained in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR, Population, Employment and Housing, pages 3.3-3 and
3.3-4, the Redevelopment Agency would be required to assure that a certain percentage -of housing
units developed within the redevelopment project are affordable to persons and families of low and
moderate income. This Inclusionary Housing Obligation requires that at least 30 percent of all new or

- substantially rehabilitated dwelling units developed by an agency, and 15 percent of all new or

substantjally rehabilitated dwelling units developed within a project area by persons or entities other

~ than the agency, be made available at affordable housing costs to persons and families of low or

moderate income. Details regarding this requirement would need to be resolved between the
Redevelopment Agency and project developers.

Résponse 11-11

School impact and mitigation measures are described in Section 3.6, Public Services, pages 3.6-8 and
3.6-9. School impact fees for residential development are regulated by State law..

Response 11-12

-Heritage and protected trees are discussed in Section 3.12, Biological Resources, pages 3.12-9 and

3.12-10. The health condition of the walnut tree on the project site has not been determined, and in

any event, if the tree is to be retained, it should be protected by fencing installed outside the drip line

during construction. City approval of removal of heritage or protected trees is required.
Response 11-13

Project scheduling is discussed on pages 2-14 and 2-15 of Section 1, Project Description. The Draft

" EIR does not justify retarding progress on project development. Five years may indeed be a realistic

time frame for project development as noted in the comment. The Draft EIR does state that no
scheduling has currently been established for construction, and that specific construction phasing for
the various parcels contained within the project site has not been determined. The Draft EIR states that

. developer agreements could occur in 2006, with the preparation of detailed construction drawings and
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specifications extending through 2007 with actual construction to begin in late 2007 or 2008, depending
on market conditions and other activities and approvals required of the City of Santa Rosa and
Redevelopment Agency. The Draft EIR also states that full implementation of the project could take
15 years or more, depending on developer participation, the demand for housing and commercial space
in Santa Rosa and other factors affecting development trends and economic conditions.
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Responses bto Letter of Comment #12: Sonoma County Transportation & Land Use
Coalition, Joel Woodhull, February 26, 2004.

Response 12-1

The Draft EIR notes on page 4-5 in Section 4, Growth Inducements, that the Transit-Oriented
Redevelopment project would appear to contribute to a more integrated downtown, placing residents in
closer proximity to a variety of employment, housing and potential transportation opportunities, thus
reducing pressures for out-commuting use of the single-occupant automobile.

Response 12-2

It is not the intent of the Draft EIR to impose harmful restrictions on future projects. The purpose of
the EIR is as described on page 1 in the Introduction section of the EIR. The Draft EIR has been
developed as a Program EIR. See Response 2-2 for further information regarding a Program EIR.

Response 12-3

- See response 3-3 regarding railroad track crossings. It may be easier to obtain pedestrian/bicycle

crossings at passenger rail stops.
Response 12-4

Table 2-1 illustrates a mixed use development project that would be allowed under the General Plan
designation of Retail & Business Service. The mixed use'development as shown in Table 2-1 was
developed to represent an upper limit development profile in order to evaluate the environmental
impacts of development that realistically could be accommodated on the project site. The Draft EIR
does not “lock in” any portion of the Transit-Oriented Redevelopment project site to a pre-set
development standard. As stated previously, it is important to note that a detailed land use plan for the
Transit-Oriented Redevelopment project had not been prepared at the time of preparing the Draft EIR.
The land use concept as described in the Draft EIR is therefore conceptual in nature coinciding with the
conceptual nature of the redevelopment project programs as listed on pages 2-9 and 2-10.

Please see Response 2-2 regarding project design and building heights.

Response 12-5
Please see Response 2-4 regarding transit use of the project site and bicycle parking.
Response 12-6

Environmental review for the SMART rail project is currently underway. It is not the purpose of the
Transit-Oriented Redevelopment project EIR to evaluate the environmental impacts of implementing a
SMART rail transit system. . The purpose of the EIR is as described on page 1 in the Introduction
section of the EIR. The EIR does not speculate on potential future transportation mode splits.
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Responses to Letter of Comment #13: Law Office of David Grabill, David Grabill,
February 26, 2004.

Response 13-1

The comment appears to indicate that 280 housing units cannot be accommodated on the project site.
As configured in Table 2-1, the project would accommodate up to 280 residential units and up to
30,000 gross square feet of commercial space on 4.94 acres of land, which would equate to 57 units
pef acre plus the commercial development. This does not equate to 280 units of housing on two or
three acres as noted in the comment. As noted in the comment, HAG would like to see more than 100
residential units on the project site. Table 6-1 in Section 6, Alternatives, boosts the housing count in
the project up from 280 units to 380 units. The conclusion is that this Alternative Mixed Use Buildout
Scenario would not yield any new significant unavoidable adverse environmental impacts as compared
to the project as proposed

Response 13-2, 13-3 and 13-4

It is important for the reader to keep in mind that the land use intensities (number of residential units
and square feet of commercial space) and building heights proposed for the various parcels as shown in
Table 2-1 of the Draft EIR are considered maximums under the General Plan designation of Retail and
Business Services based on parcel size and what could reasonably be expected to occur under a mixed
use development scenario in an urban environment that would not physically or visually dominate the
existing setting. This development scenario is considered flexible enough to allow variations in the
provision of public open space and parking facilities, depending on the mix of commercial land uses
ultimately programmed for development. The guiding principle is generally a floor area ratio of about
1.0 (building area on the site divided by the total net area of the site).

It.is nnportant to note that a detailed land use plan for the Trans1t—0r1ented Redevelopment project had
not been prepared at the time of preparing the Draft EIR. The land use concept as described in the

- Draft EIR is therefore conceptual in nature coinciding with the conceptual nature of the redevelopment

project programs as listed on pages 2-9 and 2-10.

As explained on pages 1 and 2 of the Draft EIR Introduction, the Transit-Oriented Redevelopment
project EIR has been developed as a “Program” EIR. The EIR can only be as specific as the project
plan itself. As individuzil activities are carried out for the project, further consideration under CEQA
may be undertaken. Subsequent project development activities in the program may be examined in the
light of the Program EIR to determine whether any additional environmental documentation must be

prepared. If a later project activity or design feature would have effects that were not _examined in the

Program EIR, a new Initial Study would need to be prepared leading to either an EIR or Negative
Declaration of environmental impact. If the Lead Agency finds that no new effects could occur or no
new mitigation measures would be’ required, the Agency could approve the activity (the project) as

- being within the scope of the project covered by the Program EIR and no new environmental document

would be required.
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Further, the Program EIR canprovide the basis in an Initial Study for determining whether the later
activity would have any significant environmental effects. The Program EIR may also focus

-subsequent environmental review on the project (or project component), to permit discussion solely of
-new effects which had not been considered before. The trigger for subsequent environmental review

under a Program EIR occurs when a project of portion of an overall project becomes defined i in more
detail than originally presented in the Program EIR, or subsequent development components within the
project are expanded, altered, revised or otherwise redefined as compared to the original proposal.
The Program EIR is to identify those probable environmental effects that-can be identified. . For those
environmental effects that cannot be determined without speculation, the Lead Ageney can defer
specific analysis until later points in the project review process.

Response 13-5

~ What is deficient in the disclosure of environmental impacts as described in the Draft EIR is not clear

in the comment. Traffic issues are discussed in Section 3.4, Ti raffic and Circulation; air pollution is
discussed in Section 3.13, Air Quality; noise is discussed in Section 3.12, Noise; housing is discussed

in Section 3.3, Population, Employment and Housing; schools and public services is evaluated in -

Section 3.6, Public Services; toxic materials is discussed in Section 3.8, Hazardous Materials' special
status species is discussed in Section 3.12, Btologzcal Resources; and the issue of housing affordability
is discussed in Section 3.1, Relatzonshtp to Plans and Planning Policy and SCCtIOIl 3.3, Population,
Employment and Housing.

Regarding the availability of developable land for housing as mentioned in the comment, as noted in
the City of Santa Rosa General Plan Housing Element, “Land availability will not prevent the City
from meeting its housing needs. The City’s UGB contains significantly more land than required for
housing development by year 2020.” (p. 4-32). “Approximately 3,500 acres of land are available for
residential development in Santa Rosa’s city limits, and more than 15,000 units can be developed on
that land.” (p. 4-43). “Besides land in the City Limits, there are 1,830 acres of _res1dent1ally
designated land now outside the city limits within the UGB which can be annexed and'dev_eloped,
adding to land potentially available for development. This land can accommodate 8,400 dwelling
units.” Thus, clearly there is significant land within the city limits and within the Urban Growth
Boundary (UGB) to meet Santa Rosa’s housing needs and there is no cumulatively significant loss of
developable land available for housing.

Response 13-6

At the time of preparing this EIR, details regarding utilization of the SMART parcel or potential land
uses of the SMART parcel had not been fully developed and/or adopted by SMART. Some
preliminary, conceptual plans commissioned by the property owners within the project area were
prepared for discussion purposes. These plans generally called for mixed use developrnent that
involved revenue generating uses such as retail shops, office use, restaurants, housing and parking

facilities with provision for public access to rail transit facilities at the site. It appears that the ultimate

mix of land uses and development density on the SMART parcel would be subject to negotiation

between the City of Santa Rosa and SMART as planning for the site may progress 1ncorporatmg a -
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potential railroad depot. Given the downtown location of the site, vacant land and presence of an

existing railroad station structure, a railroad depot at the site would be a certainty, should use of the
NWPRR right-of-way for public rail transit become a reality Ultimately, the mix of land uses
developed for the SMART parcel would be important to the v1ab111ty of a regional light rail transit
system as noted in the comment.

Response 13-7

See Response 13-6. Cumulative growth and freeway traffic is discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.4,
Traffic and Circulation, pages 3.4-33 and 3.4-34.

Response 13-8

See Responses 13-6 and 13-7. What is inadequate regarding the traffic and pedestrian analysis is not
specified in the comment.

Response 13-9

See Response 13-6 regarding developmenf of the SMART pércel. The comment provides additional

information regarding SMART negotiations with the City.

Response 13-10

See Response 13-2 regarding the Transit-Oriented Redevelopment project as defined in the Draft EIR,
use of a Program EIR and subsequent environmental review. It is neither premature or contrary to the
intent of CEQA to proceed with environmental review of the project at this time. Environmental
review is required under California Redevelopment Law prior to the adoption of a redevelopment plan.
The purpose of the EIR is as described on page 1 in the Introduction section of the EIR.

The intent of the proposed redevelopment plan for the Transit-Oriented Redevelopment project is to

‘establish basic authority and limits under which the RedeveIopment Agency would operate in the

Transit-Oriented Redevelopment project area. The redevelopment plan will not replace existing City
processes or regulations. The Planning commission and related boards would retain their existing

-authority as established by the City Code, and City Planning regulations (General Plan, Zoning, Design

Review Guidelines, etc.) would still govern entitlements requested for incorporated property. Should
the plan be adopted, specific projects would still be requlred to proceed through the City’s existing
review and approval process.

Response 13-11.

The “project” as evaluated in the Draft EIR is as described in Section 2, Project Description, and is
consistent with the Santa Rosa General Plan land use designations for the project site. The proposed
redevelopment plan for the Transit-Oriented Redevelopment project establishes land uses based on the
City General Plan. The Land Use Map identifies the City General Plan land use designations. On this
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basis, the proposed redevelopment plan for the Transit-Oriented Redevelopment project can be found
consistent with the City’s General Plan. :

Refer to the Introduction section which describes the purpose of the EIR. As explained on page 2-7 of
the Draft EIR, the purpose of the Redevelopment Plan is to enhance and assist in the revitalization of
the project area inclusive of the western portion of Railroad Square. The redevelopment project is
‘intended. to respond to the applicable provisions of the Railroad Square Plan and as directed by the

Plan’s policies and as noted in the comment. The City of Santa Rosa Department of Housing and
"Redevelopment’s participation in the project is also intended to ensure that the project area is
'revitalized with high quality development that is pedestrian friendly, and includes the use of public
'transportatlon the construction of higher density commercial, office and residential uses as well as
1nnovat1ve pubhc spaces for cultural activities.

Response 13-12

See Response 13-11 regarding consistency with the General Plan. See also Section 3.1 of the Draft

EIR, Relationship to Plans and Planning Policy, for an evaluation of the project’s consistency with the -

provisions of the Santa Rosa General Plan.
Response 13-13

The environmental impacts of a mix of residential and cdmmercial land uses on the Transit-Oriented
Redevelopment project site is evaluated in the Draft EIR. See Tables 2-1 and 6-1 for two site
* development profiles as evaluated in the Draft EIR.

Response 13-14

See Response 13-11 regarding consistency with the General Plan. See also Section 3.1 of the Draft
EIR, Relationship to Plans and Planning Policy, for an evaluation of the project’s consistency with the
provisions of the Santa Rosa General Plan.. The Draft EIR does not rely on General Plan policies to
mitigate environmental impacts of the prdject as suggested in the comment. Where the project would
appear to be inconsistent with the General Plan goals and/or policies, project mitigation measures are
provided to bring the project into consistency with the General Plan goals and/or policies. This
includes the control of stormwater runoff, erosion control, the preservation of trees, avoiding the
altering of cultural resources, maintaining acceptable community noise standards, ensuring protection
~ from earthquake damage potential, conductmg hazardous materials cleanup and related issues.

Response 13-15, 13-16, 13-17 and 13-18

The comment is not clear on what key project features are omitted or underestimated in the Draft EIR.
- See Tables 2-1 and 6-1 of the Draft EIR for two potential sit¢ development profiles consisting of
specified housing units and gross square footages of commercial development for each parcel within the
Redevelopment area as evaluated in the Draft EIR. How many housing units for each -parcel is

specified. As pointed out before, and as clearly stated in the Draft EIR, a detailed land use plan for the
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Transit-Oriented Redevelopment project had not been prepared at the time of preparing the Draft EIR.
The land use concept as deséribed in the Draft EIR is therefore conceptual in nature coinciding with the
conceptual nature of the redevelopment project programs as listed on pages 2-9 and 2-10. See also
Responses 2-1 and 2-2 for further information regarding project planning, environmental review
conducted for the project, the purpose of a Program EIR and subsequent environmental review
required where a program EIR has been prepared for a project. Project design, design review, site
planning, and project appearance issues are further discussed in Response 2-2.

Soils, geologic and seismic impacts and mitigation measures are discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.10,
Soils, Geology and -Seismicity. The conclusions therein would apply to any construction of buildings
designed for occupancy. The potential construction period is discussed on pages 2-14 and 2-15.
Construction impacts and mitigation are also discussed in sections 3.4, Traffic and Circulation, 3.5,
Visual Quality and Community Character; 3.8, Hazardous Materials, 3.9, Cultural Resources, 3.11,
Hydrology and Water Quality, 3.12, Bzologzcal Resources, 3. 13 Air Quality, and 3. 14 Nozse No
need for constructlon blasting has been identified for the project. '

Infrastructure funding is not required to be discussed in an EIR. The need and planning for
infrastructure (utilities, circulation), is discussed in sections 3.1, Relationship to Plans and Planning
Policy, 3.4, Traffic and Circulation, 3.7, Utilities, and 3.11, Hydrology and Water Quality. For a
fuller understanding of a Program EIR and subsequent environmental review, refer to the discussion in
the above paragraphs.

No General Plan amendment has been identified for the project. See Responses 13-11 and 13- 14 above.

Response 13-19

The comment indicates that key elements of the Setting discussion are missing from the Draft EIR, but
fails to substantiate this claim. For example, the Biological Resources setting discussion states that no
vegetative habitat types such as annual grasslands, forests, or seasonal wetlands are present on the

- project site. Special Status plant and wildlife species are discussed on pages 3.12-5 and 3.12-6. - At

this stage of project planning, it would be inconsistent with the intent of CEQA to speculate as to where
residents of Santa Rosa and where persons who would be employed in the commercial enterprises on
the project site currently work, nor is such information necessary for a Program EIR.

ReSponSe 13-20

The comment indicates that the conclusions of impact are not supported with the appropriate analysis.
However, no examples are cited to substantiate the comment and a response regarding EIR adequacy is
therefore not possible.

Response 13-21

The comment states that the Draft EIR “fails to reflect the project-specific information  that is
available”. Again, it should be noted that the land use concept as described in the Draft EIR is
conceptual in nature coinciding with the conceptual nature of the redevelopment project programs as
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listed on pages 2-9 and 2-10. For a fuller understanding of a Program EIR and the purpose of the EIR

, refer to the discussion in the above paragraphs. The project is consistent with the General Plan as
discussed in Response 2-1. Thus, the project would not “set a precedent for future amendments to the
General Plan, which may result in cumulatively significant environmental impacts” as noted in the
comment.

Protection of the Santa Rosa Creek drainage is discussed in Section 3.11, Hydiology and Water
- Quality, pages 3.11-7 through 3.11-13, inclusive of subject areas relating to stormwater runoff volume
and rate, erosion potential, and the maintenance of water quality.

N
-

Respecting growth management as cited in the comment, the. Growth Management Element of the
Santa Rosa General Plan paces residential development in order to manage population growth through
year 2020. Growth Management Element goals and policies are based on broad considerations of the
City’s future growth. The Transit-Oriented Redevelopment project would be consistent with Growth
- Management Goal GM-A to “Prevent urban sprawl by focusing growth within the Urban Growth
Boundary” and Policy GM-A-1 to “Contain urban development in the Santa Rosa area within the
_City’s Urban Growth Boundary.” The General Plan advances the policies of the City to promote and
facilitite growth within the Urban Growth Boundary that would minimize the cost and extent of
providing infrastructure services by producing a more compact and efficient pattern of development.
This in turn would limit the potential for urban sprawl by focusing growth in an urban area and help to
slow the rate at which agricultural lands, open space and areas of habitat value outside the Urban
Growth Boundary may be converted to urban development. -

Response 13-22

As noted in Response 13-19, it would be inconsistent with the intent of CEQA to speculate in a
Program EIR as to where residents of Santa Rosa and where persons who would_ be employed in the
commercial enterprises on the project site currently work, or be likely to live. In addition, as
explained in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR, Population, Employment and Housing, pages 3.3-3 and 3.3-
4, the Redevelopment Agency would be required to assure that a certain percentage of housing units
developed within the redevelopment project are affordable to persons and families of low and moderate
income. This Inclusionary Housing Obligation requires that at least 30 percent of all new or
- substantially rehabilitated dwelling units developed by an agency, and 15 percent of all new or
substantially rehabilitated dwelling units developed within a project area by persons or entities other
than the agency, be made available at affordable housing costs to persons and families of low or
moderate income. ‘ ‘ '

Regarding growth as noted in the comment, the project site would accommodate a resident population
of about 720 persons or 0.0037 percent of the projected 2020 City population which would not be a
significant population increase. Also, the project site at buildout as addressed in the body of the Draft
EIR would accommodate up to about 767 workers on a daily basis, the actual number of which would
~be dependent on the types and mix of businesses that might operate there as the site is developed (see
‘Section 4 of the Draft EIR, Growth Inducement, for additional information). '

[ST———
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Further negotiations with SMART would be required to determine exactly what would be developed on
the SMART parcel and the timing and phasing of development (i.e., phasing of housing and jobs, retail

- services, etc.). This subject is discussed further on pages 2-13 and 2-14 of the Draft EIR in Section 2,

Project Description. A major regional shopping center (Santa Rosa Plaza) offering a broad range of
consumer items is located approximately 1/3 mile directly east of ‘the project site, and would be
available for use by project residents. This does not include the many shops and restaurants currently
located in Railroad Square that would also be available to project residents, as well as the heart of
downtown Santa Rosa with additional shopping, eatmg and entertamment facilities on the east side of

' U.S.101 about % mile east of the project site.

Response 13-23

The geographic study area is considered to the point where traffic and circulation impacts are
considered less than significant for the project as proposed. As to the impacts on Highway 101 and
Route 12, please see Response to 4-1. The project’s total additional trips during the peak hours would
add little to Highway 12 and the already saturated conditions on U.S. 101. The impacts to city streets
of the proposed project are documented in the Draft EIR as well. See Impacts 3.4-1 and 3.4-2 in
Section 3.4, Traffic and Circulation. '

Response 13-24

- The traffic analysis for the Transit-Oriented Redevelopment project indicated there are not likely to be

substantial adverse transit. impacts as a result of the project, as otherwise noted in the Draft EIR.
Ridership on the bus lines adjacent to the project site is-low and the addition of the project’s transit
trips would not be expected to bring ridership in excess of current capacities. City transit planners
have considered whether it would be necessary to add capacity, routes, or change current route
configurations to accommodate the Transit-Oriented Redevelopment project. The conclusion was that

the current routes that run along 3" Street would adequately serve the development.®

-The SMART rail station in downtown Santa Rosa is intended to be primarily accessed by passengers ‘

via walking, cycling, or transit. Auto park and ride patrons would be encouraged to use alternative
stations, at Jenner Avenue and/or Bellevue Avenue. :

Response 13-25

Indirect impacts resulting from traffic, air quality and noise mitigation measures are not identified in
the comment and a response is therefore not required. No adverse growth inducing impacts have been
identified for the Transit-Oriented Redevelopment project (see Section 4, Growth Inducement), and
sufficient mitigation has been established for identified air quality and noise impacts.

Telephone communication with Bruce Eisert, Transit Planner for the City of Santa Rosa, 3/11/04.
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Response 13-26

: Mltlgatlon measures for project area roads were found to be unnecessary using the City of Santa Rosa’s

- impact significance -criteria. - Transit mitigation measures are shown to be unnecessary due to the -

beneficial impacts the: Transit-Oriented Redevelopment project would have on transit ridership,
particularly if rail use is ultimately implemented. See response 13-24.

The benefits of the project’s land uses and conceptual site design were. described and accounted for in
the Project Background and Objectives Section of the Draft EIR (see pages 1-1 through 1-4) as well as
in the discussions of the beneficial impacts of the project in terms of transit usage and pedestrian
activity enhancement, including reductions to project traffic volumes due to an increased use of transit
and non-motorized modes (see Impacts 3.4-3 and 3.4-4 in Section 3.4, Traffic and Circulation).

Response 13-27

- On page 3.11-12 of :the Draft EIR, Water Quality Impact 3.11-4 indicates that the major contributor of
contaminants to runoff in post-development areas are driveways, parking lots, sidewalks, streets and
gutters and are connected directly to storm drains, and that the contaminants consist of debris dropped

-or scattered by individuals (trash), street sweepings (dust, litter, heavy metals from automobile-and’

- truck exhaust and tires), debris and other particulate matter washed into roadways from adjacent areas,

wastes and dirt from construction and renovation or demolition (soil, sbraps of building materials),
. fecal droppings from animals, remnants of household refuse dropped during collection or scattered by
animals or wind, oil and various residues (heavy metals) contributed by automobiles, and fallout of air-
borne particles (dust). Because the site has not yet been redeveloped, the exact mix of these
constituents is not known; however, as stated at the top of page 3.11-12 of the Draft EIR, Water
Quality Impact 3.11-4, “Municipalities, such as the City of Santa Rosa, with populations of over
100,000 are required to obtain NPDES stormwater permits which specify the permitted concentration
of various pollutants in stormwater discharge, but do not constrain the technlques and procedures used
to achieve those concentrations.”

The. North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, which has the ultimate responsibility for the
issuance of NPDES permits in the Clty of Santa Rosa, identifies the major constrained constituents to
include:

o Sediment from construction or other activities that expose and loosen soils, or vehicles that
break up pavement.

¢ Nutrients from such sources as fertilizer, lawn chppmgs and car exhaust, which contain
. phosphorous, nitrogen, or similar nutrients.

e Heavy metals and toxic chemicals from such sources as cars- (brake pads, engine wear, etc),
pesticides and herbicides. :

e Bacteria from such sources as failing septic tanks, sewer overflows, decaying organic material,
and the improper disposal of household pet fecal material.
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As indicated at the top of page 3.11-12 of the EIR, Water Quality Impact 3.11-4, the City is required
to reduce the discharge of pollutants in their stormwater discharges to the maximum extent practicable
using an array of control measures developed through the NPDES permitting process. Examples of
several types of these measures appear in Mitigation Measure 3.11-1 beginning on page 3.11-8 of the
EIR, and in Mitigation Measure 3.11-2 beginhing on page 3.11-10 of the EIR. The levels of pollutants
in stormwater runoff from the project site would be controlled through the existing regulatory
framework of the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board.

Soil and groundwater contamination is discussed in Chapter 3.8 Hazardous Materials, beginning on
pages 3.8-3 through 3.8-8 of the Draft EIR. The NorthCoast'Regional "‘Water Quality Control Board
requested clarification of the project objective to clean up property contaminated with hazardous
materials: that clean-up already is underway and the fequested information is in Response 14-1 of this
document. Control of the spread of contaminants is discussed in the previous paragraphs of the current
response. ' '

The commentator may have confused “future plans and programs” with the existing regulatory
framework of the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board. There is no discretionary action
on the part of the City about complying with the Board’s NPDES permitting process: various methods

are available to achieve compliance, but compliance is required.

Response 13-28

* Visual simulations or photomontages are not required to be included in an EIR. Visual simulations or

photomontages may be included in an EIR if desired. See Response 2-2 for information regarding

- project design, community compatibility and visual appearances. Impact 3.5-1 on page 3.5-8 of the

Draft EIR in Section 3.5, Visual Quality and Community Character, specifically notes that “overall,
the change in visual appearances within the project site would be expected to be significant, and could

contrast with the adjacent, established, less intensively developed land parcels outside the project site '
“to the north and east.” Impact 3.5-1 was identified as being potentially significant, contrary to the

claim in the comment of no significant visual impact, for which mitigation is provided in Mitigation
Measure 3.5-1 to reduce the impact to a less than significant level. 'Refer to pages 3.5-8 through 3.5-
10 of the Draft EIR for a more complete discussion of visual impacts and mitigation measures.

-Response 13-29

School impact and mitigation measures are described in Section 3.6, Public Services, pages 3.6-8 and
3.6-9. As explained on page 3.6-3 of the Draft EIR, students in the project area attend Abraham
Lincoln Elemen_tary School (grades K-6 at 850 West 9" Street), Santa Rosa Middle School (grades 7-8
at 500 E Street), and Santa Rosa High School (grades 9-12 at 1235 Mendocino'Avenue). According to
school officials, each of these schools is at or near capacity, and each has portable classrooms located
onsite to accommodate existing enrollment.® There are no current plans for the expansion of any of

¢ Bower, Douglas. 2003. Santa Rosa City Schools, Associate Superintendent - Business, November.
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these schools. School impact fees, regarded as mitigation for school children generated by.
- development, are regulated by State law. '

Response 13-30

See section 4, Growth Inducement, for a discussion regarding the growth inducing potential of the
project. The ﬁroject as considered in the body of the Draft EIR would contain up to 280 residential
units and 230,000 gross square feet of commercial space as indicated in Table 2-1 on page 2-11. Thus,
the project would not be biased in favor of either housing or commercial development but would
contain a balance of housmg and commercial land uses.

The Transit-Oriented Redevelopment project advances the notion of City centered growth and the more
efficient utilization of existing natural resources. For example, as noted previously in Section 3.2,
Land Use, and Section 4, Growth Inducement, the project is intended to facilitate growth on currently
vacant and underutilized land in an existing urban area which would miniiize the cost and extent of
~ providing infrastructure services by producing a more compact and efficient pattern of development.

Land parcels that have been without public water and sewer service on the project site would have

direct access to expanded sewer and water services to serve new development. This in turn would
assist in limiting the potential for urban expansion in non-urbanized areas and the consumption of
undeveloped or agriculturally useful land by focusing growth in an existing urban area. The project

~would therefore contribute to reducing the push for suburban commercial growth that has been known
to drain economic vitality from downtown areas, thus creating the need for redevelopment in the first
place. :

Response 13-31

As explamed on page 6 in the Draft EIR Introduction section, Cumulative impacts are discussed in the
respective technical sections of this EIR as appropriate to the subject matter being addressed where
cumulative impacts would occur (i.e., Traffic and Circulation, Hydrology and Water Quality, Noise,
and Air Quality). As indicated, the analysis of impacts extends out in a geographic area to the point
where the impacts are considered less than significant. Reference to Table 92 in the comment is not
clear because there is no Table 92 in the Draft EIR. See Response 13-30 regarding the Transit-
Oriented Redevelopment project’s limiting potential for urban expansion in non-urbanized areas and
thus the project’s contribution to limiting cumulative development impacts.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 (b) specifies: “The discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the
severity of the impacts and their likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as great
- detail as is provided for the affects attributable to the project alone. The discussion should be guided

by the standards of practicality and reasonableness, and should focus on the cumulative impact to -

which the identified other projects contribute rather than the attnbutes of other pro;ects which do not
contribute to the cumulative impact.” The comment does not substantiate that the cumulative effects of
the Transit-Oriented Redevelopment project would be considerable when viewed in connection with the
"~ effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects and the effects of probable future projects.
As explained on page 3.2-4 of the Draft EIR in Section 3.2, Land Use, no other significant projects
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that would comprise a substantial change in land use are currently known as proposed for construction
in the downtown. Nonetheless, cumulative development impacts on a broader level are discussed in
Section 3.4, Traffic and Circulation (pages 3.4-33 and 3.4-34), Section 3.5, Visual Quality and

- Community Character (page 3.5-11), Section 3.6, Public Services (page 3.6-10), Section 3.7, Utilities

(pages 3.7-10, 3.7-12, 3.7-13 and 3.7-14), Section 3.10, Soils, Geology and Seismicity (page 3.10-12),

‘Section 3.11, Hydrology and Water Quality (pages 3.11-13 and 3.11-14), Section 3.12, Biological

Resources (page 3.1_2,-12), Section 3.13, Air Quality (pages 3.13-9 and 3.13-10), and Section 3.14,
Noise (page 3.14-11 and 3.14-12). Further implications regarding cumulative development may be
found in Section 4, Growth Inducement.

Response 13-32

The comment states that the mitigation measures presented in the Draft EIR are inadequate. What is
inadequate about the mitigation measures is not specified in the comment and a response cannot
therefore be provided. Mitigation measures to reduce the identified significant or potentially significant

~ impacts to reduce the impacts to less than significant levels are provided in each technical section of the

Draft EIR. The exceptions include impacts related to the provision of fire and police protection
services which are listed as significant and unavoidable impacts on page 5-1 in Section 5, Significant,

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts. No examples of inadequate mitigation measures are listed in the
comment. '

Response 13-33

- It is considered that the Draft EIR analyzes a reasonable range of alternatives as required by CEQA.
- How the Draft EIR falls short of the standards set by CEQA is not specified in the comment and a
response thus cannot be provided. The purpose of the discussion of alternatives is provided on page 6-

1 in Section 6, Alternatives.
Response 13-34

Please see Response 13-10 regarding the redevelopment plan and EIR preparation. See also Draft EIR
pages 2-13 and 2-14 regarding redevelopment and coordination with SMART for transit planning of the
SMART parcel.
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Responses to Letter of Comment #14: California Regional Water Quallty Control Board,
(email), Joan Fleck, February 27 2004.

Response 14-1

The project objective to clean up property contaminated with hazardous materials is already being
implemented at the project site as explained in Section 3.8, Hazardous Materials - Existing Conditions,
pages 3.8-5 and 3.8-6. * Soil and groundwater impacts have been documented at the Santa Rosa
Canners, SMART, West 3rd Street Right-of-Way, and Berkowitz parcels caused by former operations
of on- and offsite facilities. As presented on pages 3.8-5 and 3.8-6 of the Draft EIR, soil and
groundwater investigations and/or remedial activities have been conducted at each of these parcels and
will continue until eleanup requirements are met to the satisfaction of the RWQCB and site closure is
granted. Mitigation Measures 3.8-1 on pages 3.8-7 and 3.8-8 of the Draft EIR implements measures to
protect construction workers and the public if contaminated soil is discovered during construction
activities. In addition, Impact 3.8-3 on pages 3.8-9 and 3.8-10 of the Draft EIR presents the beneficial

~ effects that site cleanup would provide by largely removing the exposure pathway for inhalation,

ingestion, and dermal contact of potentially contaminated soil for future tenants and/or employees.

If monitoring and/or ret_nediation wells are located on these parcels during redevelopment, they may
need to be abandoned according to applicable State and local guidelines. Additionally, the abandoned

monitoring wells may need to be replaced to accommodate existing monitoring and/or remediation

activities at on- or off-site facilities, in accordance with applicable federal and State regulations. Please

see also Response 13-27 regarding site stermwater runoff. Surface runoff and potential groundwater
impacts are discussed in Section 3.11, Hydrology and Water Quality, pages 3.11-7 through 3.11-17.

Project site properties and Regional Water Board case file numbers are as follows:

¢ Southern Pacific Transportation Company, Third Street Property: 1TSR196 [Smart Parcel]
e Franchetti, 60 West Sixth Street; 1NSR374 [Santa Rosa Canners Parcel]

e Santa Rosa Department of Public Works Third Street: 1TSR198 [West Third Street Right-of-
Way Parcel) '

e Cobb, 2 Third Street: 1NSR199 [Berkowitz Parcel]

‘Potential off-site contributors to groundwater contamination are as noted on pages 3.8-5 and 3.8-6.
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Responées to Letter of Comment #15: Golden Gate Bridge nghway & Transportatlon
District, Alan Zahradnik, February 27, 2004.

Response 15-1

The last sentence in the fourth paragraph on page 2-12 is changed to read: “The new rail district,
created with the passage of California State Assembly Bill 2224 consolidated the exrstmg SMART
Commission, Northwestern Pacific Railroad Authority, and the rail assets of the and-the Golden Gate

Bridge, Highway and Transportation District Autherity-and-assets-over of the rail corrldor into a single
rail district.”

Response 15-2

., Golden Gate Transit bus-lines and Mendocino Transit Authority (MTA) lines have been added to the

report and its transit map (Flgure 3 4-2). Golden Gate Transit routes were not included in the Draft
EIR, because Golden Gate Trans1t has no stops within a quarter mile of the project site. A quarter mrle
is generally considered the maximum walking distance in areas like Santa Rosa for most passengers.
MTA does stop within a quarter mile of the project site, however..

. Respdrrse 15-3

While Golden Gate Transit may find it desirable at some time in the future to run buses directly to and
from a potential bus transit facility located at the Transit-Oriented Redevelopment site, the details of
such a facility design and how the design would be able to accommodate 45 and 60-foot buses has not
been completed. These aspects of the project should be studied in conjunction with the analysis of
other factors such as site access, circulation and the adequacy of turning radii at nearby intersections to
accommodate larger buses.” See also Responses 2-1 and 2-2 regarding future design and environmental
review. - -

The City of Santa Rosa’s Transit staff was contacted regarding Golden Gate Transit’s request for
straight curb bus stops as opposed to bus pullout stops as indicated in the Draft EIR. The City’s
response is that for large developments such as the Transit-Oriented Redevelopment project, the City
prefers to request bus pullouts as a transit enhancement.®

‘Response 15-4

See Response 1-5 regarding a higher transit mode share and a resulting reduced need for parking.

7 Telebhone communicatipn with Bruce Eisert, Transit Planner for the City of Santa Rosa, 3/11/04.

8 Telephone communication with Bruce Eisert, Transit Planner for the City of Santa Rosa, 3/11/04.
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Response 15-5

A vehicular grade separated crossing may be prohibitively expensive. A pedestrian/bicycle oniy
crossing would have a large footprint, due to the ramps required by ADA. If elevators were used
instead, the construction and operating costs of a grade separated crossing would be greater.

City of Santa Rosa Transit;Oriented Redevelopment Project Response to Comments — Letter of Comment with Responses 4-90
P:\Projects - WP Only\10800-00 to 10900-00\10851-00 TORPA\FEIR\TORPA FEIR.doc



HOUSHIQ 3'70(33 ARosy -

1400 TENTH STREET }.’Q BQX 6044 %CRANENTO CAIJFORNIA 9&812*80&4
; . {518)4d8-0818 FAX(QiS}828 3018 wwwnpr Lapavy

491




-

[——]

afrii;ight Information provided by lead apency.

SR




‘
S,

" Responses to Letter of Comment #16: State of California, Governor’s Office of Plamiing
»and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit, February 27, 2004.

1

Response 16-1

-No letters of comment were attached to the letter from the State Clearinghouse.
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